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She felt a warning tremor as she spoke, as though some instinct deeper
than reason surged up in defense of its treasure. But Darrow’s face was
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Part One

What Are Emotions and
How Do They Operate?

For thousands of years people have assumed that that there is some
special deep connection between emotion and the arts. In the Republic
Plato famously complained that one reason why poetry often has such
a bad moral influence on people is that it appeals to their emotions
rather than to their reason, the ‘highest’ part of the soul. The idea that
the emotions are intimately connected to the arts was taken up by
Aristotle and given a more sympathetic twist. Almost ever since, there
has been a widespread conviction among Western thinkers that there is
some special relationship between the arts and the emotions."

Until very recently, however, there was little consensus about what
the emotions really are and how they actually operate, and so it has
been hard to adjudicate exactly how they function in relation to the
arts. This situation has now begun to change. Within the last thirty
years or so there has been an upsurge of research into the emotions in
disciplines as diverse as experimental and clinical psychology, neuro-
biology, anthropology, sociology, and philosophy. We now have a
much better idea of what emotions are. Not that there is a complete
consensus: far from it. Competing theories are rife. But none the less
there is growing agreement about emotion and what its most import-
ant ingredients are.
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I wrote this book in order to bring to bear the insights of modern
psychological and other empirical research into the emotions on
questions about our emotional involvement with the arts. So I
begin by laying out a theory of emotion, one that is supported by
the best evidence from current empirical work, and then in the light
of this theory I examine some of the ways in which the emotions
function in the arts. The book is intended for anyone interested in the
emotions and how they work, as well as anyone interested in the arts
and the philosophy of the arts, especially questions about emotional
expression in the arts, the emotional experience of the arts, and, more
generally, interpretation in the arts.

Part One 1s about the emotions, what they are, why we have them,
and how they function. We need to have a firm grasp of what
emotions are before we go on to tackle more difficult questions
about emotions and the arts. Part Two 1is about literature and the
emotions, especially about the emotional reactions that people have
to poems, plays, novels, and other types of literature. Do we have to
respond emotionally to poems and novels in order to understand
them properly? Can good novels educate us emotionally about life?
What is the role of structure in a novel or poem in guiding our
emotional responses? Part Three deals with emotional expression. It
moves the discussion away from the emotional reactions of audiences
and turns instead to the expression of emotions by artists: writers,
composers, painters, choreographers, film-makers, and so on. The
idea that the arts are expressions of emotion in their creators was
axiomatic in the Romantic movement at the end of the eighteenth
and for much of the nineteenth century, and it is still an idea with
many adherents. I show how the way people think about artistic
expression today cannot be disentangled from its roots in Romanti-
cism. The last part of the book is about music, both the expression of
emotion in music and the emotional reactions of audiences to music.
It is often thought paradoxical that apparently content-less ‘pure’
instrumental music can express or arouse emotions. I explain how a
proper understanding of the emotions can help us to solve this
apparent paradox.

I begin, then, with the emotions: love, anger, fear, jealousy, grief,
shame, and many more. My goal in Part One is to establish a theory
of emotion that draws on recent work in experimental psychology,
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neuroscience, and other empirical disciplines. The theory I outline
and defend is a theory that I think best accounts for the currently available
evidence on emotion. In other words, things may change as more results
come in from the empirical sciences, but right now the best available
evidence suggests that my theory or something very like it is the most
plausible on offer.

Chapter 1 is devoted to theories of emotion that emphasize cogni-
tion or ‘judgements’. The insights of the cognitive theory have to be
preserved in any satisfactory theory of emotion, but there are many
reasons why cognition or judgement cannot be the essential ingredi-
ent in emotion, as the judgement theory maintains. Chapter 2 exam-
ines results from psychology and neuroscience and lays the
groundwork for the theory I develop in Ch. 3, where emotion is
treated as essentially a process, in which a special kind of automatic
‘affective appraisal’ induces characteristic physiological and behav-
1oural changes and is succeeded by what I call ‘cognitive monitoring’
of the situation. Although there is usually lots of cognitive activity
going on in the course of an emotion process, the process itself is
always initiated by an automatic affective appraisal that occurs prior to
reflection. It is because emotions are triggered by an automatic
affective appraisal that they are in some important ways immune to
assessment as rational or irrational: they are, as Edith Wharton sug-
gests in the epigraph, ‘deeper than reason’.
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Emotions as Judgements

The emotion is a specific manner of apprehending the world.

Jean-Paul Sartre, Sketch for a Theory of the Emotions

What Are Emotions? Are They Feelings, Behaviour,
Physiological Symptoms, or Judgements?

For many people the answer to the question ‘what is an emotion?’ is
straightforward: emotions are feelings. After all, when I am in the
throes of an emotional experience, it’s natural to say that I feel angry
or elated or nostalgic or jealous. One way to explain this way of
talking 1s that emotions simply are feelings: a feeling of anger, a feeling
of elation, a feeling of nostalgia, or a feeling of jealousy. We tend to
think of our feelings as our own private mental states or states of
consciousness, and we are inclined to believe that only we ourselves
have access to our feelings of joy and fear, our inner surges of anger or
jealousy. If emotions are nothing but feelings, this would mean that
our emotions are private mental states or states of consciousness, and
that I find out what my emotions are by introspection.

However, a very little reflection shows that even if experiencing
emotions does involve having feelings, we can’t simply identify
emotions with feelings. After all, there are lots of feelings that are
not emotions: we feel hunger pangs, sexual urges, and various itches
and tickles, to say nothing of feelings of hot and cold, of heartburn
and lower back pain. And at the same time, it just seems wrong to
reduce such a lofty emotion as love to an inner feeling such as
butterflies in the tummy. However trembly I get when my beloved
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comes into view, it doesn’t seem right to say that my love is nothing
but the trembly feeling. After all, I may get the trembly feeling when I
am nervous or when I have run too fast up the stairs. I may get a warm
glow inside not just when I see my beloved but also when I have just
finished exercising. I can have a sharp burst of indigestion as well as a
sharp burst of irritation.

In a marked reaction against the view that emotions are simply
inner feelings, and under the pervasive influence of behaviourism,
some philosophers and psychologists in the mid-twentieth century
argued that emotions should be analysed as characteristic bits of
behaviour or as dispositions to behave in a certain way. In this way
of thinking about things, my love is not my trembly feeling but my
caring behaviour. My anger is not my turbulent inner feelings; it is
my vengeful behaviour. One problem with this conception of emo-
tions is that sometimes emotions don’t seem to have any accompany-
ing behaviour at all: It seems as though I can be secretly in love or
annoyed or afraid without there being any sign of it in my overt
behaviour. Proponents of the behaviour view therefore usually prefer
to say that emotions are dispositions or tendencies to behave in certain
ways. Anger is thought of as a disposition to revenge or to aggressive
behaviour, love as a disposition to care for and cherish the object of
love, and so on. In other words, if I am angry or in love I will tend to
exhibit my emotions in the way I behave if the opportunity arises: if
the object of my anger or my love is far away, there may be long
periods when you can’t tell just from looking at the way I behave
whether or not I am angry or in love. It is only when I am put into the
right circumstances that my tendency to behave a certain way will be
activated.

There are several reasons why thinking of emotions as pieces
of behaviour, or even as tendencies to engage in certain pieces of
behaviour, is a bad idea. For one thing, the behaviour associated with
two different emotions, such as shame and embarrassment, or regret
and remorse may be the very same: behaviour or tendencies to
behave in a certain way cannot distinguish between two closely
related emotions. A second consideration is that although my caring
behaviour may indeed be a symptom of my love for you, I may act in
the same way simply out of a sense of duty. So the behaviour all by
itself cannot be the same thing as the emotion of love. Consequently,
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although behaviour may be an important component of at least some
emotions, we cannot identify emotions with behaviour or tendencies
to behave, any more than we can identify emotions with inner
teelings.

Another striking feature of emotion consists in physiological re-
sponses of various kinds. When we see a man who is angry, we may
notice that his face is getting red and his hands are trembling; that
he is beginning to sweat, and his face is contorted. These are all
physiological symptoms of his emotional state, but once again it
doesn’t seem right simply to identify emotion with physiological
changes. After all, each of the marks of anger just listed may be
nothing more than symptoms of strenuous exertion. A man lifting
heavy weights may have a contorted, red face, and typically he will
sweat and tremble. Like behaviour, physiological symptoms may be
an important component of emotion but they cannot be all there is to
emotion.

Currently, the most widely accepted theory of emotion is probably
the ‘cognitive’ or ‘judgement’ theory of emotion. What, after all, is
the big difference between the trembly feeling I get when I am in
love and the trembly feeling I get when I run up the stairs too fast? In
the one situation my feeling is caused (partly) by a rapid heartbeat
brought on by a sudden burst of strenuous exercise; in the other
situation my feeling may also be (partly) caused by a rapid increase in
heartbeat, but in this case the increased heartbeat appears to be caused
not by some physical activity I am engaged in—such as running too
fast—but by a judgement that I make, the judgement that my beloved
has arrived and that he is the darling of my heart. Similarly, whereas a
sharp burst of indigestion may be caused by eating too many raw
onions, a sharp burst of annoyance seems to be caused by a judge-
ment, the judgement that something has happened or someone has
done something to thwart my plans or interests.

The judgement theory also explains why the same piece of behav-
iour or tendency to behave in a certain way is sometimes the result of
an emotion and sometimes not. If I care for you and cherish you out
of love, then my behaviour is plausibly construed as a result of my
judgement that you are the darling of my heart, a wonderful person,
and a joy to be with. Alternatively, if I care for and cherish you solely
out of a sense of duty, then my caring for and cherishing you is caused
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by my sense of duty; I do not judge you to be the darling of my heart;
I may be indifferent to you or even dislike you.

Furthermore, the judgement theory explains how the same behav-
iour may be characteristic of two different emotions. Shame and
embarrassment are both typically associated with withdrawal and
hiding behaviours; the difference between them seems to be cogni-
tive. When I am ashamed, I seem to be judging (in part) that I have
been degraded in some way that casts doubt on my sense of self-
worth, whereas when I am merely embarrassed, I judge that I am in a
socially awkward situation but not one that is necessarily degrading to
me or that impugns my sense of self~worth. The difference between
remorse and regret also seems to be cognitive:' when I experience
regret, | judge that something untoward has occurred for which I
may or may not be responsible and that I wish had not happened,
whereas when 1 experience remorse, I judge that I have performed
some action that I think is morally bad and for which I am respon-
sible, and I wish very much that I had not done it.

The Judgement Theory of Emotion

In their discussions of emotion, the great philosophers from Aristotle
to Descartes, Spinoza, and Hume, have typically emphasized the
cognitive content of emotions. Thus Aristotle famously defined
anger as ‘a desire for revenge accompanied by pain on account of
(dia) an apparent slight to oneself or to one’s own, the slight being
unjustified’. Descartes is often caricatured as having a ‘feeling’ theory
of emotion, but in fact his theory is extremely sophisticated; it
includes an analysis of the physiology and even the neurophysiology
of emotion, the connection between physiological response and
feeling, and the way in which cognition interacts with physiology.
Descartes also gives wonderfully subtle accounts of the cognitive
content of many emotions. Hume, too, is not adequately describable
as merely a ‘feeling’ theorist. His analyses of pride, love, and other
complex emotions have generated a lot of interest among cognitive
theorists today. And Spinoza is also a ‘judgement theorist™ after his
own fashion. He envisaged emotions as a species of thought, although
he identifies emotion with ‘inadequate or confused ideas’.? Despite
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the fact that many of these older accounts of emotion are very subtle,
I am going to focus in this book almost entirely on contemporary
writers on the emotions. Today the judgement theory is defended by
some of the best-known psychologists and philosophers writing on
emotion, including the philosophers Robert M. Gordon, Gabriele
Taylor, Robert C. Solomon, William Lyons, Martha Nussbaum, and
Peter Goldie, and the psychologists Richard Lazarus, Andrew
Ortony, and Phoebe Ellsworth.

Some philosophers treat the topic of emotion within the frame-
work of cognitive science. According to Robert Gordon, for
example, it 1s the cognitive aetiology of an emotional state that
makes it the state that it is. Emotions are mental states identified by
means of the particular structures of beliefs and desires that cause them.
All the emotions Gordon studies are directed at some kind of prop-
osition, anger or delight or fear that something or other is the case.
A ‘factive’ emotion—such as your delight, anger, or resentment that
Jones has insulted you—is based on your knowledge that Jones has
insulted you and either the satisfaction of a wish (you are delighted
that he insulted you) or the frustration of a wish (you are angry or
resentful that he insulted you). By contrast an ‘epistemic’ emotion,
such as your fear or hope that Jones will insult you, is caused by the
satisfaction or frustration of a wish (that Jones insult you) together
with an epistemic state of uncertainty. (You do not know whether or
not Jones will insult you.) Gordon is clearly giving an account of
emotions that treats them as very much like cognitions. He wants to
bring emotion into the orbit of cognitive science by producing
computer simulations of emotions that treat them as belief-desire
structures that explain and predict our actions. But it is noteworthy
that most of Gordon’s examples are very ‘thinky’. They are all
propositional, as I have said, and they include such ‘unemotional’
examples as ‘fear that it will rain’ and ‘regret that one has stepped on a
pine cone’. Few, if any, of the emotions he describes could be
attributable to a rat or even a monkey. And as for human beings, it
seems perfectly possible to be in a ‘factive’ or ‘epistemic’ emotional
state without actually feeling emotional at all? In contemporary
American urban culture, it is only in exceptional circumstances that
people get very worked up about whether or not it will rain. Even if
our emotional states are caused by beliefs and wishes in the way
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Gordon describes, it seems that something else must be present in the
causal chain that leads to genuine emotional experience.

Gabriele Taylor has given cognitive analyses of shame, pride, and
guilt that are similar in style to Gordon’s analyses. For example, she
gives the following analysis of ‘pride the passion’ (as opposed to pride
the character trait):

a person who experiences pride believes that she stands in the relation of
belonging to some object (person, deed, state) which she thinks desirable in
some respect. This is the general description of the explanatory beliefs. It is
because (in her view) this relation holds between her and the desirable object
that she believes her worth to be increased, in the relevant respect. This belief
is constitutive of the feeling of pride. The gap between the explanatory and
the identificatory beliefs is bridged by the belief that her connection to the
thing in question is itself of value, or is an achievement of hers.*

In other words the feeling of pride is itself constituted by a belief, the
belief that identifies the emotion pride. This belief in turn is grounded
upon a belief that explains why the person holds the identificatory
belief. Suppose, for example, that I am proud of my beagle, Bobby.
For Taylor this means that I believe Bobby to be a splendid beagle
who belongs to me, and it is in virtue of the fact that I own this
spectacular creature that I believe my self~worth to be increased. This
is an interesting analysis, but, like Gordon’s, it doesn’t get to the heart
of what makes an emotion such as pride emotional.

The same cannot be said of the philosopher, Robert C. Solomon,
who comes to the topic of emotion from a background in existential-
ism. In his groundbreaking 1976 book The Passions, Solomon argues
that an emotion is a special kind of judgement, or set of judgements:
an emotion always involves ‘a personal evaluation of the significance of
[an] incident’. It is an evaluative judgement about ‘our Selves and our
place in the world’.> An emotion is a judgement that concerns matters
that are very important to oneself, and one’s interests, values, and
goals. Thus the emotion of anger is at its core an evaluative judge-
ment that someone has wronged or offended me. It involves both a
personal evaluation, and a moral judgement, an appeal to moral
standards. ‘My anger is that set of judgements.’

Central to Solomon’s account of emotion is that emotions, like
judgements, are—usually, at least—about something or other. Emo-
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tions, as philosophers say, have intentionality: they are directed towards
something. It seems to make no sense to say that I am envious but I
don’t know what I'm envious about, or that I am in love but not with
anyone in particular. Similarly, judgements are about something and
have intentionality: I judge that Jones has wronged me or I judge that
Joe 1s loveable. So both emotions and judgements have content, and
both seem to involve cognitions. Of course this does not prove that
an emotion is a judgement, but it shows that it could be. It also
suggests that an emotion cannot just be a twinge or a pang, an
increased heart rate or a change in the facial musculature, or the
tendency to run away or weep. Emotions can’t be reduced to feelings
or physiological states or bits of behaviour.

Solomon likes to make the point® that a change in an evaluative
judgement that I make may ipso facto produce a change of emotion.
I cannot be angry that you have insulted me if I learn that you did
not in fact insult me. If I thought you said ‘You cow!” and then
I discover that you really said ‘Oh wow,” my anger is likely to
change to relief and amusement. A change in the judgement seems
to entail a change in the emotion, and/or the abandonment of the
emotion.

The view that emotions simply are evaluative judgements might be
thought extreme, since other things seem to be important to emotion
too, such as action tendencies and physiological changes. But it seems
eminently reasonable to think that emotions must at least include some
kind of judgement. Being angry that you have called me an insulting
name seems to entail that I judge what you said to be an insult: I judge
that you were ‘calling me an insulting name’ and ‘wronging me by
calling me an insulting name’. Likewise, it seems to be impossible for
me to be ashamed or remorseful about neglecting my children unless
I acknowledge that I did neglect them and evaluate my neglecting
them as a bad thing to do.

Furthermore, we argue with people about their emotions; we say
that I should not be angry with you, because you did not insult me at
all. We say that I ought to feel ashamed for neglecting my children,
because what I did was immoral. This suggests that we are arguing
about evaluative judgements: you are trying to convince me that [ am
right or wrong to make a particular evaluative judgement. If emo-
tions were nothing but feelings or physiological changes, argument
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would be beside the point: normally you would not try to argue
somebody out of a twinge, a pain, or an accelerated heart-rate.

William Lyons hails from the tradition of analytic philosophy but
he too holds a version of the judgement theory. In his 1980 book,
Emotion, which has had a big influence on philosophers writing about
emotion, including especially those who write about the theory of
the arts, Lyons defended what he called the ‘cognitive-evaluative’
theory of emotion, which emphasizes both judgement and physio-
logical change. More precisely, emotion is defined as ‘a physiologic-
ally abnormal state caused by the subject of that state’s evaluation of
his or her situation’.” For Lyons, then, emotion is not identified with
a judgement but with a physiological state that is caused by a judge-
ment. However, like other cognitive theorists, he believes that emo-
tions are caused by ‘cognitive evaluations’ of a situation, and that
different emotions are distinguished by their characteristic evalu-
ations. ‘Generally speaking,” he says, ‘an emotion is based on know-
ledge or belief about properties.’® For example, love is based on the
(loveable) properties the beloved is believed to have; anger is based
on an evaluative belief that someone has done me wrong.

Whatever their differences, Gordon, Taylor, Lyons, and Solomon
all agree on one important point: they all stress that the ‘judgements’
that are involved in emotion are evaluative judgements about a situ-
ation in terms of one’s own wants, wishes, values, interests, and goals.
[t is an evaluation of the personal significance of something going on
in the (external or internal) environment, either the external environ-
ment of other people, things, and events, or the internal environment
of one’s own thoughts, memories, and imaginings. As Lyons puts it,
an emotion involves ‘an evaluation of some object, event or situation
in the world about me in relation to me, or according to my norms’.’
Solomon even goes so far as to say that our emotions are ‘the very
core of our existence, the system of meanings and values within
which our lives either develop and grow or starve and stagnate’.'®
Even Gordon, whose theory is so very ‘thinky’, notes the crucial
importance to emotion of our wants and wishes.

We find similar themes among psychologists who defend a cogni-
tive theory of emotions.' Richard Lazarus, for example, has claimed
that the relevant judgement’ that forms the ‘core’ of an emotion is
always an ‘[a]ppraisal of the significance of the person-environment
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relationship’. Indeed he claims that such an appraisal ‘is both neces-
sary and sufficient’ for emotion to occur; ‘without a personal appraisal
(i.e. of harm or benefit) there will be no emotion; when such an
appraisal is made, an emotion of some kind 1s inevitable’.’? Psycholo-
gists are interested in systematizing the emotions and so have tried to
come up with typologies of these appraisals. Lazarus has identified
what he calls ‘core relational themes’ for each type of ‘basic emotion’,
which essentially identify the evaluations necessary for each basic
emotion type. Thus the theme for anger is ‘a demeaning offense
against me and mine’, that for envy is ‘wanting what someone else
has’, and that for sadness (sorrow and grief) is ‘having experienced an
irretrievable loss’.’® The ‘basic emotions’ for Lazarus are anger, anx-
lety, fright, guilt, shame, sadness, envy, jealousy, disgust, happiness,
pride, relief, hope, love, and compassion. He bases his list on the
different relationships between person and environment that underlie
each emotion. ‘A core relational theme is simply the central (hence
core) relational harm or benefit in adaptational encounters that
underlies each specific kind of emotion. . .. Each individual emotion
or emotion family is defined by a specific core relational theme.’**

In a somewhat different research strategy, the psychologist Andrew
Ortony has distinguished three classes of emotion based on the differ-
ent kinds of appraisal that produce them: ‘appraisals rooted in goals’,
‘appraisals rooted in standards and norms’, or ‘appraisals grounded in
tastes and attitudes’.'® Ortony and his colleagues identify different
types of ‘valence’ such as the desirability or undesirability of events,
the praiseworthiness or blameworthiness of agents, and the appeal or
lack of appeal in objects. They speculate that emotions serve to
represent in a conscious and insistent way (through distinctive feelings
and cognitions) the personally significant aspects of construed situ-
ations. Throughout his account, Ortony—like Gordon—emphasizes
the ‘eliciting conditions’ for emotion, the ‘appraisals’ that set in
motion an emotional experience.

Despite their differences, both Lazarus’s theory and Ortony’s em-
phasize that the appraisals central to emotion are of harm and benefit.
Given the kind of creatures that we are, if an event is evaluated as ‘a
demeaning offense against me and mine’, or as ‘an irretrievable loss’,
it 1s evaluated negatively, as in different ways productive of harm to
me. Similarly, Ortony has essentially distinguished three different
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ways in which emotional evaluations can have an impact on one’s

well-being: one can evaluate a person, situation, or event as promot-

ing or conflicting with one’s goals, one’s standards and norms, or
, .

one’s tastes and attitudes.

What’s Wrong with the Judgement Theory?

As we have seen, the judgement theorists disagree about exactly how
to characterize the relation between emotion and judgement. Some
think that emotions are identical to judgements, others that judge-
ments are sufficient for emotions, and others again that judgements are
a necessary condition for emotions but not sufficient.

The most obvious objection to the view that an emotion should be
identified with an ‘appraisal’ or evaluative judgement is the fact that
you can make the relevant judgement without feeling the corres-
ponding emotion. Solomon asserts that my anger at Jones for stealing
my car is the judgement that Jones has wronged me by stealing my
car. ‘Similarly, my embarrassment is my judgement that I am in an
exceedingly awkward situation. My shame is my judgement to the
effect that I am responsible for an untoward situation or incident. My
sadness, my sorrow, and my grief are judgements of various severity to
the effect that I have suffered a loss.’*® But of course I can judge that
[ am in an awkward situation without being embarrassed: I might be
amused or depressed, or simply unmoved and dispassionate about the
situation. Similarly, I can judge that I have suftered a loss without
being sad, sorrowful, or grieved.

The same objection can be made to the view that an evaluative
judgement is sufficient for an emotion, i.e. that once you have made
the judgement that’s all you need for the emotion to occur. Lazarus,
for example, claims that an appraisal of the personal significance of the
person—environment interaction is both necessary and sufficient for
emotion. If I appraise the situation as one in which a demeaning
offence has been committed against me or mine, then anger is inevit-
able. But all the examples of appraisal that Lazarus gives, like those of
Solomon, are open to the same objection: I can judge dispassionately
that a demeaning offence has been committed against me or mine, yet
philosophically shake my head and murmur forgivingly: ‘It’s the way
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of the world.” Even if I make the ‘right’ judgement, anger is not
inevitable. It is hard to resist the conclusion that—at least as far as
concerns the examples typically given by judgement theorists—a
judgement is not sufficient for an emotion to occur.

Solomon has recognized this objection and tried to rebut it. On
occasion he has argued that an emotion is not a single judgement, but
a system of judgements. So my anger is not just the judgement ‘you
have insulted me’, but it is this judgement in the context of a set of
other judgements. For example, these judgements might include
‘calling me a cow is anti-feminist, vulgar, and demeaning’, ‘it is a
personal insult and personal insults are immoral’, ‘insults are immoral
in that they risk damaging self-esteem’, and so on. However, merely
multiplying judgements in this way is not by itself a solution, since it
is conceivable that I could make all the judgements in the system of
judgements identified with anger, and yet make them in a dispassion-
ate way without actually ‘getting angry’.

At other times, Solomon says that an emotion is a judgement of a
special kind: emotions are ‘self-involved and relatively intense evalu-
ative judgments. . .. The judgments and objects that constitute our
emotions are those which are especially important to us, meaningful
to us, concerning matters in which we have invested our Selves.”"”
Elsewhere he characterizes emotions as ‘urgent’ judgements: ‘emo-
tional responses are emergency behavior’. An emotion is ‘a necessar-
ily hasty judgement in response to a difficult situation’.'®

However, to call a judgement ‘intense’ seems odd unless you are
already convinced that some judgements are emotions: emotions may
be intense, but judgements are not normally thought of as the sorts of
things that admit of degrees of intensity. And to define emotions as
‘urgent’ judgements is also problematic. I may start to be afraid—say,
about the state of my stock portfolio—only after months of painstak-
ing statistical analysis. Similarly, if my anger is identified as a judge-
ment that a demeaning offence has been committed against me or
mine, this too may be a judgement that results from long and careful
study.

Some judgement theorists concede that judgements are not suffi-
cient for emotion. Gordon, for example, thinks that a belief that the
government has raised taxes and a wish that the government had not
raised taxes, together with certain other conditions, are sufficient for anger,
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resentment, or indignation that the government has raised taxes. But
Gordon says nothing at all about what these other conditions might
be.

Lyons has a more concrete suggestion: that while an evaluative
judgement all by itself is not sufficient for an emotion to occur, if the
evaluation causes an ‘abnormal physiological response’, this is suffi-
cient for emotion to occur. This is a valuable suggestion which will in
a certain sense turn out to be accurate. The trouble with this sugges-
tion 1s that it does not explain why sometimes an evaluative judgement
leads to physiological change and hence emotion, while at other times
what appears to be the very same evaluative judgement fails to lead to
physiological change and emotion. Thus, to appeal to one of
Lazarus’s examples, the judgement that a demeaning offence has
been committed against me or mine sometimes produces anger, but
sometimes it produces anxiety, sometimes sadness, and sometimes
merely a philosophical shrug of the shoulders. The very same judge-
ment with the same propositional content sometimes produces
physiological change and sometimes not. This is something that
needs to be explained. Nevertheless, Lyons’s suggestion is a good
one."” Essentially he is arguing that emotion requires an evaluative
judgement but that this is a necessary, not a sufficient condition for
emotion.

Emotions as Ways of Seeing the Environment

All the judgement theorists I have been discussing agree that making
an evaluative judgement is necessary to having an emotion: without a
judgement there can be no emotion. All these theorists also believe
that the kind of evaluation that is so important to emotion is an
evaluation of the environment in terms of one’s own interests,
desires, goals, and so on. How can I be afraid without evaluating
something as a threat, or ashamed without evaluating my deeds as
morally wrong?

Furthermore, it seems like a reasonable supposition that emotions
can be distinguished from one another by means of the evaluations
they require. Different theorists characterize these evaluations with
more or less precision and subtlety. Solomon’s and Taylor’s accounts
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of emotions explain in great detail what evaluations must be made if
one 1s truly to be said to be ashamed, or proud, or whatever.?® Other
theorists with different agendas are less exact. Gordon’s analysis of
positive and negative factive emotions lumps together many different
emotional states. Thus, where ‘p’ stands for any proposition, anger,
indignation, and resentment that p all involve a belief that p and a
wish that not-p. Lazarus, who, as a psychologist, is presumably less
interested in the nuances of conceptual analysis than in a workable
framework for experimental research and clinical practice, gives fairly
crude accounts of the different evaluations he deems necessary to
each emotion. For example, one can presumably be sad without
experiencing ‘an irrevocable loss’, and ‘taking in or being close to
an indigestible object (metaphorically speaking)’ is at best a clumsy
analysis of the evaluation necessary to disgust.?! Like all psychologists,
Lazarus is trying to come up with a framework for the scientific study
of the emotions, and so he is naturally more interested in a general
account of the cognitive appraisals that he thinks are necessary to basic
types of emotion rather then coming up with accurate accounts of
how to use English words such as ‘angry’, ‘sad’, or ‘disgusting’.
Philosophers have a tendency to think of emotions as mental states
directed at propositions. This makes an emotion seem like a purely
internal mental phenomenon. By contrast, the psychologist Lazarus
does not describe his ‘core relational themes’ in terms of propositions
that a person judges to be true, but rather in terms of situations in
which people interact with the environment. Lazarus is not very clear
about how he thinks of these interactions, but it would seem that if
my anger is evoked by ‘a demeaning offense against me or mine’,
I must be reacting to a situation that I ‘see’ as ‘a demeaning offense’,
whether or not I actually have a firm belief that such an offence
has occurred. And in grief I am reacting to a situation that I see
as ‘an irrevocable loss’. In other words, I see the environment under
a particular description—demeaning offence, irrevocable loss—
although I don’t necessarily have a considered opinion that the
environment really is the way that it currently appears to me.
Emotions are broadly categorizable in terms of what are sometimes
called ‘formal objects’. When I am afraid, for example, I regard the
situation as threatening; when I am in love, I regard the person in
question as amiable and/or desirable. Fear is necessarily directed at a
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threatening situation; anger is necessarily directed at a demeaning
offence; adult sexual love is necessarily directed at a desirable person
(or perhaps we should say a person-like creature, since, according to
the novelist Marian Engel, it is possible to fall in love with a bear®?).
We don’t have to describe what emotions are directed towards
as propositions (I am angry that I have been offended). Indeed 1 do
not think I have ever been in love with a proposition (or a bear,
for that matter). Instead, we can characterize these formal objects
as the environment-considered-or-viewed-under-a-certain aspect
(threatening, demeaning, loveable). As Lyons puts the point:

An emotional state . . . is labeled as ‘fear’ rather than ‘love’ or ‘grief” because
[it is] believed to be the result of an evaluation that something is dangerous
rather than that it is appealing (or good in the eyes of me, the lover), which
would be the evaluation typical of love, or that it is a grave loss or misfor-
tune, which would be the evaluation typical of grief. The categories ‘the
dangerous,” ‘the appealing,”. . . and ‘the grave loss or misfortune’ are what is
called the formal object of fear, love, and grief respectively.?

Lyons is treading on treacherous ground here. Just as it is inad-
equate for Lazarus to define the core relational theme of sadness in
terms of ‘having experienced an irrevocable loss’, so it is inadequate
to describe fear as always directed towards ‘the dangerous’. Notori-
ously I can be afraid of my own shadow. But the general point is a
useful one: the evaluations that help to define the various emotions
are evaluations of the environment considered or viewed under
various different aspects: as a threat or as an offence, as friendly or
hostile, as tragic or comic.

Because philosophers tend to talk about emotions as private con-
scious mental states directed towards propositions, they also tend to
think of emotions as quintessentially human phenomena. But emo-
tions are essentially ways in which organisms interact with their
environments. As we shall see, fish and even insects respond emo-
tionally to their environments, and some non-human mammals have
a fairly rich emotional life. Human beings, with their capacity for
language, enjoy more diverse and subtly differentiated emotional
states than do fish or monkeys, but their emotions too are not
essentially private events but interactions with the environment,
ways in which people deal with the characteristic situations in
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which they find themselves, situations arising from the nature of their
physical limitations, as well as their physical and social environment.
Emotions are ways of evaluating the environment in terms of how it
affects the organism, and this is just as true whether we are thinking of
crayfish, frogs, cats, chimpanzees, or human beings. So for this reason
alone I think it 1s wise to think of emotional states not as directed
towards propositions (the fact that Jones has offended me by stealing
my car or the thought that 1 have suftered an irrevocable loss) but as
provoked by the environment, whether internal (our thoughts and
imaginings) or external (Jones and death and taxes), viewed under a
particular aspect, as threatening, as amiable, as offensive, etc. Emotions
are provoked when frogs, cats, or humans interact with the environ-
ment, viewed in terms of its effect upon their wants, interests, and
goals.

What Are the Judgements in the Judgement Theory?
The Greenspan and Rorty Critique

It looks as if there is general agreement that making an evaluation is a
necessary condition on emotion in general, as well as essential to
distinguishing one emotion from another. The trouble is that an
‘evaluation’ may not always be the sort of evaluative judgement dis-
cussed by the judgement theorists. A number of arguments have been
advanced by philosophers to cast doubt on the idea that emotions
entail evaluative judgements. Some have argued that although the
evaluations involved in emotion have propositional content, as evalu-
ative judgements do, in emotion this content is not judged or believed
to be true; in emotion we take an attitude to propositional content
that 1is less exacting than belief or judgement. Other philosophers
have taken a more extreme position and argued that in some cases
emotions do not have propositional content at all, and that to experi-
ence an emotion is more like perceiving or paying attention to
something in a certain way—a kind of ‘seeing-as’—than it is like
judging or believing something to be the case.

Patricia Greenspan?* has come up with an ingenious argument
designed to show that emotions cannot be judgements or beliefs,
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because they have different criteria of rationality from judgements or
beliefs. More generally, she shows that emotions have different
tormal logical properties from judgements or beliefs. Greenspan
imagines a situation where a close friend (let’s call her Jane) and
[ are vying for some coveted good such as a prize. When Jane wins
the prize I experience ‘mixed feelings’: on the one hand I am happy
that she won, because she is my friend and I love her, but on the other
hand I am unhappy that she won, because I wanted to win myself.
Greenspan argues that if emotions were judgements, then in the
imagined case I would be simultaneously judging that it is good
that Jane won and that it is not good; but these judgements are
inconsistent and to maintain them both simultaneously would
be irrational. If I am to be rational about these judgements, I would
have to either qualify them, judging that in some respects it is
good that she won and in some respects not good, or alternatively
I would have to sum up my judgements, judging that it is on the
whole good that she won or on the whole not good.

However, Greenspan argues, this is not true for the corresponding
emotions. If I am happy that Jane won the prize and simultaneously
unhappy that she won, I am not obliged to either qualify or sum up
my emotions in order to be a rational person: it is perfectly rational
for me to maintain both my happiness and my unhappiness. Of
course I could qualify my emotions or sum them up, being happy
about my friend’s winning while unhappy that I failed to win, or
feeling on the whole happy or on the whole unhappy that she won.
But Greenspan’s point is that I don’t have to do this in order to be
rational, whereas in the case of the corresponding judgements, I do
have to do this in order to be rational.

Greenspan argues that whereas an impartial judgement has to be
assessed for rationality on the basis of all the available evidence, an
emotion, by contrast, ‘is appropriate as long as there are adequate
reasons for it, whatever the reasons against it’. Emotions ‘are based on
reactions to particular facts, as they come into consciousness, rather
than consideration of all the relevant reasons’.?* So my simultaneous
happiness and unhappiness that Jane won the prize are based on
different subsets of the available evidence and so are not inconsistent
in the same way as an impartial judgement based on a consideration of
all the relevant data would be. Greenspan’s conclusion sheds some
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light on Solomon’s idea that emotions are ‘self-involved’ and directed
towards matters that are especially meaningful or important to us, for
if an emotion is based on only a subset of the available evidence, this
may be because it 1s focused only on those aspects of a situation that
are particularly significant to our ‘Selves’. In this particular case, one
subset of the evidence concerns the situation as it affects me, and
another different subset of the evidence concerns the situation as it
affects one of ‘my own’, namely Jane.

Interestingly, these features of emotion that Greenspan points out
link emotion not with beliefs or judgements but with desires. My
simultaneous happiness and unhappiness that Jane won the prize are
due to two simultaneous desires, on the one hand the desire that my
friend win, and on the other hand the desire that I win. Like
emotions, desires are resistant to qualification and to summing. It is
perfectly rational to maintain both these desires without summing
them and arriving at a summary desire that on the whole one of these
actions carries the day over the other.?® After all, it is an adaptive
feature of human beings that they act to satisty their own desires, but
it 1s just as important for human well-being that we act to satisty the
desires of other people, especially those in our closest social group, so
it 1s also adaptive for me to act to satisfy the desires of my close friend
Jane. Hence, as Greenspan points out, it would not necessarily be
rational for me to sum up my desires, judging that on the whole Jane’s
winning the prize is good (or bad). Similarly, it is not necessarily
rational that I qualify my desires, judging that in some respects one
desire is more important than the other.

In later work on emotion Greenspan has described emotions as
states of ‘comfort or discomfort directed towards evaluative propos-
itions’. In other words, she thinks that there 1s an ‘evaluative com-
ponent’ of emotion, but denies that this evaluative component is
necessarily a judgement. In her view, emotions are always directed at
some proposition, but the relevant ‘propositional attitude’ does not
have to be a belief. When I am in a particular emotional state, I may
merely entertain the relevant proposition; I do not have to endorse it.
For example, I may be afraid of Fido, a loveable and harmless old dog,
perhaps because of some traumatic incident with a dog when I was a
child, but I do not necessarily believe or judge that Fido is dangerous.
I may merely have a ‘thought of danger’ in his presence. Greenspan
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agrees with the judgementalists that there 1s an evaluative component
of fear, but she wants to deny that this evaluation has to be an
evaluative judgement or a belief. When I am afraid of poor old Fido,
Greenspan says that I ‘feel as though’ danger is at hand. I am evaluat-
ing Fido as dangerous in some sense, even though I sincerely believe
that he is not.?’

In another example, Greenspan says that she herself has a ‘some-
what phobic fear of skidding, ever since a car accident in a blizzard’.
On a later occasion when travelling with someone who is driving
slowly and safely along an empty road, a slight skid caused her to ‘gasp
audibly for a second out of fear’. Greenspan says that she ‘felt for a
second as though danger were at hand’ but did not act as she would
have if she believed or judged that she was in danger. She didn’t alert
the other passengers, for example. Greenspan interprets this situation
as one in which I make an unconscious ‘danger-evaluation’ (as she
calls it) without believing I am in danger, without consciously judging
that [ am in danger.?®

The cases Greenspan focuses on are examples of irrational fear:
a person fears Fido or a skid even though she knows neither is harmful.
In these cases, it is not at all obvious that ‘thinking’ in any normal sense
is going on at all: the response seems to be automatic, like a reflex.
They are cases of what Lyons calls ‘Pavlovian’ emotions, and these
examples are problematic for any view that insists that some type of
belief or judgement or ‘cognitive evaluation’ is essential to emotion.
Greenspan’s solution to the problem, however, is equally problematic.
If in fear I merely have a ‘thought of danger’ rather than a belief that
[ am in danger, it is mysterious why this would motivate any behaviour
in me at all. If Fido merely makes me feel as though danger were at
hand, why do I avoid him with the same care that I take to avoid
younger, larger, and fiercer dogs? It is true that Greenspan acknow-
ledges that after the skid she is not motivated to alert her fellow
passengers to any danger, but if the skid brings merely a thought of
danger, why does she cry out? On the face of things, it would seem that
[ can think about danger all day long without ever becoming afraid or
acting to avoid it. And by the same token a thought of danger does not
seem sufficient to produce any of the physiological symptoms of fear.?

Another problem with her theory is that since she wants to insist
that emotions are directed at propositions, it follows on her view that
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non-human animals do not have emotions. A cat, for example,
cannot be said to be genuinely angry unless we can ‘attribute to it
at least some evaluation of the situation’. Without a propositional
object, the cat’s state cannot properly be termed ‘emotional’; it is
rather a ‘pure feeling of arousal’ which people, thinking anthropo-
morphically, and finding in the cat’s behaviour the same kind of
perceptual causes and behavioural effects that we find in human
anger, mistakenly term ‘anger’.*°

Some philosophers have gone further than Greenspan and have
argued that emotions do not have to have propositional content at all,
not even a content that is ‘held in mind’ rather than believed. Amélie
Rorty has drawn attention to the way in which emotions sometimes
persist even though the corresponding judgement or belief is
rejected.®® She tells the tale of Jonah who for deep reasons going
back to his childhood and his relationship with his mother, resents
Esther, his female boss. But he does not judge or believe that Esther is
unfair and dictatorial; indeed he sincerely denies that she is. His
emotion persists even while the judgement on which it appears to
rest 1s rejected.

As we have seen, Solomon argues that I cannot be angry that Jones
has stolen my car if I discover that it is false that Jones has stolen my
car. However, although it is strictly correct in these circumstances to
say that I am no longer angry that Jones has stolen my car, I may still
(perhaps irrationally) be angry and even angry with Jones. I may
search around for something to be angry with Jones about, remem-
bering or inventing other instances of Jones’s turpitude. Or I may no
longer be angry with Jones, but I am angry with my child for failing
to put her tricycle away! If anger is prevented in one area, it has a way
of spilling over into others, as in James Joyce’s story, ‘Counterparts’,
from Dubliners.

Rorty suggests that rather than looking for a judgement in every
case of emotion, the ‘intentional component’ of emotions can some-
times take the form of ‘patterns of intentional salience’ such as a
‘pattern of focusing on aspects of women’s behavior construed as
domineering or hostile rather than as competent or insecure’.>* Jonah
pays selective attention to what Esther does, and perceives it in a
particular way: certain of her actions are salient to him and others not,
and he interprets these salient actions negatively. He does not judge
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Esther to be a tyrant; he simply cannot help seeing her that way.
Interestingly enough, however, even in this example Jonah seems
to be evaluating his boss—as dominating and hostile—even though he
does not believe her to be dominating and hostile. As in Greenspan’s
examples, there is a disconnect between Jonah’s emotional evalu-
ations and his beliefs. Rorty’s way of thinking has an advantage over
Greenspan’s however, in that if emotion involves some kind of
seeing-as it would seem that many non-human animals are just as
capable of emotion as human beings. All organisms pay selective
attention to the environment, depending upon their needs, wants,
and interests. Perhaps it will be objected that Jonah’s interests are not
served by the way he sees Esther. But as Rorty tells the story, we can
infer a plausible explanation for his seeing Esther in the way that he
does. In the story he is (indirectly) trying to satisfy his wants and
interests. Because he is afraid of yet again being denied his mother’s
love, he defends himself against women in authority by seeing and
treating them as tyrants. This satisfies his intense desire not to be hurt
by a mother-surrogate (even though it cannot achieve his real goal,
which is his mother’s affection).

Like Rorty, Robert Kraut also emphasizes the relationship be-
tween emotion and perception.®® Kraut points out that a cognitive-
evaluative theory of emotion like that of Lyons is implausible with
respect to many emotional phenomena. Love is especially recalcitrant
to an analysis in terms of one’s evaluative beliefs about the object of
one’s love. As Kraut shows, love is directed towards particular people,
not sets of properties. If Walter loves Sandra solely on the basis of her
properties—perhaps, he suggests, it is her marvellous piano-playing
that attracts him—then he doesn’t really love Sandra. For a doppel-
ginger of Sandra (Sandra 2) would have all Sandra’s properties and so
ought to be equally loved by Walter. However, it is a defining feature
of love, according to Kraut, that it’s not true that if Walter loves
Sandra, he also loves Sandra 2. It certainly doesn’t follow from the fact
that Walter loves Sandra that he also loves Sandra 2. Indeed, if
perchance Walter did love Sandra 2 as well as Sandra, it would have
to be the case that he loved her on the basis of different properties.
What Kraut is emphasizing is that love is an emotion that is not
grounded upon a judgement or set of judgements; it is intentionally
directed not at a proposition but at a particular irreplaceable individ-
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ual. Kraut, in a way similar to Rorty, suggests that a better model for
emotion would be perception rather than belief or cognition. At the
same time, Kraut, like Rorty, seems to assume that emotions are
based on some kind of evaluation: Walter sees the particular individ-
ual, Sandra, as loveable. Perceptions, after all, are value-laden, just as
beliefs are.

Both Rorty and Greenspan want to maintain a principle of ‘logical
charity’, according to which we assume rationality and consistency
among beliefs unless there is good reason not to. However, given the
many recent studies about the irrationality of what people believe and
the lack of evidence on which they base their beliefs,** it may be that
we cannot distinguish between the evaluations central to emotions
and other evaluative beliefs we might have on the grounds that the
latter, unlike the former, obey laws of rationality. Rorty and Green-
span may just be wrong in insisting that people’s beliefs are in general
consistent and based on a survey of all the evidence rather than just a
subset of the evidence. It seems as though people’s beliefs are fre-
quently inconsistent and irrational and based on inadequate evidence.
If this is true, then the insistence that the fear of Fido cannot be based
upon a belief—even an unconscious belief—that Fido is a threat seems
ill-founded. The person who’s afraid of Fido may also—inconsist-
ently and irrationally—believe that Fido is not a threat. Similarly,
Jonah may say that he doesn’t believe Esther is a tyrant but, uncon-
sciously perhaps, he does believe that she is.

Despite these problems, however, Greenspan, Rorty, and Kraut
have provided a valuable commentary on the judgement theory.
They have demonstrated that even if emotions essentially involve
some kind of evaluation, it is not at all obvious what that evaluation
is. Must an evaluation be embodied in a belief? Can it be unconscious?
Can it be merely a thought? Is it a type of perception or seeing-as? Can it
be present in what looks like a reflex reaction? We will return to these
questions in Ch. 2.

Some Conclusions

We can draw a number of conclusions from this discussion. First, the
theory that says that emotions simply are judgements is false. We
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cannot define emotions in terms of judgements since however we
describe the relevant judgement, it is always going to be possible to
make the judgement yet fail to be in the corresponding emotional
state: I can judge that you have wronged me or ‘see you as’ wronging
me without being angry. I can judge that you are amiable and
desirable, or view you as amiable or desirable without loving you.
At the same time it seems as if some kind of appraisal or evaluation is
necessary for emotion and that we distinguish one emotion from another by
reference to the different kinds of appraisal they require. My anger requires
some kind of assessment roughly to the effect that someone has
wronged me or mine. My love for you requires that I find you
amiable or desirable in some respect or other.

Secondly, it is important to notice that all the theorists I have
discussed emphasize the connection between emotion and our interests,
wants, wishes, values, and goals. Among judgement theorists, Gordon
analyses emotion in terms of beliefs and wishes, and Ortony and
Clore in terms of goals, norms, and attitudes. Solomon, Lyons, and
Lazarus all talk of the relevant judgements being appraisals of the
personal significance of an event or situation. Moreover, even those
theorists who question whether emotion involves belief or judge-
ment rather than a thought or a kind of seeing-as nevertheless em-
phasize that in emotional encounters with the environment a person
thinks about or sees the environment in terms of what’s important
to that person. For Greenspan the evaluative thoughts in emotion
are the object of a person’s states of comfort or discomfort. Rorty
argues that the evaluative component of emotion can be thought of
in terms of ‘patterns of salience’—of paying attention to the world
under some particular aspect—rather than judgements, but in her
examples she too seems to acknowledge that what we pay attention
to in emotion are precisely those aspects of the world that we see
as important to our own interests, wants, and goals. In short, what-
ever the evaluations in an emotion are, they are evaluations in terms
of what we want, what we care about, what our interests are. If
this is true, then it helps to explain why emotions are in general
adaptive and why we have emotions at all in addition to dispassionate
beliefs. For emotions seem to be ways in which an organism appraises
the environment as satisfying or failing to satisfy its wants and
interests.
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Thirdly, although there is wide agreement that some kind of
evaluation is present in every emotional encounter, yet there is major
disagreement about what these evaluations are. According to the judge-
ment theorists, the relevant evaluations are judgements or beliefs.
According to their critics, the relevant evaluations may be evaluative
thoughts, modes of paying attention, or even an uncomfortable sense
that danger is nigh. Do emotions require a complex judgement with
propositional content, or is some kind of more primitive ‘unthinking’
seeing-as or focus of attention all that’s necessary? We will take up this
question again in Ch. 2.

Finally, if emotion requires more than merely some kind of evalu-
ation, then we need to figure out what is this something more. Lyons
suggests that the other necessary element in an emotion is some kind
of physiological change. This is an old idea in emotion theory and
one that has been extensively explored by psychologists. In this
chapter I have mainly talked about philosophers and their arguments.
In the next chapter we will turn to the psychologists and see what
light they can shed on the question of emotion.



2

Boiling of the Blood

But the natural philosopher and the dialectician would give a
different definition of each of the affections, for instance in
answer to the question “What is anger?” For the dialectician
will say that it is a desire for revenge or something like that,
while the natural philosopher will say it is a boiling of the blood
and hot stuff about the heart.

Aristotle, De Anima

The Central Importance of Physiological
Changes in Emotion

William James, the father of modern psychology, argued that physio-
logical change is essential to emotion. In his epoch-making Principles
of Psychology" he famously pronounced that ‘the bodily changes follow
directly the perception of the exciting fact, and. . . our feeling of the
same changes as they occur is the emotion’.

James was almost certainly wrong to say that ‘every one of the
bodily changes, whatsoever it be, is felt, acutely or obscurely, the
moment it occurs’, for it is not true that we are consciously aware of
all the physiological changes that occur during emotional experience.
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. Moreover, many non-human animals appear to evince
such emotions as fear, rage, and contentment, yet it is unclear
whether and to what extent such animals can be consciously aware
of their bodily states. However, in his main points about emotion,
James, as so often, is right on target. As we shall see, he 1s correct to
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note that ‘objects do excite bodily changes by a preorganized mech-
anism’, and he is right to say that ‘If we fancy some strong emotion, and
then try to abstract from our consciousness of it all the feelings of its bodily
symptoms, we find we have nothing left behind, no “mind-stuft” out of
which the emotion can be constituted, and that a cold and neutral
state of intellectual perception is all that remains.’

James is often taken to be arguing for the view that an emotion is
nothing but a feeling of bodily changes. But in this quotation what he
seems to be saying is that there has to be an ‘intellectual perception’
before there can be any emotion. It’s just that an intellectual percep-
tion all by itself is not sufficient to produce an emotion. Physiological
changes are essential to turn an intellectual perception into an emo-
tional state. In short, James makes the important observation that
without physiological changes there might be an intellectual percep-
tion that here is a dangerous situation, but there will be no fearful
emotional response.? In the terminology of Ch. 1, ‘evaluations’ are not
enough for emotion; there have to be physiological changes as well.
Notice that James is obviously not talking about long-term emotions
such as my enduring love for Joe or my nagging envy of Julia; he is
talking about emotional responses, which are short-term responses—
although, as we shall see, they may occur one after another.

Largely due to James’s influence, there has been a long tradition in
psychology of studying the physiological symptoms of emotion. But
there is controversy over whether emotion involves a kind of gener-
alized arousal, or whether there are distinct physiological changes
characteristic of particular emotional states. James’s position was that
each emotion has a distinctive ‘feeling’ caused by distinctive physio-
logical symptoms. However, he does not produce any hard empirical
evidence that different emotions exhibit different patterns of physio-
logical activity. His old student turned critic, Walter B. Cannon, by
contrast, thought that emotion involves a generalized pattern of
arousal in the sympathetic nervous system, which he called the
‘emergency reaction’, and which he considered to occur not only
in emotional but also in non-emotional states such as pain, hunger,
and cold.

The emergency reaction—sometimes referred to as the ‘fight or
flight’ reaction—is a pattern of physiological activity that mobilizes
energy, ‘either directly or by inhibiting physiological activity that
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does not contribute to energy mobilization’. NicoFrijda describes the
responses that comprise the pattern of arousal as follows:

increase in heart rate and heart stroke volume: increase in muscular blood
flow; bronchial dilation; increase in activity of the sweat glands that results
in the psychogalvanic skin response; increase in blood glucose level; con-
striction of the blood vessels in the skin, stomach, intestines, and sexual
organs; decrease of gastric and intestinal motility; decrease of saliva flow;
contraction of anal and urinary sphincters; pupillary dilation; increase in
epinephrine secretion, which in turn triggers a number of the responses just
mentioned. In addition deeper and faster respiration serves to meet in-
creased oxygen requirements.’

This pattern is supplemented by characteristic hormonal changes,
such as the release of ACTH (adrenocorticotropic hormone), the
so-called ‘stress hormone’, which is responsive to stressful events and
mobilizes energy to resist stress. For example, it stimulates the adrenal
cortex to increase production of cortisol, which generates the pro-
duction of glucose into the bloodstream. When an animal is under
stress, the catabolic hormones (those that enhance metabolism) tend
to increase, and the anabolic hormones tend to decrease. When the
stressful situation is over, the anabolic hormones (those that restore
energy) tend to rebound.

Although Cannon’s ‘emergency reaction’ does occur in situations
of stress, it is not true that this very same reaction is present in all
emotions. Most obviously, while sympathetic activity is associated
with arousal and stress, the parasympathetic system is associated with
rest and tranquility. Calm or passive emotional states reflect the
dominance of the parasympathetic nervous system rather than the
sympathetic nervous system. Secondly, even among emotional states
of arousal, there seem to be differences in the pattern of arousal
between one emotion and another. As far back as the 1950s, A. F. Ax
found that ‘fear and/or anxiety is associated with increased secretion
of epinephrine [adrenaline] and anger with increased secretion of
norepinephrine [noradrenaline]’.*

One of the marks of the emergency reaction is an increase in the
electrical conductivity of the skin (a rise in its ability to conduct
electricity); it is best measured on the palms of the hands or the
soles of the feet, where there is a high density of sweat glands. Skin
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conductance is not the same thing as sweating, but they are strongly
correlated.® Interestingly, different emotions can to some extent be
distinguished by means of differences in skin conductance. In the
1950s, studies by Ax found that fear as compared with anger showed
greater average skin conductance, ‘more muscle tension peaks, higher
heart rate, and faster respiration’.® Other studies by Averill, Schwartz
et al.,, and Ekman respectively have demonstrated that imagined
sadness or sadness induced by films showed strongly increased skin
conductance as compared with either imagined anger or imagined
fear.

More recently, one of Ekman’s collaborators, Robert Levenson,
has asserted that we can identify ‘four reliable differences among the
negative emotions of anger, disgust, fear, and sadness’ and a possible
fifth.

These are: (a) anger produces a larger increase in heart rate than disgust;
(b) fear produces a larger increase in heart rate than disgust; (c) sadness
produces a larger increase in heart rate than disgust; and (d) anger produces
a larger increase in finger temperature than fear....The possible fifth
difference is that sadness produces greater peripheral vascular dilation
and greater speeding of blood to the periphery than the other negative
emotions.”

In sum, the evidence suggests that Cannon’s emergency reaction is
not a mark of all emotions, and that different emotions exhibit
different patterns of physiological activity.® But the evidence for
emotion-specific physiology is hardly mind-boggling. As yet, I think,
we are not entitled to infer that each ‘basic’ emotion has a uniquely
identifying physiological profile. The difterences that Levenson and
others have found, while intriguing, are not sufficient to pick out
cach emotion uniquely.

Nico Frijda takes a different approach. After exhaustively cata-
loguing what is known about the various physiological signs of
different emotions, he concludes that responses differ both from
one study to another and from one kind of ‘fear’ or ‘pleasure’ to
another. In general, he argues that

physiological response patterns correspond to the functional requirements
of dealing with the environment rather than to different emotions.
Physiological response in emotion, in Cannon’s view, is functional for
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preparation of active, energy-requiring response. Other modes of dealing
with the environment—other modes of activity or activity control, or of
coping response—can be expected to correspond to other physiological
response patterns, or of variations within some given pattern.’

In other words, for Frijda difterent patterns of physiological activity
correspond to the action requirements of a given emotion-eliciting
situation. In some instances different emotions such as fear and anger
will exhibit the same pattern of activity, but sometimes they will not.
By the same token, the same emotion (i.e. anger, fear, or sadness) will
not always show the same pattern of physiological activity: “There is
calm joy and active joy, there is rigid and mobile fear, there is active
and blocked or inner-directed anger, and so forth.”'® In short, for
Frijda physiological changes are associated with particular states of
action-readiness, rather than particular emotional states.

So far, then, the reasonable conclusion to this discussion would
seem to be that, although some distinctions can be made—in skin
conductance and heart rate especially—among some ‘basic’ emo-
tional responses, yet in ‘standard’ cases where there is no suppression
of the response or other defeating conditions, no uniquely identifying
physiological profiles have been discovered that would unambigu-
ously distinguish every case of one emotion from every case of
another. At this stage it looks as if emotions are going to have to be
individuated not by some specific pattern of physiological changes
but by means of some sort of evaluation.

Emotion and Facial Expression

That conclusion, however, may be too hasty. There 1s one particu-
larly interesting set of evidence that shows that for at least some
emotions, we can distinguish one emotional state from another by
means of a particular kind of physiological change, namely changes in
the facial musculature. Even more surprisingly, perhaps, it seems as if
at least some emotions can be evoked without there being any kind of
appropriate evaluation being made at all.

The pioneer in the study of emotional expression in human faces is
Paul Ekman, who has conclusively demonstrated that for several
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emotions, there are universal facial expressions.'' He has shown that
there is remarkable agreement among different researchers using
different methods about the facial expressions of anger, fear, enjoy-
ment, sadness, and disgust. In his most recent book he expresses
confidence that there are also universal facial expressions for surprise
and contempt.'? At the same time, Ekman does not think that there is
one unique expression for every instance of these emotions. Rather,
there are identifying expressions for every emotion family. ‘Anger, for
example, can vary in strength, ranging from annoyance to rage, and in
type, such as sullen anger, resentful anger, indignant anger, and cold
anger, to mention just a few,’** and these differences are written on
the face. Ekman and his associate W. V. Friesen found more than sixty
anger expressions. However, what 1s important 1s that each of the
anger expressions shares particular muscular patterns, by means of
which they can be reliably distinguished from the family of fear
expressions, disgust expressions, and so on. ‘For example, in all mem-
bers of the anger family the brows are lowered and drawn together,
the upper eyelid is raised and the muscle in the lips is tightened.’
Other muscular actions may or may not be evident in anger expres-
sions, such as ‘a tightened lower eyelid, lips pressed together tightly or
tightly open in a square shape, tightening of the lip corners, pushing
the lower lip upwards, etc.’'* Ekman is responsible for the best-
known measuring device for facial expressions, which distinguishes
each muscle movement in a given expression.

The evidence for universal facial expressions of Ekman’s seven
‘basic emotions’ is based not just on ‘high agreement across literate
and preliterate cultures in the labelling of what these expressions
signal’, but also from ‘studies of the actual expression of emotions,
both deliberate and spontaneous, and the association of expression
with social interactive contexts’.’® Ekman has carried out several
different sorts of experiment. Typical is one study focused on people
in New Guinea who had had no prior contact with Westerners. In
one set of experiments, subjects were told a story and asked to pick
out from photographs the facial expression most appropriate to the
story. In another set of experiments, subjects were asked to pose the
expression itself; their facial expressions were then videoed and
shown to students in the United States, who were asked to identify
the expressions.
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Fig 2.1. Examples of facial expressions of emotion, © Paul Ekman 2004

If Ekman is right, then there is emotion-specific physiology at least
for some emotions, or families’ of emotions.'® We can tell different
‘basic emotions’ apart by their distinctive facial expressions.

If the facial expressions for the basic emotions are universal, how
come people in different cultures exhibit difterent facial expressions
in the same circumstances? Ekman conducted an ingenious experi-
ment designed to show that despite appearances, there are universal
facial expressions for the basic emotions, and that cultural differences
are to be explained in terms of different ‘display rules’ in different
cultures. American and Japanese students (in America and Japan
respectively) were shown a gory and unpleasant film and their facial
expressions were monitored without their knowledge. Each group of
students responded with the same facial expression of disgust and
revulsion. Then the students were told that a scientist would be
present while they watched. In this scenario, the Americans con-
tinued to express revulsion, but the Japanese smiled politely: in the
presence of an authority figure the display rules for their culture
dictated that they should not exhibit any negative emotion.'” How-
ever, when people are following display rules, there 1s almost always
some ‘leakage’ of the emotion they are really feeling, even if it is only
for a split second (what Ekman calls a ‘micro-expression’).
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Ekman has shown that there are significant differences between
unplanned spontaneous emotional expressions and deliberate, volun-
tary expressions.'® Deliberate smiles, for example, are more often
asymmetric than spontaneous smiles; they have different timing
from spontaneous smiles, being either too short or too long; and
they tend not to involve the muscle around the eyes.

Interestingly, there is good evidence that different neural pathways
are employed in spontancous and in deliberate expressions of emotion.
Antonio Damasio has noted that patients in whom a stroke has des-
troyed the motor cortex in the brain’s left hemisphere cannot produce
a normal smile deliberately: the muscles cannot act and the mouth
tends to be pulled towards the side that can still move normally. But
when the patient smiles or laughs at a joke (i.e. spontaneously) the
facial expression is completely normal.’® By contrast, patients with a
different neural deficit can smile only spontaneously, not deliberately.

Ekman has also studied the polygraph—i.e. the ‘lie-detector’—and
in his most recent book, Emotions Revealed, he notes that his work on
lying has brought him into contact with ‘judges, police, lawyers, the
FBI, CIA, AFT, and similar agencies’.?° It is often vitally important to
know what someone’s facial expression signifies, especially when it
conflicts with other indications of what emotion the person is feeling.
Not only are some people better than others at reading other people’s
facial expressions, but apparently some people—such as CIA agents
and well-trained terrorists—are better than others at concealing their
emotions, both facially and in other ways. In his book Telling Lies,
Ekman points out some of the consequent dangers of relying too
heavily on polygraph tests.?!

Emotions Revealed 1s partly practical in its intent. Ekman painstak-
ingly demonstrates the various positions of the face in the spontan-
eous expression of the various basic emotions as well as blends of
those emotions, and at the end readers are invited to take a test to see
how well they can discriminate facial expressions. His results also shed
light on the possible consequences of the recent craze for Botox.?
Injections of Botox paralyse the muscles of the face so that the price of
beauty turns out to be inexpressiveness and consequent problems in
personal relations!

In other research, Ekman has produced some fascinating results
from studies of the facial expressions and autonomic nervous system
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changes characteristic of emotion. There is evidence that physio-
logical changes characteristic of specific emotions can be induced
directly by the manipulation of the facial musculature. Ekman has
found that when subjects moved their facial muscles without know-
ing what expression they were being asked to configure, there was
activity in both skin temperature and heart rate distinctive of the
particular emotion.? In other words, facial expression all by itself is
sufficient to produce autonomic nervous system changes characteris-
tic of particular emotions. Ekman comments that although cognitive
mediation could not be ruled out, he believes that there is a direct,
central connection between the pathways from the motor cortex
which directs the facial musculature and hypothalamic areas involved
in ANS activity.?* Both belong to an automatically induced system of
reactions, including autonomic, facial, and vocal expressions, which
are part of what Ekman refers to as an ‘affect program’,® a set of
responses that is ‘complex, coordinated, and automated’.

To sum up our results so far. We have now got ample reasons for
believing that an ‘evaluation’ is not all that’s necessary for emotion,
and Ekman’s results suggest that perhaps an evaluation isn’t even
necessary in some cases. Bodily changes of various sorts, however,
appear to be essential ingredients in emotion. As William James
suggests, it is physiological change that puts the ‘emotionality’ into
emotion. James seems to be right about this on both conceptual and
empirical grounds. Conceptually, there is nothing we can identify as
an emotional response unless there is marked physiological activity of
some sort or other. Indeed an emotional response is, at least in part, a
set of physiological responses. When—at the sight of my lost 2-year-
old toddling towards me out of the crowd—I respond by running
towards him, crying out, gasping, laughing, trembling, and turning
white, in a heady mixture of fear and joy, that set of gestures,
behaviour, and physiological responses is my emotional response.
Moreover, James’s ideas have been empirically confirmed to the
extent that there are physiological changes characteristic of some
particular ‘basic’ emotions, especially changes in facial expression,
although 1t looks as if he was wrong to think that each and every
emotion with a distinct name has a distinct physiology.

In Ch. 1 we saw good reason for thinking that some kind of
evaluation is necessary to emotion. Now we find that physiological
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changes are also necessary to emotion. Perhaps, then, we should
accept Lyons’s suggestion that emotions are—at least in most
cases—‘abnormal’ physiological changes caused by a cognitive evalu-
ation of something in terms of its importance to our wants, interests,
and goals? However, we also saw in Ch. 1 that there are powerful
arguments by some philosophers to the effect that the evaluations
characteristic of emotion are not cognitive evaluations it that means
ordinary dispassionate evaluative judgements. Psychologists have also
provided good grounds for doubting that cognitive evaluations or
‘cognitions’ are what set off an emotional response. I turn now to
their evidence.

Can Affect Precede Cognition?

There are several different types of evidence that psychologists have
come up with, all tending to demonstrate that cognitive evaluations are
not what induce emotion. One kind of evidence that casts doubt on
the thesis that emotion is or entails cognitive evaluation comes from
developmental psychology. There is good evidence that our earliest
emotions or affects do not require complex cognition. The founder
of behaviourism, John Watson, performed some notorious experi-
ments on newborn babies.?® He found that restraining the new-born’s
ability to move its head was a universal stimulus for rage, that sudden
loss of support (dropping the baby) was a universal stimulus for fear,
and that gentle caresses universally elicited pleasure (although Watson
dubbed this response ‘love’). Yet newborn babies do not seem to have
the cognitive resources necessary to make cognitive evaluations such
as ‘That was an offence!” More recently—and more ethically—
Andrew Meltzoft and Tiftany Field have studied the inborn ability
of newborn infants to mimic the mother’s smiling face and other
expressions.?’

Alan Sroufe has studied the way various emotion systems develop
over time with the development of cognition. For example, at birth the
infant shows ‘intense crying and flailing, which may be considered the
prototype of rage’, due to ‘covering the face, physical restraint’ or
‘extreme discomfort’; at about the fifth month rage can be due to

‘disappointment’,®® i.e. the interruption of some specific ongoing
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activity, such as being unable to reach a visible object. What Sroufe
considers anger proper emerges later, when, for example, the infant can
perceive the cause of the interruption. In other words, at least ‘proto-
types’ of emotion are present at birth, before the cognitions typical of
anger are present. Klaus Scherer agrees. He argues that emotions
depend on a sequence of what he calls ‘stimulus evaluation checks’,
the most elementary of which he thinks are probably at least partly
independent of higher cortical functions and may be a direct result of
neural firing patterns. The most elementary, present at birth, are the
check for novelty and the check for intrinsic pleasantness or unpleas-
antness. One of the many interesting features of Scherer’s research is
that 1t shows how particular emotions evolve in the infant and young
child in parallel with the evolving ability to make certain sorts of
cognitive evaluation.?* Sroufe and Scherer concur that full-blown
cases of adult anger, love, and fear arise out of and require as precondi-
tions primitive emotions (or affects) of infantile rage, pleasure, and fear.

‘What this research shows is that there are certain emotional states
that are inbuilt in human beings and which do not appear to require
cognition. The same is true of other species as well. Nico Frijda, in a
discussion of ‘unlearned stimuli’, points out that many species—
including human beings—respond ‘instinctively’ to the strange and
weird. For example, dogs and apes are afraid of people dressed or
behaving in unfamiliar ways; horses are afraid of flapping plastic bags;
and Rhesus monkeys are terrified of mechanical moving monsters.°
Moreover, other fear responses, while not inbuilt or present at birth,
are casily acquired with very little learning, such as human fear of
spiders and snakes.

The person who has done most to question the primacy of cogni-
tion over affect, however, 1s the social psychologist, Robert Zajonc,
who, in a series of articles,*! has argued that, at least in primitive cases
of emotion, ‘affect’ can occur without any prior cognitive appraisal.
Psychologists tend to talk about ‘affect’ and ‘cognition’, rather than
‘emotion’ and judgement’, but both philosophers and psychologists
are talking about more or less the same thing. In claiming to show
that affect precedes cognition, Zajonc is mounting a direct threat to
the judgement theory, whether in its more extreme form in which
emotions are said to be identical to judgements or in the less extreme
form according to which cognitive appraisal is a necessary (but not
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sufficient) condition for emotion. Zajonc has accumulated a great
deal of data designed to show that affect can precede and therefore
does not require cognitive activity. In my view, the most compelling
evidence comes from four sources in particular.

I. In the ‘mere exposure effect’ experiments, Zajonc and others
have convincingly established that people prefer stimuli to which
they have been exposed more often, even when the stimuli are
presented so fast that the subjects cannot consciously recognize
what they are seeing. For example, in one experiment, Zajonc and
his colleague W. R. Wilson (later, Kunst-Wilson) flashed slides of
irregular polygons to a group of subjects, which—it was independ-
ently established—appeared too fast for recognition. The subjects
were asked to discriminate which of two polygons they liked better
and which they had seen before. In this study the rate of recognition
was virtually equivalent to chance, but the liking responses reliably
distinguished between those polygons that were ‘old” or (in some
sense) ‘familiar’ and those which were ‘new’ or ‘unfamiliar’. Kunst-
Wilson and Zajonc conclude: ‘Individuals can apparently develop
preferences for objects in the absence of conscious recognition and
with access to information so scanty that they cannot ascertain whether
anything at all was shown. The results thus suggest that there may exist
a capacity for making affective discriminations without extensive
participation of the cognitive system.’?

2. More recently, Zajonc has undertaken a series of experiments
designed to show that new affective reactions can be induced appar-
ently without the intervention of cognition. In these experiments he
and his colleagues have studied what he calls ‘nonconscious affective
priming’, that is, inducing an affective reaction to a neutral stimulus
such as a Chinese ideograph (presented to someone who does not
know Chinese!) by priming the stimulus with an affective picture,
such as a picture of a happy or an angry human face. The prime is
exhibited to the experimental subjects so briefly that they are un-
aware they have seen anything, and yet the Chinese ideographs that
have been primed by a smiling face are much preferred to those
primed by an angry face. However, when the primes are presented
more slowly so that they can be consciously recognized, this effect
vanishes. Zajonc summarizes his results as showing that: ‘suboptimal
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[i.e. too fast for awareness| affective primes—in the form of facial
expressions presented for only 4ms [milliseconds]—generated signifi-
cant shifts in subjects’ preferences for the target ideographs, whereas
the same primes presented at optimal exposure durations [i.e. not too
fast for awareness| did not’.*

3. Some of the most compelling data that Zajonc cites comes from
classic experiments carried out in the early 1950s by Richard Lazarus
(the appraisal theorist) and his associate R. A. McCleary, called the
‘subception’ experiments.>* In these experiments people were pre-
sented with ten five-letter nonsense words. The subjects’ galvanic
skin responses were then conditioned to five out of the ten, using
electric shock as the unconditioned stimulus. In other words, five out
of the ten ‘words’ were associated with a shock, and when the
subjects saw those words they responded with a heightened galvanic
skin response. As we have just discussed, such a reaction is part of the
‘emergency’ response posited by Walter Cannon. All ten stimuli were
presented an equal number of times, so that the subjects would be
equally familiar with all ten. After the subjects had been conditioned
in this way, a test was administered in which the words were pre-
sented at tachistoscopic speeds (too fast for recognition) and the
subjects were asked to say what the word was that they had ‘seen’.
In the test itself no shocks were administered, but the subjects were
not told this. The remarkable result of this experiment was that the
galvanic skin response was much higher for words associated with
shock than for those associated with non-shock, even when the subjects
were unable to identify the words that had been presented to them.
Lazarus called this effect ‘subception’, indicating a kind of perception
that occurs below awareness: the subjects did not know which word
had appeared to them, but their skin did! In Zajonc’s terms, the
subjects disliked certain words even though they had not cognitively
processed them: they did not know what they were.

4. Zajonc also cites a number of studies by other people that he
thinks lend weight to his conclusions. For example, he cites a 1980
article by John Garcia and his colleague K. W. Rusiniak about the
relative merits of smelling and tasting as means of conditioning to
poisoned food.*® Garcia reports that in one experiment rats were
presented with a new taste (a flavoured solution), and then fifteen
minutes later with a nauseous substance. After imbibing the nauseous
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substance (we are not told what it was), the rats developed an aversion
to the previously presented taste. What is interesting about this
experiment is that the nauseating substance was administered while
the animal was anaesthetized. From Zajonc’s point of view, the
important point is that if the rat were making any ‘appraisal’, such
an appraisal would have to make ‘a rather remote connection be-
tween the ingested food and the nausea that occurred during anes-
", Zajonc
concludes that it is ‘highly unlikely that any sort of appraisal process,

thesia (and has probably been only vaguely registered)

even unconscious, could have been involved when the animal

rejected the [new taste] following conditioning’.?¢

Affective Appraisals

We saw in Ch. 1 that philosophers who maintain a judgement theory
of emotion are widely in agreement that the relevant judgements
concern matters of great importance to our needs and goals. Psych-
ologists who are appraisal theorists concur. Richard Lazarus stresses
that the judgement that forms the ‘core’ of an emotion is always an
appraisal of ‘the significance of the person-environment relationship’.
He maintains that ‘without a personal appraisal (i.e., of harm or
benefit) there will be no emotion; when such an appraisal is made,
an emotion of some kind is inevitable’.*” Ortony and his colleagues
agree that the appraisals central to emotion concern the way in which
the environment can have an impact on one’s well-being: in their
terms the relevant appraisals are those which have an impact on one’s
goals, values, or tastes and attitudes.

However, as I emphasized in Ch. 1, a mere cognitive evaluation is
not enough to generate an emotional response. One can cognitively
evaluate the situation as one in which one finds oneself in an awk-
ward position, and yet fail to feel embarrassment; one can cognitively
evaluate the situation as a dangerous one without responding fear-
fully. How can this be?

The answer suggested by Zajonc’s research findings is that there is
an dffective appraisal that concerns those things that matter to the
organism and that occurs very fast, automatically, and below the
threshold of awareness. This affective appraisal is non-cognitive in
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that it occurs prior to and independently of any cognitive evaluation.
It serves to pick out and focus attention on those things in the internal
or external environment that matter to the animal or human being
and to appraise or evaluate them in terms of how they matter, for
example, whether they are a good or a bad thing, a threat or an
offence. The affective or non-cognitive appraisal causes physiological
changes that then serve as feedback reinforcing the appraisal of threat
or liking or whatever, and helping to fix attention upon its object.

Zajonc himself interprets his results as evidence that aftect precedes
cognition and that cognitive evaluation is therefore not necessary to
emotion. Yet the data he cites can just as plausibly be construed as
showing that at least some emotions involve primitive evaluations
that occur below consciousness and independently of higher cogni-
tive processing. Examples would include the preferences evinced by
subjects in the mere exposure experiments, in which subjects ‘evalu-
ated’ the tones or polygons they had been exposed to more often as
pleasanter than the others. Similarly, in the subception experiments,
subjects ‘evaluated’ some syllables as threats. In the experiment men-
tioned by Garcia, the rats ‘evaluated’ as disgusting the flavoured drink
that they had been conditioned (under anaesthesia) to connect to a
nauseating substance: they didn’t like it. Similarly, the work by
Scherer and Sroufe on infantile emotions such as fear, rage, and
attachment, can be regarded as showing not that ‘primitive’ neonate
emotions do not involve evaluations, but that they involve evalu-
ations of a special kind, specifically, evaluations that do not involve
any higher cognitive processing.

The kinds of affect that Zajonc has emphasized occur very fast and
automatically. If we think of these affects as involving fast, automatic
appraisals, then these appraisals include appraisals of liking or disliking,
of disgustingness, and threat. (More of this in Ch. 3.) From an evolu-
tionary perspective it seems plausible to speculate that fast, automatic
appraisals are adaptive just because they take place more quickly than
higher cognitive processes. Perhaps this explains why we need emo-
tional appraisals as well as cognitions: emotional or non-cognitive
appraisals can occur very fast because it 1s often important for us to
respond very fast to what we perceive. It may be very important to us
to know instantly whether something in the environment is friendly
or hostile, 1s conducive to our well-being or not. It seems likely that
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swift emotional appraisals are processed differently from slow, delib-
erate, dispassionate appraisals where truth and accuracy are more
important than a prompt response. Furthermore, as we have seen,
there 1s widespread agreement among appraisal theorists that emo-
tional appraisals concern matters that are of significance to us, to our
survival, and/or our well-being. When we make emotional appraisals
of the environment, we are not asking questions of it in a spirit of
philosophical inquiry or intellectual curiosity. Again, it makes sense
that such appraisals may, at least sometimes, need to be made rapidly
because an urgent response is required for self-preservation.

We should also remember that emotions serve as signalling devices.
Those psychologists, such as Zajonc and Ekman, who have empha-
sized the role in emotion of motor activity and autonomic nervous
system changes, have noted that motor activity, including movement
of the facial musculature, plays an important role in emotion as signals
to others (and perhaps oneself) that one 1s in a particular state, and also
to subserve patterns of motor behaviour adaptive for a particular
emotion, preparing the organism for appropriate action (such as
fight or flight). It may well be that such signals often need to be both
made and recognized very quickly, perhaps before there is time to
deliberate over either one’s own state of mind or that of the perceived
other person (or other organism). Facial expressions are crucial signals
to others: if you are threatening me with bared teeth and laid-back
ears, then I know immediately I had better back oft and look humble.
My appraisal of your expression may be very rapid and hence unreli-
able. But it 1s better to have an organism that responds fast and mis-
takes your smile for a snarl than one that pauses to reflect and gets
attacked. The idea that emotional appraisals can be fast and automatic,
and use different neural pathways from cognition, combined with the
idea that emotional appraisals are ways of narrowly focusing on those
particular aspects of the environment that are crucial to our survival
and/or well-being suggests the idea that emotions should be concep-
tualized as special kinds of information-processing devices, and that
central to emotion is what I have called a non-cognitive or affective
appraisal.

It is ironic that Zajonc cites Lazarus’s subception experiments in
support of his own position that affect precedes cognition, because
Lazarus himself, as we have seen, is a leading exponent of the theory
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that emotion requires appraisal. In the 1980s Zajonc engaged in a
fairly acrimonious dispute with Lazarus, during which Lazarus
claimed that since emotions require appraisal, Zajonc’s examples
were not of emotion at all, while Zajonc in turn accused Lazarus of
simply defining emotion in such a way that it necessarily requires
appraisal and any phenomena that do not cannot for that very reason
count as emotions. More recently, however, Lazarus seems to have
accepted that Zajonc’s examples are examples of affect, while still
maintaining that affect entails appraisal.*® His solution is to posit two
kind of appraisal, one conscious and deliberative, the other uncon-
scious and automatic.

In his 1991 book, Emotion and Adaptation, which represents the
summation of over forty years of research on the emotions, Lazarus
claims that ‘there are two different modes (perhaps systems) of ap-
praisals: one conscious, deliberate, and under volitional control, the other
automatic, unconscious, and uncontrollable’. For example, the subception
experiments ‘leave little doubt that discrimination between threat and
no threat had occurred at a preconscious or unconscious level. . . . Put
differently, subjects were making an automatic appraisal without
awareness.® In short, Lazarus concedes that the subjects were experi-
encing ‘affect’, but he maintains that they are nevertheless ‘appraising’
the stimuli in a simple, automatic way: ‘it is not so outrageous to
argue that meaning is always (a high-risk word) involved in emotion,
because most if not all mammalian creatures are capable of simple,
learned evaluations of elemental categorical distinctions of harm,
threat, and benefit. There is no logical or empirical reason why
cognitive activity should not be regarded as a necessary condition of
emotion’.*

As Lazarus points out, because we can process the same bit of the
environment in two different ways, it is possible for us to believe
contradictory things simultaneously about it. For example, as a result
of conscious rational deliberation, including a study of the relevant
statistical data, I may conclude that flying is safe. But at the same
time, as [ am about to take off in a plane, I make the uncontrollable,
non-conscious, automatic appraisal that it is very dangerous. In my
terms, | appraise the situation ‘non-cognitively’ as fearful, while
cognitively I appraise the situation as safe; I know that rationally
I should not be afraid. Lazarus points out that ‘preconscious evalu-



BOILING OF THE BLOOD 45§

ations’ make only crude distinctions, such as ‘good or bad’, rather
than the ‘finely grade analogical distinctions’*! that consciousness and
language permit.

Interestingly, however, Lazarus still clings to the idea that these
two kinds of appraisal are both based on cognitive activity, whereas
Zajonc wants to insist that affect can precede any cognitive activity.
However, as Phoebe Ellsworth, among others, has pointed out,*
whether affect can precede cognition depends on what you mean
by aftect and cognition. Most theorists agree that we should keep the
term ‘cognition’ for higher processes, although what counts as
‘higher’ and ‘lower’ is not very precisely definable, given our current
state of knowledge. I think I am on the side of the majority in using
the term ‘cognition’ only when we are talking about processes
localized in the neo-cortex. Lazarus, by contrast, evidently thinks
that even evaluations made at a subcortical level count as cognitions.
The bottom line, however, is that whether these fast emotional
appraisals are cognitive or not depends on how you define ‘cogni-
tion’. The substantive point is that such fast emotional appraisals exist
and that they do not require any higher processing. If an automatic
appraisal of pleasure, aversion, or novelty counts as affect, virtually
everyone now agrees that affect can occur prior to any higher
cognitive processing. I will call such appraisals ‘affective appraisals’,
and I shall assume that they are ‘non-cognitive’, in the sense that they
occur without any conscious deliberation or awareness, and that they
do not involve any complex information processing.*?

Other theorists have made a similar distinction between two kinds
of appraisal, one swift and automatic and vital to emotion, and
another slower, deliberative, and conscious. Keith Oatley makes
what I think is essentially the same distinction, although he makes it
less clearly than Lazarus. Oatley contrasts what he calls ‘semantic
messages’, which have propositional content, with ‘control messages’,
which ‘need not be parsed or interpreted’,** but which function
merely to activate particular cognitive and/or motor systems. Oatley
claims that emotion signals are a kind of control message. One such
message might prepare one to attack; another might activate fearful
vigilance. Oatley describes ‘basic emotion signals’ in a way that
suggests he thinks of them as the kind of ‘non-cognitive appraisal’
that I have tried to describe.
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First, they make the system capable of rapid and unified response, interrupt-
ing ongoing activity and causing transition to readiness for a new one,
without parsing, interpretation, or other computations that could be
lengthy and may not reach completion. Second, longer-term maintenance
becomes possible so that the system can stay in one of the organized states,
or moods, that resist further transitions or the intrusions of other concerns.*

In short, ‘emotion control signals’ focus attention on some situation
or event in the environment which is crucial to our own wishes,
wants, and concerns; they keep attention so focused as long as that
situation prevails; and they ‘appraise’ the situation in a rapid auto-
matic way, without ‘semantic content’.

Now, it might be objected that while paying selective attention to
certain events in the environment and assessing them rapidly and
automatically may be essential to emotion, they are also present in
non-emotional situations. A carpenter surveying a newly constructed
house will doubtless pay selective attention to those things that
interest him and that he knows about, but he need not be in what
we would normally consider an emotional state. The answer to this
objection is that the ‘non-cognitive appraisals’ present in emotion
always result in physiological arousal, change in facial expression, or some
other physiological response, whereas the carpenter may be quite dispas-
sionate. People in an emotional state not only automatically ‘appraise’
the situation as important to their wants, wishes, values, goals, inter-
ests, and concerns, but also respond physiologically to the situation.
They are in a changed physiological state, which serves to reinforce
the appraisal and maintain attention, and which signals to others (and
maybe themselves) what state they are in.

The biological function of a human emotion is to alert the person to
something in the (internal or external) environment which 1s of vital
importance to the organism’s interests, goals, wants, or values. Insects
and fish presumably do not have values and goals, at least no values and
goals that can be articulated in propositional form, but their emotions
serve much the same biological function as human emotions do for us.
The affective appraisal picks out from the multitude of competing
stimuli those that are important to the organism and need to be dealt
with. Physiological changes help the organism prepare for appropriate
action. Indeed some theorists believe that action tendencies are the
most important aspect of the emotion process.
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Physiological changes play two other important roles, however,
which should not be forgotten. First, many such changes affect
the organism’s appearance, which acts as a signal to others that the
organism 1s in a particular state. The baby smiles in response to the
mother’s smile, thereby reinforcing the mother’s affection. The angry
gorilla’s facial expression alerts other gorillas that they had better back
offif they want to avert being attacked. A sad expression—whether in
gorilla or human—lets the other members of the group know that an
individual needs comforting. An expression of shame lets the
members of the group know that the individual has done wrong;
perhaps it is also a signal that the individual accepts group standards
and sanctions, and is requesting reintegration into the group.

Another important role of the physiological changes that constitute
the emotional response is that they act as feedback to the system,
reinforcing the affective appraisal and helping to focus attention on it.
When a person or other animal is startled by a sudden gunshot or
some other very sudden loud noise, there is an immediate automatic
response, which helps to fix attention on the stimulus. A mild version
of such a response i1s what psychologists call the ‘orienting’ reflex.
Similarly, when I am joyful the physiological changes characteristic of
joy help to fix my attention on all the wonderful things that have
happened; in sadness physiological changes reinforce the sad apprais-
als that I make.

A Perspective from Neurophysiology

In a series of articles culminating in his 1996 book The Emotional
Brain, the neurophysiologist Joseph LeDoux has argued that there is
no unitary phenomenon called ‘emotion’, but only a variety of
emotion systems. Emotions are not peculiar to humans or ‘higher’
animals; the basic emotion systems are to be found in many ‘lower’
species, even insects and fish. These basic emotion systems are
designed so that the organism can cope with fundamental life
encounters. It is important to think of a basic emotion system as
adapted through evolution to particular sorts of important interaction
between the organism and its environment. LeDoux thinks that a list
of basic emotions would correspond to a list of ‘special adaptive
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behaviors that are crucial to survival’. His ‘working hypothesis’ is that
‘different classes of emotional behavior represent different kinds of
tunctions that take care of different kinds of problems for the animal
and have different brain systems devoted to them’.*

The emotion system that LeDoux has studied most extensively is
the fear system. The object of his study has been conditioned fear in
rats, but his research has wide and important implications for naturally
occurring fear—including fear in human beings—as well as for the
study of emotion in general. LeDoux thinks that whatever your
theory of emotion, the ‘core’ of an emotion system is ‘a mechanism
tor computing the aftective significance of stimuli’.*” In other words,
the organism can somehow ‘appraise’ or evaluate the emotional
significance of a stimulus. As I have explained, Zajonc’s results
(among others) show that such an ‘appraisal’ can take place very
quickly and prior to any conscious cognition or complex information
processing. LeDoux’s great contribution to emotion research has
been to show how this can happen. He and his colleagues have
discovered a fear circuit in the brain that operates very rapidly and
without awareness; it can compute the affective significance of a
stimulus without the organism’s being able to recognize what the
stimulus is.

LeDoux conditioned fear in rats to the sound of a buzzer (the
conditioned stimulus) by using shock (the unconditioned stimulus).
An ‘appraisal’ of threat unleashes a number of difterent responses that
prepare the organism to deal with the impending danger. Interest-
ingly, LeDoux has found that it does not matter very much which
response the experimenter focuses on and measures. The same brain
circuitry seems always to be involved. He himself has studied the
freezing response, in which a fearful animal will stop all movement,
and its concomitant blood pressure changes. Freezing as a response to
perceived danger is very widespread among different species. It is
often the safest thing to do in the face of danger; it also prepares the
animal for subsequent rapid escape or for defensive fighting. Escape
and defensive fighting are also very widespread responses, although of
course the form that they take will depend on the animal’s physical
make-up: a bird will fly from danger, a fish will swim. The condi-
tioned fear response also activates the autonomic nervous system: the
muscles require extra blood, so there are various cardiovascular and
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other visceral responses that help maintain the freezing response, and
stress hormones are released into the bloodstream ‘to further help the
body cope with the threatening situation’. Reflexes, such as the
startle and the eyeblink reflexes are also ‘potentiated’, allowing
‘quicker, more efficient reactions to stimuli that normally elicit pro-
tective movements’.*® In summary, the conditioned response is an
innate response that is artificially induced by conditioning to the
buzzer sound.

The key to the fear system in the brain is the amygdala, a small
almond-shaped formation in what is often referred to as the ‘limbic
system’, which is where the emotional significance of threat is regis-
tered.* LeDoux found that when the rat hears the sound of the
buzzer, the auditory thalamus is activated. The thalamus has been called
a ‘way station’ in the brain, because it receives incoming stimuli and
sends them on to different parts of the cortex, responsible for higher
processing in the various different sense modalities (vision, hearing
etc.). The auditory thalamus receives auditory signals and sends them
on to the auditory cortex where the sound is ‘cognitively processed:’
the sound is identified, for example. The auditory cortex then sends
signals to the amygdala where the emotional impact of the buzzer
sound is assessed. However—and this is the important point—the
auditory thalamus also sends signals directly to the amygdala, bypassing
the cortex altogether. The amygdala computes the aftective signifi-
cance of the stimulus before the more precise information about what
the stimulus is gets received from the auditory cortex. Significantly,
for a rat it takes about 12 milliseconds (12 one-thousandths of a
second) for an acoustic stimulus to reach the amygdala through the
direct pathway from the thalamus, whereas it takes almost twice as
long to traverse the cortical route.®® The thalamo-amygdala and
cortico-amygdala routes converge in the lateral nucleus of the amyg-
dala. Once in the lateral nucleus, the signal is dispatched to the central
nucleus of the amygdala which controls the characteristic fear re-
sponses, the freezing response, the release of stress hormones into
the bloodstream, and the various cardiovascular and other visceral
responses: increased blood pressure, sweating, increased galvanic
skin response, etc. If information from the thalamo-amygdala route
1s co-ordinated with information from the cortico-amygdala route in
the lateral nucleus of the amygdala, then presumably it would be
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possible for the information derived from the auditory cortex to
confirm or disconfirm the information received directly from the
thalamo-amygdala route; it could confirm whether the ‘affective
appraisal’ is appropriate or not, and whether the responses generated
should be maintained or aborted.

Significantly, the auditory thalamus cannot make very fine discrim-
inations in a stimulus. It is in the auditory cortex that fine discrimin-
ations are made. LeDoux concludes that he has discovered two
different pathways for processing the same sound. On the one hand
there 1s a ‘quick and dirty processing system’, which responds very
fast, warns the organism that something dangerous may be around
without identifying it very carefully, and gets the organism to respond
appropriately to whatever it is. And on the other hand, there is a
slower, more discriminating processing system which operates
through the cortex and figures out whether the thalamo-amygdala
‘affective appraisal’ is appropriate or not.

Imagine walking in the woods. A crackling sound occurs. It goes straight to
the amygdala through the thalamic pathway. The sound also goes from the
thalamus to the cortex, which recognizes the sound to be a dry twig that
snapped under the weight of your boot, or that of a rattlesnake shaking its
tail. But by the time the cortex has figured this out, the amygdala is already
starting to defend against the snake. The information received from the
thalamus is unfiltered and biased toward evoking responses. The cortex’s job
is to prevent the inappropriate response rather than to produce the appro-
priate one, Alternatively, suppose there is a slender curved shape on the
path. The curvature and slenderness reach the amygdala from the thalamus,
whereas only the cortex distinguishes a coiled up snake from a curved stick.
If it 1s a snake, the amygdala is ahead of the game. From the point of view of
survival, it is better to respond to potentially dangerous events as if they
were in fact the real thing than to fail to respond. The cost of treating a stick
as a snake 1s less, in the long run, than the cost of treating a snake as a stick.>!

The idea of two different processing mechanisms of the same
sensory stimulus is not new. Over forty years ago William Dember
proposed that

the perceptual processing of a stimulus takes place at two levels. . . . The first
level of perceptual processing engages the emotions. The visual system
extracts sufficient information to make out the emotional significance of a
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stimulus, determining if it poses a threat or signals a reward. An observer’s
attention can shift to other features of the stimulus once the emotional
significance of the stimulus is grasped. Classifying and identifying a stimulus
is carried out by a second, higher level of perceptual processing, which
many theorists associate with cognition and consciousness.>?

What LeDoux has done is to discover the brain circuits that are
responsible for these two levels of processing, at least in the fear
system.

LeDoux cites a fascinating experiment that nicely illustrates the
existence of the two different processing systems. In this experiment
two similar tones were used, one of them conditioned to shock and
the other not. Rabbits were conditioned to respond with increased
heart rate to the sound associated with the shock and not to the other
sound. Then the experimenters cut the rabbits’ auditory cortices, so
that the paths from the thalamus to the auditory cortex were severed.
What happened was that the rabbits could no longer discriminate
between the two similar sounds, so they reacted emotionally to both
sounds, as if both had previously been associated with shock. LeDoux
comments that the neurons in the thalamus that project to the
auditory cortex are ‘narrowly tuned—they are very particular about
what they will respond to’. Neurons in the thalamus that project to
the amygdala, however, are ‘less picky’:>* they do not make fine
discriminations. Consequently, when the rabbits’ auditory cortices
are damaged, they have only the direct thalamo-amygdala pathway to
rely on and the amygdala treats the two (similar) stimuli in the same
way.

In summary, LeDoux has shown that ‘emotional responses can be
rapidly initiated on the basis of crude stimulus properties prior to and
independent of more complex stimulus transformations, such as those
involved in the recognition of objects as semantic entities’.>* He pro-
poses that emotion and cognition should be thought of as ‘separate
but interacting mental functions mediated by separate but interacting
brain functions’.*® The initial response to fear is generated by an
‘emotional appraisal’ in the amygdala that happens very fast and
prior to cognitive intervention. The subsequent slower ‘cognitive
appraisal’ can parse the stimulus more precisely, assess the appropri-
ateness of the prior automatic response, and presumably attempt to
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modify and control both the initial appraisal and the organism’s sub-
sequent responses. Such affective appraisals would require ‘the exist-
ence of pathways that transmit sensory inputs to the affective system
(i.e. amygdala) without first transmitting the inputs to the cognitive
system (i.e. hippocampus)’.*® And, as LeDoux has shown, such path-
ways do in fact exist. The evolutionary advantage in these mechan-
isms 1is that they act very quickly indeed and prepare the organism to
take instant action when something of vital importance to the organ-
ism 1s at stake.

Reconsidering the Judgement Theory

In Ch. 1 I discussed the judgement theory of emotion according to
which an emotion is or entails a judgement or ‘cognitive appraisal.’
We have now seen that this theory is false. There are in fact cases of
emotion—or at least of ‘affect’—that do not require a conscious
complex judgement of the sort discussed by Gordon or Taylor. But
at the same time, some kind of evaluation does seem to be essential to
emotion, although the evaluations in question are not deliberate,
conscious judgements with semantic content. They are rather affective
appraisals requiring no cognitive intervention.

In Ch. 1, we considered the objections that several philosophers
had to the view that emotions involve judgements or beliefs. Green-
span holds that the propositional content of an emotion does not have
to be believed, but can be merely held in mind or entertained. Rorty
thinks that an emotion is more like a pattern of salience than a judge-
ment or belief. Finally, Solomon holds that an emotion is a judgement
but a special kind of judgement, an urgent or emergency judgement. I
think that the notion of a ‘non-cognitive appraisal’ makes sense of
these various suggestions, because a non-cognitive affective appraisal
has many of the features that have been pointed out by philosophers
critical of the judgement theory.

Greenspan notes that the judgements involved in emotion are
unlike dispassionate judgements in that they are resistant to summing
and qualification: in order to be rational I do not have to sum up two
apparently inconsistent affective appraisals. I do not have to conclude
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that, all things considered, it is either a good thing or not a good thing
that my friend won the prize. Nor do I have to qualify my appraisals,
judging that in one respect it is good that my friend won the prize and
in another respect it is not good. When I am simultaneously happy
and unhappy that my friend won the prize, each of my affective
appraisals takes note of only a subset of the total available evidence.
When I am happy that she won, I am focusing on the fact that she got
what she wanted and I like it—and it is important to me—when she
gets what she wants. When, on the other hand, I am unhappy that
she won, I am focusing on the fact that I did not get what I wanted,
and I do not like it—and it is important to me—when I do not get
what I want. Greenspan’s observation that in each case I am paying
attention to only a subset of the total available evidence is nicely cor-
roborated by LeDoux’s neurophysiological observations: ‘the repre-
sentations that activate the emotional system can be based on
incomplete and fragmented information rather than on veridical per-
ception’.®” Our emotional pathways are fast and ‘dirty’, emphasizing
the situation as perceived in terms of my interests and desires. I get
not a dispassionate picture of the total situation, but a partial picture
based on what appeals to my interests. Of course we are not yet in any
position to know what is going on in my head in a case of ‘mixed
feelings’, but it is fascinating to observe that LeDoux’s findings corro-
borate Greenspan’s idea that emotions are based on partial evidence.

Rorty emphasizes how emotions resist change even when the
affective appraisal is faced with a wealth of opposing evidence, and
how affective appraisals, far from being identical with beliefs, are
often in conflict with our beliefs. Here again it 1s helpful to remember
that there are two processing routes for incoming stimuli, the fast
affective route through the amygdala that takes immediate account of
anything deemed important to the person, and the slow ‘cognitive’
route through the cortex. In Rorty’s example, Jonah just can’t help
seeing his boss, Esther, as hostile, although he claims truthfully that he
does not believe her to be hostile. As Rorty tells the story, there are
deep-seated causes, going back to his relationship with his mother, to
account for his tendency to see women in authority as hostile. In the
light of Zajonc’s and LeDoux’s findings, we can say that Jonah’s
affective appraisal of his boss is that here is an enemy, while the
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cognitive appraisal is signalling that here is a reasonable person just
trying to do her job.® Jonah’s emotional appraisal 1s inconsistent with
his rational beliefs. Once in a situation of subordination to a woman,
certain emotional responses are elicited automatically, which help to
fix his attention on the woman’s ‘dictatorial qualities’. Rorty de-
scribes him as having acquired a pattern of responding to women in
authority as enemies.

Finally, although Solomon claims that an emotion is a judgement,
he also wants to say that it is a judgement of a special kind. Emotions
are ‘self-involved and relatively infense evaluative judgments’ that are
‘especially important to us, meaningful to us, concerning matters in
which we have invested our Selves’.>® Elsewhere he says that emo-
tions are ‘urgent’ judgements, and emotional responses ‘emergency
behavior’. An emotion is ‘a necessarily hasty judgment in response to
a difficult situation’.*

The notion of a non-cognitive affective appraisal accommodates
very nicely the features of emotional judgement that Solomon indi-
cates. An affective appraisal operates very fast or ‘urgently’ in situ-
ations where the person or other organism has a vital stake in what’s
going on: it concerns matters ‘which are especially important to us’.
The appraisal immediately gets the person physiologically prepared
for possible emergency action. The whole process is marked by inten-
sity: what is happening is very important to the person and demands
his or her exclusive attention. But, strictly speaking, what is intense is
not so much the appraisal as the physiological activity that it induces.
This activity in turn helps keep the attention focused on what is
perceived as of uigent importance and prepares for emergency action,
if necessary.

The idea of a non-cognitive appraisal produced automatically and
automatically resulting in physiological changes also explains why
traditionally emotions have been treated as passions, as phenomena
that act upon us and are not directly under our control, rather than
as judgements that we consciously and deliberately make. Non-
cognitive affective appraisals are not controllable except indirectly. I
can try to programme myself or brainwash myself. I can go to a
therapist. But I can’t just decide not to react when I see the rattlesnake

before me, just as Greenspan cannot just decide not to react when she
feels herself skidding.
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Conclusion

In Ch. 1 we saw many good reasons for thinking that emotions require
complex cognitive judgements, and that it is by means of such
judgements that we distinguish one emotional state from another.
Now, however, it appears that emotions require only a non-cognitive
appraisal. I can be afraid without judging that there is a snake before
me; | may merely register a curly stick-shape on the forest floor.
Similarly, I do not have to believe ‘that Jones has wronged me by
stealing my car’ in order to become angry with Jones. I can respond
angrily in an automatic way without much idea of why I respond as I
do. By the same token, Solomon is wrong to argue that a change
of judgement ipso facto produces a change in emotion: recall that
Solomon thinks I cannot be angry with Jones once I discover he has
not stolen my car, merely borrowed it for the afternoon. But this is too
simple. My anger may refuse to dissipate, even once I know the true
situation. My physiological response just keeps on going and my
affective appraisal still may insist ‘He done me wrong’ even though
my reason knows he has not wronged me.

However, we now seem to be faced with some difficult questions.
First, the judgement that Jones has wronged me by stealing my car
(anger) and the judgement that I have neglected my children and
ought not to have neglected them (remorse) are not affective apprais-
als in the sense I have been discussing. They are cognitive evaluations,
and, as such, they are not enough to set off physiological responses
and hence emotion. Yet at the same time we seem to be able to
discriminate one emotion from another by means of complex cogni-
tive contents of this sort.

Secondly, if we turn to the evaluations or points of view that
identify emotions in Rorty’s and Greenspan’s examples, these have
some of the marks of an affective appraisal—they rely on only a subset
of the evidence and are resistant to change—but they still do not seem
to be the same as the rapid, pre-linguistic evaluations that Zajonc and
LeDoux are talking about. In Rorty’s example, Jonah’s evaluation is
that women in authority are tyrants. In Greenspan’s example, the
evaluation is that my friend’s winning the prize is a good or a bad
thing. These do not sound like coarse-grained appraisals using quick
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and dirty neural pathways. How, then, do we reconcile the data about
non-cognitive affective appraisals as sources of emotion with the fact
that apparently the evaluations that define particular emotions are
cognitively complex? In the next chapter I will try to solve this
puzzle.



3

Emotion as Process

The ways we are moved are as various as the lights in a forest;
and they may intersect, sometimes without cancelling each
other, take shape and dissolve, conflict, explode into passion,
or be transfigured.

Susanne Langer, Problems of Art

A Puzzle Solved

In Ch. 1 we examined judgement theories of emotion, and concluded
that judgements all by themselves cannot explain the occurrence of
emotional responses. At the same time it looked as though some kind
of evaluation may be essential to emotion. Emotions are typically
triggered by some kind of evaluation that an important goal or want
or interest 1s at stake, and different emotions seem to be distinguished
by different kinds of evaluation. Some philosophers have suggested
that the evaluations in question need not be judgements but are more
like different ways of looking at things, or difterent points of view on
things, but even with this qualification the judgement theory has
problems. The main problem is that a person can make the right kind
of judgement or ‘see’ things in the right way and still not respond
emotionally. Something is missing.

In Ch. 2 we explored the possibility that the something missing is
some kind of physiological activity or action tendency. I endorsed
William James’s idea that physiological changes of some sort are
essential to emotions, and that indeed we don’t call a response
emotional unless it is a physiological response that has been produced
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in a certain way. Moreover, there are to some extent distinct physio-
logical profiles for each emotion. We saw that some basic emotions
do show distinct patterns of autonomic nervous system activity and
identifiable facial expressions. However, it is extremely unlikely that
every emotional state that can be distinguished in the English language
(or the Japanese or any other language) is going to be identifiable by
some unique pattern of physiological change. In particular, if we want
to distinguish closely related emotions such as remorse, guilt, shame,
and embarrassment, it looks as though we have to do it by appealing
to the evaluative component of emotion, as the judgement theorists
have argued.

Psychologists have shown that the physiological changes charac-
teristic of emotional responses can be triggered by what I called ‘non-
cognitive appraisals’. In Ch. 2 I presented the evidence that in the
primitive cases studied by experimental psychologists a non-cognitive
appraisal triggers an emotional response, i.e. a physiological response
involving some or all of the following: autonomic nervous system
changes, changes in facial and vocal expressions, and action tenden-
cies. These non-cognitive affective appraisals occur very fast and
automatically, and seem designed to call attention to and deal ur-
gently with events in the environment registered as significant to the
organism’s life and/or well-being, and/or that of its ‘group’.

The emotional responses studied by experimental psychologists,
however, are very primitive and simple and seem to be worlds apart
from the complex cognitions studied by the philosophical judgement
theorists. Non-cognitive appraisals can be made not only by people
but also by frogs and fruit flies and other lower species. Of course
human beings are capable of far more complex cognitive evaluations
than any other species (so far known to us). Fruit flies presumably
cannot be ashamed that they neglected their fruit-babies, or contemptu-
ous of other fruit flies that neglect their young. Yet both humans and
fruit flies make affective appraisals of the environment in the sense
that both species make such instinctive automatic appraisals as the
appraisal of harm characteristic of fear, and both engage in subsequent
avoidance behaviour.

So we are faced with a puzzle. We know that rough and ready,
quick and dirty evaluations are enough to trigger emotional re-
sponses, but at the same time many human emotions seem to have
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cognitively complex content: they are reactions to beliefs about
morality and politics or responses to women in authority or my
friend’s winning a prestigious prize. And it also seems as if emotions
are distinguished one from another by means of these complex
cognitions, since rough and ready, quick and dirty evaluations are
not enough to distinguish shame from guilt or jealousy from envy.
LeDoux’s model of what happens in a simple episode of emotion
suggests an answer to our puzzle. In the simple cases studied by
LeDoux there is an affective, non-cognitive evaluation that causes
autonomic and motor changes and is succeeded by cognitive moni-
toring. In other words, even a simple episode of emotion is a process,
involving a number of different events, and, in particular, involving
both affective and cognitive evaluations. According to this model, it 1s
an affective evaluation that generates the autonomic and motor
changes that constitute the emotional response and put the emotion-
ality into an emotion, as James might have said. Affective appraisals
also generate action tendencies and behaviour. But all this activity is
immediately modified by subsequent cognitive monitoring.
Generalizing from LeDoux’s results, then, we can say that in the
simplest, bare-bones case of an emotion process, there is (1) an initial
affective appraisal of the situation that focuses attention on its signifi-
cance to the organism and causes (2) physiological responses of
various sorts—especially ANS activity and changes in the facial mus-
culature—and motor responses, which get the organism dealing with
the situation as very broadly appraised by the aftective appraisal, and
which gives way to (3) a further more discriminating cognitive ap-
praisal or monitoring of the situation. In other words, emotion is not
a thing or a response or a state or a disposition; it is a process, a
sequence of events. An affective appraisal draws attention to some-
thing in the environment significant to me or mine and gets my body
ready for appropriate action.! Then immediately cognitive evaluation
kicks in, checks the affective appraisal to see if it is appropriate,
modifies autonomic activity, and monitors behaviour. More complex
cases of emotion in human beings might involve affective responses
not to a perception but to a thought or belief, and the cognitive
monitoring may be correspondingly sophisticated, but at the core of
emotion will always be physiological responses caused by an auto-
matic affective appraisal and followed by cognitive monitoring.
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We can see this pattern at work in animals all up and down the
phylogenetic scale when they are in threat situations. The startle
reaction to a sudden loud sound such as a gunshot is a good example
of an instinctive appraisal of new and potentially harmful information,
resulting automatically in a specific constellation of physiological and
behavioural reactions, including the characteristic start or jump.?
Human beings cannot completely inhibit the startle response or
convincingly simulate it because it occurs much too fast.> But imme-
diately after responding automatically to the gunshot-sound, human
beings adjust their behaviour as cognitive monitoring kicks in:*
I realize my small son has just let oft a firecracker under my feet and
I smile in relief or frown in angry disapproval, or I realize that a
gunshot has indeed sounded and I throw myself to the ground in
terror.

Interestingly, a very similar sequence of events can be observed in
much simpler organisms. For example, when neuroscientists studied
the neural pathways of startle responses in crayfish, they detected two
types of tailflip manceuvre: one is mediated by the two giant axons
that fire only in response to stimuli with an abrupt onset, and with
very short latency, usually about 3—7 milliseconds. ‘These latencies
provide little time for evaluation of the nature and location of the
stimulus beyond the coding inherent in the receptor fields of the giant
axons.” Consistent with this, the tailflip escape movements that in-
variably follow are stercotyped: the crayfish simply move rapidly
away in response to the threat. By contrast, non-giant escape pro-
duction circuitry generates much slower responses which are ‘flexibly
structured to provide for accuracy, probably visually guided trajec-
tories away from threats and toward known places of safety’.> Often, a
glant-mediated response is followed by one or more non-giant
responses.

Strong, abrupt threats often cause a giant-mediated reaction followed by a
nongiant-mediated swimming sequence, and this is an optimally adaptive
strategy for escape given the limitations of each control system. The giant-
mediated response gets the animal moving away from the stimulus almost
immediately, and by the time flexion and re-extension have occurred (about
100—200 msecs), enough time has passed to prepare for well-directed
nongiant-mediated tailflipping.©
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Something very similar occurs in the case of human fear envisaged
by LeDoux which I quoted in Ch. 2. A person walking in the wood
hears a crackling sound; the amygdala defends against a rattlesnake;
and the person jumps back before the slower cortex reports that
indeed there is a rattlesnake and the person should walk around it at
a safe distance (or there is no rattlesnake, only a stick, and no special
action is required). In short, there is an immediate instinctive reaction,
followed by cognitive monitoring of the situation, and behaviour
is adjusted accordingly.

It might be objected that crayfish are incapable of cognitive evalu-
ations.” However, as LeDoux has pointed out, many lower organisms
do have ‘areas that meet the structural and functional criteria of

neocortex’,?

even though these areas are not in exactly the same
place as in mammals. At any rate, what seems to be true throughout
the phylogenetic scale is that an emotional startle response is the result
of an initial affective appraisal, but that the affective appraisal is then
in turn monitored by higher processes. The resultant behavior is in its
first stage caused solely by the affective appraisal (This is strange,
new, unexpected, threatening) but at later stages the behaviour is
monitored and controlled by cognition. People, of course, have a
great deal more cognitive flexibility at their disposal than crayfish. As
we’ll see later, in human beings cognitive monitoring of an emotion
process can be extensive and sophisticated, ranging from assessing
how to cope with a threat or an offence to figuring out the probable
causes of the emotional response and reflecting upon its significance
in our lives as a whole.

First, however, I want to say a bit more about the affective
appraisals that set off the emotion process.

What Triggers Emotions?

As human beings grow up and become cognitively more sophisti-
cated, they are able to make ever more complex cognitive evaluations
of their environment. People are disgusted not only by someone’s
vomit but by a person’s contemptible behaviour; we are afraid not
only of the looming shape in the dark but of a sudden fall in the value
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of our stock portfolio. How is it that cognitively complex beliefs and
judgements—the sort of thing identified by the judgement theor-
ists—apparently provoke emotions just as simple perceptions do? The
answer 1s that I can make an aftective appraisal of my stock portfolio
in just the same way as I affectively appraise the looming shape in the
dark. The affective appraisal is fast, automatic, not directly control-
lable—*quick and dirty’, as LeDoux puts it—and it produces imme-
diate physiological changes. Thus I may feel an emotional response to
a realization that my portfolio is performing badly only after having
studied long and hard to find out just how the portfolio is behaving. It
1s only after lengthy cognitive evaluations that I realize how badly [ am
doing, but once I make this discovery, then all of a sudden I make an
affective appraisal that rivets my attention on this discovery and its
implications for my well-being: I am suddenly frightened and vul-
nerable. In such situations, there is cognitive activity prior to the
affective appraisal, but it is only after there is an affective appraisal that
there is an emotional response. We can think of the affective appraisal
here as a kind of ‘meta-response’, evaluating in a rough and ready
way—for example, as bad for me or good for me—an already
existing cognitive evaluation. To put the point dramatically, what
turns a cognition into an emotion is an affective appraisal and its
concomitant physiological changes.

How should we think of affective appraisals? In Ch. 2 I character-
ized an affective appraisal as a non-cognitive appraisal, working very
fast and automatically through lower brain centres, that fixes attention
upon and evaluates in a rough and ready way the personal significance
of something in the internal or external environment. An affective
appraisal serves to pick out and focus attention on those things in the
internal or external environment that matter to the animal or human
being and to appraise or evaluate them very broadly in terms of how
they matter. But it is an open question how we should conceptualize
this ‘mattering’. As we have seen, many psychologists recognize
the existence of something like an affective appraisal in the sense
I have just defined, but they tend to think of these appraisals in
somewhat different ways. Given that an affective appraisal is by
definition not describable in propositional or linguistic terms, it is
difficult to know how to describe these appraisals in ordinary lan-
guage. When in LeDoux’s experiments the conditioned rat responds
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to a sound with the physiological symptoms of fear, should we think
of the rat’s non-cognitive appraisal as ‘I don’t like this,” or as “This is
inconsistent with an important life goal of mine,” or ‘This is a
threatening situation’? Obviously we can’t ask the rat, or if we do,
we won’t get a very helpful answer. The problem is not confined to
rats, however. Exactly the same question can be asked of the human
being who responds fearfully to the sight of a rattlesnake curled up on
the path just ahead: since the appraisal is instinctive—very fast and by-
passing cognition—the human being is in no better a position to
answer the question than the rat.

The question is vital to emotion research, however, since it is
tantamount to the question: what triggers emotion? More precisely,
what non-cognitive appraisals produce the physiological changes and
action tendencies characteristic of emotional responses? In general,
psychologists have answered this question in one of four ways. I call
them the preference/aversion approach, the component approach,
the goal-orientation approach, and the basic emotion approach.

1. Preference and Aversion. If we examine Zajonc’s experiments, the
evaluations he discusses tend to be characterized in terms of prefer-
ence and aversion. In the mere exposure experiments, subjects were
described as ‘preferring’ the more familiar polygons. In the affective
priming experiments, subjects are said to ‘like’ the stimuli primed by
the smiling face significantly more than those primed by an angry
face. In the experiment cited by Garcia and in turn by Zajonc, in
which a new taste was conditioned to induce nausea in rats by the
administration of a nauseating substance under anaesthesia, the rats
are described as developing an ‘aversion’ to the conditioned stimulus
(the new taste).

These experiments seem to demonstrate that creatures have likings
and dislikings that are based on innate programming. For example,
we are evidently constructed in such a way that we respond differen-
tially to familiar and unfamiliar aspects of our environment, and we
tend to prefer the familiar over the unfamiliar. Similarly, rats are
constructed in such a way that they respond aversively to nauseous
substances, and anything conditioned by their use. We are all bio-
logical organisms, programmed to like and dislike certain things,
and to respond positively or negatively to various aspects of the
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environment. So one way to conceptualize an affective appraisal is as
‘saying’ I like it! or I don’t like it! I use semi-bold letters to render
these non-cognitive evaluations, because what I am talking about 1is
not just some dispassionate evaluation of the form ‘I like this all right,
although I've seen better’ or ‘I do not like this, but I can live with it,’
but rather a fast, automatic, ‘hot’ evaluation of what is important to
me and my wants and values, and which because of this leads to
physiological activity and action tendencies.

There are, however, difficulties with this way of conceptualizing
the meaning of a non-cognitive appraisal. First, there are some
states that appear to be emotional but do not in themselves have
positive or negative valence. An emotional response of surprise, for
example, might seem to be neutral as to whether the surprising
stimulus is pleasant or unpleasant: it is merely unexpected. Some
theorists have thought that this lack of valence is sufficient to show
that surprise is not a bona fide emotion. For example, Lazarus
says that surprise is a ‘pre-emotion’, like curiosity, attentiveness, and
the orienting reflex; these states ‘prepare the person or animal
to evaluate what is happening’,” but don’t actually involve an evalu-
ation. Oatley and Johnson-Laird have argued that surprise may ac-
company any emotion and so is probably not an emotion in its
own right.'® Of course, these theorists may just be noting a peculiarity
of the English language, which has only one word for surprise
regardless of whether it is a good or a bad surprise, whereas other
languages make a distinction between welcome and unwelcome
surprises. '’

Secondly, there is an ambiguity in the non-cognitive appraisals I
like it and I don’t like it! On the one hand they might mean “This is
pleasant or pleasurable’ and “This is unpleasant or displeasurable.” And
on the other hand they might mean ‘This is conducive to my goals,
wants, interests, etc.” or “This runs counter to my goals, wants, inte-
rests, etc.” Many non-cognitive appraisals seem to have little to do
with immediate pleasure or displeasure. Anxiety, for example, is an
unpleasant or negative emotion, but it does not seem to involve a
non-cognitive appraisal ‘This is unpleasant!” Rather, it is an appraisal
of possible unpleasantness, an appraisal of threat. Furthermore, some
emotional responses seem to involve a mixture of pleasure and
displeasure, as in my mixed fear and joy on recovering my toddler
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who has wandered off into a crowd. These examples seem to suggest
that non-cognitive appraisals have various different dimensions or
components, beyond just pleasantness and unpleasantness.

Thirdly, to reinforce this last point, there are to some extent
distinct physiological responses for the various ‘basic emotions’,
which are the immediate product of the non-cognitive evaluations
[ am currently trying to conceptualize. If anger, fear, sadness, and
disgust have distinct physiological profiles, then they are almost
certainly caused by distinct non-cognitive appraisals.’?

I conclude that the preference—aversion view is inadequate on its
own, although it may be that affective appraisals of preference and
aversion are among possible triggers of emotion, including, perhaps,
the emotions of love and hate.

2. The Component Approach. So-called ‘componential’ theorists
hold that there are a variety of appraisals that generate emotion—
not just I like it! and I don’t like it!—but that, like I like it! and
I don’t like it!, these appraisals do not correspond one-to-one in any
obvious way to specific emotional states. Examples might include
This is weird! (which could be a component of curiosity, anxiety, or
pleased surprise), This is a friend/enemy! (perhaps components of
love and hate, but also possibly of joy and fear), This is uncertain!
I can’t control this! This is an obstacle! as well as I like/dislike this!

As I mentioned in Ch. 2, Klaus Scherer has identified what he calls
‘stimulus evaluation checks’, some of which are present at birth—
such as the checks for novelty (newborns turn their heads towards a
novel stimulus) and for intrinsic pleasantness and unpleasantness—
and some of which develop later as the child develops cognitively and
in other ways. The five stimulus evaluation checks he distinguishes
are (1) novelty, (2) intrinsic pleasantness, (3) conduciveness to one’s
needs and/or goals, (4) one’s ability to cope with the stimulus, and (5)
whether the stimulus is compatible with one’s own norms and sense
of Self.*®> For Scherer, each emotion is distinguished by the particular
cluster of stimulus evaluation checks that it requires. More recently,
Scherer has refined his scheme. He now recognizes a total of fifteen
‘facets’ or ‘vectors’, which are facets of the original five basic types of
stimulus evaluation check. Thus the ‘coping potential check’ involves
checking one’s degree of control over an event, one’s relative power
to change or avoid the outcome of the event, and one’s potential for
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adjustment to the final outcome." With the probable exception of
the checks that are present at birth, however, these checks clearly
involve cognitive activity. Scherer is not trying to identify specifically
non-cognitive ‘evaluation checks’.

Another version of the componential approach is offered by
Ellsworth and Smith,'® who distinguish a list of ‘appraisal features or
components’: pleasantness, anticipated effort, attentional activity,
certainty, human agency, situational control, perceived obstacle, im-
portance, and predictability. As in Scherer’s scheme, Ellsworth and
Smith are positing basic stimulus evaluations, none of which corres-
ponds to a particular emotion, and each emotion is thought to be
preceded and defined by a particular cluster of stimulus evaluations.
Like Scherer, too, they seem to be analysing the appraisals they
consider vital to emotion, regardless of whether these appraisals are
cognitive or non-cognitive. More importantly, Smith and Ellsworth
get their data from questioning human subjects about the dimensions
they detect in certain current or remembered emotional states. How-
ever, there is no reason to think that these dimensions or components
are actually triggering or causing the emotion. In thinking about my
anxiety on being told I have just failed an exam (one of the situations
used in the Ellsworth experiments), I may detect uncertainty and lack
of situational control, for example, but it doesn’t follow that an
appraisal of uncertainty and lack of situational control is what caused
the emotional state.

If we are interested in very fast non-cognitive appraisals, it is in any
case unreliable to depend on self-reports by subjects, usually in
answer to questionnaires, for a non-cognitive appraisal typically
occurs very fast and beneath conscious awareness, and there is no
reason to suppose that it can be reliably reported by subjects. Rats, of
course, refuse to answer questionnaires, but adult human subjects are
no better at accurately reporting their non-cognitive—or indeed
even their cognitive—appraisals. As a matter of fact, if we could get
accurate answers when we ask people what non-cognitive appraisals
were causing their emotional responses, we would not have any
difficulty conceptualizing non-cognitive appraisals and I would not
need to be discussing the issue here.

I conclude that componential theories that rely on self-reports are
not fruitfully thought of as theories about what triggers emotional
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response. On the other hand, some componential evaluations such as
those of novelty, strangeness, and intrinsic pleasantness or unpleasant-
ness may turn out to be triggers of emotional responses.

3. Goal-Oriented Theories. Some theorists have defined the crucial
evaluations that trigger an emotional response in terms of the goals of
the agent.'® According to Richard Lazarus, emotions are triggered by
primary appraisals, which have three components: ‘goal relevance,
goal congruence or incongruence, and type of ego-involvement’."”
An appraisal that the situation is relevant to a goal is necessary for there
to be any emotional response at all. An appraisal of goal congruence or
incongruence distinguishes so-called positive from negative emotions:
‘this 1s good for me (given my wants and goals)’ versus ‘this 1s bad
for me (given my wants and goals)’. And an appraisal of type of
ego-involvement distinguishes different ways in which the event is
appraised as good or bad.

The discussion of ego-involvement is not very satisfactory. The
various kinds of ego-involvement that Lazarus distinguishes seem to
include anything that might be important to an individual and are a
very motley crew. Lazarus lists self-esteem, social esteem, moral
values, ego-ideals, ‘other people and their well-being’, ‘meanings
and ideas’, and ‘life goals’. No doubt all these things can be important
to the generation of emotion, but they do not help in the specifica-
tion of non-cognitive triggers of emotion that can be found across all
human beings and even in other species. An appraisal that I have
successfully lip-synched to Elizabeth Schwarzkopf may make me
proud but I doubt that this appraisal is a basic, non-cognitive appraisal
that can be found in all peoples and maybe a rat or two.

There are various ways in which Lazarus’s theory could be ampli-
fied. One way is to think of the affective appraisals that trigger
emotional response as This is conducive to my goals, wants, inter-
ests, and This runs counter to my goals, wants, interests, or,
perhaps, better, Yes! and No! (or even Yesss! and Nooo!)

Viewed in this way, the theory seems to be open to one of the same
objections that we discussed with reference to the preference—
aversion theory. Surprise and curiosity involve appraisals that are
not straightforwardly of goal conduciveness or obstructiveness; rather
in surprise and curiosity we are faced with something that may or may
not turn out to be relevant to our goals. However, if we think of the
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acquisition of new knowledge as a fundamental goal, then, since
surprise and curiosity are both reactions to new information, they
do in a sense represent the fulfilment of a goal (or, as Lazarus thinks, a
state of preparedness for achieving the goal of new knowledge). Simi-
larly, anxiety and hope respectively do not involve an appraisal that
something is contrary to or conducive to a goal, but they do involve
an appraisal that something might be contrary to or conducive to a
goal.'®

The goal-orientation approach shares another problem with the
pleasure—aversion hypothesis. Some emotions such as fear, anger, and
disgust can be distinguished physiologically. This suggests that we
should not conceptualize affective non-cognitive appraisals simply in
terms of whether something forwards or thwarts my goals. Our
physiology makes more fine-grained distinctions than that. In emo-
tional states our bodies tell us more than simply that something is
conducive to (or opposed to) our goals.

4. Basic Emotions. The other way of amplifying Lazarus’s theory is
the one he opts for himself. This is the idea that there are a limited
number of what he calls ‘core-relational themes’ corresponding to
specific goals and defined by specific evaluations.'® As we saw in Ch. 1,
these include appraisals that something is ‘a demeaning offense
against me and mine’ (anger), ‘wanting what someone else has’
(envy), and ‘having experienced an irretrievable loss’ (sadness). As
we also saw, these characterizations are not very satisfactory. Nor does
Lazarus think of these appraisals as non-cognitive. But it may be that
there 1s a kernel of truth in this approach.

Many emotion theorists have hypothesized that there is a relatively
small set of basic emotions. On this view, there are a small number of
basic emotion systems, usually identified by means of their uniquely
distinguishable physiological symptoms, including facial expressions.
In the present context, the idea would be that corresponding to each
basic emotion, there is a basic affective (non-cognitive) appraisal. An
emotional response of fear, for example, is evoked by an affective
appraisal: This is a threat. Disgust is evoked by an affective appraisal,
This is nauseating. Anger 1s evoked by an affective appraisal, This
wrongs me (or mine) or This is an offence. Such aftective appraisals
might be part of what Ekman calls the ‘affect programs’ that identify
the basic emotions.
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LeDoux has postulated that there are different emotion systems to
deal with different ‘fundamental life tasks’. The universality of basic
emotion in people stems from the fact that all people (and many other
creatures) have the same fundamental life tasks, to reproduce, to be
accepted as a member of groups, to ward off enemies, to preserve
one’s own life and well-being and that of one’s group, to avoid
poisonous food, and so on. This view incorporates the idea that likes
and dislikes prompt emotional responses, as well as the idea that non-
cognitive affective appraisals are made in terms of one’s goals and
interests; 1t’s just that the basic emotion hypothesis suggests that there
are particular goals that prompt particular kinds of emotional re-
sponses. On the face of things, the basic emotion view seems quite
different from the componentialist view, but they may not contrast as
much as appears. In some cases, anyhow, the components identified
by the componentialist as triggering emotion are the same as affective
appraisals identified by the basic emotion theorists. Examples might
include: This threatens me (or mine)! (fear), This is a friend! (love/
attachment), This is an enemy! (hate), and This is strange and
unexpected! (surprise).

One problem with this way of conceptualizing the non-cognitive
appraisals essential to emotion is that we do not yet know how many
basic emotions there are and what they will turn out to be. As we
have seen, LeDoux himself has studied only the fear system. As yet we
do not even know if there is an anger system or a disgust system, an
attachment/love system or a hate system.?* Even if there is a system
for disgust, anger, and fear, is there also a system for shame? For
surprise? Curiosity? Clearly, there are not different emotion systems
for every emotion named in the English language, since the whole
point of talking about basic emotion systems is that they are biologic-
ally based and universal among humans. But identifying all the right
basic emotions is a practical, not a theoretical problem. My own
hunch is that currently the most promising approach is the basic
emotion approach. The other suggestions for how to conceptualize
affective appraisals seem to me either too broad (I like it! I don’t like
it!) or too narrowly focused on a particular goal of mine (the Eliza-
beth Schwarzkoptf lip-synching problem) to capture the emotion
spectrum as we currently understand it. But the issue remains unset-
tled. What is not unsettled, however, is that there are indeed affective
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appraisals that initiate the physiological and behavioural changes that
we define as emotional. Further, even if it is a cognitively complex
thought or belief that appears to trigger an emotional response, the
response itself is the result of a rough and ready affective appraisal of
that thought or belief, serving to direct attention to it and to prepare
for appropriate action.

How Can Complex Cognitions Provoke Affective
Appraisals? The Role of Emotional Memory

How is it that in human beings the very same non-cognitive aftective
appraisal can be set off sometimes by a stimulus that we are prepro-
grammed to respond to or which we learn very easily to respond to
(such as fear of snakes and spiders) and sometimes by a complex
cognition that can only be the result of sophisticated learning pro-
cesses? How i1s it that I interpret a quiet remark by my boss as an
offence (which it may very well be and be intended to be)? Some-
how, it seems, my brain categorizes very diverse phenomena as an
offence and responds to them in the same way. I do not pretend to
have a complete answer to this question, and I don’t think anyone
else does either. What I can do, however, is point to some evidence
that we do have the ability to do this and that the neural pathways for
doing this exist and have to some extent been studied. I believe that
an important clue to understanding this possibility is the existence of
an emotional memory system.

LeDoux has drawn attention to the fact that memory is not a single
system within the brain and that there is an emotional memory system
that is independent of explicit or declarative memory.?' A nice
example of the existence of two kinds of memory is provided by
Edouard Claparede, a French medical doctor practising in the early
twentieth century who had a female patient who in all likelihood
had damage to her medial temporal lobe memory system. When
Claparede came to visit her, she never recognized him or remem-
bered seeing him before. He could leave the room for just a few
minutes, and, when he returned, the woman would greet him as
though she had never encountered him before. One day, however,
Claparede concealed a tack in his hand and when he shook hands
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with her, stuck the tack into her hand. The next time he met her she
failed to recognize him as usual, but after this incident she always
refused to shake hands with him. She had an ‘emotional memory’ of
the incident, although she had no declarative memory of it.

This story illustrates the existence of two distinct memory systems
for declarative memory and emotional memory. Suppose I have explicit
or declarative memories of a situation as traumatic—a car accident,
for example. The explicit memory is mediated by the temporal lobe
system and has no emotional consequences: I remember such things
as whom I was with and what kind of car I was driving. However,
according to LeDoux, I can simultaneously have an ‘aversive emo-
tional memory’ and a current bodily response which is mediated by
‘an emotional memory system’ such as the implicit fear memory
system involving the amygdala. The two memories may be fused in
consciousness so that I remember (explicitly) having been emotion-
ally aroused by the traumatic situation; or I may forget the whole
thing as far as declarative memory is concerned, and yet a cue, such as
the sight of a car exactly like the one I was driving, will trigger an
emotional reaction. What this discussion suggests i1s that anything
whatsoever can be imprinted on emotional memory, ready to elicit
emotional responses in the right circumstances.

In Ch. 1, I criticized Pat Greenspan’s explanation of some examples
of irrational fear—her fear of Fido, the harmless old dog, and her fear
of skidding on a dry road in summer. We are now in a position to
understand these examples. In both cases there is an automatic, in-
stinctive response, based on an emotional memory of the stimulus. In
the one case she had a bad experience with a dog and 1s now trauma-
tized by the sight of tame old Fido. In the other case she was terrified
by a skid and now reacts automatically to any skid, however harmless.
In both cases there is a non-cognitive appraisal that she is being threatened or is
in a dangerous situation, which is inconsistent with her cognitive
appraisal that there is nothing to be afraid about.?? Similarly, in Rorty’s
example about Jonah, he has had programmed into his emotional
memory a set of responses to mother figures that are automatically
elicited by any old female authority figure, however benign.?

For Greenspan it is the traumatic memory of a skid that produces
the affective appraisal. For Rorty, it is the trauma of (what he believes
1s) the loss of his mother’s love that causes Jonah’s aberrant reactions
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to female bosses. In a less traumatic kind of example, a memory of
many previous encounters with an irritating colleague may produce
an affective appraisal of dislike or the need to escape: when I see him
coming into view down the hallway, my blood pressure rises and my
fists begin to clench, without my forming any conscious thoughts
about him. I have been around him for so long that the mere sight of
him induces an instant emotional reaction of anger and annoyance:
[ react ‘instinctively’, as William James might have said. It seems as if
emotional reactions can become programmed into emotional
memory, ready to be elicited automatically and resulting immediately
in physiological changes once attention is focused on a stimulus that
awakens the memory. This focus of attention may be unconscious:
my heart begins to race before I have consciously registered that it is
Jones coming down the hall. Similarly, Greenspan gasps before she
consciously realizes she is in a skid. And Rorty says that Jonah starts
complaining before the new boss has even had time to put her family
photos on her desk.

These kinds of cases suggest that neural channels exist that process
non-cognitive appraisals of some category of event or person and produce
automatic affective responses to any member of that category. How this
happens is not clear. But that it happens is.

Robert Zajonc once suggested that the fear response might be
stored in motor memory and elicited automatically, without cogni-
tive mediation.?* Recent results from research into the multiple
mechanisms underlying different instances of ‘procedural memory’
(memories of how to perform a task as opposed to declarative
memory) would seem to confirm Zajonc’s hunch. Motor skills,
such as how to swim, ride a bike, mend a burst pipe, and so forth
are stored in separate motor memories. Furthermore, one can re-
member how to ride a bike or swim even if one has lost declara-
tive memory. One possibility, then, is that emotional memories are
memories of the motor responses produced by different affective
appraisals.

A more elaborate proposal has been made by the neuroscientist,
Antonio Damasio. He has found that patients with damage to the
ventromedial sectors of the prefrontal cortices are unable to ‘generate
emotions relative to the images conjured up by certain categories of

situation and stimuli’,?® and thus cannot have the appropriate bodily
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feeling—what he calls a ‘somatic marker’—that (he thinks) is a feeling
of some bodily change that has become associated through learning
with specific types of scenario. In my terms, these patients are unable
to make non-cognitive affective appraisals and hence do not generate
the physiological changes that result from non-cognitive affective
appraisals.

In his book, Descartes’ Error, Damasio is primarily interested in the
role of emotion in decision-making and tasks generally thought to be
the exclusive domain of rationality. He thinks that good decision-
making in matters of personal and social importance requires an
emotional component. Specifically it requires that the range of
choices of behaviour be narrowed down by the somatic marking of
certain envisaged possible outcomes as being beneficial or harmful.
When we deliberate we consider only those options that are marked
as good or bad somatically, although we usually need to use rational
strategies (such as cost—benefit analyses) as well. If Damasio is correct,
then the brain is able to classify scenarios as harmful or beneficial,
based on past experience with similar such scenarios, and it does this by
marking these categories of scenario in a bodily (somatic) way, which
we access by means of the feelings of bodily change.

[ do not want to discuss Damasio’s theory in any detail, but to focus
on his idea that we learn to associate classes of stimuli as good or bad
by marking them in a bodily way. In my terms, we learn to classify
stimuli as good and bad and also perhaps as weird, as friend or
enemy, as threat or offence by means of non-cognitive appraisals
that immediately result in bodily responses.?® An emotional memory
may then be a juxtaposition of a (type of) scenario with a particular set
of bodily responses.

Damasio describes a fascinating series of ‘gambling experiments’ in
which patients with damaged frontal lobes were compared with
normal subjects. The subjects played a game in which they were
faced with four packs of cards, A, B, C, and D, and invited to turn
over cards from any pack. Depending on the card turned over, they
would receive money or have to pay the ‘banker’. Participants were
not told when the game would end and were given no other infor-
mation about it. It turns out that packs A and B gave larger pay-outs
than C and D, but that they also exacted much larger payments to the
banker. After a while, the normal subjects drew almost entirely from
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C and D while the damaged patients drew almost exclusively from A
and B (and continued to do so even after they had to borrow money
time and again from the banker to cover their losses). Damasio
considers various possible explanations for this behaviour and con-
cludes that the most likely is that the damaged patients are suffering
from ‘myopia for the future’, i.e. although they are still sensitive to
both rewards and punishments (for example, they avoided the bad
packs immediately after one of the bad outcomes), ‘neither punish-
ment nor reward contributes to the automated marking or main-
tained deployment of predictions of future outcomes, and as a result
immediately rewarding options are favored’.?”

This conclusion is borne out by fascinating studies of skin con-
ductance during the gambling game. Both groups of subjects reacted
with skin conductance changes right after turning up an appropriate
card, but the normal subjects also gradually began to show a (bigger
and bigger) response before turning a card from one of the bad decks,
whereas the damaged subjects ‘showed no anticipatory responses whatso-
ever’.?® This set of experiments cleverly shows that people do classify
scenarios as bad or good in a way that is immediately registered in the
body (and that this ability is very important to our capacity to make
good life decisions). The experiments strikingly demonstrate that
these ‘bodily classifications’ are acquired by learning and that auto-
nomic responses to appraisals of beneficial and harmful are not just
responses to specific stimuli that people are preprogrammed to
respond to.

Interestingly, the damaged patients knew ‘rationally’ that A and B
were bad decks, but they did not feel it emotionally. Such patients
respond with what Damasio calls ‘flat affect’ to all situations that most
of us would experience as emotional. In other experiments, for
example, they recognize that disturbing images are disturbing, but
they are not disturbed by them: both autonomic measures and self-
report concur that they do not ‘get emotional’.

In short, for my purposes, what Damasio has shown is that normal
emotional functioning requires the categorization of learned stimuli as
having an emotional significance and that this significance is stored
in bodily reactions—or, as I surmise, in affective appraisals that cause
bodily reactions. In other words, anything whatsoever can be cat-
egorized as a ‘threat’ and whether we perceive or merely think about
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one of these things, an affective appraisal of Threat! is likely to be
automatically triggered. Consequently we respond emotionally not
only to things that we are innately attuned to appraise affectively as
threats, but also to stimuli that have been categorized as threats as a
result of our individual experiences. Damasio has also identified some
of the neural channels that mediate these capacities.

Monitoring the Emotion Process

So far I have been focusing on the affective appraisals that generate
emotional (physiological) responses, and how people can respond
affectively to complex learned stimuli as well as to stimuli that we
are probably programmed to respond to from birth, such as a loud
sound or a large animal bounding towards us. Now [ want to turn to
the other end of the emotion process, the process of cognitive
monitoring that modifies our responses, changes our focus, moderates
our behaviour. When discussing the componential theorists, I com-
plained that many of the components they recognize are unlikely to
provoke an emotional response. But it seems quite likely that many of
the suggested appraisal components are in fact appraisals that occur in
the emotional process affer the initial non-cognitive appraisal. Among
the appraisal components identified by Smith and Ellsworth are
‘anticipated effort’, ‘situational control’, and ‘predictability’. Al-
though these are unlikely candidates for non-cognitive appraisals
that trigger emotion, it is entirely possible that such appraisals occur
somewhere along the line in the emotion process: I hear the crackling
sound; I jump; and I see that indeed there is a rattlesnake; I realize that
effort is required to get me out of this situation, that the situation is
unpredictable, and that I am not in control of it: this whole process
could well be characteristic of fear. In short, once an emotional
process has been initiated, there is constant cognitive monitoring of’
the situation.

Similarly, the psychologist Richard Lazarus believes that subse-
quent to the primary appraisals that he thinks initiate emotional
responses, there are ‘secondary appraisals’, in which the person
assesses blame or credit, whether he or she can cope with the
situation, and what his or her future expectations are. He emphasizes
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that because all encounters between persons or animals and the
environment change continually and generate feedback, affective
appraisals also change and so do subsequent cognitive appraisals and
reappraisals, as the person or animal monitors the situation.

Much of this discussion of appraisal and reappraisal is somewhat
speculative. We infer that a cognitive appraisal or reappraisal occurs
because our behaviour changes—from confident to tentative, from
sitting quietly to bursting into tears, from freezing to fleeing, from an
incipient movement of flight to sitting quietly again, depending upon
the circumstances. Even though LeDoux has found that cognitive
appraisal in fear takes place more slowly than affective appraisal, it still
occurs pretty fast, and, if he is right, cognitive appraisal or something
very like it occurs in creatures that lack consciousness. It 1s not surpris-
ing, then, that typically human cognitive appraisals and reappraisals,
like affective appraisals, take place below the level of consciousness. So
just as it was difficult to say exactly how to verbalize the non-cognitive
appraisals that trigger emotional responses, so it is also difficult to know
whether there are specific kinds of cognitive appraisals and reappraisals
that typically monitor emotional responses, and, if there are, what the
sequence of such appraisals and reappraisals would be like. It is not
surprising that we cannot tell what we are experiencing when one
emotional response gives way to another so quickly. It seems likely that
most of the mental adjustments we perform take place largely beneath
awareness. Whatever the actual sequence of appraisals and reappraisals
may be, however, it is clear that emotion does involve such sequences.
Emotion 1is a process that unfolds, as the situation is appraised and
reappraised, and as continuous feedback occurs.

In a discussion of William James’s theory of emotion, Phoebe
Ellsworth also stresses the idea that emotions are processes. She takes
the idea one step further, however, arguing that the various events that
occur in an emotion process are themselves processes that to some
extent unfold independently. Most theorists agree that interpretation
of a stimulus, physiological arousal, expressive behaviour, action ten-
dencies, and subjective feelings are all involved in emotion, but

[i]nterpretation, subjective feeling, visceral and motor responses are all
processes, with time courses of their own. There is no reason to believe
that all of the bodily feedback should reach the brain before any subjective
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feeling results, or that the interpretation of the situation must be completed
before the body can begin to respond, or that fully nuanced emotional
experience must occur before interpretation can begin. ... The interpret-
ation develops over time, and so does the feeling, in a continuously
interactive sequence, often a very rapid one. Neither interpretation, nor
bodily feedback, nor subjective experience comes first; at the very most, one
can talk about which of these complex temporal processes starts first.?

Ellsworth suggests that ‘very simple appraisals’ serve ‘as entry points
into the realm of emotions: a sense of attention or novelty, a sense of
attraction or aversion, a sense of uncertainty’.** In my terms, an
emotion process is always triggered by a non-cognitive affective
appraisal. We would not call a process emotional unless there were
such an appraisal to trigger the emotional (physiological) responses
and associated action tendencies. As we have seen, there 1s dispute
about the exact nature of these non-cognitive appraisals. But how-
ever we think of them, the non-cognitive appraisals (in both human
beings and ‘lower’ animals) are themselves monitored or appraised by
higher cognitive processes, and the action tendencies initiated by the
affective appraisals are modified in accordance with subsequent cog-
nitive appraisals. Ellsworth eloquently describes the process:

At the moment when the organism’s attention is aroused by some change in
the environment, or the stream of consciousness, certain neural circuits in
the brain are activated. . . the heart may slow, the head may turn, and the
organism feels different than it did before the event. Arousal of attention does
not necessarily lead to emotion—the novel event may be easily explained as
trivial or familiar, and the organism returns to baseline—but attention is
very often the first step in emotional arousal. No nameable emotion has yet
developed, but already there are cognitive, physiological, behavioral, and
subjective changes. If the organism senses that the stimulus is attractive or
aversive, the feeling and the bodily responses change again. As each suc-
ceeding appraisal is made, mind, body, and feeling change again. The
sequence may seem to burst forth all at once, or it may unfold over a
much longer period of time. When all the requisite appraisals have been
made, quickly or slowly, the person may say he or she is in a state corres-
ponding to one of the familiar emotions catalogued by ancient and modern
taxonomists. Nevertheless, such states may be rare ... Often the situation
may be ambiguous with respect to one or more of the appraisals, or an
appraisal may be variable, or the situation we perceive may change—on its
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own or in response to our own behavior so that no steady state is possible, at
least not until long afterward, when the emotion has been catalogued in
recollection.®

There are a number of insights in this passage. First, there is the
idea that in an emotional process each aspect of the process runs its
own temporal course, and that there is continuous feedback of
various sorts from one aspect to another. For example, physiological
changes may help to fix my attention on something important in the
environment: the loud sound that startles me makes my eyes blink
and checks my breathing, so that I am alert to this sudden new event
in my environment and my attention is focused upon it. If I am
instinctively (non-cognitively) surprised or startled or enraged by
some occurrence, subsequent cognitive appraisals may confirm or
disconfirm the occurrence, and will in any case modify my appraisal
of it. (‘It’s just a firecracker,” or ‘Somebody’s got a gun!’) In an
emotional response, the non-cognitive appraisal produces both
physiological changes and action tendencies, and both can be modi-
fied by subsequent cognitive appraisals and reappraisals. Moreover,
actions taken in response to a non-cognitive appraisal, such as freez-
ing in fear or tensing in anger, often alter the situation itself—perhaps
the enemy retreats—and so indirectly modify my appraisal of the
situation, and thus in turn affect my subsequent behaviour. After
responding instinctively by freezing or tensing, I may see that the
situation is no longer threatening, so I relax. Feelings, too, which
[ have said little about, may function in conscious human beings to
draw attention to one’s physiological state or the evaluations one is
making, or both.??

The fact that each aspect of the emotion process has its own
temporal trajectory is also important. It is noteworthy, for example,
that however quickly a sequence of appraisals takes place, the physio-
logical symptoms of emotion may last longer. Suppose I aftectively
appraise something as a threat but then cognition tells me I am in no
danger. Even after I realize I am safe, adrenaline continues to course
through my blood for a while. Indeed, hormonal reactions to threat
may last hours and even days. By the same token, that’s why I can still
‘be angry’ after discovering I haven’t been wronged: my facial ex-
pression and physiological reactions may still keep going after the
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relevant evaluation has been rejected. Again, a course of action
embarked upon as a result of an affective appraisal may continue
long after the appraisal and its consequent cognitive monitoring
have faded from memory. A facial expression may disappear even as
the evaluation of a situation persists.>?

A second important idea derived from Ellsworth is that particular
nameable emotional states may be relatively rare, that our emotional
life occurs in ‘streams’ that change all the time in response to ever-
changing appraisals, ever-evolving actions and action tendencies,
ever-changing bodily states. As William James noted, our emotional
processes are in constant flux: we can change quite quickly from
fearful to cheerful, from anxious to angry. Particular nameable emo-
tional states in this view are typically recognized after the event ‘when
the emotion has been catalogued in recollection’. So it is only after
the event that we (or our friends) describe a situation as one in which
I was sad, angry, or jealous, ashamed, guilty, or merely regretful, or
calm, bored, or world-weary. It is by using ordinary emotion words
like this that we try to make sense out of and explain our emotional
experiences.

Cataloguing in Recollection

Among the reappraisals that human beings often carry out after a non-
cognitive appraisal and typically some initial cognitive evaluation has
taken place, i1s an attempt to explain the emotion in folk-psycho-
logical terms by naming it. Human beings, unlike crayfish and rats, not
only respond emotionally to the important events in their lives; they
also reflect upon them. As we’ll see, great works of art frequently
encourage us to reflect upon our emotions in a careful and detailed
way. But in ordinary life, people tend to appraise their own emotional
experiences by applying generalized labels from commonsense or
‘folk’ psychology. So I may think to myself: ‘I see now why I yelled
at Bobby: I was jealous of Sue who had been monopolizing his atten-
tion,” or ‘Now I realize why I got so upset; I was angry with Bobby
and resentful of Sue.” In seeking a psychological explanation for my
behaviour and for my physiological state, I label my experience with
one of the emotion words available to me in my language, and I may
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also make inferences about what it was that set oft my ‘jealousy’,
‘anger,” or ‘resentment.’ I may decide that it was because Bobby was
flirting with Sue and she was receiving his attentions willingly that
[ was angry with Bobby, and jealous and resentful of Sue. In short,
[ reflect upon the stream of my emotional responses and try to assess
in folk-psychological terms what prompted them and how to cat-
egorize them.

Social construction theorists like to point out that different lan-
guages carve up the emotion territory in different ways. Some
languages have words for emotion states that are supposedly untrans-
latable into English. Emotion words often mentioned in this regard
are Japanese amae—described by one source as ‘an emotion of inter-
dependence, arising from a kind of symbiosis, from comfort in the
other person’s complete acceptance’ and by another as a ‘propensity
to depend upon another’s presumed indulgence**—and fago, an
emotion found on the South Pacific island of Ifaluk, that is translated
by Catherine Lutz as ‘compassion /love/sorrow’.>* Emotion concepts
typically specify a type of situation or context in which the emo-
tion occurs, together with a characteristic type of response. Different
cultures have somewhat different emotional vocabularies because
different societies have somewhat different values and prize different
character traits. It is not surprising that a country such as the United
States, which puts a high premium on independence, individuality,
ambition, and aggressiveness, does not have such a concept as amae,
which implicitly recognizes mutual dependency as an important
social goal. Similarly with respect to Ifaluk fago. The English
language has over two thousand words for emotions,*® yet even
English does not have the resources for naming all the subtle emotions
of which people are capable. Indeed it seems likely that there are
many emotions that are nameless in every language. John Benson
once speculated that it would be nice to have a word for the emo-
tional state expressed by J. Alfred Prufrock in Eliot’s poem.*” He
suggests the word ‘prufishness’, as in ‘I’ve been feeling rather prufish
lately.’

It 1s important to be clear that in making folk-psychological ap-
praisals (I was jealous, I was fagoing, I was resentful, etc.), I am making
after-the-fact assessments of my emotional state and that such assess-
ments are prone to error. In making folk-psychological appraisals, such
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as ‘I was resentful,” I am not reporting on the actual sequence of
appraisals and reappraisals that took place in me. The actual sequence
of appraisals that occurs changes very rapidly and I am typically
unaware of most of it. Indeed it is typically only if I find myself
puzzled by the way I am reacting or by the way I feel that I seek an
explanation in folk-psychological terms for my emotional reactions
and/or feelings. And perhaps it is important to us to name our
emotions because it gives us at least an illusion of control when we
(think we) understand why we responded as we did.

But whatever the reasons for seeking such explanations, the ex-
planation itself is a summary judgement, an appraisal that sums up what
I think I must have been attending to, what wants and interests I think
I must have registered as being at stake, what thoughts I think I must
have had about the unfolding situation. If, as my boss leaves the
room, I find myself trembling, with my fists clenching and unclench-
ing, and my heart pounding, I may think to myself ‘I must be really
resentful. I must have found it really unjust and offensive when he
told me I didn’t work fast enough.” In formulating these thoughts,
I am in effect offering a folk-psychological explanation for my cur-
rent emotionally aroused state. I hypothesize that I must have seen
my boss’s behaviour as an affront, that I really didn’t like it, and that
it contravened an important goal of mine, such as maintaining my
self-respect. In short, I subsume this event or series of events under
the folk-psychological concept of ‘resentment’. But I do not have
access to the entire sequence of appraisals and reappraisals I (appear to)
have made.

Because I am making an after-the-fact summary of the sequence of
appraisals and reappraisals that probably occurred, my assessment is
likely to be unreliable. Suppose, for example, that my long-time
husband were to abandon me for a younger woman. In such a
situation my emotions are likely to be in turmoil: streams of grief,
anger, shame, and despair intermingle and it would probably be hard
for me to summarize my experience in a single word: the emotion
process would be too complex and too ambiguous. After a while,
when I catalogue the experience in recollection, I may say that I am
indignant that my husband abandoned me for a younger woman, but
in fact my behaviour and my physiological reactions reveal that my
primary emotions are shame and grief. In our culture indignation is
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treated as a form of anger, which is a ‘powerful’ emotion and to
preserve self-respect I want to avoid appearing as if I have lost control
of my life. Indignation also implies that I am occupying the moral
high ground. It is not too much of an exaggeration to say that in our
culture grief and shame are for the timid and feeble.

Sometimes, as in Rorty’s example of Jonah, a person may be
completely wrong about why he responded as he did, because he is
unconsciously keeping at bay some deep-seated desires. Jonah’s hostile
reaction to his new boss 1s all due to a convoluted story about his past
relations with his mother of which Jonah is totally (or at least partially)
unaware. Jonah rationalizes his emotional response as one of indigna-
tion with his new boss, let’s say, on the grounds that the new boss 1s a
tyrant (even though he is hard-pressed to come up with the evidence).
With therapeutic help, perhaps Jonah can be made to realize that his
emotional response is actually one of fear and disappointment, fear of yet
again failing to win love from a mother-figure, and disappointment
that his actual mother did not (he thinks) cherish him.

These two examples are obviously about complex emotions. But
even when we reflect on the ordinary emotional incidents in our
everyday lives, we can never be sure we are getting things right. We
all want to think well of ourselves, and prefer to think that we act out of
love rather than envy, righteous indignation rather than petty jealousy,
pride in ourselves rather than shame. And every emotional situation is
ambiguous to some degree, so it is easy to see how people come to
label their emotions in ways that are comforting rather than accurate.

Interestingly, however, the way we name our emotions and the
way we think of the situation will affect the emotion process itself. We
have already seen how every aspect of an emotion process feeds back
on the other aspects. It seems likely that the same thing happens when
[ label my state with an emotion word. If I label my emotion ‘sorrow’
rather than ‘shame’, then my action tendencies and behaviour will
probably be different, and consequently I will begin to feel different
than if I label my emotion ‘shame’. If I think I’'m sorrowful, then I’ll
act sorrowful, not ashamed, and acting sorrowful can actually make
me sorrowful, as William James long ago observed.

sit all day in a moping posture, sigh, and reply to everything with a dismal
voice, and your melancholy lingers. . . . Smooth the brow, brighten the eye,
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contract the dorsal rather than the ventral aspect of the frame, and speak in a
major key, pass the genial compliment, and your heart must be frigid indeed
if it do not gradually thaw!*®

Changing your posture, your facial and vocal expressions, and your
action tendencies will tend to change your physiology and the way
you feel, and hence—in James’s view—your emotional state. And, as
we saw in Ch. 2, there is some empirical evidence to suggest that he
was right about this. Ekman has shown that deliberately configuring
your facial muscles so that they express a particular emotion produces
physiological changes appropriate to the emotion modelled as well as
self-reports that one is indeed in the appropriate emotional state. In
short, naming one’s emotional state as ‘sorrow’ may actually induce
the behaviour and bodily states appropriate to sorrow and thus sorrow
itself.

It is in the light of these remarks that I think we should understand
one of the most famous experiments in emotion theory, the 1962
study by Schachter and Singer, which is cited by so many philoso-
phers of emotion. The ostensible function of the experiment was to
resolve the question of whether cognition plays a role in emotion by
demonstrating that specific emotions could be induced by ‘the inter-
action of . .. cognitive factors with a state of physiological arousal’.*?
Subjects were injected with adrenaline but were not told that that is
what was happening to them. Then some of the subjects were told
about the real side-effects of the drug, others were told nothing, and
others were given misleading information. (There was also a placebo
condition.) Some subjects were then asked to fill out a questionnaire
which asked increasingly insulting questions, while one of the sub-
jects—really a stooge—became increasingly upset and angry, or they
were left on their own with a cheery stooge who started a series of
apparently spontaneous games, such as playing basketball with balls of
paper. The subjects were (unbeknownst to them) observed while
interacting with the stooge, and their behaviour measured, and after
the experiment they were asked questions designed to reveal their
emotional state and also to indicate their awareness of physiological
arousal. Pulse measurements were taken before the injection of
epinephrine and again at the end of the experiment. Those who
showed no increase in pulse rate and no visible signs of arousal
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were excluded from the experiment, thus ensuring that the subjects
were all in a state of physiological arousal.

The results of the experiment seemed to show that those subjects
who did not understand why their bodies were behaving in a peculiar
way (due to the adrenaline)—they were either ignorant or misin-
formed about the effects of what they had been injected with—were
more susceptible to the stooge. When asked at the end of the experi-
ment ‘how irritated, angry or annoyed’ they felt, people in the anger
group reported feeling significantly angry or irritated. When asked
‘how good or happy’ they felt, people in the euphoria group reported
feeling significantly good or happy. Yet both groups were apparently
in the same physiological state. Schachter and Singer thought that the
subjects made a cognitive evaluation that their state was one of anger or
euphoria. By contrast, those who had an explanation for the way they
were feeling were less inclined to attribute anger or euphoria to
themselves. Schachter and Singer concluded that ‘emotional states
may be considered a function of a state of physiological arousal and of
a cognition appropriate to this state of arousal’.*

[t is an interesting fact that everybody who describes the Schachter
and Singer experiment tends to describe it in different terms and as
showing different truths about emotion.*' One of several odd features
of the experiment is that the ‘cognitions’ that Schachter and Singer
claim to be essential to emotions are not evaluations of the environ-
ment, such as ‘I have been insulted,” or ‘Something good has
happened to me,” which most theorists assume are the kinds of
evaluation that normally trigger an emotional response, but evalu-
ations of the subject’s inner state: the subjects are labelling their inner
state with the name of an emotion, ‘euphoria’ or ‘anger’. Another
oddity is that it is quite unclear what causes the subjects to label their
emotional states as they do. Schachter and Singer might be assuming
that there is a social contagion eftect, that the subjects respond the way
the stooge does, by virtue of some sort of motor mimicry, but we just
don’t know what the mechanism was in fact.

From my point of view, the Schachter and Singer experiment is
important because it offers a potential counter-argument to the view
that emotions are always set off by automatic affective appraisals.
Here is a case in which people started off as merely physiologically
aroused, and ended up attributing emotions to themselves without



EMOTION AS PROCESS 85§

apparently making any affective (or cognitive, for that matter) ap-
praisals of the environment. It is no accident that Schachter is one of
the pioneers of research into ‘confabulation’, the way in which
people explain their mental states or behaviour in specious ways that
they think are socially expected or acceptable.*? These people ‘felt
funny’, their fellow subject (the stooge) was clearly angry (euphoric)
and so when asked what state they were in, the subjects naturally
chose the label ‘angry’ or ‘euphoric’ regardless of ‘the facts’.

Now it is true that we do not know how or why these subjects
came to label their states as they did, and perhaps they were indeed
confabulating. However, as soon as people begin to think of them-
selves as angry or euphoric, they begin to make the affective apprais-
als, and take on the facial expressions, motor activity, and action
tendencies characteristic of that emotional state. In short, thinking
they are angry or euphoric becomes a self-fulfilling prophecy. More-
over, in this particular case, it would have been easy to affectively
appraise the offensive questionnaire as offensive. (For example, the
final question asked “With how many men (other than your father)

has your mother had extramarital relationships?” 4 and under :
59 .) And it would have been easy affectively
to appraise the jolly basketball-playing as jolly. In other words the

:10 and over

subjects may well have begun to be angry or euphoric in actual fact:
they made appropriate affective appraisals, engaged in appropriate
behaviour, and so on. Unfortunately, the experimenters did not
take detailed physiological data at the end of the experiment that
might have shown whether the physiological state of those in the
anger group and those in the euphoria group had themselves changed
differentially as a result of the experiment, thus potentially providing
evidence that the two groups ended up in genuinely diverse emo-
tional states.

Another way of describing what happened was that because the
subjects were in a physiologically aroused state and were encouraged
to think of themselves as in some emotional state or other (they were
asked in a questionnaire what emotional state they were 1in), they
were actually in a mood state: a nervous or jittery mood, perhaps.
A mood is usually defined in part as a bodily state in which one is
more apt or ready to get into an emotional state.* Both sets of
subjects were aroused, and nervous or jittery because of the shot of
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adrenaline, and so were more easily induced to attribute emotional
states to themselves. And, as I've suggested, once the people in the
anger group began to think of themselves as ‘angry’, they would start
to think angry thoughts and to make angry affective appraisals. Similarly
with respect to the euphoria group.** As we’ll see in Ch. 13, some-
thing like this can happen when we listen to music.

[ conclude that how we ‘catalogue’ our emotional responses affects
the way in which the emotion process develops. Sometimes, no
doubt, we get it right when we catalogue our emotion as anger or
fear or whatever, but, especially in ambiguous situations, we may
often get it wrong. When I am distraught about my husband’s
abandoning me, I do not know exactly what emotions I am experi-
encing. Like Schachter’s subjects, I am in a state of arousal, but my
state is ambiguous and I cannot tell exactly why I am responding as
[ am. Perhaps we could say that I am in a turbulent mood. But even if
[ am wrong in saying that my chief emotion is ‘indignation’ rather
than ‘sorrow,’ the label, once applied, may affect how the emotional
process plays out: my sorrow and shame may gradually give way to
genuine indignation.

The Emotion Lexicon

So far [ have suggested that affective appraisals, physiological changes,
action tendencies, and cognitive monitoring are all part of a normal
emotion process and that each element in the process functions in
teedback loops to influence the other elements in the process. Now
I would like to speculate briefly about the various possible ways in
which emotions as named in ordinary language folk psychology could
be correlated with the non-cognitive affective appraisals that trigger
the primitive emotional responses studied by a scientific psychology,
such as practiced by Zajonc and LeDoux (among others).

One possibility is that emotion words in ordinary language simply
correspond to liking and disliking in a particular situation. So,
roughly speaking, happiness is a positive emotion that can occur in
any (liked) situation; relief is a positive emotion that occurs in a
situation that turns out well where there has been an expectation
that it might not; and pride is a positive emotion that occurs when
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I contemplate something good that I identify with in some way.
Similarly, unhappiness i1s a negative emotion that can occur in any
(disliked) situation; disappointment is a negative emotion that occurs
when there has been an expectation that things would turn out better;
and remorse is a negative emotion that occurs when I have done
something I perceive to be morally wrong. In other words in this
analysis all emotion words describe states in terms of valence—
negative or positive—and a particular situation. The job of philoso-
phers like Solomon and Taylor is then to sharpen and make more
precise than I have done in this summary the situations in which it is
correct to apply a term such as ‘remorseful,” ‘proud’, or ‘disappointed’.

Another possibility is that emotion terms in ordinary language
correspond to different ‘componential’ non-cognitive appraisals, such
as appraisals of strangeness (corresponding to surprise), appraisals of
friend or enemy (corresponding to love and hate), appraisals of liking
and disliking (as in the suggestion discussed above), and so on.

A third possibility embodies the idea that each emotion word
corresponds to some different goal or interest, and that the non-
cognitive appraisals which trigger emotion simply appraise the
situation as conducive to or thwarting these various particular goals.
Jealousy would then be analysed (following Farrell)*® as a situation in
which A wants to be favoured by B but thinks that B is favouring C
over A, and this thwarts A’s goals!

Finally, there is the possibility that all emotion terms correspond to
one of the ‘basic emotion’ systems, in which simple examples of
emotional response induced by non-cognitive appraisals are marked
by distinct physiological reactions and action tendencies, as well as by
distinct neurological pathways. On this view, the cognitively com-
plex emotions of the sort studied by the philosophers would then be
divided up into groups corresponding to different basic emotion
systems. The anger system would include what in our language and
culture we call ‘indignation’, ‘fury’, ‘rage’, ‘irritation’, ‘choler’, ‘frus-
tration’, ‘annoyance’, as well as some cases of resentment, envy and
jealousy, ingratitude, and scorn. The fear system would include fear,
fright, nervousness, worry, terror, panic, and so on, as well, perhaps, as
horror, anxiety, suspicion, and maybe embarrassment and some cases
of jealousy. The happiness system would presumably include pleas-
ure, relief, gladness, cheerfulness, delight, euphoria, happiness, joy,
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optimism, satisfaction, self-satisfaction, amusement, as well as pride,
hope and hopefulness, gratitude and thankfulness. The unhappiness
system would include sadness, unhappiness, despair, disappointment,
regret, remorse, anguish, dejection, depression, pessimism, and being
upset, as well as, perhaps, shame, humiliation, guilt, being sorry, and
some cases of resentment. Some English words would mark what
Ekman calls ‘blends’ of basic emotions: consternation would be a
response of unhappiness and surprise, horror perhaps a response of
fear and disgust, awe perhaps a response of fear, pleasure, and surprise.

It is in fact impressive how many of our ordinary English words for
emotions turn out to be analysable in terms of a fairly limited number
of basic emotion systems. Note that the argument is not that the
concept of indignation, for example, can be analysed without re-
mainder as anger, but that there are non-cognitive appraisals trigger-
ing emotional responses that correspond to the basic emotions, and
that indignation would in this case be triggered by the anger appraisal
(not the fear appraisal or the love appraisal). What exactly this means
for blends 1s unclear. Perhaps both the non-cognitive appraisal This is
strange and unexpected! and the appraisal I don’t like this! would
be necessary for ‘consternation’.

One problem with this way of thinking is that noted by James
Averill, the social construction emotion theorist. Averill has made an
intensive study of how English speakers use the word ‘anger’, and he
concludes that the situations that most commonly evoke anger in
ordinary human life are not the situations of physical danger typically
discussed in connection with anger, but of ‘frustration, loss of self-
esteem, or a threat to an interpersonal relationship’.*¢ Moreover,
angry responses are extremely diverse. He thinks that ‘it seems almost
meaningless to ask, what is the typical response during anger?’#
Furthermore, actual physical aggression—and even the impulse to
aggression—is rare in actual cases of anger. In self-reports the most
common expression of anger was ‘a verbal retort or the denial of
some benefit’.*® Non-aggressive responses, such as talking over the
anger-provoking incident, were just as common as aggressive re-
sponses. If this is right, then we cannot just assume that every case
of anger actually proceeds according to the anger ‘affect programme’,
much less that all cases of indignation, annoyance, irritation, frustra-
tion, etc. proceed in this manner.
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Of course, we can’t be certain what is the correct way to interpret
Averill’s data, which 1s mainly derived from interviews and self-
reports. However I think it is salutary to reflect that cognitive moni-
toring is very important in all emotional encounters. As Lazarus has
emphasized, cognitive monitoring is what enables us to cope with an
emotion-arousing situation. We control and modify our responses by
means of cognition.* So it would not be at all surprising if normal
adults who, in the normal interactions of some personal relationship,
are provoked by something that the other person does or says never-
theless do not engage in aggressive behaviour, which could well put
the relationship itself at risk, but instead give a ‘verbal retort’ or ‘deny
some benefit’. It is interesting, however, that the only physiological
symptom consistently reported by Averill’s subjects is ‘increase in
general tension or arousal’,’® a response consistent with the anger
‘affect programme’. (Again, remember Ekman’s notion of display
rules: how we manifest anger is partly controlled by informal social
rules.)

To sum up, I have been arguing that affective appraisals respond
automatically to events in the environment (either internal or exter-
nal) and set oft physiological changes that register the event in a
bodily way and get the agent ready to respond appropriately. An
emotional response is a response set off by a non-cognitive affective
appraisal. I speculated that there are probably a limited number of
basic emotion systems each identified by a specific non-cognitive
appraisal and the particular suite of behaviour it prompts. Cognitively
complex emotions are triggered by the same non-cognitive appraisals
as ‘primitive’ emotions, but they are succeeded by complex cognitive
activity. In particular, human beings reflecting on their emotion pro-
cesses give names to their emotions in the words available to them in
their language and culture. Like the startle response of the crayfish,
human indignation is a three-stage process of affective appraisal,
physiological responses, and cognitive monitoring, but unlike the
startled crayfish, an indignant person is likely to be indignant about
something requiring complex thought, and is also likely to catalogue
her emotional state in words: I was ‘resentful’ or ‘indignant’,
‘ashamed’ or ‘embarrassed’, ‘remorseful’” or ‘regretful’. The affective
appraisal may be the same for ‘indignation’ and for ‘resentment’—
Offence! or Nooo! or Goal denied! or whatever—but only
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cognitive monitoring can make the fine-grained distinctions between
indignation and resentment.

Different languages have different words for carving up the emo-
tion landscape corresponding to the different values, interests, and
goals characteristic of different cultures. Within a culture, children
learn a particular emotion vocabulary in the context of types of
situation and characteristic responses to that situation. Ronald de
Sousa has proposed that such ‘paradigm scenarios’ can provide the
basis for learning an almost unlimited number of emotions. More-
over, there are many emotional states that have never been labelled.
‘Prufishness’ was unnamed until Benson named it. Likewise, the
emotions examined in other literary works may require more than
tolk-psychological labelling if they are to be properly monitored and
understood. As Susanne Langer says in the epigraph to this chapter,
our emotions are ‘as various as the lights in a forest’.

But am [ not now reverting to the judgement theory that I casti-
gated in Chs. 1 and 2? The short answer is ‘No.” The judgement theory
claims that an emotion either i1s or is caused by a judgement or a
cognitive evaluation with an intentional object. I deny both claims. As
[ argued at length in Chs. 1 and 2, a cognitive evaluation alone cannot
cause, much less be, an emotion. But we are now in a position to see
what is right and useful about the judgement theory. What the
judgement theorists have got right is their idea that cognitive evalu-
ations are what distinguish one cognitively complex emotional state
from another. The best judgement theorists give careful analyses of the
differences between resentment and indignation, remorse and regret,
shame and embarrassment, by clarifying the conditions under which it
1s appropriate to use a particular emotion term in our culture. These
conditions include the situation in which the emotion occurs, the
person’s thoughts and beliefs vis-a-vis the situation, the attitude of
the society towards that emotion in that situation, the subsequent
behaviour of the person experiencing the emotion, and so on.

In a case of emotional resentment, for example, the thought that
I have been badly treated in a situation in which I have been led to
believe I will be well treated may be part of the causal chain leading
up to an affective appraisal of Offence! When I catalogue my emo-
tion as ‘resentment’, I am implicitly adverting to a situation in which
(I think) I have been treated badly and (I think) I don’t deserve it, and
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it well may be that these thoughts play a causal role in the emotion
process: indeed my affective appraisal of Offence! may be an affective
appraisal of the situation as I thought it to be. So yes, thoughts and
beliefs and ways of seeing a situation can figure in the causal chain that
leads to an affective appraisal, but they are never the whole story.
There has to be also a ‘meta-appraisal’ that this is Bad! or an Offence!
or Thwarts my goals! And this meta-appraisal is part of an inbuilt
mechanism for detecting harm or offence or goal-thwarting and
registering it in a bodily way.

If I say I was ‘resentful” about the situation, I am endorsing a causal
hypothesis: that certain thoughts and/or beliefs or ways of seeing that
are characteristic of resentment did in fact play a causal role in my
emotional state. But notice that there 1s nothing privileged about my
access to my psychological state. I can always be wrong. In attributing
to myself certain thoughts, beliefs or ways of seeing, and consequently
in describing myself as ‘resentful’, I am doing a little after-the-fact folk
psychology: I am hypothesizing about what probably contributed to
causing my emotional state. But my physiological state, facial and
vocal expressions, and subsequent behaviour may reveal that I have
mis-labelled the scenario: it 1s not a resentment scenario after all, but
an indignation scenario. Again, however, if I am convinced that I
really am resentful, then thinking may eventually make it so.

An Objection

Paul Griffiths has argued that there are at least two independent
phenomena going by the name of ‘emotion’ that have very little to
do with one another, on the one hand Ekman-type ‘affect programs’,
and on the other hand ‘higher cognitive states’ that are less well
understood, and may be explicable along social constructionist lines,
but cannot, he thinks, be explained in the same way as an ‘affect
program’.®" Griffiths claims that commonsense or folk psychology is
wrong to imply that fear, anger, and the rest are unitary concepts. He
would therefore presumably reject my attempt to generalize about
emotion by arguing that all emotional responses are part of the kind of
emotion process I have been describing, and that all (or most) emo-
tional responses are initiated by a non-cognitive aftective appraisal.
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Grifhiths argues that the basic emotion systems identified by
Ekman—fear, surprise, anger, disgust, joy, and sadness—are correctly
describable as ‘affect programmes’, in which certain inputs always
produce a particular set of complex, co-ordinated, and automatic
responses or outputs. He then argues that higher or cognitively com-
plex emotions are independent of affect programmes and must be
explained in a totally different way. My response to Griffiths is
twofold: first, the evidence that there are indeed affect programmes
in the way Griffiths describes them is weak; and secondly, there is
good evidence that cognitively complex emotions are caused in just
the same way as the ‘primitive’ emotions Griffiths refers to in his
discussion of the affect programmes.

1. Griffiths claims that for each affect programme there are
distinct facial and vocal expressions, endocrine changes (such as
changes in hormone levels), autonomic nervous system changes,
and musculo-skeletal changes (such as flinching or orienting). Grif-
fiths thinks that there may be a single neural programme triggered by
an appropriate stimulus, which controls all these various sorts of
responses. Alternatively, he considers a view defended by Neil
McNaughton, who hypothesizes that different systems have evolved
for separate evolutionary reasons, and thinks that different pro-
grammes respond to different features of the stimulus situation.
McNaughton thinks that some elements in a response will trigger
other elements (as Ekman found that posing the facial expression
characteristic of a basic emotion also produced the ANS changes
characteristic of that same emotion), which is why the various re-
sponses appear to be co-ordinated even though not directed by a
single controlling programme. Griftiths comments that this general
approach is quite consistent with his notion of an affect programme:
the important point is that the responses are of many different sorts,
yet all automatic and co-ordinated.

Griffiths may be right that there are affect programmes in nature,
but I think we have to admit that right now the evidence is far
from conclusive. As we have seen, although there is evidence of
distinct facial expressions for some basic emotions, the evidence
of distinct ANS activity is far weaker, and even Griffiths notes
that, despite some promising work by Scherer, not much is known
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about distinct vocal expressions. There is some evidence that
‘action tendencies’—musculo-skeletal and endocrine changes—are
distinct for each basic emotion, but, as we saw in Ch. 2, Frijda has
noted sceptically that distinct action tendencies may not be distinctive
of particular emotions but of particular goals which may be common
to different emotions and may occur in non-emotional states.

More importantly, what Ellsworth’s analysis of emotion suggests
1s that even if Griffiths 1s right and a particular kind of non-cognitive
appraisal does indeed set in motion a set of distinctive responses (ANS
changes, facial expressions, musculo-skeletal responses, expressive
vocalizations, endocrine system changes), each of these responses
may not only occur independently, as McNaughton suggests, but
may also have its own pattern of temporal development. Even more
significantly, each one will feed back on to the others and will itself be
affected in different ways by feedback from each different system.
Perhaps most important of all, subsequent cognitive monitoring will affect
the development of each of these responses, perhaps in different ways and at
different times. In other words, even if Griffiths’ picture of a pro-
gramme which dictates the development of a basic emotion is appro-
priate for some pre-programmed responses, such as the rat’s fear of
the sound that is conditioned by an electric shock, or the startle
response of the crayfish, cognitive monitoring will change everything
that happens subsequent to the initial affective appraisal and the initial
physiological changes. Depending on the details of the situation,
cognitive appraisal and reappraisal will modify the various different
responses. I conclude that it is not clear that affect programmes exist
in the way described by Griffiths, and even if they do, even if some
emotion processes are pre-programmed in the sense that a specific
input automatically produces a specific output, these emotion pro-
cesses will continue and develop in a more flexible way after the
‘programme’ has run its course.

2. Grittiths thinks that we cannot analyse higher or cognitively
complex emotions in the same terms as basic emotions. What I have
been arguing throughout this chapter is that we can, indeed that it 1s
possible that all emotions can be analysed in terms of basic emotions.
I have also explained how a primitive, inflexible, non-cognitive ap-
praisal—This is bad for me! or This is a threat! or Here’s an
enemy!—can take as input a complex cognition, so that I respond
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with fear not only to the large hairy bear that is haring towards and
bearing down on me, but also to my boss’s quiet ultimatum. Earlier I
argued that it is a not unreasonable hypothesis that there are basic
emotion systems that evolved to deal with important situations of
loss, danger, threat, etc. and that through learning have become capable
of being evoked by a vast number of different situations (although all
are roughly describable as situations of loss, danger, threat, etc.). As we
have seen, a great many—perhaps all—of the emotions identified in
folk psychology can be analysed in terms of a very few basic emotions.
In complex social contexts, the programmed suite of reactions will
often no longer be particularly useful, except as a communication
device: screaming and running would be a very unexpected and
counterproductive response to the boss. And in any case, each set of
reactions—facial, vocal, motor, etc.—to a non-cognitive appraisal of
threat (say) will be modified by subsequent cognitive monitoring.
When my boss insults me, I may realize that exhibiting fear is not a
politically wise response and I will instead smile politely and ‘suck it
up’. A polite smile is dictated by the ‘display rules” of my culture, and
only a little fearful or angry ‘leakage’ from the tightness around my
mouth reveals what my affective appraisal of the situation is and what I
am really feeling.*?

If this picture of emotion is correct, then we can explain fear
or anger as a unitary phenomenon, always caused by a particular
kind of non-cognitive affective appraisal of Threat! or Offence!
which always leads to a typical pattern of bodily responses, regardless
of how little or how much cognitive work it takes to detect the threat
in question. Fear and anger are basically the same no matter where and
when they occur, just as folk psychology assumes they are. It follows
that in my view Griffiths is overly pessimistic about the value of folk-
psychological theories of the emotions, and the extent to which they
can be usefully appealed to in the scientific study of emotion.

How To Be Angry Without Being Emotional

Another objection to my approach might be that if I am right, then
emotion words such as ‘angry’ and ‘afraid’ will not always refer to
bona fide emotional states. But this does not strike me as a serious
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objection. We often say that people are angry about the state of the
economy or, like Robert Gordon’s farmers, afraid that it will rain, but
without implying that they are emotionally worked up. When a
person makes the cognitive evaluation characteristic of anger or fear
or embarrassment but does not ‘get emotional” about it, I suggest that
the person is not in a bona fide emotional state, but in a related
cognitive state. We use the same name for the cognitive state and the
corresponding emotional state, because typically the cognitive state
leads to (an affective appraisal and) the emotional state, but in this
particular case it does not. Saying a person 1s ‘angry’ or ‘afraid’ or
‘embarrassed’ that, say, the party has been cancelled does not imply
that the person is in an emotional state. If the person is an optimist,
well fed, well rested, and in a good mood, and the party isn’t very
important anyway, then he or she may be quite unemotional about
the situation.

In short, our emotion words—jealousy, anger, etc.—have deriva-
tive uses where they refer not to emotional responses per se but
simply to the evaluations themselves which typically but not always
produce emotional responses. If I wish I were young again and in the
Paris of yesteryear, then we may say that I am nostalgic for Paris, even if
I am not making any non-cognitive appraisal and I am physiologically
unmoved. [ am not experiencing an emotional response to (my thoughts
of) Paris. We can call my state an ‘emotion of nostalgia’ if we like, but
this is misleading because there is no ‘emotionality’ or emotional
upheaval.®® Similarly, I may be happy that I am at home again at the
end of a long and busy day, but it is misleading to say that I am
experiencing an ‘emotion of happiness’ unless I am in a suitable
physiological state.

Sometimes when I am angry about something, I will be emotional
about it and sometimes not. Why is this? Why am [ emotional about
something on some occasions and on other occasions not? Or why
does the very same event make me emotional and not you, although
we are both evaluate the event in an angry or fearful way? There are
almost certainly a number of variables involved here.

1. For objects, people, or events to make me emotional, I must
have some important want, goal, or interest at stake. I will not get
emotional about something that is of no importance to me. Even
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when I get emotional about something that appears to be trivial, it has
to have some significance for me or mine that may be invisible to a
bystander. Because you are constantly making oft with my property,
I blow up when you borrow my pencil. Nevertheless, this does not
seem to be a sufficient explanation of emotional states, since although
[ can sometimes get quite emotional about something trivial, at other
times I may not. Why i1s this?

2. Sometimes I am distracted. I am not paying the requisite atten-
tion to an event. Usually when you make oft with my stuff, I am
deeply resentful and upset. Today I just got a promotion and a big
present from my co-workers, and I am not alert to what in other
circumstances would offend me. In other words, one has to be alert
or paying attention in some sense to the offensive event, in order to
register it as an offence.>

3. One must be in a state of bodily readiness. Notoriously, if one is
short of sleep, it is easier to see the ordinary mishaps of life as wrongs
or offences deliberately inflicted by an uncaring world; one is more
prone to respond negatively. If one is full of energy one is more likely
to think of the world as one’s oyster.

4. The emotion states I get into are partly a function of my current
mood. My moods may vary from one occasion to another, and mood
changes bring in their wake changes in our predisposition to be in
certain emotional states. Sometimes I am desperately in need of
affection and respect, and when you pinch my pencil without so
much as a by-your-leave, I really don’t like it. At other times, [ am in
a more confident and optimistic mood and I am resigned to your
thievery. A mood is a bodily state that lowers the threshold for getting
into a bona fide emotional state.®® In an irritable mood I am more
likely to get angry with you about the pencil. In a depressed mood
[ am more likely to see your action as a sign of your disrespect and my
worthlessness.

5. Difterent people have in any case different thresholds for re-
sponding emotionally because of temperamental differences, such as
pessimism versus optimism: I am more prone to respond negatively
than you are; you are more inclined to positive responses. In short,
two people may be entertaining the same thought at the same time—
‘she’s pinching my pencil’—but only one makes the further non-
cognitive appraisal This is bad. Again, different emotional responses
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can differ in intensity, depending upon the intensity of the physio-
logical symptoms of emotion, and perhaps on the intensity of the
wants and wishes which are deemed to be at stake.

Conclusion

[ have been arguing in this chapter that emotions are processes, in which
a rough-and-ready affective appraisal causes physiological responses,
motor changes, action tendencies, changes in facial and vocal expres-
sion, and so on, succeeded by cognitive monitoring. The function of
non-cognitive affective appraisals is to draw attention automatically
and insistently by bodily means to whatever in the environment is of
vital importance to me and mine.*® These affective appraisals can be
automatically evoked not only by simple perceptions such as a sudden
loud sound, but also by complex thoughts and beliefs. The reason why
we experience emotions as passive phenomena is that we are never
fully in control of our emotions: once an affective appraisal occurs, the
response occurs too. We can influence our emotions only indirectly
through subsequent cognitive monitoring.

An emotion process involves constant feedback from each of its
elements to the others. More finely discriminating cognitive moni-
toring affirms or disconfirms the affective appraisal, and probably
assesses such matters as how much control one has over the situation,
whether one can cope with it, and what is likely to happen next. In
human beings, the end of an emotion process—or one stream of a
more complex emotion process—is often marked by a conscious
judgement cataloguing the emotion in recollection: people label
their emotions with one of the emotion terms available to them in
their language and culture. Naming one’s emotion and what caused it
is, however, notoriously unreliable.

In chapter one we saw that a judgement, or a set of judgements, can
never all by itself be sufficient for emotion. In order for a cognitively
complex state such as my jealousy of a young rival on the tennis pro
circuit (as discussed by Dan Farrell)®” or my wary suspicion of a pushy
insurance salesman (as discussed by Pat Greenspan)®® to initiate emo-
tional responses, there has to be a further affective non-cognitive
appraisal of the situation and subsequent physiological changes. If this
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1s correct, then it follows that Rorty, Kraut, and Greenspan were
right to note that the evaluations central to emotion are not cognitive
evaluations. Solomon was right to say that the evaluations central to
emotion are of a special, urgent character. And Lyons was right to
identify an emotion as a process in which a certain kind of physio-
logical response is caused by an evaluation. But none of these thinkers
identified the relevant evaluations correctly as rough-and-ready af-
fective appraisals that happen very fast, serve to focus attention in an
insistent way, and automatically produce physiological changes and
action tendencies. Moreover, the kinds of cognitive evaluation that
the judgement theorists discuss are never necessary to emotion.
A belief that I am in danger is neither necessary nor sufficient for
fear, for example. All that’s needed is an affective appraisal of Threat!
and once that affective appraisal of Threat! occurs, then willy-nilly
there’s a fearful response.

The judgement theorists are engaged in after-the-fact classification
of emotion processes, using the resources of ordinary language and
the terms of folk psychology. The beliefs or thoughts or wants that
they posit as crucial to some particular emotion may well figure in the
causal chain eventuating in an affective appraisal, but the beliefs and
thoughts and wants they identify are never sufficient to set oft an
emotion process. At best they figure among the conditions leading
up to the affective appraisal that sets off the emotion process. The
judgement theorists could also be thought of as explaining what we
might call cognitive attitudes: they may make accurate generalizations
about when it is correct to say that I am ‘afraid that it will rain’ or
‘regretful about your lost garlic-press’. But they are not explaining
emotion. They are not explaining how an emotion process actually
unfolds, the sequence of affective and cognitive appraisals that actu-
ally characterizes a specific emotion process.

What the judgement theorists are really doing is trying to explain
how we should use language, and specifying the general kinds of
circumstances when it is appropriate to describe ourselves as ‘angry’,
‘indignant’, remorseful’, or ‘regretful’. When we label our emotions
after the fact, we use the classifications that philosophers and psych-
ologists offer us, that make sense of the emotion process in the terms
of our language and culture and fit our thoughts and behaviour into
recognizable social patterns. Cataloguing our emotions is a form of
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generalization about emotions. But if we really want to understand
emotions in all their uniqueness and individuality, if we want to
follow the progress of an emotion process as it unfolds, if we want
to understand how the different elements of the process feed into one
another and interact, and how the streams of emotional life blend and
flow into one another, then we would do better to stay away from the
generalizations of philosophers and psychologists, and turn instead to
the detailed studies of emotion that we find in great literature.
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Part Two

Emotion in Literature

It is a deeply rooted idea in contemporary Western culture that there
1s some peculiarly intimate relationship between the arts and the
emotions. Now that we have a better idea of what the emotions are
and how they function, I am going to be looking at the role of the
emotions in our encounters with the arts. I begin with literature.

In Part Two I examine the idea that one of the important things
that literature does is to evoke emotions in readers. In Ch. 4 I argue
that some works of literature—especially realistic novels by the likes
of Tolstoy and Henry James—need to be experienced emotionally if
they are to be properly understood. There is some interesting work in
psychology on narrative, but little has been done on the role of
emotion in understanding narrative. I explain how our emotions
function to help us understand a novel, focusing especially on charac-
ters, and I argue that a plausible interpretation of a novel relies on
prior emotional responses to it. In Ch. § I answer a raft of possible
objections to this idea, including the so-called paradox of fiction.

In Ch. 6 I give a reading of Edith Wharton’s novel, The Reef, in
which I argue that reading a morally serious novel such as The Reef
is a means of education, an education of the emotions or, borrowing
from Flaubert, a sentimental education. Again, knowing how the
emotions actually function enables us to see more clearly exactly what
an emotional education consists in. Here I also address two issues that
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I pushed under the carpet in Ch. 4. First, what is a ‘proper’ way of
understanding a novel? Difterent people respond emotionally in
different ways to the same novel, play, or movie, but perhaps only
some of these responses are ‘authorized’ by the work itself. Is there
any one authorized version of a novel or play? I do not think so.
Nevertheless some emotional responses are more appropriate than
others. Secondly, what is the role of the author in evoking my
emotional responses? Should I be responding as the author intended
me to? If I do not, am [ fatally misunderstanding what I am reading?
I end Ch. 6 by briefly tackling these thorny questions. In general
I defend a ‘reader-response’ theory of interpretation that treats our
emotional responses to a novel or play as important data in arriving at
an interpretation.

Chapter 7 turns to form in literature. Taking oft from some
findings about the coping mechanism from the psychologist Richard
Lazarus, I develop an account of how form manages and guides our
emotional experiences of a literary work, and also enables us to ‘cope’
with emotionally difficult or highly charged material. I again use The
Reef as one of my examples, but I also spend some time talking about
poetry.

The focus in these four chapters is on literature, but I believe that
the ideas I am exploring have much wider application. There are
paintings, sculptures, movies, dance pieces, and music which also
demand to be experienced emotionally if they are to yield up all
their riches. (In Part Four I'll deal with emotion and music.) But I do
not want to argue that what I say is true of all art, or that if you cannot
appreciate something emotionally then it can’t be art at all. Different
kinds of artworks have very different goals. Some are mainly con-
cerned with design or form. Others deal mainly with ideas and
demand to be appreciated primarily on an intellectual level. I am
not arguing that all artworks have to be experienced emotionally if
they are to count as art. [ am not even arguing that all artworks have
to be experienced emotionally if we are to understand them properly.
Given the protean nature of art, any such generalization is unlikely to
be true.

My main goal in these chapters is not to arrive at hard and fast
distinctions about which types of artwork or novel or poetry do or do
not merit our emotional engagement, but to clarify with respect to
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the works—whatever they turn out to be—that do emotionally
engage us how emotion enters into our interpretation of these works, how
we learn emotionally from them about human nature and human
motivation, and how emotion manages and guides our responses to them
through the manipulation of form.
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4

The Importance of Being Emotional

In every great poem—in Shakespeare’s plays, in Dante’s Com-
media, in Goethe’s Faust—we must indeed pass through the
whole gamut of emotions. If we were unable to grasp the most
delicate nuances of the different shades of feeling, unable to
follow the continuous variations in rhythm and tone, if un-
moved by sudden dynamic changes, we could not understand
and feel the poem.

Ernst Cassirer, An Essay on Man

How to Read a Story

A good story makes us curious and suspenseful about what is going to
happen; it makes us laugh and cry; and it may make us feel fear and
anger, horror and disgust, love and compassion, indeed the whole
repertoire of emotions in our culture. In this chapter I'll explain how
the emotions function when we respond emotionally to characters
and events in novels, plays, and movies. We'll see that emotion
processes actually work just the same way when we respond to
characters and events in novels, plays, and movies, as they do when
we respond to people and events in real life.' In this chapter I'll be
explaining how our emotional responses to novels, plays, and movies
help us to understand them, to understand characters, and grasp the
significance of events in the plot. (And in Ch. 6 I'll be explaining
how our emotional responses to novels, plays, and movies can also
teach us about life itself.) I'll suggest that our emotions help us in the
construction of a satisfactory summary reading of the novel or play or
movie, or what 1s often called an ‘interpretation’.
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This may not be true of all novels, plays, and movies, but it is
certainly true for realistic novels, plays, and films such as the novels
cited by F. R. Leavis as part of the ‘Great Tradition’ of the English
novel.? Indeed the great realistic novels of nineteenth-century Euro-
pean and American fiction, that purport to be depictions of ‘real life’,
require to be experienced emotionally it they are to be properly
experienced and understood. In this chapter I'll be demonstrating
how a reader figures out the meaning of a work of this sort in the
process of emotionally interacting with the text. In this sense, I'll be
defending a version of ‘reader-response theory’.

Although some form of reader-response theory 1s widely accepted
among teachers of literature, it is not a very popular view among
philosophers who write about literary interpretation. It is true that
the theory faces important problems. If people’s emotional responses
are partly going to determine the meaning of a novel, then since
different people respond very differently to the same novel, how
can we ever come to agreement about what it means? What if
readers determine the theme to be something that the author could
not possibly have intended? These problems might not unduly
worry a literary critic who is mainly interested in finding bold
new innovative and intriguing responses and readings of a work,
but they really bother philosophers, because philosophers are
always preoccupied with finding clear criteria and general truths.
[ am going to leave aside this question for the moment, however,
and try to show first what goes on when we interact emotionally with
a novel, and secondly how having emotional responses generated
by reading a novel or watching a play can actually help us to
understand the novel or play and can serve as the basis of an inter-
pretation. I'll return to the question of criteria of correctness at the
end of Ch. 6.

[t might seem puzzling how having our emotions aroused can help
us to understand anything at all. After all, if I am very angry or afraid
or sorrowful, I am not in a very good state for understanding any-
thing. Moreover, far from helping me to understand the novel I am
reading, my own feelings may distract my attention from it. Surely, it
might be said, in my encounter with a novel, I should be trying to
understand the novel itself and its qualities, rather than focusing on
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my own feelings, which may be idiosyncratic, leading me away from
rather than into the work. There are indeed many times when the
emotions aroused by a story do not help me to understand it at all. If
I’m watching a film and the hero’s appearance reminds me insistently
of my beloved Jack, the hero may elicit in me a nice warm feeling that
has nothing to do with the character on screen (who happens to be a
weasel). Orif I read in a novel a description of my home town where
the novel is set and fall into a gloomy reverie about my ghastly
childhood in that town, my feelings of gloom may have nothing to
do with the way the town is depicted in the novel. What’s more, in
these cases my attention seems to be mainly directed not at the novel
but at Jack or my childhood.

Obviously, then, not every emotion aroused by a novel or movie is
relevant to understanding it. There are, however, a number of
uncontroversial ways in which emotion can contribute to our under-
standing of works of literature and film. A feeling of curiosity or
interest may precede our engagement with a work and may prod us
to persist in its study. A feeling of pleasure in our mastery of the work
may succeed our experience of it, and perhaps motivate us to experi-
ence other works in the hope of achieving a similar reward. What
I want to focus on, however, is somewhat more controversial.
I believe that, in addition to getting us interested in and repaying
with pleasure or displeasure our attention to a novel, our emotional
responses can also play a crucial role in the way we actually understand
and interpret it. The emotions function to alert us to important aspects
of the story such as plot, characters, setting, and point of view.
Especially in reading the great realist novels of the Western tradition,
our emotions can lead us to discover subtleties in character and plot
that would escape a reader who remains emotionally uninvolved in
the story.

Even if you agree with me that an emotional experience of this
kind of novel helps us to understand it, you might still think that it’s
possible to come to the same understanding by a more cerebral
engagement with the text. Towards the end of the chapter I'll try
to show that this is not true: nothing else can do the job that emotions
do. Without appropriate emotional responses, some novels simply
cannot be adequately understood.
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Getting Involved with Literary Characters

In reading a novel, we may not be emotionally worked up all the
time, but typically there are moments when we do become emotion-
ally engaged. These tend to be occasions when the author is aiming
to impress upon us facts or events that are important to the novel, to
establish character, to mark significant developments in the plot,
to drive home the theme or moral of the story, or—as often
happens—all three. To make my case that emotional responses are
often necessary for us to understand a novel, play, or movie, I'll begin
by giving some examples that demonstrate how the text often com-
municates something important by evoking the reader’s emotional
responses to an incident or a remark or a turn of the plot. For
simplicity’s sake, I have chosen examples in which it is pretty clear
that the emotional responses described are appropriate to the text and
were probably intended by the author. In studying these examples,
we’ll see that they evoke emotion processes in just the same way as
emotional situations in real life.

Weeping for Anna Karenina

Anna Karenina is never more an object of sympathy and compassion
than when she returns surreptitiously to her old home in order to visit
her son Seryozha, whom she has not seen since she abandoned her
husband to go away with Vronsky. We know that Anna has longed to
see Seryozha and has looked forward joyfully to her visit. She buys a
great many toys to take with her for his birthday, and arrives at the
house early in the morning before Karenin is up. The boy is half
asleep and seems to think that she is part of a happy dream. Seeing and
touching him again, she is moved by how much he has grown and
how much she has missed him. The visit is short; Karenin wakes up
and the servants warn her to leave; she has to go in a hurry. When she
has gone, Tolstoy comments poignantly: ‘She had not had time to
undo, and so carried back with her, the parcel of toys she had chosen
so sadly and with so much love the day before.”

In this short episode, the reader’s sympathy and compassion are
themselves a way of understanding Anna and her situation. An
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examination of the sources of our emotional responses to Anna reveal
important facts about Anna and her situation as described in the
novel.

According to Lawrence Blum, compassion characteristically in-
volves ‘imaginative dwelling on the condition of the other person, an
active regard for his good, a view of him as a fellow human being, and
emotional responses of a certain degree of intensity’.* Blum’s account
is thoughtful and persuasive, and I think it is in general consistent
with my own view of emotion. Blum’s account of compassion
includes as an important element the focusing of one’s attention:
one ‘dwells” on the condition of the other person. He stresses the
‘strength and duration’ of compassion, contrasting the ‘distress,
sorrow, hopes and desires’ of true compassion with mere ‘passing
reactions or twinges of feeling’, which would be insufficient to
maintain the focus of attention and disposition to action necessary
to compassion.® Blum’s account also mentions ‘emotional responses
of a certain degree of intensity’. Interestingly, when he specifies what
those emotional responses are he refers to the basic emotion of
sadness. Compassion involves (at least) a basic emotional response
of sadness evoked by a perception or thought of another person’s
unfortunate state.

[ have stressed that affective appraisals are always in terms of one’s
own goals, interests, wants, or wishes. I respond emotionally when
my interests or those of my group (me or mine) are perceived to be at
stake. In most of my discussion of emotion I have stressed the case
where my own interests are at stake. A paradigm example of emotion
since James has been the situation where I am being threatened by the
rampaging bear in the wilderness. However, although I no doubt
respond with intense emotion to that situation, I probably react with
even more intense emotion when it is not me but my child who is
threatened by the bear. I often feel much more bitter towards those
who hurt my loved ones than towards those who hurt me. And I am
often happier for their successes than for my own. Usually, it is only
our nearest and dearest who evoke these powerful emotions, but as
we discover from television news coverage of calamities and atrocities
in distant lands, we can be brought to experience emotions for other
folk if they are presented as connected to us in some way.® We may be
able to read dispassionately about a flood in Bangladesh, but if we see
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on the screen drowned babies looking very much like our own babies
or those of our neighbours, then dispassion is likely to turn into
passion.

When Blum says that compassion involves dwelling imaginatively
on the condition of the other person, he is talking about the import-
ance of involving oneself in that condition. Blum emphasizes that
while identification with the other person is not necessary for compas-
sion (although it often helps), one must be able to reconstruct im-
aginatively what the other person is undergoing.” This involves not
only imaginatively taking the other person’s viewpoint, and involv-
ing oneself in the other person’s vision of the world, but also having
care and concern for that person as a fellow human being. In other
words, one has to connect oneself with the other person and regard
her as like oneself in important ways: she is part of my group, whether
this be sect or society or language group or ethnic group or gender or
species. She is in some sense one of ‘my own’, the kind of creature
who arouses my emotions by virtue of being related to me. Indeed,
part of the social value of reading novels arises from the fact that
novels expand the list of those with whom we can sympathize. We
discover that even those people are human beings like us, with the same
troubles and problems, the same loves and hates, the same longings
and hopes.

In a similar vein, Blum stresses that the compassionate person has
‘an active regard’ for the ‘good’ of the person for whom they feel
compassion. One of the aspects of emotion that usually seems to be
present 1s an action tendency of an appropriate sort. When engaged
with literature, there is no actual action one can perform to help the
unhappy heroine, but sensitively responding readers may indeed find
themselves wanting to help and feeling frustrated that they cannot. If
Blum is right, then compassion ‘requires the disposition to perform
beneficent actions’, that is, an urge or impulse to action of a certain
sort, and where this is impossible (as it is impossible for us to help
Anna Karenina), then it requires ‘hope and desire for the relief of the
condition by those in a position to provide it’ (for example, by
Karenin).

When we read the scene of the visit to Seryozha, we feel an intense
urge to help Anna, an intense distress and sorrow at her predicament,
an intense desire and hope that her predicament will be resolved. The
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passage 1s so poignant indeed that it easily provokes tears and other
physiological symptoms of sadness and distress. If, however, we
experience the passage emotionally in this way, then we are in a
good position to try to discover why we respond emotionally as we
do, and this in turn can lead us to seek in the work the origins of this
response. Our emotional reaction marks this passage as significant in
the story: it represents the clearest realization Anna has yet achieved
of how much she has lost in abandoning Karenin and how hopeless
the possibility of return has become. At the same time she herself does
not articulate these thoughts and is perhaps only half-consciously
aware of them. Her naiveté together with her suffering combine to
give the passage the peculiar poignancy it evokes. It is through
responding emotionally to this passage that we are made aware of
the poignancy of her situation and thereby acquire a deeper, fuller
understanding of the work.

Revulsion _for Macbeth

There is a horrifying moment in Macbeth when R osse brings word to
Macduff that Macbeth has had Lady Macduft and all their children
murdered. When Malcolm seeks to comfort Macduft, he responds:

He has no children. All my pretty ones?
Did you say all? O hell-kite! All!

What, all my pretty chickens and their dam
At one fell swoop?®

Aside for compassion for Macduft, we are also horrified and repulsed by
Macbeth. My apprehension of Macbeth affects me in a personal way:
put crudely, he has violated a value-system that is important to me.
I can’t help but focus my attention on Macbeth’s horrific deeds. And
I may well respond physiologically, by shuddering, turning cold, and
tensing my muscles. I may also experience an impulse to retreat or
withdraw from Macbeth (and maybe also a horrified fascination with
him that does not permit me to withdraw). In other words, Macbeth
evokes in me an emotional response of horror and disgust.

How does all this help me to understand Macbeth? The emotional
response | have described can, I think, lead to a deeper understanding
of Macbeth. If we seck the source of our emotional response of
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horror and repulsion, we find a man who, in his attempt to secure the
throne of Scotland for himself and his chosen successors, has multi-
plied his crimes until, with the murder of Lady Macduft and her
children, he is spreading evil not simply for some definable goal—as
in the initial murder of Duncan—but out of a generalized fear of and
hatred for anyone who opposes him. The horror and repulsion we
feel for Macbeth is an emotional reaction to a man who has put
himself outside the norms of human conduct, denied his humanity,
and isolated himself from the rest of mankind. He is in danger of
becoming a monster and hence an object of horror and disgust.® We
teel ourselves personally involved in this view of Macbeth, because of
our own concerns, interests, and values: we are human; we fear and
dislike a man whose actions show such contempt for our fundamental
human values. Macbeth threatens us because he too is human and yet
he is capable of denying his humanity. Perhaps, too, this raises the
possibility that in the right circumstances we might be capable of
becoming like Macbeth ourselves. For this reason, while Macbeth,
unlike Oedipus, may not arouse our pity, he does arouse our fear.
(Later in the play he also evokes a grudging admiration for his courage
and for the clarity of his self-knowledge.)

Laughing at Strether

My third example is less depressing than the first two. There is a
moment at the beginning of Henry James’s novel, The Ambassadors,
when Maria Gostrey and Strether are just getting to know each other.
Miss Gostrey has just learned that Strether’s full name 1s ‘Mr. Lewis
Lambert Strether’, and she comments that she likes it.

‘particularly the Lewis Lambert. It’s the name of a novel of Balzac’s.’

‘Oh, I know that!” said Strether.

‘But the novel’s an awfully bad one.’

‘I know that too.” Strether smiled. To which he added with an irrelevance
that was only superficial: ‘T come from Woollett, Massachusetts.’

The remark amuses us not just by its apparent inconsequence but
also because Strether is so anxious to avow his origins, as though, as
Maria Gostrey points out, he wants to prepare her for ‘the worst’.
There is also the comic incongruity between the reference to Balzac
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and the reference to Woollett. As Maria Gostrey reflects: ‘Balzac
had described many cities, but he had not described Woollett,
Massachusetts.”*°

In this incident we perceive Strether as faintly comic, we focus on
the comic elements in him and we are provoked to mild laughter or a
smile; we relax; perhaps we also feel a mild urge to give Strether an
affectionate and reassuring pat on the shoulder. How does this emo-
tional perception help us to understand the incident? In seeking the
source of our response, our attention is drawn to Strether’s good
nature, to a mildly priggish side he has (I'm from Woollett, not evil
Paris!) and to his insularity. It reinforces the impression we already
have of Strether as a good, well-meaning, intelligent man who is also
a naive and rather strait-laced traveller. But although Strether comes
oft in this passage as faintly comic, we laugh with him rather than
at him. After all, it is through Strether’s eyes that the reader sees
the action of the story, and we trust his honesty, even if—as we
discover—his psychological understanding is unreliable.!

What is ‘Emotional Involvement’?

What does it mean to become emotionally involved in the characters,
situations, and events recounted in a novel such as Anna Karenina or
The Ambassadors? In the first part of this book I argued that in general
an emotion 1is a process of interaction between an organism and its
environment. When human beings have an emotional response to
something in the (internal or external) environment, they make an
affective appraisal that picks that thing out as significant to me (given my
wants, goals, and interests) and requiring attention. This affective
appraisal causes physiological changes, action tendencies, and expressive
gestures, including characteristic facial and vocal expressions, that may
be subjectively experienced as feelings, and the whole process is then
modified by cognitive monitoring. The various aspects of the emotion
process are interconnected in various ways. For example, physio-
logical responses reinforce attention. Expressive gestures, action ten-
dencies, and behaviour may change the environment so that the
emotional situation changes or dissipates. Cognitive monitoring
may confirm or disconfirm affective appraisals. In short the process
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1s constantly modulating in response to feedback from the various
elements in the process.

This analysis has a number of important implications for what it
means to get emotionally involved with the events and characters in a
novel.

1. First of all, it 1s clear that I won’t experience any emotional
response to a novel unless I sense that my own interests, goals, and
wants are somehow at stake. The story has to be told in such a way
that the reader cares about the events it recounts. If I am going to
respond emotionally to the character Anna Karenina, what happens
to her has to be important to me in some way. When I read Anna
Karenina 1 find myself deeply caring about the fate of the characters,
especially Anna herself: I don’t want her to fall under that train. [ don’t
like Karenin’s silly friend who devotes herself to him and leads him
into superstition. I want Karenin to be more understanding, less
sensitive to his self-image, less rigid and bitter. I react to the characters
in a way that suggests I feel my own wants and interests to be at stake
in what happens to them.

2. Emotional responses are bodily responses, that reinforce atten-
tion on the emotional situation, prepare us for appropriate action, and
signal to others what state we are in. If I am in an emotional state, that
means | get emotionally or physiologically worked up: perhaps my
heart rate accelerates, perhaps I weep. If I am genuinely feeling
sorrow for Anna, then I experience physiological changes, especially
autonomic changes. In addition, perhaps my facial expression will be
characteristic of sorrow and perhaps I may weep. These physiological
changes reinforce my focus of attention on Anna and her painful
situation. I may also experience action tendencies: perhaps I want to
help Anna and have a fendency to act to achieve this.

3. If I am truly in an emotional state, then it is non-cognitive
affective appraisals that fix my attention on those aspects of the story
that are of significance to me and mine. An emotional response is a
physiological response initiated by a non-cognitive affective appraisal
which evaluates the world instinctively and automatically in terms of
my wants and wishes, my goals and interests, or, possibly, in terms of
certain basic appraisals corresponding to some set of basic emotions:
This is a threat! This is an offence! This is wonderful! and so on.
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If we are watching a play or movie, what are appraised in the first
instance are the people and the actions before our eyes. I perceive
various goings-on, and, if the play or movie appeals to some deeply
held interest or goal or value of mine, then I will react automatically
and physiologically: my heart may pound and I may find my palms are
clammy. Some of what we react to, however, is reported by the actors
or implied by what they say and do, rather than presented before us
on the stage or screen. In ancient Greek drama the worst news—that
Jocasta has hung herself and Oedipus blinded himself, that a mon-
strous bull from the sea has killed Hippolytus—is always reported by a
luckless attendant or messenger, rather than graphically portrayed on
stage.'? In such cases, if we respond emotionally, we are responding to
thoughts about the events unfolding, rather than the situation itself.
In novels, where nothing is presented before our eyes, our responses
are always to what we are thinking about rather than to anything
directly perceived. What we perceive are words on a page; what we
respond to are their content, the thoughts and images that they
provoke.” In either case if there is a genuinely emotional response,
it is generated by an affective (non-cognitive) appraisal.

4. Emotional involvement also entails that my attention is
absorbed in the events of the novel. As we have seen, there is good
evidence that affective appraisals focus attention on those things in
which we have a personal stake or interest, and the resultant physio-
logical changes reinforce that focus of attention.

5. But an emotion isn’t just a physiological response caused by an
affective appraisal. Even in the most primitive cases, the fast auto-
matic appraisal gives way immediately to a cognitive appraisal that
monitors the affective appraisal and modifies subsequent behaviour
and physiological responses. For example, after an affective appraisal of
Threat! a cognitive appraisal may confirm the affective appraisal (yes,
danger is nigh; that’s a mugger over there in the dark) or it can deny
the affective appraisal and abort the physiological changes (there’s no
danger: that’s not a mugger lurking in the darkness; it’s the shadow of a
tree), or it can lead to a new affective appraisal (that’s not a mugger; it’s
my beloved come home unexpectedly from the war) and a new
sequence of physiological and motor changes.

The cognitive appraisals and reappraisals of my affective appraisal
influence my physiological responses, my focus of attention, and also
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my actions and action tendencies. If I feel compassion for a neigh-
bour, there is probably something I can do to help her or him, but if I
feel compassion for the flood victims in Bangladesh, I may want to
help but be unable to. Similarly, there 1s nothing I can do to help
Anna Karenina.

Most readers of the novel make a cognitive appraisal that this is a
story we are engaged with and that there is no appropriate action to
take. Even if I weep over Anna Karenina’s fate, and I want to help
her, and have a tendency to lecture her in my head (‘Don’t do it,
“You’ll regret it’), I know perfectly well that I cannot help her, cannot
lecture her, cannot rescue her from her fate. Indeed, part of the
poignancy in my thoughts about her derives from the cognitive
appraisal: ‘I am not in control of this series of events.’

Cognitive monitoring has other important roles too, in readjusting
attention and in reflecting on initial affective appraisals. As I'll argue
later, in reading a complex novel such as Anna Karenina, we don’t just
emote about Anna. We use our emotional responses towards her as
data in arriving at an interpretation of her character. And although of
course there are many other aspects of the novel, I think we will all
agree that an interpretation of Anna’s character lies at the heart of the
novel, its plot and its theme. Cognitive monitoring of our emotional
responses to Anna provides crucial data for an interpretation of the
book as a whole.

6. Aswe have seen, there is evidence from LeDoux and others that
there are special emotional memory systems, independent of declara-
tive memory. Some believe that emotional responses are stored in
motor memory; indeed, if Antonio Damasio is right, then the brain is
able to classify scenarios as harmful or beneficial, based on past experi-
ence with similar such scenarios, and it does this by marking these
categories of scenario in a bodily (somatic) way, which we access by
means of feelings of bodily change. If this is right, then the characters
and events in the novel may elicit bodily responses based on our
own emotional memories. But more importantly, if my emotional
reactions to the novel are strong enough, then they in turn may
become encoded in emotional memory, making new connections
between affective appraisals and bodily responses (somatic markers)
and influencing my thoughts and beliefs long after I have finished the
novel.
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7. Finally, I have stressed that an emotion 1s a process in which
emotional (physiological) responses are activated by an affective
appraisal that is instinctive and automatic, but that gives way to
cognitive monitoring of the situation which reflects back on the
instinctive appraisal and modifies expressive, motor, and autonomic
activity accordingly as well as actions and action tendencies.

In short, in reading a skilfully constructed realistic novel, my initial
affective responses to the events and characters treat them much as if
they were in fact real. When I am emotionally engaged with a novel,
I find my own wants and interests to be at stake, 1 make affective appraisals
of what I read, and these affective appraisals affect me physiologically,
focus my attention, and perhaps lay down emotional memories.
Finally 1 cognitively monitor these affective appraisals and the bodily
changes they set off. At the same time, however, as we’ll see later,
I know that Anna is a character, not a real Russian noblewoman, and
that the events Tolstoy relates are fictional. Indeed even as I react to
Anna as a person, I may also be enjoying the way in which the story
unfolds, admiring Tolstoy’s craftsmanship, and taking pleasure in its
complex structure.

Filling in the Gaps

Emotion isn’t everything. Clearly, you have to understand the mean-
ings of the words in a literary work before you can get off the ground
at all. And if you are reading a novel, you also have to understand the
conventions of the genre, including the characteristic literary patterns
and themes found therein, and you should maybe know something
about literary history, the author of the novel, and so on.'* You also
have to make appropriate inferences as you read.

Wolfgang Iser, the reader-response theorist and critic, has empha-
sized that an author cannot tell us everything in a story.'® A text is
always and necessarily full of gaps, and understanding a text is neces-
sarily a matter of filling in the gaps. A fairy story begins: ‘Once upon a
time there was a boy called Jack.” It doesn’t say: ‘Jack had two arms,
two legs, a head, a liver, a pancreas, two kidneys, and a heart,” but the
reader assumes that if he is a boy, then he has all of these things: we
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make the appropriate inferences and fill in the gaps accordingly. It
would be to wilfully misunderstand the text to think of Jack as having
one leg or a heart condition. (With only one leg and a heart condition
he wouldn’t be able to shin up the beanstalk.) In short, an author
relies upon our making inferences all the time as we read, in order to fill
in the gaps that the text does not explicitly cover. On the other hand,
some things are left open in the story and are not important to its
proper understanding: the story does not say ‘Jack was curly-haired
and had brown eyes.” This is a fairy tale and details of the hero’s
appearance are not relevant to understanding it. Readers are free to
imagine he 1s curly-haired if they wish but it doesn’t matter to the
story if the matter is not resolved.

The psychologist Richard Gerrig has summarized a body of em-
pirical evidence that confirms that ‘readers are routinely called upon
to use their logical faculties to bridge gaps of various sizes in texts’.'®
Psychologists tend to study very brief narratives of only a few sen-
tences, but their findings have interesting implications for the more
complex narratives we find in novels and movies. The evidence
suggests that there is a ‘core of automatic processes’” for the cognitive
processing of narratives. According to McKoon and Ratcliff’s ‘min-
imalist hypothesis’, for which there is considerable empirical support,
as we read a narrative ‘only two classes of inferences, those based on
easily available information and those required for local coherence,
are encoded during reading, unless a reader adopts special goals or
strategies’.'® For example, if we are told that Jack’s mother sends Jack
to bed without any supper, we do not automatically imagine Jack
lying in his bed, although presumably that’s what he’d be doing
(rather than watching the Late Show). The idea is that we imagine
only so much as we need to make sense of the ongoing narrative.
Unless the fact that Jack is in his bed turns out to be vital to the plot,
we won’t ever think about it as we read.

However, although there is this ‘core of automatic processes,’ there
are other processes which are ‘under the strategic control of the
reader’. In other words, different readers fill in the gaps in different
ways." Individual difterences can be explained partly by the ways in
which differences in readers’ background knowledge affect how
those readers process a text. For example, ‘enhanced knowledge
enables readers to direct their attention toward the more informative
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aspects of narratives’. Unsurprisingly, people who already know a lot
about baseball recall far more information about a baseball-related
passage that those who are less knowledgeable. A reader may have
relevant knowledge, but in order to influence narrative understand-
ing, it must become ‘available at the appropriate time’. For example,
we may all know what it’s like to wash clothes, but experimenters
found that a particular passage was hard to interpret until the reader
finds out that it is about washing clothes. Finally, ‘the knowledge
must be represented in a fashion that is accessible to comprehension
processes’, for example, by drawing on associations that the reader has
previously internalized.

One of the most important ways in which readers fill in the gaps is
by making causal inferences. Many theorists define narrative partly in
terms of causal relations. Noél Carroll, for example, says that ‘in
narrative, causal relations are standardly the cement that unifies the
subject of the story’. He defines ‘the narrative connection’ partly in
terms of the notion of causation: ‘the earlier event in the narrative
connection must be causally relevant to the effect event’.?! But often
the story itself is not explicit about causal relations; it is the reader who
has to make the appropriate causal inference. The story says ‘Jack’s
mother threw the beans out of the window. The next morning a
glant beanstalk was growing in the garden.” Readers have to make the
causal inference that the magic beans are the cause of the giant
beanstalk.

In a similar vein, Tom Trabasso and his colleagues have endorsed
the idea that understanding a narrative consists in understanding ‘a
causal network that represents the relationships between the causes and
the consequences of events in a story’. As readers read moment to
moment in a text, they ‘derive a main causal chain for the story, which
preserves the sequence of causally important events that serves as the
backbone for the story’. Gerrig reports that in experiments using
several short texts, Trabasso has ‘demonstrated that the importance
and memorability of the clauses in these texts can be predicted by the
causal connectedness of each clause as well as by whether it lies along
the main causal chain’.?

Other researchers have suggested that ‘readers build causal net-
works by strategically deploying the resources of working memory’
and that ‘the causal structure of a narrative controls the allocation of
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attention as it is read’.>® Fletcher and his associates advocate a model
they call the ‘current state selection strategy’, designed to use working
memory to best advantage. Readers identify ‘the most current clause
with causal antecedents—but no consequences—in the preceding
text. All propositions that contribute to the causal role of this clause
remain in short-term [working] memory as the following sentence is
read.’?* The idea is that the reader assumes that ‘any clause that has not
yet yielded causal consequences is likely to do so as the text con-

tinues’,?®

and so readers should keep it in working memory. Some
clever experiments suggest that this is indeed what happens as readers
process a text. Fletcher and his associates have shown, for example,
that if we read a series of sentences, each one describing an event in a
causal series, p, r, q, we tend to push out of working memory the
steps in the causal chain as their consequences become known. If it
turns out that some future event s relies causally on some step q that
came earlier in the causal sequence, it takes longer for the reader to

understand it and make the causal connection.
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The gap-filling activities I've described so far are all cognitive: we fill
in the gaps by making causal inferences or inferences about the way
the world 1s. But in addition to making causal inferences, readers also
fill in the gaps, I suggest, through their emotional responses. When we
respond emotionally to a text, our attention is alerted to important
information about character and plot that is not explicitly asserted in
the text. And just as different readers process a narrative differently
depending on how they make causal and other inferences, based on
cognitive processing, so different people understand a text differently
partly because of their different emotional responses to it.

Gerrig does not focus on emotional responses in general, but he
does discuss what he calls ‘participatory responses’ which he char-
acterizes as responses that ‘arise as a consequence of the readers’ active
participation’® or involvement in a narrative, some of which are
emotional. ‘Participatory responses’, he says, are heterogeneous ‘non-
inferential responses’ that include the readers’ emotional responses to
a suspenseful situation in a thriller or the kinds of hopes and fears that
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readers entertain for a character as the plot develops. Gerrig notes that
since causal relations are so important in narrative, readers devote a lot
of attention to goals and outcomes, and each time a character is in a
position where a goal may or may not be met, the reader has a chance
to ‘express a preference’.?” He reports one of his own experiments
which demonstrated that if a story induced a preference for a negative
outcome—the kind of outcome one would not welcome in the real
world—then readers found it difficult (it took them longer) to verify
whether the negative outcome had in fact occurred in the story,
when they were asked about it later, even if they were asked about
it right after reading the passage in question. This demonstrates, he
says, that the ‘mental expression of hopes and preferences [can]
directly affect the representations of textual information’,?® and that
‘the creation of unusual preferences altered . . . readers’ experiences of
the stories’ in the experiment. In particular, expressions of hope and
preferences have ‘measurable consequences for the memory repre-
sentations constructed in the course of experiencing a narrative
world’.?* Extrapolating from the experiment, we can say that out-
comes that we find troubling are harder to process.

Gerrig also discusses readers’ reactions to suspenseful narratives. He
suggests that suspense involves the emotions of hope and fear together
with a cognitive state of uncertainty about something deemed signifi-
cant,* and he points out that even when we reread a story, so that we
ought to know what will happen, the information is in some sense
inaccessible to us as we read, so that we are always in a state of
uncertainty. It would be inappropriate to digress here on a long
discussion of suspense, but I would like to note in passing that my
theory of emotion has a ready explanation for this phenomenon
(sometimes called the ‘paradox of suspense’). Our affective appraisals
are instinctive, automatic appraisals of a perception or thought: they
fix attention on the uncertain event and appraise it as threatening,
regardless of the fact that a moment’s reflection would tell us that we
are just reading a story. Even if we have read the story before and
reflectively ‘know just what is going to happen’, our automatic affect-
ive appraisals fasten attention on each situation or event as it is pre-
sented and induce responses to it before cognitive monitoring kicks in.

In general, Gerrig says that participatory responses, although
closely connected to inferences, ‘do not fill gaps in the text’ and so



I22 EMOTION IN LITERATURE

‘do not fit the classic definition for inferences’.?" Contrary to Gerrig,
however, I think it is clear that many emotional responses do fill in
gaps in the text, although perhaps not in quite the same way as when
we make causal inferences. Henry James does not say ‘Strether is a
mildly comic character.” He induces us to laugh at Strether. Similarly,
Tolstoy does not say that Anna Karenina is in a poignant situation: he
describes her situation and lets us experience it emotionally for
ourselves. It is through our emotional responses that we gather
important information about characters and plot. If this is right,
then our emotional responses are a vital part of understanding a
narrative text.

If I have an instinctive affective reaction to Anna and her fate, this
provides me with information that is not explicitly in the text.
Indeed, Gerrig himself notes that sometimes a ‘gut reaction’ will
give us the same information as a (cognitive) inference. So I would
argue that emotional responses can and do fill in gaps in texts, that
they give us information about the characters and events described,
and furthermore, that the different ways in which different readers
assess characters and events 1s partly a function of the different emo-
tional responses of those readers to the characters.*

Interpretation as Reflection on Emotional
Responses to a Text

[ have said that understanding a narrative is a matter of filling in the
gaps and that we fill in some of the gaps in a text by means of our
emotional experiences of it. But experiencing a narrative is not the
same thing as interpreting it. It is important to distinguish among
experiencing the work, reflecting on our experiences of it as they occur,
and interpreting it by reflecting on and reporting our experiences of the
work after finishing it, by summing it up as a whole.*®> When we
respond emotionally to some incident in a story, there is an initial
unthinking or instinctive appraisal (Oh no! This is a threat! I don’t
like this! or whatever), which fixes attention and produces a physio-
logical response and is then succeeded by cognitive evaluations of
the incident. There is then likely to be extensive reappraisal in the
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light of succeeding events in the novel. When we reflect about our
experience of the novel, one of the things we are doing is engaging in
cognitive monitoring of our earlier responses. Finally, when we have
reflected enough so that we think we have made sense of the incident
in the light of preceding and succeeding events in the novel, we may
report on our reflections about our experience of the work by
offering an interpretation of the work as a whole.

On this way of thinking about how we come to understand a novel
or play, our emotional experience of the novel or play is itself a form of
understanding, even if it is an inarticulate or relatively inarticulate
understanding: if I laugh and cry, shiver, tense, and relax in all the
appropriate places, then I can be said to have understood the story.>*If,
however, I want not only to have a rich emotional experience while
reading the novel but also to give a critical account—a reading or
interpretation—of it, this requires reflecting on my emotional experi-
ence. | need to reflect upon my affective appraisals, figure out what
they were, what it was in the story that provoked them, and whether
they were justified. In this way [ may arrive at an overall interpretation
of the novel, which is the result of affective responses and subsequent
cognitive monitoring of them, including judgements about whether
my initial responses were appropriate. The initial affective appraisals of
the work are part of the data that the critic draws upon when giving a
reflective interpretation of the work as a whole.

In my earlier examples I talked about experiencing Anna Karenina
as pitiable, Macbeth as horrifying, and Strether as mildly amusing. If
I weep for Anna, shudder at Macbeth, and smile at Strether, then I am
expressing in an inarticulate way my wunderstanding of the incidents
I have described. If I want to discover why Anna is pitiable, Macbeth
horrifying, and Strether amusing, I can examine the source of my
responses to these characters. To discover the source of my compas-
sion for Anna Karenina, for example, is to discover the pitiable nature
of her situation in all its details. If I then go on to articulate my
emotional experience of the novel, the words I use will reflect that
experience: I will describe Anna as pitiable and Macbeth as horrify-
ing. My interpretation of a work is partly a meditation on my
emotional responses to it.

If I experience compassion for Anna and respond to Karenin with,
say, a mixture of pity and contempt, even in an inarticulate or
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subconscious way, then I am in a much better position than the
disinterested observer to reflect upon these characters and the role
they play in the novel as a whole. I am in a better position to give a
critical interpretative account of it. For what I am reflecting upon is
not just a set of words and their literal descriptive meanings but my
experience of what is described, my feelings about the characters, my
emotional responses to them. These experiences, feelings, and re-
sponses can then form the basis for a critical reading of the work. ‘The
work’ is not just a set of words and their literal meanings, but descrip-
tions, dialogue, etc. as experienced by the reader. A critical interpret-
ation of a work becomes a reflection upon one’s emotional experience of the
work.

An emotional encounter with Anna Karenina involves an initial
affective appraisal, followed by physiological changes, action tenden-
cies, and cognitive monitoring of the situation, together with feed-
back from each of these different systems. In real life, we often reflect
upon our past emotional experiences in an effort to understand them.
Usually we do this using terms from folk psychology, including the
emotion terms of our language. In attempting to give a critical
analysis of Tolstoy’s characters, I am engaged in the same kind of
activity: I am summarizing my emotional experience of them over
many chapters. I may summarize by saying that Tolstoy presents Anna
as an object of compassion. We experience her predicament from her
own perspective as well as that of the other people around her. We
grasp how she feels trapped in her marriage, yet devoted to her young
son Seryozha, passionately in love with Vronsky, yet terrified of her
complete dependence upon him. Given the sort of woman that she is
and the society in which she lives, there are no easy answers for her.
That is why the reader is likely to feel compassion for her. In other
words, a critical assessment of the characters and the plot involves
cognitively monitoring our responses as we read, and then giving an overview
of those responses in folk-psychological terms.

[t seems to be true that people like a work of narrative more when
they are emotionally involved in it. There is evidence, for example,
that people like suspenseful narratives. One explanation for this is that
such narratives produce a rise in arousal—either a succession of
moderate increases or a temporary sharp increase—followed by a
reduction of arousal.®® It is reasonable to think, too, that people
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appreciate a narrative more when they are emotionally involved with
it.%>¢ If we respond emotionally to the scene between Seryozha and his
mother, we are better able to appreciate how skilfully Tolstoy de-
scribes the scene and the telling details he includes, how he builds up
the suspense, and how he induces the reader’s compassion. But I am
not just saying that emotional involvement is necessary for liking or
for appreciating a work. What I have been suggesting is that respond-
ing emotionally is a form of understanding and that an interpretation,
which claims to give an overall critical reflective understanding of a
novel as whole, is partly the result of reflection upon our emotional
responses to the novel.

As we have seen, emotion isn’t everything: you have to understand
the meanings of the words in a literary work, and if you are reading a
novel you probably need some background information such as its
place in the history of literature and how it fits or fails to fit the
general conventions of the genre of novel. You also need to be able to
make appropriate inferences: an author relies upon our continually
making inferences as we read in order to fill gaps in the text. But what
I am insisting is that our emotional reactions to a novel are also a
means of filling in the gaps, and hence also an important part of
understanding the novel, and that they are an important source of data
for an interpretation.

Are Emotions Necessary to Literary Understanding?

Even if it’s granted that responding emotionally to a literary work can
be a mode of understanding that can give us data on which to rely in
arriving at an interpretation of the work, yet someone might object
that the information we get via emotional involvement with a work
could equally well be gathered by purely cognitive means. Why, for
example, do I have to be amused by Strether or feel compassion for
Anna in order to understand the episodes I discussed earlier? Cannot
I have a dispassionate understanding of Strether’s predicament and
see it as comic but without actually being amused by it? Cannot
I grasp dispassionately that Anna’s predicament is tragic and that she is
pitiable, without myself feeling compassion for Anna? Why do I need
to become personally emotionally involved in order to understand
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what is going on? More generally, why does a critic have to rely on a
prior emotional experience of a work in order to come up with a
convincing interpretation of it?

There may be different ways of meeting this challenge, but in
keeping with my emphasis in this chapter on the importance of
character in literary interpretation, I want to stress that understanding
character is essential to understanding the great realist novels I've
mainly been discussing, that understanding character is relevantly like
understanding real people, and that understanding real people is
impossible without emotional engagement with them and their pre-
dicaments.

Consider first the way in which emotions focus attention.?” I might
not even notice that Strether is a comic character unless I smile (or
snicker) at Strether. I might not notice Anna’s vulnerability unless
[ respond with sadness and compassion to her. The emotions are ways
of focusing attention on those things that are important to our wants,
goals, and interests. In responding with amusement to Strether, with
sadness and compassion to Anna, and with disgust to Macbeth, I am
focusing on important aspects of their characters, aspects that either
endear the character to me or repel me. Indeed if I do not notice that
Strether is a comic character or Macbeth a horrifying one, then I have
missed a very important aspect of the literary work in question.

In general, our emotions let us know what is important to us by
focusing attention through affective appraisals and consequent
physiological responses. Anna is described as a person in deep distress
and my emotional responses to her register this fact in a way that
holds my attention willy-nilly: I make an affective appraisal that one
of ‘my own’ is suffering Loss! and is faced with Threat! Physiological
changes also reinforce the focus of my emotion; action tendencies
and expressive gestures keep my body alert to how I am thinking of
her. I feel my compassion for Anna in a bodily and instinctive way that
is hard to eradicate. So although it might seem that an unemotional
point of view can serve the same purpose as a bona fide emotional
response, in fact those who fail to respond emotionally to Anna won’t
be focused on her vulnerability with the same urgency and sense of its
importance.

Similarly, if I don’t laugh affectionately with Strether, I may not
notice his mildly comic innocence and lack of worldliness. Unlike
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Anna’s vulnerability, it is not so easy to detect James’s subtle comedy,
so unless I am amused by Strether, it 1s quite possible that this import-
ant aspect of his character will be completely lost on me. I suppose
someone could just fell me that he is a comic character. But unless I am
actually amused by Strether so that I laugh or smile at the description
of his conversation with Maria Gostrey, do I really understand that he is
comic? And if I don’t understand why he is comic, why should
I believe it when someone tells me I ought to find him funny? Perhaps
I admit that this other person for some reason finds him funny, but I
could attribute that to some quirk of this person’s personality rather
than to anything about Strether. On the other hand, if this other
person is a friend on whose testimony I often rely, then perhaps I
might bow to her superior understanding and grant that Strether is
indeed a comic character, but still without understanding why. If my
friend then explains—it’s the comic incongruity between Balzac
novels and Woollett, Massachusetts—I may still remain mystified:
what’s funny about that? In some sense I do now understand why my
friend finds Strether comic, but that is not the same thing as my under-
standing why Strether is comic. The same thing is true in real life. You
can tell me that some comedian 1s hilarious, and try to explain why,
but unless I laugh myself, I do not really understand why he is funny; at
best I begin to understand why you think he is funny.

This is related to a second point, that understanding a novel or the
characters in a novel is not the same thing as understanding a propos-
ition. There is a difference between smiling at Strether and under-
standing that we ought to smile, between feeling compassion for
Anna Karenina and figuring out cognitively that she’s in a bad way.
In general, there’s a difference between cognitive understanding of
propositions—that Strether is comic, that Anna is suffering—and
understanding how people feel, and the emotional significance of a
situation, event, or setting. Emotional understanding is in the first instance
a kind of bodily understanding: my aftective appraisals of characters,
events, and situations are automatic and instinctive, and they imme-
diately produce physiological and behavioural responses that reinforce
these emotional appraisals. Consequently I feel my compassion for
Anna in a bodily and instinctive way. And although the bodily
responses in question may be less violent, I feel Strether’s amusing
qualities when I smile, however weakly, at his remarks.
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Thirdly, emotional understanding ‘regestalts’ the world in a global
way: in responding emotionally to Anna Karenina, I see the whole
world of the novel through the prism of that emotion. My feelings for
her affect my feelings about the harshness of the marriage laws, the
difficulties of Vronsky’s professional position, the heartlessness of
polite society, and so on and so on. Feeling compassion for Anna is
not just a response to her but a response with wide implications for
my understanding of the novel as a whole. Similarly, being amused by
Strether colours my understanding of the whole structure of the
novel, and of the moral balance among the characters: it contributes
to my sense that Strether 1s a good and intelligent man who i1s also in
some ways an ‘innocent abroad’, out of his depth in the situation in
which he finds himself.

When emotions regestalt the world in line with our wants, goals,
and interests, they do this by affective appraisals of the world, re-
inforced by bodily changes, which register the world under a par-
ticular aspect, so that, for example, I register the world of Anna
Karenina as difficult, painful, and threatening to its heroine. I don’t
just dispassionately notice the emotional implications for Anna of
Vronsky’s position or the attitudes of high society: if I'm responding
emotionally, then I feel these implications in a bodily way, which
reinforces my sense of their importance to Anna (and thus to me).
Recognizing cognitively that Anna’s world is difficult and painful is
not the same as feeling it to be so.

But someone might still object that I can figure out that Strether is
comic and Anna vulnerable without actually experiencing any emo-
tion for these characters, and that I can figure out the ramifications of
Anna’s vulnerability for the wider context of the novel without any
emotional prism to look through. Why insist that the proper under-
standing of a novel requires emotional understanding? The answer is
that people who lack this kind of emotional understanding in real life
have a serious deficit that shows up in various social inadequacies. It
seems that in real life we need emotional understanding and fellow-
teeling if we are to understand other people properly, and that
cognition without emotion simply does not do as good a job. If this
1s true for our understanding of people in real life, it is likely to be true
of fictional characters as well, at least when they are richly and
realistically portrayed.
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In ordinary life we all agree that it is important to be capable of
tellow-feeling for others. People who lack this ability have an emo-
tional deficit, a lack of emotional intelligence, and they behave
insensitively as a result. Fellow-feeling is fellow-feeling, not just an
intellectual recognition that someone is in trouble, say, but a ‘gut
reaction’ of compassion, an emotional or bodily response, a response
consisting in autonomic and motor changes. So-called ‘intuition’
about people is probably just this kind of emotional sensitivity to
others, and it is a valuable capacity.

To see what happens when people lack this capacity, I'd like to
look briefly at a range of examples. In general, I think that people
who lack emotional understanding are unable to understand other
people very well, and that this is true not just for understanding our
neighbours and friends but also for understanding the characters
encountered in novels and plays. First, imagine a reader who doesn’t
notice that Strether is comic because the subtle Jamesian emotions are
outside her emotional experience. For example, a precocious little
girl reading ‘The Ambassadors’ might understand what she reads in a
sense 1if she understands the literal meaning of the words, but in
another, deeper sense she won’t understand because she won’t under-
stand the characters or their motivation. The book is ‘too old” for her
in that it describes experiences outside her emotional range. She
understands the words ‘I come from Woollett, Massachusetts,” but
the emotional implications are most probably beyond her reach. Here
cognition 1is clearly not enough. The little girl needs emotional
sophistication as well.

But perhaps such an example will be deemed irrelevant to my case,
since a little girl probably would not be able to grasp what is going on
in a Henry James novel either emotionally or cognitively. So consider
next those who have a low ‘EQ’ or emotional intelligence. One of the
marks of such people is that they fail to register other people’s
emotional gestures and expressions and consequently fail to under-
stand other people’s feelings and motivations. Peter Salovey reports
that there are ‘individual differences in people’s ability to perceive
accurately, understand, and empathize with others’ emotions’ and
suggests that ‘individuals who are best able to do so may be better able
to respond to their social environment and build a supportive social
network’.?® People who are relatively lacking in the ability to have or
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to access or interpret gut reactions of the sort I have described are
much more likely to fail to perceive what emotions other people are
experiencing and what motivations they have for their behaviour.*
This same ability to understand emotionally what other people are
experiencing would seem to be an asset in our attempts to understand
fictional characters as well as actual people.

Finally, we saw earlier how Antonio Damasio has suggested that
our brains are able to classify kinds of stimuli and link them with a
particular kind of bodily feeling, or ‘somatic marker’. His idea is that
when faced with a stimulus of the right sort, our body responds
automatically with what I would call an affective appraisal of Good!
or Bad! So when we read Tolstoy’s description of Anna’s visit to
Seryozha, we focus attention on what’s happening, and register it as
important to me and mine and as A Bad Thing! In Ch. 3 I suggested
that these pairings of groups of stimuli and somatic markers are stored
in what LeDoux calls emotional memory. If this is right, then when
my emotions for Anna Karenina, Macbeth, or Strether are evoked,
I may be drawing on associations from emotional memory, and, since
these associations are stored in emotional memory, they are particu-
larly insistent and hard to eradicate. It seems not unlikely that these
gut reactions stored in emotional memory are necessary for my grasp
on what people are like and how they are likely to act, and that they
respond to fictional people as they would to any other people.

Damasio’s patients with damage to the frontal lobe (probably to the
ventromedial prefrontal cortices) lacked ‘somatic markers’ linking
specific emotional responses and feelings to specific kinds of scenario,
and so failed to make sensible decisions in the gambling experiments.
It may be that some deficit of this sort is also responsible for patho-
logical failures to respond with appropriate emotions to the way other
people behave and express themselves.*® That such pathologies exist
is itself suggestive that mere cognition is not enough for understand-
ing other people and that emotional understanding is crucial. If this is
right, then it seems reasonable to think that it is also crucial to
understanding the ‘people’ who populate well-crafted realistic novels.

Some of what I have been saying here is admittedly speculative. In
particular, Damasio 1s discussing people’s ability to make plans and
decisions, not their ability to understand other people.*' Neverthe-
less, I hope I have said enough to show that understanding other
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people in real life most probably requires a special kind of emotional
or bodily understanding. We know this is so, because people who
lack the ability to respond in a bodily, emotional way to other
people—their expressions, behaviour, and gestures as well as their
thoughts and attitudes—simply don’t understand other people very
well. Further, I suggest that it is reasonable to think that understand-
ing characters in great realist novels requires the same kind of bodily
understanding. And of course understanding characters is a sine qua
non of understanding the works in which they figure.

Dispassion and Disinterestedness

We have been used to thinking of the dispassionate person as an
epitome of reason and detachment. If I am a dispassionate reader,
presumably I do not let my feelings sway me one way or another.
This sounds like a good thing: if I want to arrive at a fair and balanced
interpretation of a novel, surely I ought to assess the characters and
events independently of my particular feelings about them.** Simi-
larly, generations of theorists have claimed that the proper ‘aesthetic
attitude’ to take to a work of art is disinterest, an attitude in which I
have no personal stake in the work. I put myself ‘out of gear’ with the
practical world and focus on the work ‘for its own sake alone’: I have
no special ‘interest’ or stake in the work. These theorists point out
that I am not appreciating a work if I am focused on learning what I
can from it about the politics of Victorian England or if I am thinking
constantly of the fact that it was written by my brother or if I am the
impresario in the audience at a play, focused only on the size of the
audience and the consequent box-office takings.*

Disinterestedness 1s a much-contested idea, one that goes back to
Shaftesbury and is very important to the work in aesthetics by
Hutcheson, Hume, Kant, and other major figures. Among modern
scholars, Jerome Stolnitz** describes the ‘aesthetic attitude’ as ‘disin-
terested and sympathetic attention to and contemplation of any
object of awareness whatever, for its own sake alone’. He then
amplifies these ideas. When in the aesthetic attitude, the object we
are contemplating absorbs our attention. We contemplate it sympathetic-
ally, 1.e. we ‘accept the object on its own terms’ and ‘relish its
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individual qualities’. This entails inhibiting any responses that are
unsympathetic to the object. For this reason, he says, a Muslim
with an ‘animus against the Christian religion’ may not be able to
take the aesthetic attitude to a picture of the Holy Family. When we
are disinterested we ‘do not look at the object out of concern for any
ulterior purpose which it may serve’.*s Similarly, J. O. Urmson*
contrasts aesthetic satisfaction with moral satisfaction (the novel pro-
motes the right moral values), economic satisfaction (it’s on the best-
seller list), personal satisfaction (it was written by my brother), and
intellectual satisfaction (I figured out whodunit by page 43).

It would seem, then, that to be a good reader requires being
disinterested, having no personal stake or inferest in the narrative.
And disinterestedness might seem to imply dispassion, reading without
passion, or emotionless reading.*” Emotion researchers now generally
agree that emotions are evoked when some interest, goal, or want of
mine is at stake. If I do not sense my interests to be at stake about
something or other, I do not get emotional. Hence if I have no
personal stake in the narrative I am reading, I will not get emotional
about it. An emotionless understanding of Anna Karenina, for
example, would presumably be one in which the words are literally
understood, the plot is grasped and we can tell roughly why the
characters behave as they do, but we don’t care what happens in
the story.

When deliberating about something, the dispassionate person will
try to be impartial, to look at all sides of the question, and to give due
weight to all the relevant considerations. However, as we saw in the
discussion of Greenspan towards the end of Ch. 1, emotional evalu-
ations are by their nature partial in both senses of that word: they do
not consider all the evidence, only part of it, and they look at a
situation with partiality, from the point of view of the interests,
wants, and goals of the person themselves and those with whom
they identify. In reading literature, impartiality is often just inappro-
priate. We are encouraged to identify with certain of the characters,
to despise others, to mock, to pity, to be amused or irritated as the
case may be. Indeed, a disinterested, dispassionate reader who is out
of gear with the practical world would be incapable of fully under-
standing a novel with the scope and power of Anna Karenina. Such a
reader would not be emotionally involved in the story and so would



THE IMPORTANCE OF BEING EMOTIONAL 1I33

not be sympathetically engaged with Anna and her fate. The most
sensitive readers are likely to be those who do feel they have some-
thing at stake.

Of course to say that the best reader is one who has a personal
interest in the work means that the reader has an interest in its content.
While I am watching Macbeth I am not gauging the size of the house
and calculating my profits; I am not preoccupied by the splendid
performance by my daughter as the Third Witch. But I do and should
have an ‘interest’ in the content of the drama, in the course of
Macbeth’s quest for power, in whether he achieves his ambitions.
Similarly, a sensitive reader of Henry James’s novel The Ambassadors
has an interest in whether Strether will escape untainted by the
sophisticated immorality of the Old World. I have a stake in these
outcomes because my own interests and wants have been invoked.

There is another side to the issue, as well. Today many people
think that disinterestedness is an impossible ideal, and that we cannot
help but bring to a text our own state of knowledge, our own
attitudes, and our own biases. From this perspective, those who
defend the principle of aesthetic disinterestedness are simply
defending an ‘interested’ view, which happens to be that of the
dominant culture, or a dominant set of people within a culture.

I have been arguing that in many cases—and most notably in the
great nineteenth-century realistic novels—people need to have a
stake in the novels they read in order to understand them properly,
and that our emotional responses give us important information
about a novel, information that is not available to someone who
does not respond emotionally. For this reason interpretations of
certain kinds of works have to be based on emotional responses if
they are to be compelling. But this does not mean that disinterested-
ness and dispassion have no role to play in interpretation, or that they
represent an unattainable ideal. As I have also argued, when we
interpret a work we are not usually just emoting; we are reflecting
back on our emotional responses and using them as data in arriving at
an interpretation. Dispassion and disinterest should be construed not
as lack of passion or lack of interest but in terms of rational reflection
on our passionate, interested, emotional responses.

In short, dispassion and disinterestedness in criticism should not
mean lack of feeling or personal interest, but rather a fair, balanced
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(cognitive) assessment of the many different emotional reactions
provoked by the work and the various personal interests we feel to
be at stake in it. In this respect, Tolstoy’s novel is a splendid model.
For part of the greatness of Anna Karenina lies in the fact that all the
main characters are presented as individuals; they are all treated with
the same understanding and affection. (By contrast, Flaubert seems to
dislike all his characters, even those who might have been quite
tolerable in real life!) If Tolstoy seems to be dispassionate, it is because
he shows us every character—even the most unlikeable—from a
compassionate point of view; we emotionally experience every char-
acter sympathetically. This is ‘disinterestedness’ on the part of the
author. What I am suggesting is that it is a kind of disinterestedness
that should be emulated by the reader. Disinterestedness does not
mean lack of passion or lack of any interest or stake; it means a
dispassionate assessment of our many and varied personal emotional
responses to a work.

Those who think that disinterestedness is an impossible ideal focus
on the fact that an interpretation of a literary work is always by a
particular person from a particular class, gender, and ethnic group,
who has a particular set of interests which may be at stake in the work.
But I disagree that disinterestedness is an impossible ideal. If under-
stood correctly, it is useful as an ideal, even if it may be difficult to
achieve. Disinterestedness and dispassion should not be understood as
lack of any interest or stake in a work or lack of passion or emotion in
one’s responses to a work. A critical overview or interpretation is an
attempt to make sense out of our emotional responses. Interpretation
1s ‘dispassionate’, then, only in the sense that it involves constant
cognitive monitoring of our initial instinctive affective responses—
assessing them for appropriateness and consistency—as well as a cogni-
tive overview of the whole work, which takes into account all one’s
emotional experiences of the work as far as that is possible, and
attempts to mediate among them.*® Dispassion in the sense of lack
of passion is simply inappropriate; a passionless encounter with a
work of art, far from being the proper aesthetic way to proceed,
may in fact prevent us from understanding it at all.

In cognitively monitoring our responses we may discover that we
have been misled by our emotions in some ways, or we may discover
that the author has induced incompatible emotional responses to the
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same events or characters. Cognitive monitoring may lead us to
realize that the conclusions we reached on the basis of our emotional
responses as we move through the early parts of a novel need to be
revised in the light of later responses to later parts. But however things
turn out, the interpretation we ultimately arrive at will be partly a
function of those initial non-cognitive appraisals that set off our
emotional responses.



5

Puzzles and Paradoxes

Problems

In Ch. 4 I explained how and why our emotional responses are a way
of understanding a novel (or other narrative) and how they can—and
often should—serve as the basis of interpretations. To have one’s
emotions evoked as one reads a realistic novel is often not only
desirable but also necessary to a proper understanding of the novel.
But in laying out this view, I ignored a number of potential problems
with it. In the present chapter I will address some of those potential
problems. Readers who are not interested in the detail of the philo-
sophical arguments, and who are already convinced of what I say, can
skip this chapter if they wish.

First Objection: Lots of Novels Don’t Require Emotional Involvement

I gladly acknowledge that many novels do not require intense emo-
tional investment in the characters. I can read a ‘stock” detective novel
or Harlequin romance without getting emotionally worked up about
the characters, simply because I understand it as just a characteristic
member of a particular genre. There is no need for me to enter into
the feelings of the detective or the country squire or the butler: they
are just stock characters behaving in a stock way. On the other hand,
even stock genres evoke some emotions, although they may be stock
emotions. It would be an unsuccessful detective story that did not
make us curious and suspenseful about what is going to happen, and a
tailure for a Harlequin romance to arouse no feelings of satisfaction
when the heroine is rescued by the mysterious dark and handsome
hero.
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More interesting are those novels that deliberately attempt to
prevent the reader from getting emotionally involved even in the
development of the plot. Italo Calvino is a master of this sort of thing,
haranguing the reader as if she were a misbehaving character and then
turning her into just such a character. The reader is never allowed to
forget herself and enter emotionally into the trials and tribulations of
(other!) characters. Another trickster author, Robert Coover, frag-
ments his narrative as Calvino does, and also invents characters that
are quintessentially ‘characters’, comic constructions, seen from the
outside. These novels are written as a reaction against the kind of
work that I have been discussing: they foreground the formal aspects
of the novel and downplay the content of the story. (I'll have a lot
more to say about form in Ch. 7.)

A difterent kind of trick is played by lan McEwan in his best-seller,
Atonement. The novel encourages the reader to get emotionally in-
volved with the story and the characters, only to reveal at the end that
the denouement of the story is a lie: it turns out that (in McEwan’s
fiction) the story has been written by one of its characters and that she
has manipulated the ending, so that what was supposed to have ‘really
happened’ in fact did not. In seeking atonement for a crime she
committed as a child, this character/author has ‘made things right’
in the fiction even though in ‘real life’ they went horribly wrong.
McEwan ends the novel with a meditation in the mind of his fictional
author on the power of an author to manipulate the reader: ‘how can
a novelist achieve atonement when, with her absolute power of
deciding outcomes, she is also God?” The novel is profoundly unset-
tling just because McEwan is so good at writing what is apparently a
realistic novel and at evoking his reader’s emotions. It is disturbing to
discover that one has ‘wasted” all that emotional energy on a fiction,
only of course we always knew it was a fiction; we just didn’t know
that fictionally it was a fiction!

All these examples are of novels that deliberately play with the
conventions and traditions of the realistic novel, and deliberately
subvert our tendency to get emotionally involved with narrative
fiction. I am also happy to acknowledge that such novels exist and
that indeed today they tend to be among the most interesting being
written. What I am suggesting is that an emotionless reading of
Tolstoy or Henry James or other traditional realistic novels, while
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no doubt revealing some of the important aspects of a novel, is
seriously inadequate, and that a personal emotional involvement
with the characters and the story is essential to a proper understanding
of novels of this sort.

Second Objection: Do We in Fact Respond to Novels in a Bodily Way?

Do we in fact sweat and swear and weep and groan as we sit in the
theatre watching a play or in the living-room curled up with a novel?
In other words, given my insistence that an emotional response is a
physiological response, it could be objected that we never or hardly
ever respond with genuine emotion to works of literature. One
response to this objection would be to point to the audience in the
nearest movie theatre during a suspense film, a love scene, a comic
routine, or a horror film. All kinds of subdued groans and curses, sobs,
chuckles, and sudden intakes of breath would be heard. And if we
could turn up the lights and examine pulses and galvanic skin re-
sponses, we would find many pounding hearts, sweating palms, and
the like. Some audiences show even clearer symptoms of emotional
involvement, calling out “You go, girl,” to Beatrice when she gets the
better of Benedick, or, as Leonardo di Caprio takes the poison at
the end of Romeo and Juliet, crying spontaneously ‘Oh no! Is he going
to die?’

Better still, there is now empirical research that shows people do in
fact experience the physiological changes characteristic of emotion
when reading a text. For example, Vrana and his associates showed
that ‘recall of sentences that describe fearful situations resulted in
greater heart rate increase than recall of less affectively arousing
text’.! Paul Harris reviews a number of studies by Peter Lang and
his group also showing that when reading a text that describes a
frightening encounter, ‘some of the visceral accompaniments to fear
(i.e. heart-rate acceleration and skin conductance) are triggered.”
Interestingly, fearful reactions to a passage about snakes produce a
more powerful reaction in people who have a phobic fear of snakes.

Perhaps it makes sense for people to respond fearfully to thoughts
about critters that they fear in real life. But why get all excited about
Anna Karenina? After all, none of us is acquainted with a nineteenth-
century Russian noblewoman. Why should we respond physiologic-
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ally to her troubles? There 1s some empirical evidence to shed light on
this question. In an experiment by Jose and Brewer, for example,
children read stories and were then asked to rate ‘how similar they
were to the main character, how much they liked that character and
how much they worried about the character when he or she was in
danger’.® The experiment showed that the children were most anx-
ious about the good characters in a story, that they liked those
characters the most, and also that they judged themselves to be
most similar to those characters. Jose and Brewer suggested that it
was identification with the characters that made the children worried
about them, but even if we do not make this assumption, the experi-
ment suggests a connection between emotional involvement with a
character and thinking of them as in some respect ‘like me’ or, as I
have put it previously, as like ‘me or mine’. So it makes sense that we
would respond emotionally to Anna if we are responding to her as in
certain respects someone like me (or my dear old mum).

It may be that movies evoke more powerful physiological re-
sponses than novels. It would be interesting to know the truth
about this empirical matter. Vrana’s heart-rate results are suggestive
in that increased heart rate was found both in subjects who silently
articulated the fear-inducing sentence and in those who were asked to
form appropriate mental pictures, but heart responses were more
marked in those subjects who formed mental pictures.

On the other hand, I don’t want to be committed to asserting that
full-blooded emotional, i.e. physiological, responses are always pre-
sent when we witness a film or read a novel. Maybe we can form the
point of view appropriate to a particular emotional state without any
physiological changes. Whether that’s possible is an empirical matter.
But there are at least two ways of explaining this possibility: either I
don’t care enough about what’s going on in the novel or movie for
my point of view to have registered in bodily changes, or I exhibit
bodily changes that are suppressed.

First, as we saw in Ch. 3, it is possible in ordinary language or folk-
psychological terms to be angry about something without becoming
emotional about it. Similarly, perhaps a novel or movie may succeed
in getting us to form appropriate thoughts about the events and
characters depicted but without our actually becoming emotional
about them. There are many reasons why this could happen, from
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inadequacy on the part of the author to distraction and fatigue on the
part of the audience. In these cases, for whatever reasons, I presum-
ably do not care enough about the characters, or—which is much the
same thing—I do not feel my own interests and wishes to be suffi-
ciently at stake to evoke an emotional (physiological) response. I am
not reacting to Anna Karenina as one of my own. I have compassion-
ate thoughts about her but without the physiological concomitants of
sadness. Or I fear for Romeo (or Leonardo) without increase in heart
rate or skin conductance. Having said that, however, I would like to
stress that having a compassionate or fearful point of view on some-
one or something typically does produce a physiological response, just
because of the way we have been designed. And it remains to be seen
whether it is empirically possible to have sad or fearful thoughts
without any physiological disturbance.

Secondly, as Paul Ekman has shown, emotional expressions are
often suppressed, in accordance with the display rules for one’s culture.
[t may be that in the case of responses to fiction, the non-cognitive
appraisal I don’t like this produces an emotional response, but that
this 1s quickly suppressed because of a succeeding cognitive appraisal:
It’s only a story. Although some of us will admit to reading a novel
with tears streaming down our faces, or cracking up with laughter
over a story while all-alone in our living rooms, many people no
doubt just feel silly sitting all by themselves in tears for ‘no good
reason’. By the same token I suspect that, at least in our culture,
women will have fewer inhibitions in this respect than men. Interest-
ingly, in an experiment on music listening, Carol Krumhansl has
shown that emotional responses to music are closer to the suppressed
emotion condition in a study by Gross and Levenson.*

Third Objection: I'm Ignoring Authorial Manipulations

Another objection to my picture of emotional involvement with
characters in novels is that my responses may not in fact reflect my
own interests, goals, wants and wishes, likes and dislikes. The author
has manipulated me into abandoning my usual interests, goals, and
wishes and adopting some new set just for the purposes of the novel.®
A disturbing example occurs in the movie Pulp Fiction, when in one
incident we are encouraged to find the sight of the John Travolta
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character shooting someone in the face amusing. If we laugh, we may
be appalled later on when we reflect on our emotional response and
perhaps angry at Tarantino for manipulating us in this way. We resent
being encouraged to act in ways that we deem on reflection to be
immoral. On the other side of the coin, Susan Feagin has pointed out
that there are ‘selfish sentimentalists’ who weep over fictional char-
acters while ignoring their own families, the poor, the homeless, etc.®
Such folk are manipulated by the author to be (albeit briefly) better
people than they really are, whereas in the Pulp Fiction example we
are encouraged to be worse.

This phenomenon is a genuine concern, and one that raises the
whole question of the role of the author in guiding our emotional
responses. For now, let us simply note that while reading a novel or
watching a movie or play, my interests, wants, and goals might indeed
differ from those I have when I am not reading or watching. This
does not affect my basic point. We respond emotionally to what we
perceive and think about, especially if it is presented in vivid images.
We affectively appraise the situation presented as terrible, wonderful,
or whatever, because it is presented to us as either thwarting or
facilitating what at the time are our goals, wants, and interests. It is
important to remember that emotional reactions are automatic and
instinctive: we do not pause to wonder whether, all things con-
sidered, we regard the heroine as suffering or the Travolta action as
amusing (although later on, of course, we may do just that).

Fourth Objection: What About Inappropriate Emotional Responses?

One corollary of a reader-response theory of interpretation is that
different readers will come up with different interpretations based on
their different emotional experiences of the work in question. This is
a welcome result, I think. (As we’ll see at the end of Ch. 6, this is true
even if we accept the idea of an ‘implied reader’ who gives a ‘correct’
interpretation of a text.) Most people agree that great works of art
admit of a wide range of ‘valid’ interpretations. My view explains
how this can be. Because interpretations are the result of cognitive
monitoring of our non-cognitive affective appraisals, and because
those non-cognitive appraisals are likely to be different for different
people with different goals, wants, and interests, there is likely to be
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disagreement about the resulting cognitive overview of plot, charac-
ter, and theme.

But what about responses that seem to be plain inappropriate:
implacable hatred for Strether, say, or amused enjoyment at Macbeth,
or loathing and disgust for Anna Karenina? One can imagine situ-
ations in which a person might have such responses. For example,
loathing and disgust for Anna might be experienced by a woman who
thinks that a mother’s most important job in life is protecting her sons
and who 1s appalled by adultery whatever the situation. In order to
allow these feelings to colour her entire interpretation of the novel,
such a reader would have to refuse to experience Anna’s suffering; she
would have to ignore or reject large parts of what Tolstoy wrote. Can
[ argue someone out of such an interpretation? It depends. The
person may be uninterested or unwilling to experience the novel in
any other way; she may refuse to open herself to the aspects of the
novel that she is missing. But what I can do is to show that this reader
is ignoring large parts of the novel.

An interpretation claims to be an overview, making sense of as
much of the work as possible in a consistent way.” This remains true
even when the basis for our interpretations is a series of emotional
experiences. Again, if I hate Anna from the word go, just because she’s
a Russian or a noblewoman (or both), then I will be unable to respond
sympathetically to her, and once again much of the significance of her
story will pass me by. If I have no idea what it is like to live in another
country or another culture, I may be simply bewildered by Anna’s
story or bored by my incomprehension: I do not have enough in
common with the work for my emotions to get involved at all. If such
readings sound so bizarre as not to be worth talking about, we should
remember that most people respond to novels in personal ways. It is
not necessarily a bad thing for people to respond in a personal way,
connecting up what they read with their own experiences and able to
respond emotionally because their own wants and interests have been
successfully appealed to. It would be a bad thing, however, if our own
lack of awareness or our own idiosyncratic personal interests forbid or
prevent us from enlarging our emotional horizons by sympathetically
engaging with people who are different from us in significant ways. If
the reader is unable to treat these people as part of ‘our own’, then they
may miss the significance of the novel altogether.
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It is not hard to root out all the interpretations that ignore huge
chunks of the novel, or which do not show a basic understanding of
the words on the page. But of necessity every interpretation can be
shown to ignore some aspect of a work. Different interpretations
necessarily emphasize some aspects and underemphasize others.® That
is why there will always be different interpretations that are all valid
in that they account for the work as a whole (give or take a little). In
the academy readings of novels often suffer not from a naive or
dogmatic emotionalism, but from a different kind of problem: not
enough emotional involvement. Cognitive ingenuity is often more
prized than emotional insight. But a meaningful encounter with a
great work of art is often a highly emotional set of experiences. In the
view I have outlined here multiple interpretations of the same work
of art are not just possible but to be encouraged and celebrated; for
they represent reflections about a genuine emotional involvement
with the work in question.

Fifth Objection: The Paradox of Fiction

I turn now to the most celebrated objection to the idea that we
respond emotionally to characters and events in novels, plays, and
movies: the so-called paradox of fiction. How can we feel compas-
sion for Anna, amusement at Strether’s expense, and revulsion for
Macbeth if we know perfectly well that none of these people really
exist? Almost none of the people who have written on this topic have
had much of a theory of emotion, yet how one responds to this issue
will depend very largely on what one thinks an emotional experience
1. The problem arose because people thought that the judgement
theory of emotion was true: if compassion for Anna necessarily
involves a belief that she is in some terrible distress, then obviously
there is a problem if at the same time I know perfectly well that she
doesn’t exist. How can I feel compassion for a woman because she felt
her life to be so intolerable that she threw herself under a train, when
I know at the same time that there is no woman, no intolerable
situation, and no train?

In general, the answer to this question is that knowing we are
emotionally engaged with imaginary or fictional characters and
events does not alter our non-cognitive affective appraisals. An
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emotional response to something-or-other does not require a belief
that the something-or-other exists. If this is right then the paradox of
fiction is not really a paradox at all. Let me explain.

We have emotional responses to all sorts of things, both real and
imaginary, both perceived and merely thought about, both possible
and impossible. I can smile to myself with love and tenderness as
[ think of my husband working away in his lab (which he is), but I can
also make myself weep by imagining him dying in a plane crash
(which he hasn’t). I can feel compassion for my troubled next door
neighbour, who exists, as well as for Anna Karenina, who doesn’t, but
whose story could conceivably turn out to be non-fiction: after all
Tolstoy based it on an account he read in the newspaper of a young
woman who really did throw herself under a train. But I can also feel
compassion for somebody whom I know cannot possibly exist, as
when I feel compassion for Little Grey Rabbit who is captured by the
wicked weasels and forced to keep house for them. I feel compassion
for her, even though I have no inclination to acknowledge the
possibility of the existence of a rabbit who wears a blue apron and
keeps a neat little house with a squirrel and a hare.*® I suspect that we
can view anything emotionally, present or absent, existent or non-
existent, concrete or abstract. After all, it seems that certain individ-
uals can even view numbers emotionally: ‘“The mathematician Wim
Klein has put this well: “Numbers are friends for me, more-or-less. It
doesn’t mean the same for you, does it—3,844° For you it’s just
a three and an eight and a four and a four. But I say, ‘Hi! 62
squared!” 1!

We respond emotionally not just to what is happening in front of
us but to whatever we are paying attention to, whether in the
external environment or in the internal environment of our minds.
All that’s minimally required for an emotional response to occur is a
non-cognitive, affective appraisal followed by physiological changes
of a certain sort, followed in turn by a cognitive appraisal of the
situation (each aspect of the process feeding back upon the others).
This emotion process is set oftf when we sense that our wants, goals,
interests, etc. or those of our family or group are at stake. When I am
emotionally involved with Anna Karenina, I am focused upon her,
[ appraise what I read about her aftectively (non-cognitively) and this
appraisal results in physiological symptoms and action tendencies
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(which in turn reinforce my focus of attention), followed by cogni-
tive appraisals and reappraisals. Following Blum’s analysis of com-
passion, when I respond to Anna with an emotional reaction of
compassion, | am imaginatively dwelling upon her fate, I have an
active regard for her well-being, I view her as a fellow human being,
and I respond to her with ‘emotional responses of a certain degree of
intensity’. None of this entails that I believe that Anna exists. I can
imaginatively dwell upon her fate and have hopes and wishes for her
even while firmly convinced of her non-existence.

Some philosophers think it is absurd to say that I am responding
emotionally to Anna Karenina since she does not exist and I know she
does not exist, so maybe I am responding to some real-life counter-
part of Anna Karenina: I am responding to a person who is just like
Anna in all details except for the fact that this person, unlike Anna,
exists. But then other philosophers counter with the argument that
it’s not some counterpart of Anna that we pity, but Anna herself.
Again, some people say that our pity is directed at a thought of
Anna, not a flesh-and-blood woman, but the reply to this argument
1s that we aren’t compassionate towards a thought (whatever that
would mean), but towards a woman. And so on and so forth for the
past thirty years.

What all this discussion ignores is the fact that although philoso-
phers make their living by making these kinds of distinctions, our
psychology does not. Pre-cognitive aftective appraisals do not dis-
criminate between real and imagined scenarios: I respond emotion-
ally to whatever seems to have a bearing on my interests and on those
to whom I am close (my family, my group, my fellow humans). It
does not matter to my emotion systems (fear, anger, sadness, etc.)
whether I am responding to the real, the merely imagined, the
possible, or the impossible. A sculpture of the grieving Mary or a
novel about the sad fate of a Russian noblewoman can evoke com-
passion just as easily as a perceived or thought-about real-life situ-
ation. Indeed, sometimes a vivid thought can evoke emotion more
powerfully than a seriously held belief. After the initial response,
however, there will be cognitive monitoring, which tells us right
away whether we are weeping over a block of marble or a flesh-and-
blood woman, whether we are pitying a real or an imagined person.
This cognitive monitoring will feed back on the original response and
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modify the physiological symptoms and action tendencies set off. We
may weep, but we won’t recommend grief counselling to the Holy
Mother, or suggest to Anna that she get herself a good lawyer.

Recent empirical evidence has backed up this conclusion. Paul
Harris has studied how children respond emotionally to make-be-
lieve situations even when they know that the situations are only
imaginary.'> There are other studies that show that people respond
affectively (as I would put it) even when they know the response is
rationally unjustified. Some good examples come from the literature
on disgust: people refuse to eat fudge in the shape of a dog turd or to
drink from a glass of juice into which a sterilized cockroach has been
dunked. And if you pour sugar into two brand-new empty bottles,
one of which is labelled as sugar and the other as poison, and then
make sugar water in two beakers, one with sugar from the bottle
marked as such and the other from the bottle marked ‘poison’, people
much prefer to sample the sugar water made from the contents of the
bottle marked as sugar.

Is it Irrational to Respond Emotionally to Fictions?

Even if I am right about the paradox of fiction, however, Colin
Radford’s original point could still be true: our emotional reactions
to fictional entities could still be irrational (just as the behaviour of the
sugar-water subjects is irrational).™ Is this so? Many people have been
unwilling to agree that such a normal, socially accepted, and wide-
spread activity as reading (or hearing) stories should turn out to be
irrational. But, strictly speaking, Radford is right. It is irrational to want
to meet the perfect man, when I know or strongly suspect that there are
no perfect men; it is irrational to weep over the imagined scenario of
my husband’s death in a plane crash; it is irrational to feel one’s own
interests at stake when Little Grey Rabbit is kidnapped by the weasels;
perhaps it is even irrational to love the number 3,844 (since there is not
much one can do to prove one’s love and the beloved probably doesn’t
repay one’s affection). But the fact of the matter is that we do sense our
wants, interests, and values to be at stake when we think about certain
people, things, situations, and events, even when we know that they do
not actually exist, or have not actually occurred.
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However, even if from a strictly cognitive point of view it is
irrational to have wants and goals with respect to Anna Karenina
and her ilk, it is not ‘emotionally irrational’ and it is certainly not
maladaptive. As we saw in Ch. 1, Pat Greenspan has argued that there
are different criteria for ‘emotional rationality’ than for rationality of
belief.”® Remember that in her case of ‘mixed feelings’ each conflict-
ing emotional response relies on only a subset of the total evidence
available. When I simultancously feel happiness and unhappiness that
my friend Jane won the prize (which I wanted to win), these ‘contrary
emotions’ are both ‘appropriate’ and hence ‘“basically” rational’.*®
Furthermore, she argues, if we think of the ‘basic rationality’ of
emotions as ‘not determined by cognitive criteria’, as if emotions
should be treated as judgements or beliefs, then the case of mixed
feelings turns out to be rational after all, although not on cognitive
grounds. ‘On a standard of rationality that evaluates emotions
according to their behavioural consequences—which takes into ac-
count, for instance, the social value of identification with others—
ambivalence might sometimes be more rational than forming an “all
things considered” emotion that resolves the conflict.”"”

Greenspan emphasizes the motivational aspect of emotions and
points out that it is a more adaptive outcome if I maintain both my
sense of my own interests and also my identification with my friend’s.
An all-things-considered reaction to Jane’s victory might perhaps
turn out to be ‘a somewhat tempered negative reaction’. But in this
case ‘I would no longer participate in [my friend’s] emotion, and
share [her] point of view.” Similarly, a neutral reaction ‘would also fail
to express my identification’ with my friend’s interests: ‘I simply
would not care who happened to win.” Greenspan comments:

The philosopher’s ideal of ‘perfect’ rationality is often an ideal of detachment
from particular points of view. But with emotions taken as motivating
attitudes, whose behavioral effects are ordinarily open to control, I think
it is clear that conflict between emotional extremes may sometimes serve a
purpose that would not be served by moderation. Commitment to different
points of view, in short, can motivate behavior unlikely to arise from
emotional detachment.'®

Greenspan’s point is that it is more adaptive—and hence ‘basically’
more ‘rational’—to sympathize with my friend’s feelings, whatever
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my overall view of the situation turns out to be, since I am then
more likely to behave in ways that will further, rather than
damage, the friendship. Moreover, in general, behaviour based on
this kind of sympathy furthers the social good. ‘Genuine emotional
identification with others, then, motivates spontancous sympathetic
behavior, behavior that expresses our concern for others’ interests for
their own sake. ...[Such] behavior facilitates social relations, and
thus promotes an important human end, in a way that detached
behavior, or behavior arising from tempered self-interest, would
not be likely to.”*?

Greenspan is here focusing on a case of ‘mixed feelings’ and using it
to make a case for the ‘basic rationality’ of emotions, even when they
seem to be in conflict on cognitive grounds. But her conclusion has
wide ramifications. In particular, it has implications for the ‘basic
rationality’ of responding emotionally to fictions. For it is one of
the important purposes and rewards of engaging emotionally with
stories and other fictions, that it encourages us to sympathize and
even identify with fictional characters. What Greenspan’s argument
demonstrates 1s that it 1s ‘basically rational’” and certainly adaptive to
respond emotionally to the trials and tribulations, the joys and tri-
umphs of other people (and even rabbits). It is adaptive to be able to
sense one’s wants and wishes, interests and goals to be at stake when
reading and thinking about Anna Karenina. This is because it is
adaptive to respond to her as though she were one of my ‘own
kind’, just as in Greenspan’s example, it is adaptive to respond to
my friend as if she were truly a friend. When I respond compassion-
ately to Anna, I am sympathizing with her fate in a way that is socially
adaptive.

Further Complications

In an introductory article to a volume of essays called Emotion and the
Arts, Jerrold Levinson surveys the many and various proposals that
have been proffered over the years as solutions to the paradox of
fiction. He characterizes the paradox as generated by accepting three
apparently inconsistent propositions:
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(a) We often have emotions for fictional characters and situations known
to be purely fictional;

(b) Emotions for objects logically presuppose beliefs in the existence and
features of those objects;

(c) We do not harbor beliefs in the existence and features of objects
known to be fictional.?°

It might help to situate my own proposal if I show how it fits into
Levinson’s taxonomy of possible solutions. In general, in terms of
how Levinson has described the paradox, my own solution takes the
form of denying (b).

1. The ‘non-intentionalist solution’ claims that emotional re-
sponses to fiction ‘are not, despite appearances, instances of emotions
as such, but rather of less complex states, such as moods (e.g. cheerful-
ness) or reflex reactions (e.g. shock), which lack the full intentionality
and cognitivity of emotions per se’. Levinson comments that this
proposed solution, even if valid, would apply to only ‘a small portion
of the full range of developed responses to fictions’.?!

My own rejoinder would be that emotional responses to fiction, as
to anything else, are always based on a non-cognitive and automatic
appraisal, and so in this respect all emotional responses are rather like
certain reflex reactions such as the startle mechanism: they follow
willy-nilly from automatic affective appraisals.>* The idea that emo-
tions properly speaking have to have ‘full intentionality and cogni-
tivity’ is just wrong.

2. The ‘suspension-of-disbelief solution’, due originally to Coler-
idge, asserts that while reading a novel or watching a play we
‘temporarily allow ourselves to believe in the non-existent characters
and situations of the fiction’. Levinson comments that the solution
‘turns on a denial of (c)’ but that ‘it unacceptably depicts consumers of
fiction as having a rather tenuous grip on reality and an amazing
ability to manipulate their beliefs at will’.?®

The solution 1s not quite as silly as this description makes it sound.
Emotional responses do involve a selective focus of attention, and it 1s
true that while focusing on Anna and her trials, I am not paying
attention to the fact that she is Not Real. My attention can flicker
back and forth, as I focus now on Anna as a person and now on Anna
as a ‘character’, a fictional device in a structure of such devices.?*
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Roughly speaking, realistic novels such as Anna Karenina try to keep
our attention firmly fixed on characters as people, whereas postmod-
ern stories, such as Coover’s The Babysitter or even Sterne’s Tristram
Shandy, deliberately try to prevent our attention becoming absorbed
by the characters and keep reminding us that we’re reading a novel (for
Heaven’s sake). So although I would not agree with Coleridge that
we ‘suspend disbelief’, or that we harbour beliefs in characters we
know to be fictional, there is a sense in which he is right if we take
him to be pointing out that temporarily we stop paying attention to the
fact that characters are fictional.

3. Another possible type of solution is the ‘surrogate-object’ solu-
tion, one version of which sounds a bit like my solution: it is the idea
that ‘the objects of response’ are not actual individuals, but ‘the
descriptions, images, propositions, or thought contents afforded by
the fiction’.?® This solution involves denying (b) rather than (a) and to
this extent I am in agreement with it. Levinson criticizes this view on
the grounds that our responses have ‘characters and situations as their
evident objects, and not...the thoughts through which they are
delineated’.?¢

In this book I have tried to avoid all talk of the objects of emotion, as
[ find it an ill-defined and unhelpful idea.?” Obviously when I am
feeling sorry for Anna Karenina, I am not feeling sorry for a thought,
whatever that might mean. What I am feeling sorry for is not the
thought that she is in a painful situation, but the content of that thought.
And it is the content of the thought to which my emotional response
helps to draw my attention. But it is indeed the thought that Anna is
in a painful situation—or something like it—that provokes my emo-
tional response of compassion for her. It is the vivid representations
I form, on the basis of Tolstoy’s words, that prompt my emotional
responses to Anna.

A more literal version of the surrogate object solution is the
‘shadow object’ solution, according to which ‘the objects of response
are real individuals or phenomena from the subject’s life experiences,
ones resembling the persons or events of the fiction, and of which the
fiction puts the subject covertly or indirectly in mind’.?® As I have
already suggested, this 1s an unsatisfactory solution, because we are
responding to thoughts about Anna Karenina, not to thoughts about
some real person who happens to be just like Anna. Having said that,
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however, it is perhaps worth pointing out that our emotional in-
volvement with Anna Karenina is not explicable independently of
our propensity to get emotionally involved with people in our group
who have a rough time in real life. The reason why we get upset
about Anna is that we normally get upset about those in our group
who find themselves vulnerable in some similar type of situation.

4. Of all the possible solutions Levinson discusses, the ‘antijudg-
mentalist solution’ comes closest to my own. This solution states that:
‘Emotional responses to objects do not logically require beliefs con-
cerning the existence or features of such objects, but only weaker
sorts of cognitions, such as seeing a certain way, or conceiving in a
certain manner, or regarding as if such and such.’?® This proposal
questions the truth of (b), as I do.*°

Levinson argues that there is a continuum of emotional states
ranging from the primitive and non-cognitive, such as startle, to the
highly cognitive, such as compassion, and he thinks that only the
primitive emotions could possibly fit the antijudgementalist solution.
Pity and other more complex emotions ‘are centrally mediated by
representations of various sorts . . . that serve to characterize the object
of response’:®' thus, Anna Karenina is judged to be, or conceived
of as, in a painful situation. Furthermore, even if—implausibly—
cognitively complex emotions such as pity for Anna Karenina do
not require ‘characterizing’ beliefs, i.e. beliefs about the properties
that Anna has, still ‘we must, on pain of incoherence, be taking
[Anna] to exist or be regarding [her] as existent’.??

I have argued at length that affective appraisals are always primitive
and speedy and always and immediately productive of physiological
changes. In this sense, emotional responses do not require any cogni-
tions at all, weak or otherwise, although of course cognition enters in
at a later stage of the emotion process. So it is just empirically false that
we have to take something to exist before we can respond emotion-
ally to it. When I begin to weep because I'm thinking of Little Grey
Rabbit kidnapped and far from home, I do not believe that Little
Grey Rabbit exists. The emotion systems respond when one feels
one’s wants and interests to be at stake, regardless of whether they
really are or even whether one truly believes them to be. Emotions
do not require belief in their ‘objects’ to get oft the ground. To say
that we must believe in Little Grey Rabbit’s existence ‘on pain of
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incoherence’ simply means that, as we have seen, the emotions are
not governed by the same standards of rationality as are beliefs.

On the other hand, as we have also seen, human emotions are often
set oft by complex thoughts. If I have a genuine emotional response of
compassion for Little Grey Rabbit, this is a response to a complex
mental representation of her and her characteristics. My emotional
response of compassion is set off—fast and automatically—by a
thought or mental representation of a good little rabbit-person stolen
away by the wicked weasels and suffering far from home. Of course
my thoughts about Little Grey Rabbit must be of the right sort to
qualify as compassionate. As we learned in Ch. 4, compassion requires
a conception of the other person as suffering in some way and it
characteristically involves dwelling on the other person’s state, having
an active regard for her good, viewing her as a fellow person (even
though not a fellow rabbit-person), and responses of distress and
sorrow.* But if [ have the right kind of conception of Little Grey
Rabbit, and the right kind of regard for her as a fellow person and so
on, then it is quite appropriate to say that I pity her, even though
I know perfectly well that she is a fictional character.

5. The ‘irrationalist’ solution, that ‘while caught up in fictions,
consumers of fiction become irrational, responding emotionally to
objects that they know do not exist’,** is therefore, as I argued earlier,
in a sense correct.

6. The ‘surrogate-belief solution’ is the idea that some emotional
responses to fictions ‘require belief only that, in the fiction, the charac-
ter exists and 1s or does such and such’.?® This solution has always
seemed to me to face an insuperable objection: there is no plausible
mechanism whereby believing that someone suffers in the fiction can
generate physiological disturbances in real life.>

7. The ‘make-believe, or imaginary solution’ is Levinson’s final
and favoured solution to the paradox. According to this solution,
emotional responses to fiction are ‘instances of imaginary, or make-
believe, emotions’.?” Or, in Kendall Walton’s somewhat more careful
way of talking, it is fictional or make-believe that we experience fear
of the green slime in the horror movie or compassion for Anna
Karenina.

The make-believe view relies on the supposed fact that, unlike the
‘standard emotions of life’, making-believe that one is in a particular
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emotional state such as compassion does not require having a belief or
making a belief-like assumption that what one is emoting about exists,
and does not have behavioural consequences. But as [ have explained,
these supposed facts are not facts at all. First, as I've just argued,
emotional responses prompted by a thought of something-or-other
do not require that the something-or-other exists. And secondly, the
fact that emotional responses to novels, plays, and movies do not
normally motivate us to take action to help the heroine or to punish
the villain is the result of cognitive monitoring that succeeds the initial
affective appraisal and results in the suppression of the relevant action
tendencies. The emotion process 1s just the same in both the real life
and the fictional case.

To conclude: I take it as indirect support for my view that it not
only solves the paradox of fiction but also explains why various other
solutions have seemed attractive in various ways.*® One final note.
I have not used the term ‘simulation’ at all in this discussion. The term
has been used in such widely different ways by diftferent people that it
1s hard to know what it means any more.** Moreover, it often carries
the implication that readers imaginatively identify with the characters
of fiction. Throughout my discussion, I have talked about how we
respond emotionally to people and events in both life and fiction
without making any assumptions about whether we actually identify
with them or not, and what it would mean if we do. This omission
has been deliberate.
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A Sentimental Education

All these questions may be asked. First, have poetry and clo-
quence the power of calling out the emotions? The appeal is to
experience. Experience shows that for the vast majority of men,
for mankind in general, they have the power. Next do they
exercise it? They do. But then, how do they exercise it so as to
affect man’s sense for conduct. ..?

Matthew Arnold, ‘Literature and Science’

Learning from Literature

It 1s often claimed that great novels can teach us important truths
about the world. Certainly there is a relatively unproblematic sense in
which novels can teach us facts about the Napoleonic Wars or
Victorian London or Gladstone. But in addition to such factual
information about particular historical events, places or people,
novels are often also thought to provide more profound knowledge
of human nature and morality. Several writers have stressed that the
most important learning we achieve through reading great novels 1is
emotional: we learn both through watching the emotional develop-
ment of the characters and through responding emotionally to them.
Martha Nussbaum, for example, has argued that much of what is
psychologically important and morally profound in a novel is learned
through our emotional involvement with it.!

Nussbaum comes to the emotions from a background in classics,
and in this respect she is a follower of Aristotle rather than Plato.
Despite his own love of poetry and the literary language in which he
couched his philosophical dialogues, Plato notoriously argued that the
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arts are never, properly speaking, a source of knowledge. Instead, they
appeal to the emotions, a lower part of the soul. His most famous
pupil, Aristotle, however, while writing in dry, scientific prose, ex-
pressed views about the arts that are infinitely more sympathetic and
persuasive. Aristotle agrees with Plato that the arts arouse our emo-
tions, but he thought that we can learn from works of literature through
having our emotions aroused by them. A tragedy, such as Oedipus Rex,
elicits a katharsis of pity and fear, and in so doing it teaches us about our
own limitations and potentialities. We learn through our emotional
experience of the drama. What we learn is not theoretical knowledge,
but practical: experiencing literature can help us become more per-
ceptive and astute in our understanding of human motivation, human
frailty, and human achievement. In her work on literature Nussbaum
has explored the ethical implications of this perspective.

Now, it is a striking fact about the many recent discussions of
emotional responses to fiction, including Nussbaum’s, that virtually
all of them endorse without argument the view that emotions are or
entail beliefs or judgements, and that this cognitive component is the
most fundamental aspect of emotion.”> Learning about life through
reading fiction would then seem to consist in the acquisition of
beliefs. There are a number of serious problems with this idea,
however. One problem, as we saw in the last chapter, is that the
view that emotions entail beliefs and that we respond emotionally to
characters in fiction might well ensnare us in the ‘paradox of fiction’.
In this chapter I will focus on a second problem, which is that the idea
that learning emotionally through fiction consists primarily in the
acquisition of beliefs does not do justice to the experience of reading a
novel. I will try to show that it is the process of reading that is
emotionally educational, not just the eventual acquisition of beliefs.

If we are genuinely engaged emotionally with a novel, we are
frequently unsure until the end what exactly we believe about the
characters and what they should and should not do. It is often only
after we have finished a novel that we can look back at it, reflect on
the significance of its various episodes, and arrive at an interpretation
of it that we can say we believe. As we read, we receive a series of
impressions or points of view on the characters that are often con-
flicting, and it is not until all the evidence is in, as it were, that we
acquire beliefs about them as opposed to entertaining multiple, often
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conflicting, and changing thoughts about them. Of course, I am not
suggesting that we have to be emotionally engaged in the novel from
start to finish before we are allowed to reflect upon it, only that—as
I argued in Ch. 4—the process of reflection succeeds and depends
upon the process of emotional involvement. We can pause and reflect
after every page if we wish, but if we try to arrive at beliefs too
quickly, before we are emotionally involved in the novel, we are
likely to arrive at mistaken beliefs.

Significantly, if we do arrive at beliefs about what we have read
after we have finished reading, those beliefs depend essentially upon
the emotional experience of reading the novel. We will never be able
to abstract a ‘message’ from a great novel by means of an after-the-fact
summary of it. To be told that Anna Karenina teaches us that betraying
your husband can lead to misery is no substitute for reading the novel.
One important reason why this is so 1s that it is only through an
emotional experience of a novel that one can genuinely learn from it.
The message of a great novel is inextricable from the reader’s experi-
ence of the novel.

In this chapter I argue that although the emotional experiences
we have in reading a novel do not entail having beliefs, nevertheless
we do learn about life from novels and our learning is emotional.
[ shall try to demonstrate that the emotional process of engaging
with characters and situations in a novel is part of a ‘sentimental
education’, an education by the emotions. First of all, if we have
a rich emotional experience of a novel, then when we reflect back
on that experience we will be in an excellent position to arrive at
true, or at least plausible, beliefs about the characters and situations
we have experienced. The acquisition of these beliefs is, then, a result
of our emotional experience of the novel. Secondly, what I want
to focus on here is how the emotional experience itself, although not
necessarily involving beliefs, is educational in other ways, particularly
in focusing attention on certain aspects of situations and characters, in
making affective appraisals of them that appeal to our wants and interests
and affect us physiologically, and in formulating thoughts about them
from a ‘partial’ point of view. Finally a good novel encourages us
to cognitively monitor or reflect back upon the whole emotion
process, including affective appraisals, physiological responses, action
tendencies, points of view, and foci of attention.
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I will try to demonstrate my thesis by reference to Edith Wharton’s
The Reef, a novel that not only tells how its characters gradually come
to new emotional awareness of their own situations, but also induces
a similar learning experience in the reader. I will show that the
emotional education of characters and readers alike takes place via a
series of emotional episodes in which beliefs are less important than
such things as unexpected physiological responses, non-cognitive
affective appraisals, shifts in focus of attention, the perception of
new aspects of situations, and the revelation of previously hidden
wants and interests. After reflecting on their emotional experiences,
both characters and readers may acquire new beliefs, but the acquisi-
tion of those beliefs depends essentially on the emotional experiences
that precede it. And the educational value of this experience consists
not just in the fact that it may eventually lead to new beliefs, but also
in how 1t does so.

As we saw in the opening chapters, an emotional response is a
physiological response that is caused by a non-cognitive affective
appraisal. An episode of emotion is best thought of as a process,
consisting minimally in a non-cognitive affective appraisal succeeded
by physiological changes of specific sorts, action tendencies, and
cognitive monitoring of the non-cognitive appraisal and the other
elements of the response. The physiological response helps to focus
attention on whatever it is that is affectively appraised (whether this
be real or imaginary, an object of thought or an object of perception),
as well as to alert others and perhaps oneself to the state one is in; it
may also help prepare the person or organism for action. This whole
process gets going only when one senses one’s wants, interests, goals,
values, etc. to be at stake in some encounter with the (internal or
external) environment. Specific emotions (compassion, anger, fear,
parental love, sexual love) involve specific kinds of cognitive and
non-cognitive appraisal. Sometimes [ make the appraisals appropriate
to compassion (say) but without any ensuing physiological response.
In these cases, I am making a compassionate appraisal of somebody or
other, but [ am not experiencing a full-fledged emotion of compassion.
I am in a cognitive or attitudinal state of compassion, but without
being emotional. However, I have previously pointed out that such
cases might turn out to be relatively rare. Whenever we sense our
interests really to be at stake, we do tend to respond physiologically,
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although of course cognitive monitoring may suppress the physio-
logical changes almost as soon as they have begun.

Whereas my illustrations in Ch. 4 were of small snippets from
much longer works, in this chapter I will be emphasizing the
unfolding of a novel over time, the experiences of the characters
over time and the unfolding experience of the reader over time. In
this way we shall see not only how each episode of emotion unfolds as
a process, but also how one emotional episode often transforms into
another, as appraisals change, as attention is refocused, and as physio-
logical and motor changes adapt to changing circumstances.

In the next two sections I will examine the process of sentimental
education as Edith Wharton describes it in her novel The Reef. I shall
try to demonstrate how the careful reading of a novel of this sort can
educate our emotions. This happens in at least two ways: one is by
careful description of the emotional states of the characters and how
they are educated through their emotions. A novel does this by
showing (1) the characters’ focus of attention; (2) their thoughts
about or point of view on the situation on which they are focused;
(3) how this point of view and focus of attention reflect their desires,
interests, and values; (4) the affective appraisals that they make; and
(5) how their physiological states serve to maintain their focus of
attention on whatever it is that they are affectively appraising. Fur-
ther, by reflecting on their responses, characters can be brought to
understand and form beliefs about themselves and their situations.
The reader watches the education of the characters’ emotions, and is
thereby given a lesson in how the emotions function as teachers.

The second way in which we can have our emotions educated is
more direct: we can have our own emotions aroused as we read, so that
we too, like the characters, are made to focus attention on certain
situations and to see them in a certain way. We too are influenced in
how we respond by our desires, interests, and values, and we too may
have our attention fixed by physiological means. Finally, we too are
encouraged by a novel such as The Reef to reflect on our emotional
experience while reading and to form beliefs about the significance of
what we have read. The experience of a serious reader of The Reef,
therefore, has the same form as that of the main characters: both have
emotional experiences in which they have their attention focused on
situations affectively appraised as personally significant in some way.
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Both are, as a result of these experiences, then led to reflect on them
and to discover their significance. Both will, ifall goes well, eventually
reach understanding and acquire new beliefs.

Novels are not just illustrations of principles of folk psychology.
They introduce both characters and readers to emotional states for
which there are no one-word descriptions in folk psychology. Much
of the interest in a good realistic novel comes from watching the
characters change and develop over time. This means that their focus
of attention, their desires and interests, and their thoughts and con-
ceptions about people and things may change. In the best realistic
novels these changes are subtle and not easily put into words. They
may occur gradually or in fits and starts or as the result of a sudden
revelation. The characters expand their emotional repertoires, ex-
periencing ‘new’ shades of emotion for which there are no good one-
word descriptions such as ‘happy’ or ‘sad’. And by observing the
characters, readers also expand their emotional horizons and learn
about the possibility of new emotional states.

The reader’s ‘sentimental education’ is guided by the author. As we
read, we respond to the characters and events emotionally, but when
we reflect upon our emotional experiences as readers, we make
inferences based partly on our sense of who the author is. In short, we
construct an implied author even as we respond under ‘her’ tutelage
to the characters, plot, setting, and so on. As we saw in Ch. 4, an
interpretation of a realistic novel is the result of reflection about our
emotional experiences of the novel. But we have to remember that
although our own personalities and emotional experiences will affect
how we respond to a novel (as indeed to anything else), our emotions
are also to some extent guided by the author. Indeed one of the
aspects of a novel that requires interpretation is the attitude of the
implied author, the author as we construe her to be. I'll return to
these difficult issues after my discussion of The Reef.

Before turning to that discussion, let me say again what I stressed in
Ch. 4. Not all novels invite the kind of serious, sustained emotional
attention I am about to discuss. There are bad novels that try to teach
us something and fail, there are genre novels that merely aim to
entertain, and there are novels that are more like intellectual puzzles
or games. Again F. R. Leavis’s ‘Great Tradition” of morally serious,
realistic works are the kinds of work I mainly have in mind. Leavis
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does not discuss Edith Wharton in his book, but he does discuss
Henry James, and The Reef is in many ways a Jamesian novel, repay-
ing the same kind of emotional and intellectual absorption that James
demands of his readers.

The Emotional Education of George Darrow

Edith Wharton’s novel The Reef tells the story of two expatriate
Americans, Anna Leath and her suitor George Darrow. When the
story begins, Darrow is on his way from London to visit Anna in her
country house in France, Givré, where she lives as a widow with her
mother-in-law, her adolescent stepson Owen, and her small daughter
Effie. Darrow had been intending to propose to Anna, but just as his
train is about to leave London, he receives a telegram from her asking
him to postpone his visit. At Dover he runs across Sophy Viner, a
pretty young woman whom he knows slightly, and he continues his
journey to Paris in her company. She is poor and friendless; Darrow is
kind to her and they end up having a brief affair. So ends Book One
of the novel. At Givré some months later, when Darrow eventually
pays his visit, he discovers first that Sophy Viner has become govern-
ess to Effie, and second that Owen is engaged to her. On seeing
Darrow again, Sophy realizes that she has been in love with him ever
since their affair and she breaks oft her engagement to Owen. Anna
eventually discovers the truth about Sophy and Darrow, and is torn
between her revulsion at his infidelity and her love for him.

The interest of the story lies not in its rather melodramatic plot, but
in the intricacies of the inner lives of the protagonists, especially Anna
herself and Darrow. The unfolding events are seen through their eyes,
the narrative point of view switching between the two of them
throughout the novel. The story is about how Darrow gradually
comes to understand the significance of his casual liaison with
Sophy and how Anna struggles to understand its significance to
herself. Both Anna and Darrow are engaged in learning about them-
selves and the significance of their conduct. In this section I will
confine my attention to Darrow. In the next I will discuss Anna.

Darrow’s ‘education’ takes place largely through a series of emo-
tional episodes at Givré, as he is gradually led to realize the signifi-
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cance of his liaison with Sophy. The book opens with a description of
his emotional state as he travels from London to Dover after receiving
Anna’s telegram. He 1s focused obsessively on the words of the
telegram.

‘Unexpected obstacle. Please don’t come till thirtieth. Anna.” All the way
from Charing Cross to Dover the train had hammered the words of the
telegram into George Darrow’s ears, ringing every change of irony on its
commonplace syllables: rattling them out like a discharge of musketry,
letting them, one by one, drip slowly and coldly into his brain, or shaking,
tossing, transposing them like the dice in some game of the gods of malice;
and now, as he emerged from his compartment at the pier, and stood facing
the windswept platform and the angry sea beyond, they leapt out at him as if
from the crest of the waves, stung and blinded him with a fresh fury of
derision. ‘Unexpected obstacle. Please don’t come till thirtieth. Anna.’

Anna’s apparent rejection of him is dramatized by the way in
which everything around him—the sound of the train, the cold
unwelcoming sea, the wet gloomy weather—seems to echo her
words: they too seem to reject him and to be either hostile or
indifferent to his fate. The very waves are ‘derisive’ of him, and he
even feels himself ‘obscurely outraged’ by the crowd on the pier, who
seem to be ‘contemptuously bumping and shoving him like the
inconsiderable thing he had become. “She doesn’t want you, doesn’t
want you, doesn’t want you,” their umbrellas and their elbows
seemed to say.’*

In describing Darrow’s emotional state, Wharton is not describing
his beliefs. Darrow does not believe that Anna is too cold and formal to
be worth marrying; he does not believe that the waves and the weather
are deliberately rejecting him. Rather he is focused obsessively on the
telegram and on certain thoughts about Anna that it induces. He 1s
thinking of her as cold-hearted and as chillingly over-influenced by
convention, and the waves and the weather strike him as her accom-
plices in rejecting him. His resentment towards her prepares the way
for the affair with Sophy, who is pretty, charming, informal, glad to
see him, and in need of help and friendship. Darrow’s feeling of
humiliation has been compounded by his being made to feel passive.
With Sophy’s arrival on the scene his vigour returns: he can help
Sophy, impress himself upon the situation, and regain self-esteem. He
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can try to end the discomfort of his cross feelings by seeking consola-
tion with Sophy.®

At Givré several months later, Darrow discovers that Sophy has
become Effie’s governess. Wharton describes his first reaction to this
revelation as he walks in the woods with Owen. He is so focused on
this piece of news that he can pay scarcely any attention to Owen’s
conversation. The revelation is seen or felt by him as a blow to his
interests and desires, but he has no clear idea of how it affects him as
yet, and his thoughts are so turbulent that he has no clear idea what to
do either. Although occasionally he notices the beauty of the woods,
it is only enough ‘to fill the foreground of his attention’.® In his ‘secret
consciousness’ there 1s turmoil: ‘His sensations were too swift and
swarming to be disentangled. He had an almost physical sense of
struggling for air, of battling helplessly with material obstructions, as
though the russet covert through which he trudged were the heart of
a maleficent jungle ...””

In his first meeting alone with Sophy he discovers that she is terrified
he will betray their liaison and she will be forced to leave Givré. His
immediate reaction is emotional: a mixture of compassion for her,
admiration for her ‘absolute candour, her hard ardent honesty’® and
shock that she should think him capable of such a betrayal. ‘She was
afraid, then—afraid of him—sick with fear of him! The discovery beat
him down to a lower depth ... * Again Wharton describes his initial
emotional response in terms of his focus of attention and how he ‘sees’
the situation: he feels under attack, set about by obstacles, and ‘battling
helplessly’, and he feels the beginnings of shame: he is beaten down ‘to
alower depth’. He is confused and bewildered, however, and none of
these vague feelings of being trapped and shamed amounts at this point
to a belief about himself. He feels as if the situation 1s ‘whirling him
about so fast that he could just clutch at its sharp spikes and be tossed off
again’.'® Similarly, although he certainly feels a variety of emotions
towards Sophy, he is not described as having beliefs about her: his
compassion, admiration, and shock are all different ways of seeing her,
but none of them amounts to a belief. He does not yet know what he
believes about Sophy.

Later, however, in his room, he has an opportunity to ‘think the
complex horror out, slowly, systematically, bit by bit’,' and he then
discovers for the first time that he has never before thought seriously
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about Sophy or the implications of their relationship. For him Sophy
had been but the ‘chance instrument’ of his lapse from ‘his own
preconceived ideal of his attitude toward another woman’.'* As he
reflects on the situation, he realizes with ‘humiliating distinctness’
that for him the affair had been emotionally cheap. He had not given
up anything significant of himself to it: his real emotional commit-
ments were elsewhere. ‘He would have liked to be able to feel that, at
the time at least, he had staked something more on it, and had
somehow, in the sequel, had a more palpable loss to show. But the
plain fact was that he hadn’t spent a penny on it; which was no doubt
the reason of the prodigious score it had since been rolling up.’*?

The following day it is revealed that Sophy is not only Effie’s
governess, but is engaged to Owen. Darrow’s troubles are now
multiplied.

Hitherto he had felt for Sophy Viner’s defenseless state a sympathy pro-
foundly tinged with compunction. But now he was half-conscious of an
obscure indignation against her. . .. Assuredly he did not want to harm her;
but he did desperately want to prevent her marrying Owen Leath. He tried
to get away from the feeling, to isolate and exteriorize it sufficiently to see
what motives it was made of; but it remained a mere blind motion of his
blood, the instinctive recoil from the thing that no amount of arguing can
make ‘straight.’**

In this striking passage Wharton characterizes Darrow’s response
not as embodying a belief about the situation but as ‘a mere blind
motion of his blood’. His ‘view’ of the situation is not thought out
but is signalled by an ‘instinctive recoil’, an immediate physiological
response (what Damasio would call a ‘somatic marker’). What dom-
inates his consciousness is what he wants: to avoid betraying Sophy
but also to prevent her from entering the family he is about to enter
himself. Wharton suggests that there is also a tinge of jealousy in his
response: he would ‘rather [she] didn’t marry any friend of [his]’, as
Sophy shrewdly points out. Again, the process of understanding
begins with emotional responses—compunction towards Sophy
giving way to indignation, jealousy, and revulsion—and again these
responses do not entail beliefs about her. Darrow is still working out
his beliefs about Sophy and about himself. At present he has only a
vague sense of his own emotional state, signalled by a physiological
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disturbance. Wharton describes Darrow’s emotional state partly by
describing his physical state and his sensations. He ‘plunged out alone
into the rain’ with his thoughts ‘tossing like the tree-tops’;' as at
Dover, the tempestuous weather reflects his tempestuous inner state.
Darrow is emotionally excited and this is helping him to learn an
important moral lesson by focusing attention on certain significant
events and by presenting them from a certain point of view, but it has
not yet taught him full understanding.

When Sophy avows her love for Darrow and exults in the sacrifices
(of Owen and a secure future) she 1s willing to make to it, Darrow
can only bow ‘his humbled head’ and mutter ‘Poor child—you
poor child!’*® Once again Darrow’s emotional response leads him to
reflection. It is only now that he comes to understand how the
affair with Sophy occurred and what his beliefs about it really were.
Interestingly, it is only now that the reader finds out too. We have
never been told how Darrow and Sophy progressed from frank good-
fellowship to sexual liaison. Darrow now realizes that the affair de-
veloped because he was physically attracted to Sophy while at the same
time intellectually and emotionally bored by her:

Perhaps it was because, when her light chatter about people failed, he found
she had no other fund to draw on, or perhaps simply because of the
sweetness of her laugh, or of the charm of the gesture with which, one
day in the woods of Marly, she had tossed oft her hat and tilted back her
head at the call of a cuckoo; or because, whenever he looked at her
unexpectedly, he found that she was looking at him and did not want him
to know it; or perhaps, in varying degrees, because of all these things, that
there had come a moment when no word seemed to fly high enough or
dive deep enough to utter the sense of well-being each gave to the other,
and the natural substitute for speech had been a kiss.!”

The kiss is better than talk: Darrow feels that ‘she would never bore
him again’. Moreover, he now no longer has to listen to her: he just
lets ‘her voice run on as a musical undercurrent to his thoughts’.*®
And perhaps the kiss would not have led to a full-fledged liaison if it
had not been for the bad weather that made them both irritable and
tired and confined them to the hotel.

Darrow’s emotional education about the affair with Sophy is
completed in this meditation. Now at last he understands what he
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did and its moral and emotional implications. Measured by Anna’s
standards—her confidence in and love for him, her sensitivity, her
integrity, her care for the feelings of others, her devotion to her
family, her sense of justice, and her penetrating mind—Darrow
finally grasps that he has betrayed both Anna and Sophy. He has
betrayed Anna, because, although supposedly devoted to her and
about to become engaged to her, he has an affair with another
woman while on his way to see her; and more importantly he has
betrayed Anna’s love for and trust in him, her confidence that he
has the same high standards of feeling and behaviour that she does.
He has also betrayed Sophy because she has fallen disastrously in love
with him, and he could and should have prevented this. Whereas for
Sophy the affair and its consequences are momentous, for him it was
just a minor escapade. Interestingly, Darrow realizes that his failure
has been an emotional failure: ‘a case of not feeling’.' Despite his
actions, he did not have any strong feelings for Sophy: she was not
significant to him; his desires and interests were not much at stake; he
did not focus attention on her; and he did not notice or care much
about what Sophy’s feelings were for him. Earlier in the book
Wharton has described how Darrow sees Sophy at the end of the
affair. She has become simply an irritating bodily presence. She is a
footfall, a voice, a hand, a face. ‘Suddenly he felt the presence of the
hand on his shoulder, and became aware that the face was still leaning
over him, and that in a moment he would have to look up and kiss
it...’2

We can perhaps formulate what Darrow learns in the course of the
novel as beliefs. He comes to believe that he mistreated Sophy and
that his mistreatment was the result of failing in his emotional re-
sponse to the situation. He tells Anna:

when you’ve lived a little longer you’ll see what complex blunderers we all
are: how we’re struck blind sometimes, and mad sometimes—and then,
when our sight and our senses come back, how we have to set to work, and
build up, little by little, bit by bit, the precious things we’d smashed to atoms
without knowing it. Life’s just a perpetual piecing together of broken bits.?!

However, Darrow’s sentimental education which the book traces
cannot be adequately captured simply by capturing the beliefs that
he acquires. What the novel demonstrates is the process by which he
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arrives at those beliefs, and this process, as we have seen, is in
important ways emotional. Darrow’s education is initiated by
his emotional responses to the situation as it unfolds at Givré. His
emotional responses in turn lead him to reflection. His responses to
Sophy and to Anna at Givré alert him to the undistinguished role he
had earlier played in Paris. It is by reflection that Darrow comes to
understand his past conduct, but his reflection is prompted by his
unfolding emotional experiences in the present, including affective
appraisals and physiological and motor responses, and the way they
focus attention on particular thoughts about or points of view upon
Sophy, Anna, and himself that are of striking significance to him and
his wants, interests, and values.

[t 1s noteworthy that there is no easy way to describe Darrow’s
complex emotional state in the last part of the novel. There is first of
all shame at how he has treated Sophy and a finely shaded regret for
his affair with her, together with a conviction that although more
important than he realized, the affair is not ultimately as important as
Anna thinks it 1s; there is also deep aftection and love for Anna, and
some penitence towards her, a mixture of admiration and impatience
for her attitude towards him and the affair, as well as fear that he may
yet lose her; there is also pride in himself, and courage that makes him
argue in his own defence. However, none of these words—shame,
regret, affection, love, penitence, admiration, impatience, fear, pride,
or courage—conveys the particularities of his emotional states. His
developing emotional states, as Wharton describes them, are much
more finely tuned. The novel teaches him—and through him the
reader—the peculiarities of the shame and pride, the love and fear, as
Darrow experiences them. Folk psychology generalizes; literature
particularizes.

The Emotional Education of the Heroine

Anna’s sentimental education is very different from Darrow’s. We
learn when we first meet her that she is a person of sensitivity,
refinement, and upright character, whose reflections on her emo-
tional states are honest and penetrating. But she has had few powerful
emotions to reflect about: her life has been sheltered and, with the



A SENTIMENTAL EDUCATION 167

exception of her passion for her daughter Effie (and to a lesser extent
her aftection for her stepson Owen), she has never had deep desires or
‘cared’ passionately about anyone or anything. Her relationship with
Darrow brings her an ecstatic joy that she has never before known,
the joy of an intellectual, emotional, and physical union with a man
who reciprocates her own passionate devotion. She learns that life can
be infinitely more fulfilling than hers has ever been. At the same time
she learns that in order to grasp the happiness Darrow offers her, she
also has to suffer unpleasant emotions that are new to her: doubts and
fears about the past and the future, sorrow and revulsion for what
Darrow has done. And in the midst of her almost obsessive reflections
about what she ought to do, she also learns that her emotions—her
instinctive ‘affective appraisals’—are just as important guides to right
conduct as rational reflection.

Anna Summers spent her girlhood in the sheltered, conformist
atmosphere of upper-class New York society. ‘In the well-regulated
well-fed Summers world the unusual was regarded as either immoral
or ill-bred, and people with emotions were not visited.’?> She has a
brief flirtation with Darrow, to whom she is powerfully attracted, but
she does not know how to encourage him, and he—while retaining
his admiration and liking for Anna—goes on to liaisons with women
who are more experienced in the ways of the world. Finally, she
marries Fraser Leath, a lover of art and collector of snuftboxes, a man
whom she thinks will release her from conventionality but who in
fact 1s rigidly conventional himself in his own way. Life for Fraser
Leath was ‘like a walk through a carefully classified museum, where,
in moments of doubt, one had only to look at the number and refer to
one’s catalogue’.?* There 1s no passion in him and Anna 1s vaguely
aware that something is missing ‘in the rare moments when
Mr. Leath’s symmetrical blond mask bent over hers, and his kiss
dropped on her like a cold smooth pebble’.?*

They settle in Givré, a chateau bequeathed to Mr Leath’s mother,
Madame de Chantelle, by her second husband, and Anna stays on
there with Owen and Effie and her mother-in-law after Fraser Leath’s
death. She has made a quiet, orderly life for herself in this beautiful
old chateau set in its own park in the calm French countryside. The
house 1s lovingly described and in some ways is perhaps an apt symbol
for Anna herself: the chateau reflects her physical and moral beauty
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and refinement, quiet, mellow, untouched by gusts of passion, and
harmonious like the perfectly attuned colours and textures of a
Chardin painting. But it also represents confinement and rigid adher-
ence to social convention. At the end of the novel the only people left
at Givré are the ‘innocents’, Eftie and her grandmother. When
Darrow re-enters Anna’s life (they meet by chance in England), her
passion for him is revitalized, deepened by the intervening years, her
lifeless marriage, and her sense that, except as a mother, her life at
Givré has been emotionally empty.

The first ‘emotional discovery’ that Anna makes is that this joyful
passion has transformed her world. On the day when she expects
Darrow to arrive at long last at Givré, she finds herself running in
sheer exuberance.

She only knew that run she must, that no other motion, short of flight,
would have been buoyant enough for her humor. She seemed to be keeping
pace with some inward rhythm, seceking to give bodily expression to the
lyric rush of her thoughts. The earth always felt elastic under her, and she
had a conscious joy in treading it; but never had it been as soft and springy as
today. ... The air, too, seemed to break in waves against her, sweeping by
on its current all the slanted lights and moist sharp perfumes of the failing
day.?®

Wharton here describes how Anna’s emotion finds expression in
action and action tendencies as well as in a joyful conception of the
world. She is not particularly conscious of why she feels this way; she
‘finds herself” running; we are made aware of her ‘affective appraisals’
of the earth as unusually springy, the air as unusually soft and
beautiful.

‘When Darrow arrives and they take their first walk alone together
to the river, all her senses are alert and she is ‘intensely aware’® of his
physical presence. At the same time, however, she feels impelled to
question him about the woman whom Owen saw him with at the
theatre in Paris. Wharton tells us that she is physiologically worked
up. ‘Her heart was beating unsteadily’®” and ‘her heart trembled’.?®
Darrow turns aside her worries. He does not tremble or blanch or
show any other signs of physiological distress. As I have explained,
this is because, prior to his sentimental education, he 1s unemotional
about the whole Sophy episode; he lies about it because it 1s mean-
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ingless as far as he is concerned. He embraces Anna, and ‘she sat as if
folded in wings’.?®

This scene captures in microcosm Anna’s emotional experiences in
the period leading up to her discovery of Darrow’s aftair with Sophy.
Her dominant emotion is joy in her new-found love, but she also
feels half-consciously an undercurrent of anxiety, jealousy, and un-
certainty. Thus when she and Owen announce to Darrow that Owen
and Sophy are engaged, she has ‘an unaccountable faint flutter of
misgiving’, the ‘eerie feeling of having been overswept by a shadow
which there had been no cloud to cast’.?® Here Wharton nicely
acknowledges that the appraisal is non-cognitive: Anna has not yet
cognitively evaluated how she feels and does not understand why she
reacts that way.

After the announcement of Anna’s engagement, Sophy Viner asks
permission to go away for a few days. Owen accuses Sophy of going
away in order to break their engagement, and Darrow of holding the
key to Sophy’s unexpected decision. Anna’s emotional response is
described in physiological terms, as a ‘tremor of alarm’,*! because
Owen has given voice to her own vague doubts. When she taxes
Darrow yet again with having some secret understanding with
Sophy, he still calmly denies it, but her pride 1s piqued by his insinu-
ation that she is worrying about nothing, and she still feels a ‘warning
tremor’, as if ‘some instinct deeper than reason surged up in defense
of its treasure’.®> As in the subception experiments, her body
knows enough to be afraid, but cognitively, consciously, she is still
ignorant.

The actual discovery eventually occurs after Darrow’s final inter-
view with Sophy, when Sophy joyously declares that she is in love
with him and because of this cannot or will not marry Owen. As we
saw earlier, this interview is what leads Darrow to understand at last
the full implications of the affair he had entered so lightly. After
Sophy has gone, he continues to sit in Anna’s sitting room reflecting
on the past and experiencing powerful emotions of shame, sorrow,
and compassion. When Anna enters the room and sees his facial
expression, she knows instantly that he is experiencing some kind
of anguish. Interestingly, this episode is told first from Darrow’s point
of view, and then from Anna’s. This double view of it makes it
perhaps the central scene in the book.
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First we are shown Anna from Darrow’s perspective. When she
turns lovingly to him for an embrace, he looked at her through a mist
of pain and saw all her proftered beauty held up like a cup to his lips;
but as he stooped to it a darkness seemed to fall between them . ..
Darrow’s physiological symptoms have given him away and Anna can
tell he is struggling with some terrible truth: finally he is compelled to
admit that he had indeed been with Sophy at the theatre in Paris. As
he struggles to find a plausible reason why he has been concealing this
fact, he sees ‘a tremor’ go through Anna, but ‘she controlled it
instantly and faced him straight and motionless as a wounded creature
in the moment before it feels its wound’.>* Here from the ‘outside’
we see Anna’s intense focus on the situation, her bodily gestures
and posture, her physiological symptoms, together with the cogni-
tive control that she exerts but that is not sufficient to conceal the
bodily state that reveals the threat she senses to her ‘wants and
interests’.

Then we are shown Anna from the ‘inside’. When Darrow leaves
the room, Anna reflects upon the scene that has just passed. She had
come into the room with a newfound sense of security.

All the spirits of doubt had been exorcised, and her love was once more the
clear habitation in which every thought and feeling could move in blissful
freedom. And then, as she raised her face to Darrow’s and met his eyes, she
had seemed to look into the very ruins of his soul.. .. It was as though he
and she had been looking at two sides of the same thing, and the side she had
seen had been all light and life, and his a place of graves.*

Significantly, Anna learns the crucial fact that Darrow has been lying
to her through emotional communication: she sees in his facial
expression what he has been trying to conceal. At the same time
she begins to get an inkling that her love for Darrow has two aspects,
at once full of ‘light and life’ and ‘a place of graves’.

[t is not until her own interview with Sophy that she discovers the
whole story—that Darrow and Sophy have had an aftair in Paris, and
that Sophy is in love with Darrow—and again it 1s through her
rapidly changing emotions that she grasps the various implications
of this revelation. When Sophy reiterates that she can’t marry Owen,
‘Anna stood motionless, silenced by the shock of the avowal. She too
was trembling, less with anger than with a confused compassion. But
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the feeling was so blent with others, less generous and more obscure,
that she found no words to express it, and the two women faced each
other without speaking.”*® Here we see Anna feeling emotions that
she can identify, such as anger blended with compassion, but also
emotional states for which she has no words. We can infer that she 1s
experiencing envy of Sophy’s experience with Darrow, together with
bitterness and jealousy that Sophy has lived with Darrow experiences
which she, Anna, has not. At the same time she is sorry for Sophy
who is sacrificing a great deal to her love for Darrow, and she admires
Sophy’s courage in avowing her love and in acting on it both during
the affair and now in its aftermath. The situation calls forth a range of
different points of view on the situation, and focuses her attention on
several of these different, incompatible ways of seeing what 1s going
on. Anna cannot speak probably because she is trying to understand
her complex emotional reactions, to reconcile irreconcilable ways of
seeing things, and to keep from expressing the ‘less generous and
obscure’ emotions she is dimly aware of. What she does realize,
however, 1s that she has never before understood the complexities
of sexual passion. As Darrow says, ‘almost harshly’ and with ‘sudden
bitterness’,” Anna is ‘too high . .. too fine . . . such things are too far’*®
from her understanding. She cannot grasp how the affair between
Sophy and Darrow occurred, because it is too far outside her own
emotional experience and her moral norms.

Once Anna knows about the affair, and that it happened while
Darrow was on his way to propose to her, a new stage in her
emotional education begins. When she is reflecting (cognitively),
she thinks that she cannot possibly marry a man who has betrayed
her and lied to her. But when she is in Darrow’s presence, her
instinctive, affective appraisals predominate: she is overwhelmed by
her physical attraction to him and her sense of the terrible sorrow she
would feel if she lost him. Her initial reaction is simple pain and
suffering, an affective appraisal: No! No! No! Earlier, we have seen,
she 1s like ‘a wounded creature in the moment before it feels its
wound’. Now the image of the wounded animal returns: ‘She had
suffered before—yes, but lucidly, reflectively, elegiacally: now she
was suffering as a hurt animal must, blindly, furiously, with the single
fierce animal longing that the awtful pain should stop ... In my
terms, suffering that is ‘lucid’ and ‘reflective’ is suffering that has been
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consciously reflected upon and understood. It is not the result of an
immediate non-cognitive affective appraisal that her whole life’s
meaning is threatened with annihilation.

In her first encounter with Darrow after her discovery of his
infidelity, we witness her shifting emotions, as different desires,
values, and goals come to the forefront of her attention in turn. For
example, she feels ‘animal anguish’, then a ‘thrill of resentment’ that

41 when

Darrow won’t leave when she begs him to, then ‘courage
he exhorts her to look things in the face, then coldness and bitter-
ness, followed by a ‘sudden rush of almost physical repugnance’*
at the thought of the affair, then ‘speechless misery’,** while Darrow
1s explaining how it happened, ‘resentment and indignation’,** jeal-
ousy and sorrow that, if she gives him up, she will never experience
with Darrow what Sophy has, and finally a renewed sense of her
passion for Darrow followed by the ‘pride’ to conceal it. The scene
ends with Darrow committed to leaving Givré, presumably for
ever. He reminds her that she always wanted to ‘look at life, at the
human problem, as it is, without fear and without hypocrisy’, but
now she has to realize that ‘it’s not always a pleasant thing to look
at’.*

After all this inner turmoil, Anna quietly reflects upon her emo-
tional reactions. She realizes that her ‘sense of honor’ is no longer ‘her
deepest sentiment’,*® since she still ‘worships’ Darrow, despite his
infidelity. When Darrow rushes back from London to see Anna in
Paris, she succumbs to her physical passion to him: ‘All her fears
seemed to fall from her as he held her. It was a different feeling from
any she had known before: confused and turbid, as if secret shames
and rancours stirred in it, yet richer, deeper, more enslaving. . .. She
knew now that she could never give him up.”* Wharton does not
name this ‘different feeling’, but she vividly explains its various
components. In folk-psychological terms, Anna is experiencing a
blend of shame and bliss: she is focused upon two conceptions, the
shameful and the blissful, of a situation that completely absorbs her
attention, in which I want it! and ‘I don’t want it!’—or pleasure and
pain—conflict, but in which the pleasure is too powerful to resist. It
involves not just action tendencies but actions: she shuts her eyes and
gives herself up to physical passion. Anna is ‘enslaved’ by this emotion
and by Darrow.
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She recalled having read somewhere that in ancient Rome the slaves were
not allowed to wear a distinctive dress lest they should recognize each other
and learn their numbers and their power. So, in herself, she discerned for the
first time instincts and desires, which, mute and unmarked, had gone to and
fro in the dim passages of her mind, and now hailed each other with a cry of
mutiny.*

In this remarkable image, Wharton conveys Anna’s ‘enslavement’ to
Darrow, as well as the way in which her unconscious desires—
revolutionary desires, from Anna’s point of view—are rebelling
against cool cognition and insisting that they should have their way.
The image also conveys that her new-found joy has revealed to her a
whole host of desires which she had hitherto kept unacknowledged
and out of sight. We can infer that they include sexual desires as well
as perhaps the desire for a more exciting life, for travel, for intelligent
adult companionship, for a home of her own, for the freedom to be
herself at last, and so on. But Wharton does not say explicitly. She
does not name Anna’s emotion by reference to some term of com-
monsense psychology. She expresses its unique and peculiar quality in
her imagery.

When Anna and Darrow return to Givré for a few days, Anna
fluctuates between her ‘inextinguishable bliss’*® and her dislike of not
being able to trust him. On what bids fair to be their last night
together she once again resolves to tell him that they must part, but
as she is saying goodnight, she is overpowered by the prospect of
losing him, and the prospect of being left ‘alone among her shrunken
thoughts’.*® Even after they have spent the night together and ‘she
was his now, his for life’,>* she still has moments when she cringes
from him and Darrow feels that he fills her ‘with aversion’.? But
whenever she attempts to free herself, she cannot.

Her last attempt comes when she tries to find Sophy to announce
that she will give up Darrow after all, but Sophy has gone off to India
with her disreputable former employer Mrs Murrett. Sophy’s sister
receives Anna in a squalid and vulgar apartment which presumably
symbolizes Sophy’s return to her origins. Wharton does not explain
to us how Anna greets the news of Sophy’s departure and the end of
the novel is ambiguous,® but the implication is that, with Sophy
safely out of the way, Anna has finally run out of reasons for refusing
to marry Darrow.
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Like Darrow, Anna learns her most important lessons by emotional
means. We might summarize what she learns in the form of new
beliefs that she acquires: (1) she learns that Sophy and Darrow had an
affair; (2) she learns that passionate love can transform one’s life; (3)
she learns that the enjoyment of a happy love may involve a com-
promise with one’s ‘high’ and ‘fine’ principles. But the most import-
ant part of her education comes in the experience of a whole series of
new emotions, that eventually lead to the acquisition of these beliefs.
Thus it is the actual ongoing experience of her passionate love for
Darrow that teaches her what a fulfilling life can be like. It 1s because
this passionate love has transformed every aspect of her life—intellec-
tual, sensual, and emotional—that she cannot bear to give him up.
But as soon as her love has taught her what a fulfilling life can be like,
she discovers Darrow’s untruthfulness and infidelity, and her conse-
quent repulsion proceeds to teach her that the enjoyment of her love
will require that she is—perhaps for ever after—a prey to this repul-
sion and to anxieties and jealousies that are foreign to her previous
experience. Anna also learns from the emotional conflicts she suffers:
attraction versus repulsion for Darrow, pity versus jealousy of Sophy,
pride in her own uprightness versus shame at her lack of experience.
Each emotion involves different conceptions of the situation, and
they teach her complexities that her narrow, conventional life has
never exposed her to before.

The conflict that occupies the whole of the last part of the book
can also be couched, however, as a conflict between reason and
‘instinctive’ (non-cognitive) emotional appraisals. Anna not only
learns emotionally that she has to endure imperfection and com-
promise in order to achieve a happier, richer life; she also learns
that relying on affective appraisals, rather than always engaging in
refined and careful cognitive monitoring of one’s experiences, is not
necessarily a bad thing. Anna has relied too heavily on cognitive
reflection; she has to give more weight to instinctive emotional
appraisal. It is instinctive emotional appraisal that initially guided
her to Darrow and the joy she has found with him. It is instinctive
emotional appraisals that are largely responsible for uncovering the
secret about Sophy Viner. And it is by reflecting on her instinctive
emotional appraisals that she ultimately learns that refined sensibility,
a sense of honour, and adherence to principle do not by themselves
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ensure happiness. Reason and moral principle tell Anna to sacrifice
her love; emotional experience suggests that such a sacrifice is point-
less. Perhaps Anna’s emotions are ‘basically rational’ in Greenspan’s
sense, despite the fact that they involve incompatible ways of seeing
the world. Her emotions and her reason focus on different aspects of
the same situation, and Wharton seems to endorse the view that her
emotions are in the right: Anna should resist reason’s demand to
engage in a pointless sacrifice.

Both Darrow and Anna demonstrate the importance of a senti-
mental education. Both experience a stream of changing emotions,
and both reflect upon their changing emotions: they engage in
extensive cognitive monitoring of their emotional experiences. In
their very different ways each of them develops from lack of feeling to
feeling, Darrow because he failed to feel the significance of his affair
with Sophy, and Anna because her ‘sweet reasonableness’ and lack of’
emotional experience prevented her from feeling deeply at all. Whar-
ton has demonstrated that an emotional education takes place through
a sequence of shifting emotional states, which cannot be adequately
conveyed in the terminology of everyday or ‘folk’ psychology. Even-
tually both Darrow and Anna arrive at beliefs, but only after a
complex sequence of shifting thoughts and foci of attention, of
physiological changes and action tendencies. Appropriately one of
the beliefs they both acquire is that emotional experience is an
important means of learning and growth.

The Reader’s Emotional Education

As we read The Reef we too undergo an emotional education like that
of Darrow and Anna. If we are reading seriously and attentively, we
become emotionally engaged with the characters and we experience
a stream of changing emotions as we read. Our own emotional
experiences evolve as we follow the evolving emotional experiences
of the main characters. Difterent readers may have different experi-
ences. Doubtless, too, the same reader will have different experiences
on rereading the same novel.

At the beginning of the novel perhaps I sympathize with Darrow’s
disappointment, his mild indignation against Anna, and his irritation
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that everything seems to be conspiring against him; I might even
share these feelings myself. Then my feelings are likely to shift to a
faint feeling of disgust and disapproval when I learn that he and Sophy
have begun an affair, although I notice that Darrow already regrets
having embarked upon it. When I encounter Anna for the first time
‘from within’,>* [ am drawn to her joyful exuberance at the prospect
of Darrow’s arrival, especially since it leads her to tell Owen that she
will support him in his own love affair. I become a little anxious when
Anna taxes Darrow with Owen’s story of the pretty lady in the pink
cloak whom he saw with Darrow at the theatre in Paris, and I feel a
little nervous when I find that Darrow just brushes aside the story.
[ am startled by the discovery that Sophy Viner is the governess, and
startled again when it is revealed that she is Owen’s fiancée. I begin to
pity Darrow and to fear for Anna. At the same time, I am much less
involved with Sophy’s and Owen’s feelings, because I am never
allowed to see them from the inside. My focus of attention moves
back and forth between Anna and Darrow, and I find myself sympa-
thizing with each in turn. As I read, I move from pleasure in Anna’s
happy love to anxiety about what the future holds for her, to surprise
and shock when Sophy Viner turns up as the governess, to sympathy
for Darrow’s emotional turmoil, and finally through many shifts and
slides® of attention and emotion, to sympathy for Anna’s anxious
conflict between love and principle. By the end of the novel, how-
ever, | want her just to stop fretting and marry Darrow.

In other words, I, like the main characters, experience a continuing
stream of changing emotional responses in which my attention is
tocused on the characters and their predicaments by means of non-
cognitive appraisals and the physiological activity and action tenden-
cies that they produce. I become tense and nervous when Darrow is
lying to Anna about his ‘slight acquaintance’ with Sophy, I start with
surprise when Sophy shows up as the governess, my heart begins to
race as Anna nears discovery of the truth. And so on. Wharton keeps
me emotionally involved because the various aspects of the story and
characters appeal to my own wants, interests, and values. I make non-
cognitive appraisals about what is going on in the novel and my
attention 1s focused on the objects of those non-cognitive appraisals.
My emotional responses may sometimes mirror those of the charac-
ters and at other times not.
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Perhaps not all readers will become physiologically worked up
about Anna and Darrow, but as I have pointed out before, if we are
emotionally engaged with the characters, our attention is focused on
them and we have appropriate thoughts about them, then usually
there will be some corresponding physiological reaction. However, it
is possible to have anxious thoughts—to be in an anxious cognitive or
attitudinal state—about the events in a story without getting emotional
about them.

After I have finished the novel, I may, just like the characters, sit
down in the privacy of my sitting room to reflect about my emotional
experiences and try to figure out what, if anything, I have learned
from them. I may then formulate the results of such cogitation in the
form of beliefs that I have acquired: I may conclude, for example, that
Darrow wronged Sophy, but that Anna is nevertheless doing the right
thing in marrying him, despite his moral failings. More generally, in
reflecting on Darrow’s affair with Sophy, I may acquire the belief that
moral sensitivity must include careful attention to and emotional
awareness of the details of a situation. In reflecting upon Anna’s
experience I may formulate the belief that emotional experience is
just as important as abstract moral principles in determining the
proper course of one’s life. These reflections, however, are the result
of cognitive monitoring of the series of emotional experiences I have
had over the course of reading the novel. I am reflecting back on
these experiences and giving a reflective overview of the novel, based
on my experiences.

The education I receive in reading the novel is not just a matter of
acquiring these beliefs (or perhaps, if I already have these beliefs, of
having them reinforced). The emotional experience is itself educa-
tional. It is the series of emotional episodes, which constitute my
emotional experience of the novel, that little by little changes my
focus of attention, my points of view, my thoughts about the charac-
ters, my wants with respect to them, and so on. If I genuinely learn
something important about human conduct from the novel, it will
not simply be the bald belief that moral principles without sensitive
perception of the feelings of others is insufficient to ensure good
conduct, or that emotional experience is as important as abstract
moral principles in determining the proper course of one’s life. The
series of emotional episodes that constitutes my emotional experience
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of the novel will little by little change my conceptions and my focus
of attention. It is in the process of experiencing emotionally the
sequence of episodes described in the novel that my sentimental
education occurs.

My argument here is reminiscent of the argument in Ch. 4. There
too I emphasized the importance of actually responding emotionally
to literary works. But what I emphasized there was that emotional
experience is often necessary to understanding the novel. Here [ want
to emphasize that my emotional experiences can teach me not just
about the novel but about life itself. It is no accident that I have
chosen to discuss The Reef in this chapter, because The Reef provides a
model or exemplar of what an emotional education could and should
be. The characters exemplify the emotionally rich reflective life that
Wharton is implicitly endorsing. Both Darrow and Anna struggle
with their emotions and emerge as better, more thoughtful people as
a result. And we in turn are encouraged by the book to engage in the
same kind of reflection about our own emotional experiences in
reading it: 1s Darrow justified in thinking that his crime is not so
very bad? Should Anna marry Darrow? Is it right that Sophy should
be sacrificed to Anna and Darrow’s long-term happiness? The book
raises these questions but does not answer them unambiguously. It
leaves room for readers, too, to engage in rich reflections on their
emotional experience and its ethical implications.

Who Does the Educating? ‘Edith Wharton’
as the Implied Author

If the reader learns emotional lessons from her encounter with The
Reef, then presumably her teacher is the novelist, Edith Wharton.
I have been writing all this while as if my emotional responses to the
novel are just like my emotional responses to a slice of life, and in
a sense this is right. A narrative about Anna Leath can evoke
emotions in just the same way as a narrative about a real woman
with similar problems. But a novel is also a carefully crafted work
of art. If I can really be said to learn emotionally from a novel, it can
only be because Wharton has provided the lessons. It might seem,
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therefore, that if I am to learn the emotional lessons provided in a
novel, I must respond emotionally in the way intended by the author.
If I guffaw all through the climactic scene in which Anna learns of
Darrow’s infidelity, then, although I am responding emotionally all
right, I am not responding with the right or appropriate emotions.

If I am to learn what Wharton teaches, then presumably I must
respond as she wants me to. It is Wharton, after all, who directs our
attention, and who gets us to focus on certain aspects of the characters
and situations she describes by making those aspects salient to us. It is
Wharton who startles us with the appearance of Sophy at Givre,
saddens us by the way she describes Anna’s suffering, and pleases us
by making Darrow remorseful for his conduct. Wharton focuses our
attention in very specific ways, and sometimes her story evokes
physiological responses to reinforce our focus of attention, as when
we start with surprise at the unexpected appearance of Sophy Viner at
Givré, or when our hearts begin to race as Anna nears discovery of
the truth. Wharton manages to invoke these emotional responses by
appealing to our wants, values, and interests, by presenting her
characters and situations from particular points of view, and encour-
aging us to have particular thoughts about them.>¢

When I read The Reef, 1 respond emotionally to the thoughts and
images it provokes, and on reflection I make inferences about how
appropriate my reactions are and whether Wharton intended me to
respond emotionally in the way that I do. But although it is important
to know what the author probably intended, it is not as straightfor-
ward as some people have thought to figure out what that is. In
assessing the appropriateness of my reactions, I am implicitly constru-
ing the author as a certain sort of person. I am responding emotionally
to the author as she seems to me to be: in other words, I am responding to
the implied author ‘Edith Wharton’. A different reader will respond
emotionally to a slightly different implied author.

My own take on the beginning of the book, for example, is that
“Wharton’ shows us the situation as it appears to Darrow, so that we
are encouraged to feel some compassion for his disappointment at
being turned away by Anna. At the same time, I am mildly amused by
how sharply he feels this blow to his self-esteem. Wharton gets me to
teel this way by showing the situation mostly from Darrow’s point of
view but at the same time injecting a point of view of her own.*” For
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example, she has Darrow thinking: ‘ “Please don’t come till thirtieth.”
The thirtieth—and it was now the fifteenth! She flung back the
fortnight on his hands as if he had been an idler indifferent to dates,
instead of an active young diplomatist who, to respond to her call,
had had to hew his way through a very jungle of engagements!’*® In
my view the author is poking gentle fun at Darrow and wants us to
feel mildly amused too.

Similarly, during Darrow’s emotional education at Givré, Wharton
shows us the situation from Darrow’s point of view in an eftort to
ensure that we never entirely lose sympathy with him even as we
learn of his shortcomings. Wharton seems to want us to want Darrow
to marry Anna, and so she is careful to focus our attention on
Darrow’s shame, remorse, and inner torment, rather than on the
shabby way that he treated and continues to treat Sophy. Again, the
author tries to get the reader to feel sympathy for Anna partly by
showing us the unfolding events from Anna’s perspective; we feel for
her because we have been persuaded to have her interests at heart.
Wharton tries to get the reader to care about Anna, so that we want
her to be happy with Darrow and to be able to forgive him.

[ am aware of the way Wharton wants us to react chiefly because of
the way she describes her characters, especially the way she describes
their inner lives. When Darrow is trying to explain about the affair,
for example, Wharton has him sitting down ‘with a groan’, and

%13

acknowledging that ‘“It seemed such a slight thing—all on the
surface—and I’ve gone aground on it because it was on the surface.
I see the horror of it just as you do. But I see, a little more clearly, the
extent and the limits, of my wrong. It’s not as black as you im-
agine.” ”* Here Wharton shows us Darrow’s remorse and his reflect-
ive understanding of what he has done, and so I feel with him in his
shame. But at the same time, Wharton wants Anna to agree that his
wrong is not as black as all that, and she wants her readers to agree
too.

At times, however, as in her comment on Darrow’s ‘jungle of
engagements’, Wharton inserts herself more assertively in the story.
Another occasion comes in her description of Fraser Leath, Anna’s
first husband, the snuftbox collector. Ostensibly it is Darrow’s
thoughts about him that we are hearing, but there is a moment
when Darrow clearly gives way to Fraser Leath’s own thoughts, as
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ronically presented by Wharton herself. ‘He was blond and well-
dressed, with the physical distinction that comes from having a
straight figure, a thin nose, and the habit of looking slightly dis-
gusted—as who should not, in a world where authentic snuffboxes
were growing daily harder to find, and the market was flooded with
flagrant forgeries?’®® Here Wharton is having her fun at the expense of
the would-be aesthete. And if we too smile, we are responding to the
implied author.

We construct a sense of the author as we read.’! As we read, we
make assumptions about how Wharton wants us to react, for
example. But there is a difference between hypothesizing how the
author wants us to respond and actually responding that way. We can
understand how an author seems to want us to feel without actually
feeling like that. Sometimes, for example, the author intrudes a little
too blatantly and we feel ourselves manipulated. Perhaps the moment
when I am most aware of Edith Wharton intruding into the narrative
is at the end, when she bundles Sophy off to India with the disreput-
able Mrs Murrett so that (as I see it) there can no longer be any
obstacle in Anna’s mind to her union with Darrow. Mrs Murrett is
something in the nature of a dea ex machina, and I think that Wharton
‘cheats’ as a novelist in so far as Sophy gets a fate she does not deserve
so that Anna can marry Darrow with a clear conscience. It is inter-
esting to note, however, that my emotional response to this turn of
events is probably not intended by the author. My disgust at the
unceremonious way Sophy is bundled oft to India is unlikely to be
a response that Wharton intended. Yet it is one of the emotional
responses on which I base my interpretation of the novel.

Noél Carroll has described the way the author elicits emotional
responses from readers (or movie-goers) in terms of what he calls the
‘prefocusing’ of the text.

Certain features of situations and characters will be made salient through
description or depiction. These features will be such that they will be
subsumable under the categories or concepts that...govern or determine
the identity of the emotional states we are in. Let us refer to this attribute of
texts by saying that the texts are criterially prefocused.®

Carroll distinguishes two steps in the proper elicitation of an emo-
tional response by a text. First, the text must be ‘structured in such a
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way that the description or depiction of the object of our attention is
such that it will activate our subsumption of the event under the
categories that are criterially relevant to certain emotional states’.®
Thus Darrow is described as inconvenienced and mildly exploited by
Anna’s putting him oft, so readers are directed to pity him (mildly),
since ‘enduring suffering’ is the correct category for the application of
the emotion of pity. Secondly, the audience ‘must be invested with
concerns—certain pro and con attitudes—about what is going on in a
story’.®* Wharton has to induce in me a pro attitude towards Darrow
it I am to feel pity for him and not disdain or indifference.

Carroll suggests that ‘the implied reader’ of a novel is one who has
the emotions intended by the author to be elicited by the text. In
general, authors can rely on knowing how to invoke the ‘right’
emotions because they share a common biological and usually a
common cultural background with their readers. When an author
gets it wrong—assumes that readers will be falling about in gales of
laughter when in fact they remain stony-faced and bored—this is ‘the
exception rather than the rule’.

There 1s much that I endorse in Carroll’s view,® but in general he
subscribes to much too mechanical a model of what goes on in the
emotional experience of novel-reading. First of all, not all the emo-
tions that are evoked by reading The Reef involve subsuming an event
under a category that is criterially relevant to a particular nameable
emotional state. According to Carroll, once we recognize an object
under the ‘right’ category—horrifying, say—then we will feel the
right emotion: our skin will crawl and our attention will be riveted on
the object. But many of the shifting states that are evoked in the
ongoing experience of reading The Reef do not have neatly categor-
izable names. Sometimes on reflection I can put a name to the
emotional responses I have: I feel disgust for Darrow, anxiety for
Anna, compassion for Sophy. In other words, I describe my emo-
tional experience in the terms of folk psychology. But this is not
always possible. I experience a hundred different shades of emotion,
one state continually shifting and sliding into another, and it is only
the broad outlines of my emotions that I can ‘catalogue in recollec-
tion’. Thus at the beginning of Book Two when we first encounter
Anna, [ feel a mixture of emotions including what I later may classify
as ‘affection’, ‘empathic exuberance’, and ‘anxiety’ about what will
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befall, but these folk-psychological terms are at best an after-the-fact
approximation of my experience. As I have remarked before, works
of art and literature typically both describe and cause readers to
experience hitherto unexplored blends of emotion, for which there
are no handy folk-psychological labels.

A second problem with Carroll’s analysis is that we respond to
things emotionally before we classify or evaluate them cognitively.
Our affective appraisals are what alert us to what’s going on before
cognition kicks in. So although what our attention is drawn to may be
‘subsumable’ under some emotion category, we do not actually sub-
sume it under a category until after our attention has been fixed upon
it. Moreover, the initial affective appraisal appraises in a coarse-
grained way: this is good/bad, friend/enemy, strange and
threatening/safe and familiar. It is only affer the aftective appraisal
that we appraise in a more fine-grained way: ‘this is a horrific mon-
ster’, or ‘this is a suffering heroine’. These cognitions are not what
directly evoke the emotion. It is the affective appraisal that does that
job. More generally, Carroll’s assumption that there’s a cognition
followed by an emotion and focus of attention is a gross oversimplifi-
cation of what actually happens. When engaged with sophisticated
literary narratives, our emotional responses shift constantly as we read,
so that there is a succession of affective and cognitive appraisals going
on all the time, of which we are largely unconscious. It is in subse-
quent reflection on our experiences that we catalogue them in recol-
lection, using words from the vocabulary of our folk psychology.

A third problem with Carroll’s notion of ‘prefocusing’ is that it
assumes that the writer can succeed in a relatively straightforward way
in fixing the reader’s attention on certain aspects of a scene, character,
or event, and that she can describe these aspects in such a way that a
particular emotional response is more-or-less assured. Carroll does
acknowledge that we may need some historical understanding if we
are trying to engage with a work from the distant past or from an alien
culture, but thinks that ‘historians can supply us with the background
necessary to make the emotive address of texts from other cultures
and other periods in the history of our own culture emotionally
accessible to us’.¢

This seems to me a little too blithely optimistic. When we are
emotionally engaged with a work of art or literature, there is always
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an interaction between the reader and the text. This is one of the
important insights of phenomenological reader-response theories
such as Wolfgang Iser’s.®” As Iser points out, when we read a novel,
we are always ‘filling in the gaps’ in the text. For example, Wharton
describes the ‘instincts and desires, which, mute and unmarked, had
gone to and fro in the dim passages of [Anna’s] mind, and now hailed
cach other with a cry of mutiny’.®® Wharton does not tell us what
these ‘instincts and desires’ are, but when I was giving an interpret-
ation of this passage earlier on, I suggested what some of them might
be. In doing so, I was ‘“filling in a gap’ left by the text, and I filled it in
my own way, based on my interpretation of what Anna was probably
feeling at that point in the novel, given my overall interpretation of
the development of the novel as a whole. Similarly, I suggested that at
the end of the novel Anna can marry Darrow with a clear conscience,
but Wharton does not say this anywhere. She ends the book with
Anna leaving Sophy’s sister’s apartment, as the sister lies in bed and
tells Anna she should ask ‘Jimmy Brance’ to call the elevator for her.
Here, too, I am ‘filling in the gaps’ left by Wharton, and to some
extent constructing my version of the story. I am making inferences
about the development of the plot and the motivation of the charac-
ters. Clearly, then, when I come to interpret ‘the theme’ of the novel,
[ will rely on my experience of the novel as | have in part constructed
it. When I say that Anna has learned that emotional experience is as
important as abstract principle in determining the course of one’s life,
[ am relying in part on my own understanding of the ‘instincts and
desires’ that Anna newly recognizes and on my own understanding of
what the end of the novel signifies.

Philosophers in the Analytic tradition often write as though ‘the
meaning’ of a text is something that is in principle stable and deter-
minate, even if it is difficult actually to arrive at it. Thus we find
Jerrold Levinson, for example, arguing that ‘the core meaning of a
literary work is utterance meaning—that is, what a text says in an
author-specific context of presentation to an appropriate, or suitably
backgrounded, reader’.®® The meaning of a text should be thought of
as ‘properly tied’ to ‘our best construction, given the evidence of the
work and appropriately possessed background information, of the
artist’s intent to mean such-and-such’,”® for an ideal audience. An
ideal audience for a particular work is one who has the proper
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background to understand the work in question. Levinson illustrates
his thesis by reference to ‘an interpretation’ of Kafka’s ‘A Country
Doctor’ according to which it is ‘a stylized dream report’, the content
of which is basically ‘the conflict between ordinary, sensual life, as
represented by the servant girl Rose and the doctor’s comfortable
home, and one’s calling: to heal, edity, spiritually succor. The doctor
is in effect an artist, as is, more transparently, the hunger artist of
Katka’s later tale.””* What Levinson is doing here is summarizing the
inferences he (or the critic, Sokel, on whom he draws) made after
reading the story; he is stating what he takes to be ‘the theme’ of the
story.

Levinson claims that his interpretation is ‘our best informed-reader
construction of what this specific writer, Katka, was aiming to convey’.
A suitably backgrounded reader, he says, ‘might readily come up with
this interpretation’. What is it, then to be ‘suitably backgrounded?’
Such a reader, he says, is one who knows at least that ‘Kafka regularly
worked at night’, that ‘Kafka thought of writing as “medicinal”, “thera-
peutic”, “a calling,”’ that ‘Katka did not separate his writing and his
life’, that ‘Katka was familiar with Freud’s Interpretation of Dreams’, and
that Kafka’s ‘A Hunger Artist’, written five years after ‘A Country
Doctor’, is ‘about a man who starves himself publicly as both an artistic
performance and an admission that ordinary food had no appeal for
him’.”? But of course, as Levinson has described him, the ‘suitably
backgrounded reader’ is one who has just exactly the knowledge
required to come up with the interpretation that Levinson has given
us. He has specified his appropriately backgrounded reader in such a
way that this postulated reader corresponds exactly to his favoured
interpretation.

The trouble 1s, as countless critics have pointed out, that differently
backgrounded readers will have different, equally plausible interpret-
ations. Moreover, it seems to me that the example is particularly ill-
chosen: Kafka’s works are notorious for the number of irreconcilable
interpretations they have spawned, and although doubtless some are
better than others, to say that any particular one is ‘readily come up
with’ is unduly optimistic. Another way to put the point is to note
that there is no one ‘best informed reader-construction” of what the
author intended to communicate: readers with different background
assumptions, focusing on different aspects of a work, will come up
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with different, possibly inconsistent, interpretations of what the
author intended, and in so doing they will construct different versions
of what the author is like. The person who seems to have authored
the text (its implied author) is in part a construction of the reader.

In interpreting a text a reader construes the author as being a
certain sort of person, and in turn the kind of person the author is
construed as being partly determines how the reader interprets the
text. Since the author’s intentions are never transparent, we are
always interpreting when we try to assess what the author probably
intended. Philosophers dispute whether we should say that readers
should interpret as the author intended or interpret as an ideal reader would
rationally believe the author intended, but in practice the two principles
are equivalent and both are equally misguided.” We shall never know
exactly what the author intended and there are no ‘ideal readers’ with
special access to the author’s intentions. All we can do is to construct a
picture of what the author seems to be like (the implied author),
figure out what such an author probably means in particular passages,
and modify our picture of both author and meaning as best we may as
we read further along in the text and perhaps in other texts by the
same author.

Of course, Carroll and Levinson are right to point out that if we
want to understand a novel, it usually helps if we have some idea of its
genre, its style, the period in which it was written, and the genesis of
the novel itself. Knowledge about the real author, too, often func-
tions to constrain how we construe the implied author. After all, the
author as she seems to be (the implied author) 1s likely to be consistent
with the author as she really is (although even this principle is not
impregnable, since an author might deliberately try on a new persona
in a particular novel). In Ch. 5 I observed that there are some readings
of a novel that can be ruled out as inappropriate because they fail to fit
large parts of the novel in a consistent way. Construing the implied
author so that she is consistent with what is known about the
real author is a further plausible constraint on what counts as an
appropriate interpretation.”* People are fascinated with the biograph-
tes of real authors with good reason: they contain clues to the
interpretation of their works.

It is anecdotally interesting to know, for example, that the real
Edith Wharton reportedly said of The Reef, ‘I put most of myself into
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that opus,” and to speculate that the book represents a working-out of
her attitude to her own lover, Morton Fullerton, who seems to have
been an interesting, talented, sensitive man like Darrow, but, also like
Darrow, a bit of a philanderer. More relevant to interpretation,
however, is the evident Jamesian influence on the novel: Wharton
was a good friend of James, and they admired each other’s work. Like
James’s novels, The Reef is (to this reader) a meditation on morality,
proceeding by means of a precise and sensitive characterization of the
thoughts and perceptions of the characters.

But knowledge of the author and her times is never going to be
enough to determine every aspect of the implied author’s personality
and attitudes, and hence never enough to determine uncontroversially
what the implied author communicates in a particular passage. One
problem is that a text often betrays aspects of the author or implied
author of which she herself may be unaware.” For example, the
implied Wharton, in my view, has attitudes to class and gender that
are probably beyond the reach of her premodern consciousness. She 1s
too harsh on Sophy in seeming to suggest that a fate with the dreadful
Mrs Murrett is fitting for a person of her vulgar origins, and not harsh
enough on Darrow who in a crucial passage attributes to general
human nature what are in fact his own weaknesses and failings.”®

It would clearly be wrong to construe ‘Edith Wharton’ as a Marxist
or as a follower of Jacques Lacan. We should remember that the
author hails from the upper echelons of ‘Old New York’ at the turn
of the last century. At the same time, however, a reader may discover
that from a Marxist perspective, Wharton is not acutely aware
enough of the systemic inequalities implicit in the class system of
her world, although she sees its effects on certain individuals such as
Lily Bart in The House of Mirth or Charity Royall in Summer,”” or that
from a Freudian perspective she is unaware that, as we will see in the
next chapter, The Reef turns out to be a shocking family psychodrama.
These readings interpret the novel in ways that Wharton would
probably not consciously endorse, yet they rely on an interpretation
of what Wharton, the implied author is like: she betrays her attitudes
and traits to a reader who approaches the text with the appropriate
background knowledge.

Notice that I am talking here about the implied author or the author
as she seems to me to be, and not about the narrator or narrators of a
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story.”® James Joyce’s Ulysses, for example, contains sections narrated
by difterent particular individuals with different personalities, as well
as a section (‘Aceolus’) in the style of a newspaper, and a section (‘The
Oxen of the Sun’) in which there 1s a succession of different styles.”
The implied author, however, is not identical to any of these narra-
tors: ‘he’ can be detected in the Irish themes, the exuberant language
use, the originality of conception, the use of stream-of-consciousness
techniques, and so on.

Both Carroll and Levinson tend to downplay the reader’s role in
interpretation and to write about the author’s intentions as though
there were some relatively straightforward procedure for discovering
what they are. Discovering the author’s intentions is indeed import-
ant but interpretation also requires discovering what the author is
like—mnot just the intentions she avers but also the unconscious
attitudes and beliefs she has—and how ‘she’ is construed to be will
necessarily depend on the sensitivities and background assumptions of
the reader. An implied author is in an important way a construction
of the reader. Put another way, implied authors and implied readers
dance hand in hand in a hermeneutic circle.

Who Gets Educated? Real and Implied Readers

Louis Auchincloss begins his introduction to the Collier Books
edition of The Reef by saying that

the reader must be prepared for a moral climate in which extra-marital
physical love 1s considered damning to a woman and only mildly reprehen-
sible to a man. If Anna Leath is going to strike the reader as a prude for
opposing her step-son’s engagement to a woman who has been another
man’s mistress, and as a fool for attempting, for the same reason, to break off
her own pending marriage to that other man, then The Reef is not for him
[sic]®°

I should not have put the question in just this way. It is not so foolish
to dislike it when the man who is going to propose to you stops off en
route for a quick affair, or to be offended when it turns out that one’s
beloved stepson 1s about to marry one’s future husband’s ex-mistress!
Be that as it may, however, in this quotation Auchincloss nicely raises
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the question that must be faced by any form of reader-response
theory: can there be incorrect or inappropriate readings or interpret-
ations of a work of art or literature?

Iser stresses that readers ‘fill in the gaps’ in a text, but often seems to
imply that there 1s an ideal way of doing this, an ideal reader who will
fill in the gaps in the right way. Other reader-response theorists,
however, have emphasized that gap-filling necessarily leads to differ-
ent interpretations by different readers coming to the text with
different attitudes, interests, and wants, and different background
assumptions. I myself have stressed that different interpretations
depend partly on readers’ different emotional experiences, and the
emotional experiences we have will certainly be affected by our
different personalities and attitudes. I have argued that there can be
no one set of ‘right’ background beliefs and values that readers must
have if they are to interpret a novel properly, and that there are many
possible interpretations that are equally appropriate to the text, even if
inconsistent with each other. But are there any interpretations that
we can dismiss as simply incorrect or inappropriate to the text? Are
there emotional responses that are inappropriate, that we ought not to
have? Even if there 1s no one ideal reader of a novel, are there readers
whose interpretations are incorrect or inappropriate because based on
incorrect or inappropriate emotional responses?

Norman Holland, whom I will return to in more detail in the next
chapter, has argued that different readers give different and mutually
inconsistent interpretations of the same text because of their different
personalities or ‘identity themes’. He has studied, for example, how
different readers’ interpretations of Faulkner’s short story, ‘A Rose for
Emily’, apparently depend on their different personalities.®! For Hol-
land differences in interpretation are differences among individual
readers and their individual personalities. He has little to say about
inappropriate responses, and given his theoretical assumptions, I do
not think he recognizes that there can be any such thing.

In a series of essays in his collection, ‘Is there a Text in this Class?’
Stanley Fish defends a less individualistic position.® Fish thinks that in
a sense interpretation is always indeterminate and undecidable, since
there are endless different ways in which the same sentence or set of
sentences can be construed. What makes an interpretation ‘accept-
able’ is its acceptance by a literary community or sub-community.
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Fish illustrates his point with some deliberately outrageous examples:
areading of ‘A Rose for Emily’ in which the tableau of Emily and her
father in the doorway of their home describes an Eskimo, and a
reading of Jane Austen’s Pride and Prejudice in which the treatment
of Mr Collins is totally serious and lacking in irony. (He takes his
examples from other critics, who say surely here is a reading that the
text will not support!) Interestingly, Fish makes his case by suggesting
in both cases that hitherto unknown evidence is uncovered about the
author. A letter from Faulkner is discovered in which he ‘confides
that he has always believed himself to be an Eskimo changeling’.®
And new evidence about Jane Austen is discovered—" letter, a lost
manuscript, a contemporary response —showing that her intentions
were never ironic; she was ‘celebrating’ not ‘satirizing’ the ‘narrow
and circumscribed life of a country gentry’.®*

In making his case, Fish is relying on the principle I have already
discussed, that we should interpret a work in a way consistent with
what the author probably intended. On these grounds we can rule
out the Eskimo reading of ‘A Rose for Emily” and the serious reading
of Mr Collins, since no such letters as Fish imagines have been
discovered and we have a pretty good idea of what both Faulkner
and Jane Austen were like as people and as writers. In other words,
Fish’s position, although ostensibly radical, rests on a rather conserva-
tive critical principle.

But Fish’s wider point that there are many inconsistent but equally
legitimate interpretations made by different ‘interpretative commu-
nities’ or groups of readers with similar theoretical assumptions, is no
doubt correct. Readers who are intentionalists or Marxists or decon-
structionists will find different sorts of interpretative practice accept-
able and will produce different, possibly incompatible, interpretations
as a result. Indeed I hinted as much in my discussion of Edith
Wharton: it is possible to read The Reef as a story about class or a
story about gender, as a Marxist cautionary tale, or (as we’ll see in the
next chapter), as a Freudian psychodrama. If ’'m a feminist, ’'m more
likely to be irritated by Darrow and maybe also by Wharton for being
so soft on him. If 'm a Marxist, I may find Sophy’s treatment
unforgivable. If 'm a postmodernist, I may dismiss the whole novel
as hopelessly traditional and uninteresting. All such readings could be
consistent with what is known about Edith Wharton, but they focus
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on different aspects of the text and of the implied author, including
what she unwittingly communicates as opposed to what she con-
sciously wants to get across.

As I have already pointed out, in interpreting a text readers con-
struct the implied author, not only by reference to what she probably
intended but also to what she may not have intended, to characteris-
tics she has of which she is probably well aware as well as to charac-
teristics she has of which she probably remains unaware. Some of the
most interesting interpretations by reader-response theorists rely on
drawing out hitherto unnoticed traits in the implied author. I am
thinking, for example, of Judith Fetterley’s feminist readings of some
of the great American novels. Her reading of Hemingway’s A Farewell
to Arms 1s a model of its kind, pointing out how self-serving Hem-
ingway’s descriptions of the hero are and how, behind the novel’s
‘surface investment’ in the ideal of romantic love, ‘is a hostility whose
full measure can be taken from the fact that Catherine dies and dies
because she is a woman’.®

In a not dissimilar way, many so-called deconstructive readings of
texts draw out implications of which their authors were probably
unaware. Derrida’s account of Rousseau’s use of the concept of a
‘supplément’ in the Grammatologie 1s a case in point.*® I don’t want to
discuss this difficult text in detail, merely to note that one of Derrida’s
points is that there is slippage in the significance of the word ‘supplé-
ment’ as it appears in Rousseau’s writings: it seems to mean one
thing—a supplement is something added, unnatural, and inessential,
as writing is supposedly an unnatural, inessential supplement to
speech—but it can be shown to mean what it was not intended to
mean: a supplement is also a replacement for speech, a substitution of
one set of signs for another. Thus a supplement doesn’t signify one
pole of a binary opposition—nature—culture, speech—writing, etc.—
but shows the limits of such oppositions, and suggests a replacement
of the idea of binary oppositions with that of a chain of signifiers. My
point here is not to defend deconstruction but to point out that it
often consists in a demonstration that an intended meaning is under-
mined by other implications of a text, that were not apparent to its
author.

These interpretations are not free associations by clever readers.
They are attempts to make sense out of a text, taking seriously the fact
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that the text was authored by a particular person writing at a particular
time and place.®” In general, as I have already argued, the reader is
constrained by what is known about the author as well as by the need
to produce an interpretation that is internally coherent and that takes
account of as much of the text as possible.®® These constraints are
not enough to produce a single correct interpretation, but they are
enough to rule out the Eskimo reading of ‘A Rose for Emily’ and
other readings that take no account whatsoever of the origins of the
text. But once we have ruled out the inappropriate readings of a
text, there are multiple appropriate interpretations left, answering
to different interests and stemming from different theoretical per-
spectives.®’

What I want to emphasize in this book are individual differences in
interpretation that result from different emotional experiences of a text.
Different foci of attention, different attitudes, interests, wants, and
goals will inevitably produce interpretations that differ at the very
least in what they find emphasized.”® And as in any learning experi-
ence, ‘Wharton’ can teach us only what we are prepared to learn. If
our goals and wants and interests are too remote from those of the
characters, we may be unable to become emotionally involved in the
story at all, and so unable to learn emotionally from it. But if the
reader engages emotionally with a novel such as The Reef, then what
the reader takes away from it is partly a function of one’s own
emotional experiences of it, including, importantly, one’s emotional
experiences of its implied author.

If learning from a novel is a matter of responding to it emotionally,
then it is inevitable that different readers with different degrees of
knowledge, interests, and values, will respond difterently to the same
work. They will fill in the gaps in the text according to their own
interests and tendencies. To me, for example, an important aspect of
The Reef is that it seems to be told from a distinctively feminine—in
some ways even feminist—point of view.”" I respond to it as Anna’s
story more than Darrow’s, and I think that the moral norms assumed
are close to those ascribed to Anna. In this respect I find the novel
distinctly un-Jamesian. If James had written this novel, I suspect that
Anna would have taken the high moral road and given up her claim
to Darrow. But I agree with Louis Auchincloss when he says that
‘Mrs. Wharton knew Anna Leath too well to allow her to give up
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Darrow. Anna simply would not have done it. She i1s too much a
woman of flesh and blood, so much so that there are moments when
we wonder what she is doing in Givré, what she is doing in France,
what she 1s doing in a late Jamesian novel’.*?

My own response is to want Anna to marry Darrow, which is the
reading I think Wharton would like us to endorse. It is perhaps a
conformist, conservative reading, taking seriously what Wharton
seems to have intended. Other readers, however, may say that although
they can tell that on balance Wharton wants us to approve of Darrow,
they cannot like him but persist in finding him to be a self-serving male
chauvinist who refuses to take full responsibility for Sophy’s predica-
ment and Anna’s anguish. They will say that Wharton conveys these
qualities in Darrow even though she may not have consciously meant
to. Both readings are to my mind appropriate. One can understand the
novel in many different ways, coming at it from many different direc-
tions, and taking away from it many different lessons.

If I am merely reporting my emotional experience, then I am not
making any claims about what anyone else should experience on
reading the work, but if I am offering ‘an interpretation’, then pre-
sumably I want other people to endorse it too. But it is not always easy
to convince another person how they should experience a text. With
reference to a novel such as The Reef, it is easy to imagine readers who
would find the book as well as the main characters unbelievably stufty
and boring. Sophisticated readers who prefer the detached irony of
many contemporary writers (Calvino, Coover, DeLillo) may find
Edith Wharton’s style hopelessly old-fashioned, and her interest in
psychologically probing her characters tediously out-of-date. At the
other end of the scale, unsophisticated readers may be willing to try to
relate to the characters but find themselves unable to do so because
they find the social mores described by the book unrecognizable. Thus
many teenagers and young twenty-somethings who ‘hook up’ for the
night at parties are unlikely to relate to Anna’s repulsion for Darrow’s
infidelity or to Darrow’s remorse at his treatment of Sophy. As Anna
reflects interminably upon her passion for Darrow and whether she
should yield to it, one can almost hear the cries of ‘Get a life!l” If
interpretation rests upon emotional involvement, however, such
readers cannot interpret because they cannot experience the novel
emotionally in the way the author seems to intend.



194 EMOTION IN LITERATURE

A reader’s interaction with a text is guided by the author but the
author cannot ‘intend’ every response of the reader. If readers are
emotionally involved in a novel, then their emotional responses will
be changing all the time, and these responses will vary from one
reader to another, depending not just on how much background they
have in the novelist and her times, but also on the particularities of
their own interests, wants, and values. The author tries to guide us
through the text, but she can lead us only so far. We also have to be
open to the novel, emotionally ready for the experiences it can offer
us. Something has to draw us in emotionally for us to proceed with a
novel at all. For this reason I would not recommend The Reef as
required reading for high-school students.

The State of Ohio requires sophomores in advanced high-school
English classes to read both Ethan Frome and Silas Marner, novels that
are respectively about an ancient passion that ends up causing an
elderly ménage a trois living together in a state of permanent bitterness,
and an old miser who adopts a small child. I suppose the motivation is
that these books are short. The direful result 1s that many kids are
permanently alienated from two of the greatest novelists in the
English language. There is virtually nothing in these novels for the
average 15-year-old American (regardless of gender or ethnic back-
ground) to relate to his or her own experience. Both these books are
largely about being old and lonely and sick and miserable in what
must seem like a far-off land at a far-off time in history.”* Authors
who try to guide their readers describe characters and events from
particular points of view so that we will care about them and respond
to them emotionally in predictable ways. But the author can never be
sure of ‘uptake’. Different cultural assumptions can be barriers to
understanding. And readers have to have certain attitudes before
they can even begin to become emotionally involved in a story.

The strategies by means of which authors guide their readers are
formal strategies, ways of structuring the novel so as to encourage
particular responses at particular points in the story. We can also call
them rhetorical strategies, uses of imagery, sentence structure, and so
on that direct our attention in particular ways and focus our responses
on particular emotional conceptions of what is being described.
These formal or rhetorical strategies are the subject of my next
chapter.
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Formal Devices as Coping
Mechanisms

Cyrano satisfies, as far as scenes like this can satisty, the require-
ments of poetic drama. It must take genuine and substantial
human emotions, such emotions as observation can confirm,
typical emotions, and give them artistic form; the degree of
abstraction is a question for the method of each author.

T. S. Eliot, ‘Rhetoric’ and Poetic Drama

The Function of Form

The discussion of our emotional responses to literary works has been
dominated by the question of whether we can in fact have genuine
emotional responses to literature such as we have in life, or whether
we can have only quasi-emotional or some other truncated form of
emotional response. There has also been much discussion of whether
and how we can respond emotionally to fictional characters, whether
we empathize or sympathize with them, whether we simulate their
experiences or infer to what they feel, and so on and so forth. In this
chapter I want to talk about an issue that has not so far received very
much attention, namely the role of form and formal devices in our
emotional experiences of literature. Theories about the aesthetic tend
to emphasize that successful works of art—unlike life—have formal
properties as well as (usually) some kind of formal coherence or unity.
Artworks are typically structured in such a way that we can enjoy
their unity or harmony or proportion in a way that is rarely possible in
life. But those who emphasize the importance of form in the arts are
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often those who deny or downplay the idea that we have genuine life
emotions when we respond to works of art. Extreme formalists, such
as the early twentieth-century art critic, Clive Bell,! assert that paint-
ings should arouse a special aesthetic emotion and that to the extent
that artworks evoke life emotions, they are not worthy of aesthetic
attention.

[ have already argued that we do indeed respond with ‘life emo-
tions’ to works of art, and, in particular, to the great novels of the
realist tradition—Tolstoy, George Eliot, Henry James, Flaubert.
‘What I want to do now is to examine the role of form and formal
devices in guiding and managing our emotional responses to litera-
ture. In this context I shall be thinking of form not so much as an
object of our aesthetic admiration in its own right, but as a means of
guiding and managing our emotional experience of a work of litera-
ture.

First I will briefly revisit the theory of emotion, and explain how
real-life emotions characteristically involve a sequence of appraisals
and reappraisals. I will focus on one important kind of ‘reappraisal’,
the ‘coping’ appraisal, in which initial appraisals are assessed and
regestalted in such a way that the person can deal with or manage
them. I will then describe some experiments that illustrate the coping
mechanism.

Secondly, I will argue that formal or structural devices in literature
play the role of coping mechanisms. Formal devices direct the se-
quence of appraisals and reappraisals that we engage in as we read, and
in particular, they act as coping strategies for the reader. I borrow
Norman Holland’s idea that formal devices act as defensive strategies
by the reader which enable us to manage or deal with the explosive
fantasies that he thinks are to be found in the content of a work. In
terms of contemporary emotion theory, I prefer to say that our
emotional responses to literature are guided or managed by the formal
devices in the work in such a way that we are enabled to cope with
what we encounter emotionally in a literary work.

Finally, I illustrate this idea by reference to specific literary
examples, including Matthew Arnold’s ‘Dover Beach,” Edith Whar-
ton’s The Reef, and a sonnet by Shakespeare.

My conclusion will be that, although we respond emotionally to
literary works in a way very similar to the way we respond to people



FORMAL DEVICES AS COPING MECHANISMS 197

and events in real life, there is at least one major difference: in
responding emotionally to literature, our responses are guided and
managed—through the form or structure of a work—much more
carefully than is possible in life, and this is an important source of our
pleasure in literature.

Primary and Secondary Appraisals: The Coping
Mechanism

As we saw 1n Part One, the function of an affective appraisal 1s to alert
the agent very fast and automatically to whatever in the (external or
internal) environment is of significance to the agent’s well-being, and
to produce instantly a physiological state that readies the agent
for appropriate action and signals to others the state of the agent.
However, the process rarely stops there. Almost always—even in
non-human animals—there 1s subsequent cognitive monitoring of the
situation. Indeed in human beings, these affective appraisals are
usually both preceded and succeeded by cognitive appraisals.
Human beings not only respond automatically to whatever seems
to be important to their well-being; they also have the cognitive
ability to monitor and modify their responses. Darwin gives a good
example of this (see Fig. 7.1). He tells of his initial ‘instinctive’
(affective) appraisal of harm and reaction of fear to seeing a puff
adder at the zoo. He instinctively flinched and jumped back.? But
this affective appraisal is immediately moderated first by the recogni-
tion that this 1s indeed a deadly snake, and secondly by a subsequent
cognitive appraisal that the snake is safely behind plate-glass. The
immediate appraisal gets the adrenaline going and the emotional
process under way. But although cognition confirms that indeed he
is very close to a deadly snake, the emotion of fear is nipped in the
bud by the reappraisal that he is safe after all, so that the response
eventually peters out o—more likely—changes to relief or embar-
rassment. Similarly, when my mother dies, my instinctive affective
appraisal is that I have suffered a terrible loss, an appraisal that is
confirmed by cognition. But I may then reappraise the situation,
telling myself she hasn’t really been annihilated, or that now she’s
out of her misery, or that ‘Death comes to all things,” or I may



198 EMOTION IN LITERATURE

Affective Appraisal — Cognitive Appraisal — Cognitive Reappraisal

She didn't really die.

Bad Thing! . She's out of her misery.
Loss!! > She died. > | Death comes to all things.

I'll arrange the funeral.

Fig. 7.1. Appraisals and reappraisals: the coping mechanism

refocus on aspects of the situation that are easier to deal with, and start
tussing about the funeral arrangements.

The psychologist who has examined coping mechanisms in most
detail is Richard Lazarus, whose early work dealt with how people
cope with anxiety and stress. He is not alone, however, in recogniz-
ing the existence of a ‘coping’ appraisal. Componential theorists, such
as Smith and Ellsworth?® and Klaus Scherer,* also recognize ‘coping’ as
an appraisal that often occurs in the emotion process. Among the
various appraisal components in emotion that Smith and Ellsworth
have identified are ‘certainty,” ‘situational control’ (or ‘situational
coping’), and ‘predictability.” Similarly, Scherer lists ‘coping poten-
tial’ as one of the appraisal components in emotion.

Lazarus takes the view that emotions should be thought of as
transactions between the organism and its environment and that
each particular emotion—anger, fear, envy, shame, and so on—
corresponds to a unique ‘core relational theme’, which ‘summarizes
the personal harms and benefits residing in each person—environment
relationship’.® Examples include ‘a demeaning offense against me and
mine’ (anger), ‘facing uncertain existential threat’ (anxiety), ‘facing an
immediate, concrete, and overwhelming physical danger’ (fright),
and ‘having failed to live up to an ego-ideal’ (shame).®

One important aspect of Lazarus’s theory is the idea that the
appraisals that define particular nameable emotions are of two general
kinds. On the one hand there are ‘primary appraisals’ that address
‘whether and how an encounter is relevant to a person’s well-
being’ and are ‘based on the personal relevance of what is happening,
which in turn depends on goal commitments and transactional
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stakes in a particular environmental context’.” Instead of distinguish-
ing components as Scherer and Ellsworth do, Lazarus categorizes
primary appraisals in terms of their relevance to a person’s goals
or concerns. The three components of primary appraisals are said
to be ‘goal relevance, goal congruency or incongruency, and type
of ego-involvement’.®? In my terms these primary appraisals play
the role of the initial affective appraisals that set off an emotional
response and the emotion process as a whole.” Indeed Lazarus recog-
nizes that these primary appraisals may be rapid, automatic, and
unconscious.

On the other hand there are ‘secondary appraisals” which ‘have to
do with the options for coping and expectations.” The three com-
ponents of secondary appraisals are said to be ‘blame or credit, coping
potential, and future expectations’.’® Each nameable emotion is then
defined by a core relational theme which is constructed by a particu-
lar pattern of primary and secondary appraisals.

We do not need to examine Lazarus’s theory in detail. The aspect I
want to focus on is his idea that emotions involve a sequence of
appraisals, in which a primary appraisal of how some situation is
relevant to our well-being gives way to a reappraisal or secondary
appraisal of that situation as appraised by the primary appraisal. I am
particularly interested in the secondary appraisal about how well I can
cope with the situation.

Lazarus defines ‘coping’ as consisting of ‘cognitive and behavioral
efforts to manage specific external or internal demands (and conflicts
between them) that are appraised as taxing or exceeding the resources
of the person’. Coping may ‘flow from the emotion and be aimed at
changing the conditions of the emotion or the emotion itself’, but it
also ‘directly and indirectly affects subsequent appraisals (reappraisals),
and it is therefore also a causal antecedent of the emotion that

follows’.1!

Coping can alter emotions in three fundamental ways: first by actions on the
environment or person which changes the troubled relationship, hence the
relational meaning, and the resulting emotion; second, by affecting atten-
tion deployment, as in psychological avoidance, which takes one’s mind off
the trouble even if only temporarily—without changing the relational
meaning; third, by changing the way the relationship is appraised, and
hence the relational meaning, and the resulting emotion.'?
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The first kind of coping is ‘problem-focused’: it involves action
designed to change the person—environment interaction and solve
the problem posed by the emotion: the dog is threatening me, but
I speak gently to it and calm it down. I am not sure it is very
perspicuous to include action taken to deal with a primary appraisal
as ‘coping’. In any event I will have nothing to say about problem-
focused coping which takes the form of changing the actual encoun-
ter between person and environment.

The other kinds of coping—those I am concerned with in this
chapter—are ‘emotion-focused or cognitive coping strategies’. They take
the form of avoidance or ‘internal restructuring’, that is, not changing
the person—environment interaction itself, but changing its meaning.
Even though these cognitive coping strategies

do not change the actual relationship, they change its meaning, and there-
fore the emotional reaction. For example, if we successfully avoid thinking
about a threat, the anxiety associated with it is postponed. And if we
successfully deny that anything is wrong, there is no reason to experience
the emotion appropriate to the particular threat or harm—say, anxiety,
anger, guilt, shame, envy, or whatever.

In general, coping ‘directly follows an initial appraisal of harm, threat,
or challenge and can modify the subsequent appraisal, thereby
changing or even short-circuiting the emotional reaction’.'* Thus
in my earlier example, the various reappraisals of my mother’s death
exemplify different ways in which I cope with my loss and attempt to
decrease my sadness.

Some of Lazarus’s early experiments on the coping process in the
1960s used subjects’ responses to a silent film depicting a primitive
puberty ceremony, in which incisions were made with a piece of flint
in the penis and scrotum of adolescent boys. Lazarus and his col-
leagues performed various simple manipulations that nicely demon-
strated that people could manage their emotional reactions to this
troubling film. One easy way to get people to reappraise the situations
they were watching was to just tell the subjects to detach themselves
from the emotional impact of the film, or to involve themselves more
fully. A somewhat more complex way to get people to reappraise the
situation and to regestalt it was to add a soundtrack. One was a
‘denial’ soundtrack (‘These boys really enjoy participating in this
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important tribal ceremony...’), and another was a ‘distancing’
soundtrack that intellectualized what was being shown in scientific
or anthropological terms.’® These various coping strategies were
shown to moderate the emotional response, decreasing ‘negative
emotions such as anger and anxiety’, and increasing ‘positive emo-
tions such as happiness and confidence’.*®

In other experiments, Lazarus’s collaborator Folkins told subjects
they were about to receive an electric shock and specified different
waiting periods for different groups of subjects. At the outset each
group of subjects received a flashing sign, saying ‘shock in 30
seconds’, ‘shock in 1 minute’, etc. The subjective distress and psy-
chophysiological reactions of each subject was recorded as they
waited.

Stress reactions were found to be greatest in the briefest waiting-time
period, but less in 3- or s-minute waits. Interviews showed that alarm was
generated in those subjects with the short waiting periods and that this alarm
was mitigated by all sorts of reappraisals when enough time was given. For
example, subjects in the groups with 3- and s-minute waiting periods used
the longer time to reappraise what was going on in the experiment, saying
to themselves that the professor conducting the study would not dare to
truly injure them and that shock from an inductorium couldn’t be a valid
cause for alarm. In effect, when time was short, subjects felt an elemental
dread, but with sufficient time for deliberation and reappraisal, they con-
sidered all sorts of realistic and reassuring thoughts, which reduced the
experienced stress and distress. There is a great temptation now to call this
cognitive coping."’”

Lazarus notes the connection between his idea of ‘defensive re-
appraisals’® or cognitive coping and Freud’s concept of ‘ego-
defences’ against unconscious anxiety. On the other hand, Lazarus
denies that there is such a thing as unconscious anxiety, in the way
that psychoanalytic theories tend to assert. He thinks that to trigger
cognitive coping all that’s required is a primary appraisal of threat."?
Although this appraisal may be unconscious, it does not follow that
the whole process of anxiety 1s unconscious. He is surely right about
this. On the other hand, I do not want to speculate about how much
of the emotion process is available to consciousness. Certainly it
seems likely that often coping reappraisals will themselves be uncon-
scious. For my purposes in this chapter, all we need to note, however,
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is that coping procedures function very much like ego-defences and
that Lazarus refers to procedures of avoidance, denial, and intellectuali-
zation, all of which are classic Freudian defence strategies.
Interestingly, some emotions can be distinguished chiefly by dif-
ferences in secondary appraisal. Thus both fear and anger may occur
when someone has done something to us which we regard as a wrong
or a threat. Fear is associated with an appraisal that one is unable to
deal with the situation, as when I have been insulted by my boss, and
anger 1s associated with an appraisal that I can deal with the situation,
perhaps by exacting revenge, as when I have been insulted by an
underling or subordinate. Fear and anger are usually proposed as
totally distinct emotional states, but this analysis suggests that they
might be quite closely related. In the situation where I have been
insulted by my boss, I am likely to engage in a sequence of appraisals,
some characteristic of fear, others of anger. How I emerge at the end
of the process will crucially depend on how successtully my coping
mechanisms—avoidance, denial, and the rest—have functioned.?®

Form as Defence Mechanism

One of the hallmarks of most great literature is an emphasis on form.
The structure of a novel by Henry James or Marcel Proust is remark-
ably subtle and complex, quite unlike the stereotyped development
of a Harlequin romance. In great poetry form is perhaps even more
important, and the reader’s responses are guided by the way the
author has structured the imagery and other formal devices in the
poem. It is my main contention in this chapter that form not only
controls the initial affective appraisals made by the reader, but can also
serve the function of reappraisal or coping identified by Lazarus as so
important to real-life emotional processes. If I am right, the basic
emotional process of appraisal and reappraisal is common to our
experience of both art and life.?* The major difference is that in art
our experience is guided and managed by the form of the work, so
that in a successful literary work, however painful its subject matter,
the form will organize the experience into a harmonious whole that
brings pleasure. In a way this is a very old idea. What is new is the
linking of this old idea to new research into the coping mechanism.
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One way in which an experience of literature manages our imme-
diate emotional responses 1s simply by being literature rather than life.
To quote Phoebe Ellsworth: the events in a movie or novel ‘trigger
responses that are initially identical, or at least highly similar, to those
triggered by real events’. When we see the monster apparently lurch
towards us out of the screen, the ‘ “higher cognition” that we are not
in danger, that the events are not real, comes into play only after the
process has been set in motion, modifying the experience and in-
hibiting the associated action tendency.”* As we saw in Ch. s, thisisa
particularly apt description of what happens in the horror movie
when a nasty green slime seems to surge towards the viewer. When
we perceive the slime as heading fast straight for us, we form a non-
conscious affective appraisal automatically which is succeeded by
cognitive appraisals of various sorts, one of which is the reappraisal
that we are in fact in the movie theatre. The initial affective appraisal
sets in motion the characteristic physiological symptoms of fear, but
the realization that I am in the movie theatre normally stops me from
heading for the exit. However, there are many more interesting and
particular ways in which literary works first evoke immediate emo-
tional responses and primary affective appraisals and then help us to
cope with them, to reappraise the initial situation and to manage our
initial emotional response.

In The Dynamics of Literary Response, the literary critic Norman
Holland ofters a psychoanalytic take on form and content in litera-
ture. Holland believes the content of a literary work always involves a
central unconscious fantasy, such as the Oedipal fantasy in Hamlet.
Readers find meaning in literature through a ‘dynamic process’ in
which some unconscious fantasy, ‘charged with fear and desire’, is
transformed into ‘the conscious meanings discovered by conventional
interpretation’.?® In fact it is not really the story that ‘means’, according
to Holland, but rather the reader who generates meanings through the
transformation of unconscious fantasy into ‘a total experience of
aesthetic, moral, intellectual, or social coherence and significance’.?*
This transformation 1s what gives us pleasure in the story.

One reason why we can get pleasure out of literature that embodies
painful and troubling fantasies is that the text provides defences against
the powerful and volatile subconscious material of fantasy. Holland
thinks that we would not be able to accept the uncomfortable fantasy
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material unless it were transformed defensively. And it is his conten-
tion that these defensive manceuvres are enacted by the formal devices
in the work. For Holland the literary work ‘embodies and evokes in
us a central fantasy; then it manages and controls that fantasy by
devices that, were they in a mind, we would call defenses, but,
being on a page, we call “form.” And the having of the fantasy and
feeling it managed give us pleasure.’?® Readers find in literary works
what they characteristically both fear and desire, but, at the same time,
the work provides resources to the reader for defending against these
frightening yet appealing unconscious fantasies. It is the formal or
structural devices 1n a literary work that serve as ‘defensive modifica-
tions of unconscious content’,?® and permit the reader to accept the
threatening content.

Holland relies on a basic Freudian taxonomy. In life we develop
defence mechanisms, notably repression, denial, and displacement of
various kinds—including reversal, reaction formation, undoing, pro-
jection, introjection, regression, splitting or decomposing, symbol-
ization, sublimation, and rationalization.?” Literary works ‘handle’ the
fantasies they embody by formal techniques that function as defensive
strategies. Irony corresponds to reversal and reaction-formation,
omission to repression and denial, pointing a moral to rationalization,
and so on. ‘Very loosely,” he says, ‘form in a literary work corresponds
to defense; content to fantasy or impulse.’?®

In later writings Holland stresses how different readers interpret the
same work in different ways partly because individual readers find in
literary works their own peculiar fantasies—what they characteristic-
ally fear and desire—and partly because individual readers seck their
own characteristic defensive strategies in the work for dealing with
these fears and desires. Different readers respond differently to the
same text because of differences in their ‘identity themes’, which are
revealed in the fantasies they find, the adaptive strategies they use, and
even in the diverse ways in which the raw fantasies are transformed
into respectable interpretations fit for presentation at academic con-
ferences. In other words, there is no one structure—the form of the
piece—that controls every reader’s responses: ‘Each reader, in eftect,
re-creates the work in terms of his own identity theme.’?* Readers
respond in individual ways to a text and what they experience as the
form of the text, and they differ in the coping mechanisms they
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employ: ‘all of us, as we read, use the literary work to symbolize and
finally to replicate ourselves’.*°

It might be objected that it is authors who construct formal devices
whereas it 1s readers who deploy coping strategies. Holland notes that
authors, like readers, have an ‘identity theme’, which includes charac-
teristic ways of managing or coping with reality that are manifested in
the author’s works. In order for a reader to become emotionally
involved in a text, there must be a good fit between the characteristic
adaptive strategies of reader and author (or—as I would say—implied
author).?! Indeed Holland seems to think that there has to be an exact
match or the reader will not achieve emotional access to the work, but
this seems too strong a requirement. I can get emotionally involved
with authors whose ‘identity themes’ are somewhat difterent from my
own. Nevertheless, there has to be a reasonably good fit between the
reader’s characteristic strategies of adaptation and those provided by the
author in the text, or the individual will reject the literary experience.

I do not want to endorse Holland’s theory of interpretation in its
entirety, because I think it is open to question on both conceptual and
empirical grounds. Conceptually, for example, the idea that everyone
has an identity theme is questionable: it may be that many personal-
ities are fragmented and inconsistent. Empirically, it is hard to know
how one would confirm or disconfirm Holland’s thesis that readers
find deep unconscious fantasies in literary works. The same is true, of
course, for many Freudian hypotheses that rely on the concept of the
unconscious.

On the other hand, there is much that is perceptive and valuable in
Holland’s account, especially if we replace his heavy-handed Freud-
1anism with a more empirical psychology. First, even if you deny that
everyone has to have an identity theme, it is not implausible that
there has to be some emotional congruence between author—or
implied author—and reader in order for the reader to get emotionally
involved in a work. Second, the general idea that readers respond
differently to the same text, depending upon characteristic differences
in their emotional style and ways of dealing with the world emotion-
ally is also a very plausible idea, as we saw in Ch. 6. True, it is the
author who originates the work and so—consciously or uncon-
sciously—deploys any defensive strategies that may be in the work,
but different readers may nevertheless find different strategies available
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to them in the same work. ‘My’ Matthew Arnold may not be yours.?
Third, as we will see, it is a very suggestive 1dea that in literature it is
formal devices that play the role of defence mechanisms and that form
enables us—in our different ways—to cope with troubling content.

The idea that form organizes content is, of course, a very old
one. What Holland brings to this idea is a psychological interpret-
ation. Whether or not you believe that deep fantasies are evoked
by literary works, I think it is true that our experience of the content
of a literary work is indeed managed by the way we experience the
form or structure of the work. First, at the simplest level, ‘the
sequence or ordering of content. . .shapes a response by controlling
what we are aware of at any given moment’,*® and secondly, the
rhetorical devices in a work—metaphor, irony, and so on—control
how content is presented and how it is experienced by the reader. We
may be more or less aware of these formal devices at work. Holland
thinks that whereas an ‘entertainment’, such as a Harlequin romance
or a popular horror movie, appeals on a subconscious level, a literary
masterpiece requires more conscious intellectual interpretation.

In the last three chapters I have been emphasizing that if we are to
be involved with the content of a literary work, we need to be
emotionally stirred by it: we must feel our wants, interests, values,
and so on to be at stake in the encounter. So even if we reject the idea
that deep unconscious wishes and fears are always at stake, the content
of a literary work is indeed often highly charged and it is not always
pleasant. Why, then, do we enjoy reading about the tribulations of
Anna Karenina or Anna Leath? Holland’s idea that form functions as
defence 1s, I think, both interesting and promising. Even if you reject
Freudian categories, many of the defensive manceuvres that Holland
describes have been recognized by recent, more empirically minded
psychologists, as we have seen. Repression, denial, and displacement
are all strategies that Richard Lazarus and his colleagues invoked to
manage the unpleasant experiences of the puberty ceremony film.
They are familiar strategies from emotional experiences in everyday
life. It would not be surprising if our emotional experiences of literary
works were managed in the same way as our emotional experiences
in real life.

However, since good literary works are so highly structured, we
would expect structural devices to manage our responses in a much
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more controlling way than in real life. We would expect them to
engage our coping mechanisms so that we are able to defend success-
fully against highly charged or painful emotional content. And this is
indeed what happens. Formal devices, as experienced by the individ-
ual reader, guide the reader through a work, both encouraging initial
emotional responses to characters and events, and also managing
those responses by helping the reader to defend against them. More-
over, this picture of what goes on in the emotional experience of a
literary work helps to explain why we enjoy such works: we have
successfully defended against threatening material.

But why not avoid unpleasantness altogether? Why take time to
engage with threatening material at all? Briefly, my answer is that highly
charged content is highly engrossing, and it 1s useful to us for various
reasons to get practice in dealing with it. Thus audiences enthralled by
the tragedies of King Lear, Othello, or Macbeth, are both engrossed by
human tragedy and at the same time learning to come to terms with and
manage this painful material. In general, it may be that it is coping
devices that explain why we take such delight in tragedies, even though
they deal with painful material. Perhaps we have here the seeds of a
solution to the ‘paradox of tragedy’, the paradox that people enjoy
tragedies, despite their often bloody and macabre subject-matter.®*

In general, then, formal devices guide our emotional responses
to literary works, focusing attention and influencing both our
initial affective appraisals and subsequent cognitive evaluations of
content. But in addition they guide our cognitive reappraisals, helping
us to cope with the unpleasant aspects of the content. They help to
redirect attention and to change our conceptions of or beliefs about
the content so that it becomes less painful, or we feel our own goals
and interests to be less at stake, or we find the content to be less in
conflict with our own goals and interests, so that we are less saddened or
disturbed by otherwise troubling content. Formal devices help us to
focus attention on positive aspects of the content, to divert our
attention from painful aspects, and to modify our wants and goals as
well as our thoughts or beliefs with respect to the content of what we
read.

The best way to demonstrate the plausibility of this idea is to show
it in action. So let me now illustrate with respect to some literary
examples.
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Matthew Arnold’s ‘Dover Beach’

The sea 1s calm tonight,

The tide is full, the moon lies fair

Upon the straits;—on the French coast the light
Gleams and is gone; the cliffs of England stand,
Glimmering and vast out in the tranquil bay.
Come to the window, sweet is the night air!
Only, from the long line of spray

Where the sea meets the moon-blanched land,
Listen! you hear the grating roar

Of pebbles which the waves draw back, and fling,
At their return, up the high strand,

Begin, and cease, and then again begin,

With tremulous cadence slow, and bring

The eternal note of sadness in.

Sophocles long ago

Heard it on the Aegean, and it brought
Into his mind the turbid ebb and flow
Of human misery; we

Find also in the sound a thought,
Hearing it by this distant northern sea.

The Sea of Faith

Was once, too, at the full, and round earth’s shore
Lay like the folds of a bright girdle furled.

But now I only hear

Its melancholy, long, withdrawing roar,
Retreating, to the breath

Of the night-wind, down the vast edges drear
And naked shingles of the world.

Ah, love, let us be true

To one another! for the world, which seems

To lie before us like a land of dreams,

So various, so beautiful, so new,

Hath really neither joy, nor love, nor light,

Nor certitude, nor peace, nor help for pain;

And we are here as on a darkling plain

Swept with confused alarms of struggle and flight,
Where ignorant armies clash by night.
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I begin with one of Holland’s examples from his early book where he
1s discussing his own responses rather than speculating about the
different responses of other readers. The example is Matthew
Arnold’s ‘Dover Beach’, the unconscious content of which for Hol-
land is the primal scene, the mother’s withdrawal from the child, and
her turning to a separate adult life with the father, in which she
engages with him in violent acts of passion. By the very nature of
Holland’s thesis, we cannot confirm or disconfirm the presence of
such an unconscious fantasy either in Holland or in the poem. Much
of his reading seems to me idiosyncratic (and even batty), as when he
associates the white cliffs of Dover with Mother’s breasts, the move-
ment of waves on the shore with a ‘naked clash by night’, and the
night-time clash of armies with warlike acts of passion by Mum and
Dad. Of course, part of Holland’s point is that we find in a poem our
own characteristic fantasies, which may not be shared by other
readers. However, the associations have to be more generally
accepted, I think, if his reading is to be of the poem rather than a
piece of free association. (Literature as Rorschach text, as I once
heard Holland’s theory described!) At the same time, as we shall
see, Holland 1s clearly right to interpret the poem as about a terrible
sense of insecurity and fear of loss, as well as a desire for love and
protection. It is not at all implausible to read the poem as concerned
with highly emotional issues of this general sort.

If we look at two critics who give a more literal reading of the
poem, it is interesting to note that they both acknowledge that it is in
some sense about the fear of insecurity. William A. Madden sums up
‘the content’ nicely: ‘Situated in a particularized landscape and dra-
matic context, the speaker appeals to his beloved for loving fidelity as
the one stay of humanity in a world which seems beautiful, but in
reality has “neither love, nor joy, nor light,/Nor certitude, nor peace,
nor help for pain.” ** Somewhat more explicitly but in similar vein,
J. D. Jump writes:

Precisely because it is no longer possible to believe that the universe is in
some degree adjusted to human needs, that it is informed by a divinity
which sympathizes with men in their joys and sorrows and in their hopes
and fears, the poet must seek in human love for those values which are
undiscoverable elsewhere. Moreover—and this is the primary meaning of
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the last paragraph—the lovers must support each other if they are to live in
the modern world without disaster.3

How is it that the overall experience of the poem is deeply
pleasurable, yet its content is largely about being alone and insecure
in a hostile world? Holland’s explanation is that the poem provides us
with a peaceful and satistying experience because it ‘offers such a
heavy, massive set of defenses’.?” Even though it deals with a powerful
disturbance, the poem defends against this disturbance.

There are examples in the poem of denial or repression, splitting,
rationalization, and symbolization. The poem attempts to deny dis-
turbance by focusing the reader’s attention on other things, such as
the sea, the shingles, and Sophocles, in order to keep us from focusing
directly on the disturbance itself. The poem uses symbolization or
rationalization when it introduces the intellectual, allegorical reference
to ‘the Sea of Faith’ or the historical reference to Sophocles or the
Battle between the Athenians and Sicilians at Epipolae. (The ‘ignor-
ant armies’ are supposedly an allusion to Thucydides.) The poem is
full of the device of splitting. There is a sharp distinction between
reality and the ‘land of dreams’, between images of sound and sight,
between night and day, between Faith and Love, and so on. Strik-
ingly, the lovers themselves who are at the centre of the poem are
denied: up until the end of the poem they occupy an ambiguous
position at the edge between sound and sight, reality and illusion,
disillusion and hope; we do not see them face to face, for they are
looking out of the window, away from the land to the sea. In the final
stanza we at last see them clearly for the first time as ‘being here
and...being we’.*® In general, the repression of disturbing thoughts
and feelings ‘[prevent] unpleasure’,** and at the same time positive
pleasure is provided by the image of the lovers ‘true to one another’ at
the end.

Some critics might argue that the poem does not invite this kind of
interpretation because its message is positive: it holds out the hope
that we can overcome lack of faith, loneliness, and insecurity by
relying on ourselves and our capacity for love. There is no need to
deploy any defences in reading it. Others might say that the poem’s
beauty and economy of expression, its vivid imagery, pleasing ono-
matopoeias and so on are enough to explain our pleasure in it.** But
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these suggestions do not give a satistying explanation of the peculiar
effect of this poem. On the one hand, the overall vision of the poem
1s pessimistic. Although the dramatic speaker apostrophizes the be-
loved—*Ah, love, let us be true | To one another!’—it is because ‘the
world . . . Hath really neither joy, nor love, nor light | Nor certitude,
nor peace nor help for pain’: there is no security for the lovers in the
outside world. The emphasis is all on loss and struggle and darkness,
not on the faint hope that a faithful love might overcome these things.
And on the other hand, the felicity of expression can be enjoyed
wholeheartedly only by ignoring what the imagery and the sounds
and the rhythms are conveying. For example, some of the most
famous lines in the poem describe the ‘grating roar | Of pebbles
which the waves draw back, and fling, | At their return, up the high
strand, | Begin, and cease, and then again begin, | With tremulous
cadence slow, and bring | The eternal note of sadness in.” The lines
mimic the movement and the sound of the waves on the shore, but
the ultimate effect of those waves is to bring in ‘the eternal note of
sadness’, and this is the point of these lovely lines. In short, it seems
eminently reasonable to think that the pleasure we get from this
poem must have something to do with how we defend against or
manage our initial responses to this material which is in fact deeply
melancholy.

Let us put aside Holland’s insistence on Freudian fantasies and the
primal scene, and focus on the way in which (as Holland puts it) ‘the
form of the poem .. .acts out’ the ‘defensive and transforming man-
ceuvers’ and ‘lets us experience for ourselves the experience the poem
describes’.*! If we examine the sequence of images, we find that at the
very beginning the poem makes us feel secure, with its images of calm
sea, tranquil bay, and so on, before it introduces ‘the eternal note of
sadness’. The beauty of the lines may distract us from what they are
actually asserting, because when the eternal note of sadness is first
mentioned it comes as a surprise. Right away, however, the poem
proceeds to intellectualize and distance the disturbing influence, with
the reference to Sophocles and Ancient Greece. The ‘turbid ebb and
flow of human misery’ then follows but gives way to the intellectual,
allegorizing reference to the ‘Sea of Faith’. But these defensive tactics
eventually fail and the disturbing influence comes back with the
reference to the ‘melancholy, long, withdrawing roar’ of this Sea,
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building up tension in the reader. The fourth stanza returns from the
wider world to the small enclosed world of the lovers and shows the
lovers clearly to us for the first time, when the dramatic speaker turns
to the beloved and speaks to her directly: ‘Ah, love, let us be true to
one another!” This image of a stable loving relationship allows the
reader to focus attention away from the ‘vast edges drear | And naked
shingles of the world’, and thus to defend against this terrible image.
The poem ends with struggle, alarms and the clash of armies, but in
giving us a glimpse at the possibility of secure and faithful love,
Arnold enables us to deal with a conclusion that 1s both disturbing
and pessimistic.

In general terms, then, Holland is right to say that the ‘purely formal
devices—such as the positioning of the references to the lovers at
the centre of the stanzas and the sequencing of images—'serve to
modify defensively the unconscious content of the poem’. In my
terms, the purely formal devices ‘manage’ the uncomfortable—even
threatening—theme of the poem and enable us to experience it
without discomfort, indeed with pleasure. The formal devices allow
us to ‘cope’ with the ‘primary appraisals’ we make in reading the
poem and the emotional responses that they prompt. Instead of
threat, the reader feels pleasure; instead of the terror of abandonment,
the reader vicariously experiences the security of love. The form or
structure of the poem organizes and guides the reader’s responses; the
order of events, the sequence of imagery, the patterns of sound and
rhythm together control the way in which the reader responds to the
work, both in terms of ‘primary’ immediate affective appraisals and in
terms of ‘secondary’ coping appraisals that allow us to deal with our
initial emotional reactions to the poem.

Edith Wharton’s The Reef

Holland, following Simon Lesser, characterizes form as ‘the whole
group of devices used to structure and communicate expressive
content’, and distinguishes between ‘form-in-the-large’, i.e. ‘the
ordering and structuring of parts’, and ‘form-in-the-small’, 1.e. verbal
form, which includes both syntactic and rhetorical devices: parallel-
1sms, asyndeton, rhyme, rhythm, imagery, irony, metaphor, meton-
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ymy, and so on.** In talking about ‘Dover Beach’, I was mainly
focusing on form-in-the-small. In my discussion of The Reef, I will
focus on form-in-the-large, and, in particular, the plot, the narrative
point of view, and the treatment of setting. The events of the plot, the
characters, and the setting described in the novel are in one sense the
content of the novel—what the novel is about—and as such they
evoke emotional responses. But the events and characters and setting
are not just ‘slices of life’. The (implied) author organizes the structure
of the novel around her treatment of plot, character, theme, narrative
point of view, and setting. So these things also play important roles as
structural devices. And it is the structures that we find in the novel
that manage or guide our emotional responses to content.

Plot: Histoire and R écit

In his study of narrative discourse, Gérard Genette makes a helpful
distinction between ‘histoire’ or ‘story’—the sequence of events as
they ‘really’ occurred—and ‘récit’ or ‘discourse’—the sequence of
events as they are related by the story.* In Ch. s I described the histoire
of The Reef but only lightly touched on the récit. In fact, the order of
recounting is very different from the order of actual events. For
example, the earliest event that is relevant to the story is the friendship
between Anna and Darrow in New York while she was a girl, but
although this is briefly referred to in the early pages of the book, we do
not find out the details of Anna’s early history, her short, unsatistactory
relationship with Darrow, her marriage to Fraser Leath, and the birth
of her daughter, Effie, until the beginning of Book Two. Book One
tells about Darrow’s journey to Paris and his affair with Sophy Viner.
There is a gap of some months between Books One and Two, and
during that time Sophy Viner becomes Effie’s governess and gets
engaged to Owen. But neither Darrow nor the reader finds out
about these things until later in the book. Once the main mysteries
have been revealed, histoire and récit come close to coinciding for a
while: we learn about Anna’s visit to Paris, Darrow’s finding her there,
and their return to Givré together in the order in which they ‘actually’
occurred, and we learn about Anna’s uncertainty and self-torture as it
happens. At the very end, there is another surprise, however, when
Anna discovers that Sophy has gone to India the previous day.
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The order of events in the réct is designed partly to create
suspense. Given that we care about the characters and what happens
to them, we want to know how events will turn out and we want to
have the various mysteries cleared up: we keep reading in order to
find out what happens and to solve the various mysteries. This
reading strategy—this way of structuring the novel—is what Roland
Barthes calls the code of the enigma or the hermeneutic code** and it
is very important in maintaining the reader’s curiosity and desire to
read on.

But in addition to creating suspense, the récit also functions as a
defensive strategy. The order in which the events of the plot are
recounted enables us to deal with the unpleasanter aspects of the
histoire. For example, we are told virtually nothing about Anna until
after we have been introduced to Darrow and learned about the affair
with Sophy. Consequently we do not feel bad for Anna in Book One,
as she is merely a cipher at this point. What’s more, even after we
have met Anna and grown to like her, because we do not learn any
details of the affair between Darrow and Sophy until affer Darrow has
become suitably remorseful about it, we do not judge him as severely
as we might otherwise.

Perhaps most striking is the conclusion of the novel, where
this reader’s dominant emotion is pleasure or satisfaction; yet events
have actually turned out quite badly for almost everybody. Sophy
has given up the man she loves and gone away with a woman who
has mistreated her in the past. Owen has lost the woman he loves
and has gone away to Spain to forget; Darrow is still unsure whether
Anna will marry him; and Anna herself is torn between her passion
for Darrow and her lack of trust in him. But with Sophy’s exit, the
novel (to me) implies that Darrow and Anna will find a way to be
happy together, that perhaps will involve Anna in the compromise of
some of her ‘high and fine’ principles and Darrow in a commitment
to a life of greater integrity. It encourages the reader to be happy
in the prospect of the lovers’ union. At the same time the novel
distances us from Owen and Sophy: it encourages us to avoid thinking
about them by having them ‘off-stage’ throughout the last part of the
novel.
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Theme, Character, and Point of View

In discussing histoire and récit, 1 treated the ‘actual’ sequence of events
as ‘content’” and the order of their recounting (récit) as ‘form’. In this
sense ‘content’ is simply ‘the events that happened in the order in
which they happened’, and ‘form’ is ‘the order in which the implied
author recounts the events’. But most literary works of any serious-
ness and quality also have ‘content’ in a deeper sense: they convey a
message or they have a theme. If we look more deeply at what happens
in The Reef, we discover some powerful and disturbing material. It is
useful to approach the theme through character. Like plot, character
has a double function. In Ch. 6, I examined the characters and our
emotional responses to them as if they were real people. But character
is also an important principle of structure or form. In The Reef this
structure is particularly interesting, and if we think of it as the
underlying structure of the novel, we find that it instantiates a deeply
troubling theme. From the point of view of character as a formal
device or structuring principle, the main characters are organized in
such a way as to form a square of opposition (Fig. 7.2).

Anna is both mother to Owen and potentially wife to Darrow,
who would then become Owen’s father, and if Owen marries Sophy,
Sophy’s father too. So the father has had an affair with the daughter
and has betrayed her. Anna similarly betrays her son, Owen (by
preferring Darrow’s interests over his, by not giving up Darrow,
and by refusing to admit to Owen that Darrow has any special
relationship with Sophy). And there are two pairs of rivals: Darrow

Darrow Anna

Sophy Owen
Fig. 7.2. A square of opposition
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and Owen are rivals for Sophy; Sophy and Anna are rivals for
Darrow. In a sense, Owen and Darrow are also rivals for Anna. The
mother must betray the son in order to gain the father. The father
must betray the daughter in order to gain the mother. All in all, it is as
neat a family drama as any Freudian could wish.

I do not want to venture far onto Freudian terrain. But anyone—
whether Freudian or not—can see that Wharton 1s dealing here with
disturbing and potentially explosive material. It is about sex between
a father and a daughter, and rivalry between a husband and a son and
between a mother and a daughter. Wharton acknowledges these
themes occasionally, as when, for example, Darrow sits with the
rest of the family in the drawing room at Givré watching Sophy as
she listens to Owen playing the piano. She has the same rapt expres-
sion as when she was at the theatre with him.

The accident of her having fallen into the same attitude, and of her wearing
the same dress, gave Darrow, as he watched her, a strange sense of double
consciousness. To escape from it, his glance turned back to Anna; but from
the point at which he was placed his eyes could not take in the one face
without the other, and that renewed the disturbing duality of the impres-
sion.*

But for the most part we are not invited to dwell on these Freudian
themes, and I must confess that when I first read the novel I did not
notice them. Instead we are encouraged to want Darrow to win out
over Owen, and Anna to win out over Sophy. We want Darrow and
Anna to come together and be happy. We do not like Darrow’s
betrayal of Sophy or Anna’s betrayal of Owen, but somehow we do
not care that much about these betrayals: they do not loom large in
our awareness of the novel. Certainly we are not encouraged to dwell
on the fact that the father betrays the daughter and the mother the son
in order to gain their own happiness.

How does the form or structure of the novel manage our emo-
tional responses so that we respond to this troubling material with
pleasure rather than anxiety? One strategy or formal device that I have
already mentioned is the order of recounting of the events. Our
attention and emotional responses are manipulated in such a way that
we are not encouraged to dwell on these sexual complexities. But the
main reason, | think, that we respond as we do is that the story is
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structured by means of what Genette calls ‘narration’ or narrative point
of view. Our emotional responses to the characters are guided and
controlled as we read by a narrative point of view that switches back
and forth between Darrow and Anna, with occasional intrusions by
the implied author. However, the novel never shows us events from
the point of view of Sophy or Owen. As a result, Owen, for example,
is always a shadowy figure whose thoughts and feelings are never
revealed ‘from the inside’, and who consequently is never a source of
much interest or concern to the reader. Darrow describes him as ‘a
faun in flannels’, which in context is not meant as a slighting phrase—
nor does Anna interpret it as such—but it has the effect that Owen 1is
presented to the reader as less than fully human. Since we see him
through Darrow’s more manly and sophisticated world-view, Owen
1s never presented as much of a rival to him. The novel thus manages
to suggest that it is entirely understandable that Sophy would reject
Owen the minute that Darrow reappears in her life. Sophy herself,
although viewed more sympathetically and getting more air time, as it
were, is also always viewed from the outside. We are frequently told
that she arouses admiration in both Anna and Darrow, but she never
wins their love, and since everything is presented through their eyes,
she never wins the reader’s love either.

By the same token, because we follow Darrow’s ‘emotional edu-
cation’ from his own point of view, as he responds emotionally to
unfolding events and learns to reappraise his conduct as damaging
to both Sophy and Anna, we remain sympathetic to him. Wharton
focuses on his sorrow, guilt, and remorse as well as on his thoughtful
appraisals and reappraisals of the situation after it has unfolded, rather
than on his shameful treatment of Sophy. Similarly we always see
Anna either from Darrow’s point of view or from her own, and since
we care about her more than anyone else in the novel, we follow her
emotional education sympathetically, and ignore its implications for
Sophy and for Owen. In Holland’s terminology, Sophy and Owen
are denied, and with them the Freudian family drama. At the same
time, the reader’s interest is focused on the more overt moral ‘mes-
sage’ of the novel, that emotion is necessary to morality, and that high
moral principle without emotion is insufficient. There is also a moral
theme about the competing claims of liberty and constraint, of duty
and pleasure. Here is the defence of intellectualizing or moralizing in
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a very obvious form. If the overt moral is construed as emphasizing
the role of emotion in the virtuous life, the underlying ‘moral’ is
perhaps not inconsistent with the overt moral, but puts it in a much
darker perspective. In this version, the moral is that to lead a life of
integrity and fulfilment requires acting on one’s darker emotions and
betraying those who would prevent one’s happiness.*® Clearly this is
not a message to bring contentment to the reader, but the structure of
the novel allows us to cope with this message by moralizing and
intellectualizing, and by denying it.

Setting

The setting of a novel s, like character, part of the content of the
novel, in the sense that the novel represents or is about the characters
and the setting. So the action of The Reef begins at Dover, moves to
Paris, then to Givré, then back to Paris, and so on. At the same time,
just as character is a principle of structure, so very often is setting.*’
This is certainly true of The Reef, where the setting plays an important
formal or structural role. Like the characters, the various settings are
in structural opposition to one another, a form of splitting. They also
play an important symbolic role in the novel, and thereby serve to
underline some of its important themes.

As I see it, Givré is a powerful symbolic presence in The Reef. It
represents on the one hand beauty, order, serenity, openness, and high
principle, all the things that Anna herself instantiates. At the same time
it represents constriction, narrow-mindedness, and prejudice, as in-
stantiated by Madame de Chantelle. Contrasted with Givré are on the
one hand the muddled, wet, unpleasant, transitory scenes at Dover and
in Paris, where there is liberty and lack of constraint, but a correspond-
ing lack of order and civility, and on the other hand, the urban
sophisticated world that Darrow inhabits in London and Paris, where
there 1s a casual immorality but also broad-mindedness, intelligence,
culture, and indeed—civility. The challenge for Anna is to learn liberty
and sophistication without sacrificing principle and orderliness. The
challenge for Darrow is to remain civilized and sophisticated while
rejecting libertinism and acquiring serenity and principle.

All of these issues appeal to the reader’s emotional engagement. In
responding positively to the calm beauty of Givré, I thereby respond
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emotionally to Anna and to her love of principle, order, and serenity.
Similarly, my response to Paris is a response to her emotional conflict:
it is both a centre of culture and broad-mindedness and also the Paris
that she wvisits when in emotional turmoil: dark, unpleasant, and
somewhat chaotic. In reacting emotionally to it in different ways,
I am mirroring Anna’s reactions to Darrow: she is attracted to some
aspects of it and of him, and repelled by and afraid of others. In other
words, the reader’s emotional reactions to the various settings are also
reactions to the conflicts that underlie what I called the moral or
theme of the story.

At the same time, however, [ am able to cope with these emotional
themes because I am displacing my emotional responses, or, in my
terms, | am coping with them by responding not directly to Anna’s
lack of experience and liberty, or Darrow’s treading the line between
liberty and libertinism, but by reacting to the house at Givré, the
weather at Dover, the rain in Paris, and so on. We respond emotion-
ally to setting by making affective appraisals—this is good, this bad,
perhaps—but we are thereby responding to deeper questions. Our
responses are controlled by being directed at harmless entities—
houses and weather—instead of at the disturbing themes that these
harmless entities symbolize.

To sum up: we respond emotionally to literature as we do to life;
we feel anxious, bewildered, relieved, amused, sympathetic, and so
on just as we do in real life. But there is an important difference
between our emotional responses to life and to literature. In life we
do not know what is coming next or whether things will work out;
we cannot control our environment, and we cannot predict what 1s
going to happen to us. We have evolved strategies for dealing with
the vagaries of life, however, notably coping mechanisms. When
things go wrong or become unbearable, we intellectualize, or we
moralize, or we deny, we deal with the problem by splitting it into
parts that we can deal with, or we displace our energies onto other
things. R eading literature always has the potential for creating anxiety
or uncertainty, but literature, unlike life, often provides us with the
coping strategies that we need to deal with its deep and possibly
troubling content. The formal or structural devices in a novel allow
us to cope with its themes and ultimately to derive pleasure from the
very fact that we have successfully coped with a piece of reality.
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So far I have been discussing form-in-the-large, which is most
easily studied in large-scale narratives such as novels. When we
discuss form-in-the-small, it will be convenient to return to poetry.

Shakespeare’s Sonnet Number 73

In his book on Shakespeare’s sonnets, Stephen Booth, like Holland, 1s
interested in the reader’s responses as he or she reads along, but the
responses that interest Booth are very different from those that Hol-
land discusses. Booth says little or nothing about emotional responses
to the poems. Instead he focuses on the way Shakespeare demands the
mind of the reader to be forever active in making connections be-
tween different parts and different aspects of a sonnet, and always
searching for principles that will organize and unify the reader’s
experience as she reads. Booth stresses that the reader has to notice
connections all the time; what is required is described as a kind of
perception or discrimination rather than as an emotional experience.

Booth’s main thesis is that in each sonnet (with some possible
exceptions, notably the last sonnet) there are a multiplicity of organ-
izing principles, too many for the reader to grasp consciously, yet the
reader is constantly looking for these principles so that her mind is
constantly alert as she reads. Moreover, because we are, even if dimly,
aware of so many different organizational principles at work 1n it, a
sonnet gives us a great deal of satisfaction and pleasure: the reader
senses a coherence even though the sources of this coherence are not
completely available to the reader as she reads.

In the individual sonnets the multiplicity of patterns. . . gives a sense that the
poem is an inevitable unity. However, as one reads through a Shakespeare
sonnet, the different patterning factors come into focus and out of it
constantly, rapidly, and almost imperceptibly, ‘each changing places with
that which goes before.” The mind of the reader is kept in constant motion;
it is kept uneasy as it is made constantly aware of relationships among parts
of the poem that are clear and firm but in an equally constant state of flux.*

Booth is talking about various different kinds of pattern in the
sonnets, for example the formal pattern of thyme scheme and rhythm,
the syntactical pattern of sentence structure, and the rhetorical
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pattern—the development of the thought of the poem—which may
proceed, for example, as a set of examples followed by the statement of
a general principle, or as a sequence of steps in a demonstration or
argument. In addition there are patterns of imagery, and phonetic or
sound patterns. These different kinds of pattern or structure are all
present simultaneously, but, says Booth, they do not typically go
together and reinforce one another.

Booth’s idea is that even though we are unable to focus consciously
on so many different structures, they none the less deeply affect the
reading process. The reader is dimly aware of these multifarious
patterns, although probably many of them register only at subcon-
scious levels, and feels the need to seek out the various connections
which she vaguely senses as she reads. At the same time, the presence
of so many different structures, all at work more-or-less independ-
ently, conveys to the reader a sense of order. Booth points out that
even after reading a detailed analysis of patterns of sound in a sonnet
we cannot, as we read the poem, hold all these relationships in our
head. They are all there and they are all encouraging us to make
connections of meaning among the similar-sounding words, but the
patterns of likeness are far too complex for us to be aware of them as
we are actually reading the poem.

A ‘defining peculiarity’ of the sonnets is that

as the line in which it appears is read, any given word is likely to slide
imperceptibly from one system of relationship into another. The shifting of
the contexts in which the reader takes the meaning of a given word is [such
that] in making the shifts from one context to another, the reader’s mind is
required constantly to act.*

One might think that so many different, shifting ‘systems of relation-
ship” would produce an effect of disorientation, but the ideas fuse
together so effortlessly that they do not confuse the reader. When
reading a particular line in a Shakespeare sonnet, the mind ‘does not
puzzle as it does when it tries to understand an obscure line, but
neither does it receive the stimuli of the poem passively’. The sonnets
are not hard poems and they are not easy ones: ‘They are uneasy: the
relationships within the poem are in flux and the reader’s mind is
t0o.”°
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Interestingly for my purposes, Booth draws an analogy between
coping with life and coping with Shakespeare’s sonnets. All art
imposes order on experience, he says, and for that very reason it
makes it hard for works of art to expand the mind, to grasp ‘more of
experience than the mind can comprehend’.®* The most satistying
kind of order is that which seems to be there in reality, not an
imposed, ‘artificial’ order:

what we want of art is the chance to believe that the orderliness of art is not
artificial but of the essence of the substance described, that things are as they
look when they have a circle around them. We don’t want to feel that art is
orderly. We want to feel that things are orderly. We want to feel that art does
not make order but shows it.>?

Booth claims that Shakespeare is uniquely capable of conveying the
broad possibilities of real life and experience in an orderly way.

In nonartistic experience the mind is constantly shifting its frames of
reference. In the experience of the sonnet it makes similar shifts, but
from one to another of overlapping frames of reference that are firmly
ordered and fixed. The kind and quantity of mental action necessary in
nonartistic experience is demanded by the sonnet, but that approximation
of real experience is made to occur within mind-formed limits of logic, or
subject-matter, or form, or sound.>

The sonnets are ‘full to bursting not only with the quantity of
different actions but with the energy generated from their conflict,’
but at the same time the ‘multitudinous organizations’ in a sonnet
provide ‘the comfort and security of a frame of reference’ even
though ‘the frames of reference are not constant, and their number
seems limitless’. In short, ‘the sonnets are above all else artificial,
humanly ordered; the reader is always capable of coping’.>*

That time of year thou mayst in me behold

When yellow leaves, or none, or few, do hang
Upon those boughs which shake against the cold,
Bare ruin’d choirs, where late the sweet birds sang.
In me thou seest the twilight of such day

As after sunset fadeth in the west,

Which by and by black night doth take away,
Death’s second self, that seals up all in rest.
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In me thou seest the glowing of such fire

That on the ashes of his youth doth lie,

As the death-bed whereon it must expire,

Consum’d with that which it was nourish’d by.
This thou perceiv’st, which makes thy love more strong
To love that well which thou must leave ere long.

Booth gives a detailed account of Sonnet 73, “That time of year
thou mayst in me behold’, focusing mainly on its syntactic and
rhetorical patterns, rather than its phonetic patterns or patterns of
rhyme. He points out that syntactically the sonnet is organized in
three quatrains, together with a couplet which 1s a single summary
sentence. Rhetorically the poem describes three exempla illustrating
what old age is like, one in each of the three quatrains, followed by the
moral which is drawn in the couplet. The syntactic pattern reinforces
the rhetorical pattern: ‘the three quatrains compare the speaker to a
tree, twilight, and fire respectively; each quatrain is a single sentence;
and the first lines of the second and third quatrains echo line 1°.%°

In terms of imagery, Booth notes that in the three quatrains there are
‘several coexistent progressions’. Time gets ‘measured in progressively
smaller units’, as the poem homes in on death, as it were: ‘a season of a
year, a part of a day, and the last moments of the hour or so that a fire
burns’.>® The light grows dimmer, from daylight to twilight to night,
again suited to the approach of death. But the colours become more
intense, from yellow leaves to twilight after sunset to the fire. At the
same time the ‘space constricts, from the cold windy first quatrain to the
hot suffocating grave of ashes in the third’. Moreover, ‘in a progression
concurrent with all these the metaphors give up an increasingly larger
percentage of each succeeding quatrain to the abstract subject of the
sonnet, human mortality’.>” The images of autumn, twilight, and
fire become less and less vivid, as the speaker looms correspondingly
larger to our attention than what he is being compared to. Finally, in
the couplet the beholder of the quatrains becomes the actor: it is the
beholder who has to leave the speaker, rather than the reverse.

Although these ‘orderly progressions’ in thought and imagery help
to reinforce the careful structure of the poem as a whole, there are so
many other factors that obtrude on this organization that ‘the poem
provides the artistic security and stability of predictable pattern with-
out allowing its reader the intellectual repose that predictability can
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entail’. For example, the different progressions are ‘not mechanically
parallel and do not lump together in the mind: the time units get
smaller; the speaker looms larger; the color gets brighter; the light gets
dimmer; the temperature gets hotter.”*® Moreover, the reader’s mind
has to be constantly alert or it will be misled by the syntax. Thus, to
give just one of many possible examples, since lines § and 9 are exactly
parallel, we expect line 10 to begin with ‘as’, like line 6, but instead
the ‘as’ is delayed until line 11, and when it appears it has a different
grammatical form from the ‘as’ in line 6. Again, the beginning of the
couplet (line 13) sounds like the beginning of each quatrain: it is
addressed to the observer and describes what the observer perceives
when observing the speaker. But whereas ‘the bulk of each quatrain
1s devoted to metaphoric statements of the impending departure
of the speaker’,* in the last line it is the beholder who has to ‘leave’
the speaker. This reversal ‘brings the threat of mortality closer to the
beholder, completing the reader’s sense that mutability is universal’.
Booth comments that ‘the change itself and the reader’s need to
tollow it provide one more demand for the reader’s activity, com-
mitment, and participation in the process of the poem’.®°

Because Booth is primarily interested in the structural patterns he
detects in the sonnets, he has less to say about their subject matter. But
it is striking that the sonnets he discusses are about emotionally highly
charged issues. Sonnet 73 is about the inevitability of old age and
death, and the poignancy of human love, which must always live with
the knowledge that it is necessarily transient. This is obviously emo-
tional material: the tone is poignant, even melancholy. But the poem
demands so much intellectual work that we are encouraged to follow
the argument and ferret out the various patterns rather than dwell on
the unpleasant aspects of the subject matter. In short we are encour-
aged in an intellectualizing defensive strategy, a form of distancing. The
poem also employs the defence mechanism of symbolization. Old age
is compared in a series of beautiful images to autumn leaves, the
twilight, and the glowing of a fire. This is a type of displacement, but it
is not a denial or avoidance of death, but rather a way of emphasizing its
positive aspects. The poem prepares us for the last two lines, by
making death seem palatable.

Most of all, as Booth’s analysis suggests, the poem helps us to cope
with the painful aspects of death by means of the many systems of
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order it contains. The order in the poem gives the reader a sense of
control even when we are not sure what the source of the order is.
What’s more, the poem is about the orderly progression of life into
death that all of us must face: it is about the pattern of life itself. The
order in the poem reinforces the message that death is not a terrible
and unnatural cataclysm, but the supremely natural conclusion to an
orderly progression of life.

Although the speaker of the poem is ostensibly addressing the
reader, the focus of the poem for the first twelve lines is on the
speaker and his imminent death. The reader’s own death is denied
throughout most of the poem. Only in the final couplet is attention
focused on the reader, when the speaker says that ‘your love” will be
more strong, because you must leave it ‘ere long’. What was denied is
suddenly revealed, and the reader is implicated in the ‘message’ of the
poem. The word ‘leave’ takes us back to the beginning of the poem
and reminds the reader that she too will travel the same path from the
yellow leaves of life’s autumn to the consumed fire of death.

There is an interesting lesson to be drawn from the many ways in
which this poem allows or encourages the reader to cope with its
painful subject matter, death. Coping strategies vary in their effect-
iveness, and also in how much dishonesty they demand. As we saw
earlier, ‘cognitive coping’ takes the form of the strategic deployment
of attention or of the strategic regestalting of unpleasant events, by
changing its ‘subjective meaning’. In changing the meaning of an
unpleasant situation, we can deny its existence (which may work in
the short term but is less likely to be eftective in the long term), or we
can distance ourselves from the situation or emphasize its positive
aspects. These strategies typically work better in dealing with un-
pleasant situations that we are powerless to change. Similarly, in
attention deployment, we can cope by avoiding thinking about the
unpleasant situation, or by what Folkman and Lazarus call ‘vigilant
strategies’, that is, by focusing more attention on the source of
distress. Vigilance may be counter-productive in a situation where
nothing can be done to make things better, but it may also ‘reduce
distress by increasing understanding and a sense of control’.®* In other
words, some coping strategies are better than others both in how
much they require us to deny and in how effective they are in
improving our emotional state.
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The Shakespeare poem is a good example of how cognitive coping
can be both intellectually demanding and intellectually honest. Yes, it
shows us death in a pleasant light, and encourages us not to focus on
the unpleasant aspects of death, but it does not seek to give an
unrealistically rosy view of death, and indeed the couplet at the end
forces us to confront death rather than avoid it.** But at the same time
the orderly patterns that Booth identifies enable us to feel a sense of
control. As Booth says, we want to feel that ‘art does not make order
but shows it’.%*> Sonnet 73 allows us to cope with death by giving us a
sense of control. The images of death evoke melancholy even as they
delight us with their beauty, but we are prepared for the final
devastating couplet by all the defensive strategies that Shakespeare
sets up for us. Even as we face death, our emotional responses are not
anxiety or terror but acceptance: the poem has enabled us to cope
emotionally with the reality of death.

Some Implications

I have already briefly suggested that the paradox of tragedy may be
resolvable by focusing on how tragedies both present painful material
and at the same time provide the resources for us to cope with this
material. There are particularly obvious uses of coping strategies
in tragic works. For example, the comic scenes in Shakespeare’s
tragedies—the porter in Macbeth, the grave-diggers in Hamlet, the
annoying Captain Macmorris in Henry V—exemplify avoidance
strategies: they distract our attention from the tragic events taking
place in the main part of the play. Other writers of tragic tales engage
in intellectualization or pointing a moral. For example, when Thomas
Hardy at the end of Tess of the D’Urbervilles, comments: ‘ “Justice” was
done, and the President of the Immortals, in Aeschylean phrase, had
ended his sport with Tess,” he is intruding himself on the story and
pointing the moral for us so that we disengage from and cope with
the macabre events of the story and meditate instead on its intellectual
significance. Hardy’s intrusion is ponderous and heavy-handed, and
perhaps for this reason less than effective. By contrast, George Eliot
often uses a similar strategy to divert us (in both senses of that word), as
tor example in Middlemarch when she comments on those who give
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unwanted, superfluous advice: ‘But a full-fed fountain will be gener-
ous with its waters even in the rain, when they are worse than useless;
and a fine fount of admonition is apt to be equally irrepressible.’®*

My discussion of the coping mechanism also sheds light on another
thorny issue in aesthetic theory, the issue of ‘aesthetic distancing’. In a
well-known article, Edward Bullough claims that an aesthetic experi-
ence differs from real life in that it involves an act of ‘distancing’.®® He
says that when caught in a fog at sea you may focus on the beautiful
milky whiteness of the fog instead of the fact that a large vessel could
be bearing down on you. But his idea of distancing has been roundly
criticized, notably by George Dickie in an influential article called
‘The Myth of the Aesthetic Attitude’.®® Dickie says he doesn’t know
what psychological ‘act’ distancing is supposed to be, implying that it
1s a made-up concept with no content. But Lazarus’s theory of coping
in effect answers this objection. In appreciating the fog aesthetically
[ am coping with the situation by focusing on a non-threatening aspect
of it.

Bullough i1s talking about an experience of nature, where there is
no structure or form to guide our response, but, as we have seen, in
our encounters with literary works we routinely engage in similar
coping strategies. In ‘Dover Beach,” we focus attention away from the
pessimistic message and instead dwell happily on the lovers ‘true to
one another’. And in Shakespeare’s tragedies and Hardy’s gloomy
moral tales, formal devices also enable us to distance ourselves from
disturbing material.

Finally, I return briefly to the subject of postmodernism. A short
story, such as Coover’s “The Babysitter’, evokes some ‘life-emotions’
as we read, perhaps anxiety for the characters as well as amusement at
their shenanigans, but on the whole a reading of “The Babysitter’ is
not a very emotional experience. I suggest that this is because form is
so foregrounded that almost our every response is controlled and
managed by the master manipulator who relates the story.®” Our
ordinary emotional processes have very little chance of getting
going before they are nipped in the bud by assertive reminders that
the (implied) author is firmly in command and that readers are
responding to an artfully constructed story that celebrates not life
but the supremacy of form and structure. The story is more like a hall
of mirrors than a slice of life. Postmodern stories of this sort may still
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appeal to our emotions in a sense—they can be funny or disturbing—
but the emotions evoked are managed to such a high degree that we
are mainly aware as we read of the cognitive pleasures of intellectual-
izing and distancing than of the rewards of deep emotional engage-
ment with the characters or situations described.®

Is a novel or play or poem better if it is highly controlled and
manages our emotional experience very carefully? Not necessarily,
although ‘Dover Beach’ is a great poem, and The Reef is a great novel
and both are full of displacement and denial. Perhaps it is a matter of
stylistic differences: realistic novels and poems, which try to teach us
something of what the world is like, need to protect us against or to
help us to confront those aspects of the world that are hard to deal
with; whereas highly stylized works such as ‘“The Babysitter’ do not
pretend to be teaching us about life. I will not attempt to solve this
thorny issue here, however.

To conclude: in all my main examples we have genuine emotional
experiences of great literature, and we cope with whatever is un-
pleasant in these experiences using the same strategies as we do in life.
The main difference between coping with life and with literature
is that the author (or implied author) guides and helps us with
our coping strategies by structuring the sequence of experiences—
including the sequences of appraisals and reappraisals—that we make
as we read. It follows that although we respond emotionally to
literary works in a way very similar to the way we respond to people
and events in real life, there is at least one major difference: in
responding emotionally to literature, our responses are guided and
managed—through the form or structure of a work—much more
carefully than is possible in life, and this is an important source of our
pleasure in literature.



Part Three

Expressing Emotion in the Arts

The next two chapters deal with the expression of emotion in the
arts. Chapter 8 gives an account of Collingwood’s theory of expres-
sion which embodies the Romantic idea that the main function of art
1s to express the artist’s emotions. I don’t agree that this is the main
function of all art or that it is correct to say that art is expression, as the
Romantics did. The arts have many purposes above and beyond
expressing emotions. However, I do think that Collingwood’s
theory—suitably modified—is an insightful theory of what it means
for works of painting, literature, music, and so on to express emo-
tions.

Hardly anyone takes Collingwood’s theory very seriously these
days, however, because it’s assumed that the theory has already been
demolished by various analytic philosophers, chief amongst whom is
Alan Tormey. In Ch. 8 I explain that Tormey’s Collingwood bears
little relation to the real thing. Then in Ch. 9 I examine two more
recent theories of expression that are more-or-less in the spirit of
Collingwood, including an old theory of my own. Finally, I articulate
and defend a new Romantic theory of artistic expression. I show
what it means for the various different art forms to ‘express emotions’
now that we have a better idea of what emotions are, and I give
specific examples drawn from a number of different kinds of artwork.
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8

Pouring Forth the Soul

Now more than ever seems it rich to die,

To cease upon the midnight with no pain,
While thou art pouring forth thy soul abroad
In such an ecstasy!

John Keats, ‘Ode to a Nightingale’

Romanticism and the Genesis of Expression Theory

There is a long tradition dating back to Plato and Aristotle that
emphasizes that for better or worse the experience of art is often an
emotional one. In the last four chapters I have been talking about the
emotional effects of art on the reader, listener, or viewer. There is
another more recent tradition, however, that also emphasizes the
importance of the emotions in the arts, but this time from the point
of view of the creator of the artwork rather than the audience. This is
the tradition associated with Romanticism according to which art-
works are expressions of emotion in their creators. In the next two
chapters I will be focusing on artistic expression and after that I will
turn to the narrower topic of expression and expressiveness in music.

Few terms are as ubiquitous in discussions of the arts as the term
‘expression’, and in my view few terms are as poorly understood.
Difterent writers use the term to mean quite different things, which
may explain the proliferation of theories of artistic expression: we
need a different theory for each different usage of the term. Things
are not made any easier by the fact that there are a number of different
but related terms all somehow connected to expression. Some works
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seem to express their author’s emotions; others which are not expres-
sions of anyone’s emotions nevertheless have expressive qualities; some
works are simply expressive without expressing anything in particular;
or perhaps they are played or performed expressively whether or not
they are themselves expressions of anything. To complicate matters
further, some works are known as expressionist. Finally, there is
disagreement about the range of things that can be expressed. Is it
only emotions that artworks express, or can they also express ideas or
themes? Some people think that strictly speaking neither emotions
nor ideas can be expressed, but only qualities. Among these folk
there is further disagreement about which qualities count: some
think only emotional qualities—sadness, cheerfulness, nostalgia—
count, whereas others think virtually any quality can be expressed:
power, angularity, movement, and maybe other things as well, such as
the state of the nation or the interrelationship of colours.

The core notion of expression in the arts is derived from R omantic
artists—primarily poets, composers, and painters—who thought of
themselves as expressing their feelings and emotions in the artworks
that they produced. The poet Wordsworth in his 1802 preface to the
Lyrical Ballads, a revolutionary work in its day, wrote that poetry 1is
‘the spontaneous overflow of powerful feelings’, which are ‘recol-
lected in tranquillity’.! Caspar David Friedrich pronounced: ‘The
painter should not just paint what he sees before him, but also what
he sees inside himself.’?> His works should express the movements of
his heart: ‘The heart is the only true source of art, the language of a
pure, child-like soul. Any creation not sprung from this origin can
only be artifice. Every true work of art is conceived in a hallowed
hour and born in a happy one, from an impulse in the artist’s heart,
often without his knowledge.”” And Beethoven is reputed to have
said in conversation with Louis Schlosser that ‘stimulated by those
moods which poets turn into words, I turn my ideas into tones which
resound, roar and rage until at last they stand before me in the form of
notes’.*

The Romantic movement greatly increased the status of the artist.
No longer just a skilled craftsman able to represent reality in paint,
words, or tones, the artist was a genius, a special person with special
insight into the nature of reality. Kant stressed the importance of the
imagination in art: a genius was somebody who through his imagin-
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ation was able to come up with ‘aesthetic ideas’, metaphors or
pictorial images that suggest a ‘rational idea’ (an idea for which we
can form no good sensuous representations) such as God, angels,
Heaven, and immortality. Hegel developed Kant’s thought by iden-
tifying art as that particular mode of consciousness whereby ideas are
presented in sensuous form rather than through myth or theology
(religion) or through conceptual thought (philosophy). Like Schel-
ling and the Romantics, Hegel argued forcefully that art is not the
mere imitation of an inert nature, but a means to a special kind of
understanding: ‘the work of art stands in the middle between imme-
diate sensuousness and ideal thought.” Hegel’s formulation empha-
sizes that the artist is a source of knowledge, and that the knowledge
conveyed by a work of art cannot be abstracted from how it is con-
veyed. The separation of a work of art into what is represented
(content) and how it is represented (form or style) is henceforth
rejected. The artist is no longer merely a skilled craftsperson who
learnt his trade and can teach it to others. The true artist is one who
goes beyond the rules of art. As Delacroix wrote in 1824, ‘rules are
only for people who merely have talent, which can be acquired. The
proof is that genius cannot be transmitted.’

Here is not the place to examine Hegelian Idealist philosophy or to
rehearse the many changes in world view embodied in the Romantic
movement.” | mention here one or two of the most prevalent themes
of Romanticism and Idealism simply to show that the idea of art as
the expression of emotion is only part of a much wider conceptual
shift. Today, many Romantic preoccupations strike most of us as
decidedly odd—for example, the idea that nature and spirit are one
and that the artist is the special person who can express the organic
unity of man and nature through his works®—yet at the same time
many Romantic ideas have become accepted as obvious truths, the
currency of modernism. One of the remnants of Romanticism that
we still live with—despite all that the postmodernists have been able
to accomplish—is the idea that artists are special people with special
insight, people of imagination and genius who in their artworks are
primarily trying to express their emotions. Although practising pro-
tessional artists may not all share this vision of the artist, it is a view
that 1s widespread in popular culture and something like it is believed
by most of the art students whom I encounter daily in my classes.
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My task in these next two chapters is not to defend the view that all
art 1s the expression of the artist’s emotions. This theory is manifestly
false. It leaves out of account too many works that most of us would
want to include in the category of art, ranging from religious sculp-
ture from African and pre-Columbian cultures, Byzantine mosaics,
and Chinese vases, to contemporary works, such as hard-edged
abstract paintings, minimalist music, and postmodern works by the
likes of Cindy Sherman or Don DeLillo. What I will be saying is true
only of some artworks and not all. My main aim in this chapter is to
outline a classic statement of expression theory and to defend it from
various attacks upon it by recent analytic philosophers. But I will not
be defending it as a theory of art but as a theory of expression. Then in
Ch. 9 I will present a new theory of artistic expression that is true to
the Romantic insight that art can be the expression of emotions in its
creator, and that is also consistent with current thinking about the
emotions. The theory has, I believe, general application to all the arts,
at least to all those artworks that have some claim to be called
expressions.

The main reason why I have begun by talking about Romanticism
is that I do not think we can understand the concept of artistic
expression without seeing it, at least initially, in its historical context.
To my mind many recent theorists have distorted the concept of
expression by ignoring its roots in Romanticism and Idealism. I shall
focus my discussion on the expression of emotion since I believe it is
the central case of artistic expression, and also because I am interested
in discovering how much truth there is in the doctrine that art
expresses emotions, once we take a look at contemporary emotion
theory.

Classic Expression Theory: Collingwood’s
The Principles of Art

A great many thinkers of different philosophical persuasions have
argued that art is in some sense expression. In his book on expression
Alan Tormey lists John Dewey, Curt Ducasse, R. G. Collingwood,
E. F. Carritt, D. W. Gotshalk, George Santayana, Leo Tolstoy, and
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Eugene Véron as all subscribing to the ‘Expression Theory’ of art.’
I will not attempt to discuss whether all these thinkers held the same
theory, but will confine my attention to the classic exposition of
expression theory in Collingwood’s great work on aesthetics, The
Principles of Art, published in 1938. Collingwood was a twentieth-
century philosopher, not a nineteenth-century poet, but his views are
firmly in the Hegelian tradition, mediated by the Italian Hegelian
philosopher Benedetto Croce.

According to Collingwood, art is an expression of the artist’s
emotions in the sense that it is the elucidation and articulation of
the artist’s emotional state. Expression is an imaginative activity, the
production of an ‘imaginative vision’,'® and it is the expression of
emotion in this imaginative vision that marks the true work of art, not
skill and technique alone. One of Collingwood’s main goals is to
distinguish true art (‘art proper’) from mere skill and technique. He
wants to get away from the classical idea that art is a kind of techné or
craft, an activity in which a pre-existent plan is the means to a
predetermined end. Art is never preconceived; it always involves
the working out of some feeling or thought which evolves as the
artist works.

Collingwood seems to be describing the Romantic artist par excel-
lence in the famous passage where he characterizes the process of
artistic creation:

When a man is said to express emotion, what is being said about him comes
to this. At first, he is conscious of having an emotion, but not conscious of
what this emotion is. All he is conscious of is a perturbation or excitement,
which he feels going on within him, but of whose nature he is ignorant.
While in this state, all he can say about his emotion is: ‘I feel...I don’t
know what I feel.” From this helpless and oppressed condition he extricates
himself by doing something which we call expressing himself. This is an
activity which has something to do with the thing we call language: he
expresses himself by speaking. It has also something to do with conscious-
ness: the emotion expressed is an emotion of whose nature the person who
feels it is no longer unconscious. It has also something to do with the way in
which he feels the emotion. As unexpressed, he feels it in what we have
called a helpless and oppressed way; as expressed, he feels it in a way from
which this sense of oppression has vanished. His mind is somehow lightened
and eased."!
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Collingwood distinguishes expression from various other phe-
nomena with which it could be confused. It differs from Aristotelian
catharsis in that the emotion that has been purged is ‘thereafter no
longer present to the mind’, whereas in expression the emotion is still
present but now accompanied by a ‘sense of alleviation which comes
when we are conscious of our own emotion’.?

There is also a difference between expressing an emotion and

‘describing’ it.
Expressing an emotion is not the same thing as describing it. To say ‘I am
angry’ is to describe one’s emotion, not to express it. The words in which it
is expressed need not contain any reference to anger as such at all. Indeed, so
far as they simply and solely express it, they cannot contain any such
reference. ... A genuine poet, in his moments of genuine poetry, never
mentions by name the emotion he is expressing.

By the description of emotion, Collingwood seems to mean the
labelling of emotion or the categorization of an emotion by a general
emotion term recognized in folk psychology, such as ‘sadness’ or
‘anger’. The expression of emotion cannot be accomplished by
naming the emotion in question, because expression, unlike descrip-
tion, individualizes. To become ‘fully conscious’ of ‘the peculiar
anger’ which ‘I feel here and now, with a certain person, for a certain
cause’ means ‘becoming conscious of it not merely as an instance of
anger, but as this quite peculiar anger’.'* “The poet, therefore, in
proportion as he understands his business, gets as far away as possible
from merely labelling his emotions as instances of this or that general
kind, and takes enormous pains to individualize them by expressing
them in terms which reveal their difference from any other emotion
of the same sort.”*®

At the same time, Collingwood notes that artists should not live in
an ivory tower, expressing esoteric emotions accessible only to the
poet and his coterie, since this flouts the ‘real function’ of art. ‘If artists
are really to express ‘what all have felt,” they must share the emotions
of all. Their experiences, the general attitude they express towards
life, must be of the same kind as that of the persons among whom
they hope to find an audience.’*®

One of the tenets of a Romantic theory of expression is that in
order to understand an artwork, the audience must be able to recreate
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for themselves what the artist has expressed in the work. In attempting
to understand the artist’s work the audience is ‘attempting an exact
construction in its own mind of the artist’s imaginative experience’.'”
Collingwood comments that

In so far as the artist feels himself at one with his audience.. . . it will mean
that he takes it as his business to express not his own private emotions,
irrespectively of whether any one else feels them or not, but the emotions
he shares with his audience. ...[The artist] will conceive himself as his
audience’s spokesman, saying for it the things it wants to say but cannot say
unaided.™®

In experiencing an artwork properly, then, the audience is experi-
encing the emotions expressed by the artist in the work and these
emotions are or become the audience’s own.

From the artist’s point of view, however, there is a big difference
between expressing one’s own emotions in such a way that they can
be shared by an audience, and deliberately setting out to arouse the
audience’s emotions while remaining unmoved oneself. Colling-
wood thinks that the expression of emotion by an artist is quite
different from the deliberate arousal of emotion in an audience:

A person arousing emotion sets out to affect his audience in a way in which
he himself is not necessarily affected. ... A person expressing emotion, on
the other hand, is treating himself and his audience in the same kind of way;
he is making his emotions clear to his audience, and that is what he 1s doing
to himself.*?

Audiences, in coming to understand a work of art that is an expression,
have to be able to experience the work for themselves. This point has
been obscured by an overemphasis on Collingwood’s idealism and his
suggestion that some works (a short poem, for example) can exist in
the artist’s mind without being realized in a physical medium and
hence without being accessible to anyone else.?

Finally, Collingwood distinguishes the expression of emotion from
what he calls the ‘betrayal’ of emotion, or the exhibition of ‘symp-
toms’ of an emotion, such as clenching one’s fists and reddening in
anger or turning pale and stammering out of fear.

The characteristic mark of expression proper is lucidity or intelligibility; a
person who expresses something thereby becomes conscious of what it is
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that he is expressing, and enables others to become conscious of it in himself
and in them. Turning pale and stammering is a natural accompaniment of
fear, but a person who in addition to being afraid also turns pale and
stammers does not thereby become conscious of the precise quality of his
emotion. About that he is as much in the dark as he would be if (were that
possible) he could feel fear without also exhibiting these symptoms of it.>!

A true artist ‘never rants’ or writes or paints to ‘blow off steam’.?
Expression is, as we might put it today, a cognitive process, a process of
becoming conscious of one’s emotion in all its particularity and
specificity. Notice that this reflects the Romantic idea that, as Words-
worth said, poetry is the spontaneous overflow of powerful feelings
which are recollected in tranquillity. Collingwood constantly reverts to
this crucial point: ‘It is only because we know what we feel that we
can express it in words,” and ‘it is only because we express them in
words that we know what our emotions are’.?

It 1s pretty clear from the way Collingwood defines ‘expression’
that he is using the word in a quasi-technical sense. In ordinary folk
psychology, saying ‘I love you’ or ‘I am very sad,” would seem to be a
paradigmatic way to express one’s emotion, but for Collingwood one
would have merely described or labelled one’s emotion, not ex-
pressed it. Similarly, in ordinary language we talk about the physio-
logical symptoms of emotion as expressions (remember Ekman’s
studies of facial expressions, for example), but for Collingwood, such
spontaneous and unconscious symptoms are betrayals (sometimes he
calls them ‘psychic expressions’), not expressions in his sense of the
word. Expression is conscious and deliberate, and its crucial charac-
teristics are ‘lucidity and intelligibility’. On the other hand, the artist
1sn’t getting clear about his emotions as he might on the therapist’s
couch when he says: ‘I thought I was just sad but now I realize I was
actually jealous.” There’s a big difference between art and therapy. If
[ discover I was ‘jealous’ rather than merely ‘sad’, I am categorizing
my emotion using the vocabulary of folk psychology. I am not
individualizing the emotion. Nor is an emotion ‘individualized’ in
the right way if it is described as, for example, ‘that peculiar emotion
which I felt when the mayor playfully dropped an ice cube down the
back of my neck’. In thus describing my emotion I am still using
general terms. I am not expressing it in such a way that an audience
could recreate my experience in imagination.
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For Collingwood the expression of an emotion takes place in
‘language’, 1.e. in tones, paint, stone, gestures, words, or some other
symbolic medium. The artist elucidates his or her emotion by creat-
ing a work of art and the emotion expressed is unique and individual
because its expression is unique and individual. Only this sequence of
lines with this thyme scheme, this imagery, this rhythm, and so on will
express this exact emotion. Change an image and the emotion ex-
pressed will change too. Emotion and expression are one.

The idea that art is expression in Collingwood’s sense was widely
accepted in the first half of the twentieth century even among those
who in other respects had little in common. John Dewey,** for
example, agrees with Collingwood almost to the letter on the
issue of art as expression, although Collingwood is an idealist and
Dewey one of the founders of American pragmatism. But like Col-
lingwood, Dewey is steeped in Romantic ideas about the nature of
art, and both have abstracted from Romantic and Idealist sources
philosophically rich accounts of art as expression which have a great
deal in common.

Alan Tormey and the Abandonment of
Expression Theory

In the 1950s, however, a change was under way in the discipline of
aesthetics in the English-speaking world. As a branch of analytic
philosophy, aesthetics sought to distance itself from Idealism and
Romanticism and other obscure and dubious nineteenth-century
movements and theories, and as part of this reaction, the Expression
Theory of art came in for widespread and formidable criticism.
Critiques included O. K. Bouwsma’s ‘The Expression Theory of
Art’ (1954) and John Hospers’s well-known 1955 article, “The Con-
cept of Expression’, as well as Alan Tormey’s 1971 book, The Concept
of Expression.?® Hospers describes and rejects three ways of thinking
about expression. Very broadly, there is (1) expression as a process
undergone by the artist, (2) expression as the evocation of emotion in
an audience, and (3) expression as communication between artist and
audience, a combination of (1) and (2). Hospers rejects all three,
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instead advocating a fourth theory of expression, ‘expression as a
property of the work of art’.

It is neither the artist nor the audience that matters here; it is the work of art
itself. It is the music which is expressive; and the music may be expressive
even if the artist had no emotions when he wrote it, and even if the
audience is composed of such insensitive clods that they feel nothing
when they hear it. The expressiveness of the music is dependent on neither
of these things.?

In Hospers’ scheme of things, ‘Expression Theorists” such as Colling-
wood and Dewey are examples of the first way of thinking about
expression. Collingwood is interpreted as proposing that what makes
something a work of art is the process by means of which it came into
being rather than anything about the work itself. Hospers comments
that the genesis of the work is irrelevant: ‘what we must judge is the
work before us, not the process of the artist who created it’.?’

Alan Tormey’s book The Concept of Expression is an elegant and
persuasive essay that is widely agreed to have demolished the Expres-
sion Theory once and for all.?® While a good deal more subtle than
Hospers’ treatment, it hews to a very similar line. Tormey sketches a
generic Expression Theory (E-T) which he claims is common to
Dewey, Ducasse, Collingwood, Carritt, Gotshalk, Santayana, Tol-
stoy, and Véron, ‘whatever their further differences may be’.?® His
very formulation of the theory proclaims the victory of careful
analytic philosophy over Romantic muddleheadedness:

(E-T) If art object O has expressive quality Q, then there was a
prior activity C of the artist A such that in doing C,
A expressed his F for X by imparting Q to O (where F is

a feeling state and Q is the qualitative analogue of F).>°

Tormey claims to be characterizing the theory in a way designed to
call attention to the intimate relation that the Expression Theorists
thought holds between ‘the activity of the artist and the expressive
qualities of the work’.?* He then argues that the fundamental mistake
in the Expression Theory is its assumption that ‘the existence of
expressive qualities in a work of art implies a prior act of expression’.>
Tormey thinks that E-T is committed to the view that if a work of art
expresses an emotion, this implies that the composer or poet or



POURING FORTH THE SOUL 241

painter 1s actually experiencing the emotion expressed. For example,
it follows from E-T, he thinks, that if we discover that Mahler wasn’t
actually in a state of ‘despair or resignation’ during the period of the
composition of Das Lied von der Erde, the Expression Theorist has to
deny that any part of the work itself expresses despair or resignation.
He comments that this is implausible ‘since it implies that statements
ostensibly about the music itself are in fact statements about the
composer’.>® Whether a work has certain ‘expressive qualities’ is a
matter of the melodies, harmonies, rhythms, and so on in the work
itself; it has nothing to do with the state of mind of the artist:
‘statements about the expressive qualities of an artwork remain,
irresolutely [sic], statements about the work, and any revision or
rejection of such statements can be supported only by referring to
the work itself’.>* Statements attributing expressive properties to
works of art are ‘statements about the works themselves’ and ‘the
presence of expressive properties does not entail the occurrence of a
prior act of expression’.*® In other words, artworks may have expressive
qualities but they are not expressions of any emotional states in their
creators in anything like the way that Collingwood and Dewey
thought.

According to Tormey, there are two defining characteristics of
anything that counts as an ‘expression’. First of all, ‘expressions are
always of intentional states’,*® states that have ‘intentional objects’,
something or other that they are directed towards or are ‘about’, such
as a belief or desire that it will rain or that Bobby will return safely
from the war, or an emotion such as relief that it is about to rain or
sadness about the war and Bobby’s fate.?”

Secondly, expressions always warrant certain kinds of inferences. In
general, ‘A is expressing ¢’ implies that ‘A is (or has) ¢’.*® Thus, if
Fred’s behaviour is an ‘expression of ¢’, then there is a ‘warrantable
inference’ from Fred’s behaviour to some intentional state ¢ in Fred.
If, for example, Fred’s slumping posture, downturned mouth, and fits
of tears are an ‘expression of gloom’, then we are warranted in
inferring from Fred’s expression that he himself is feeling gloomy.
But in Tormey’s view there 1s a world of difference between saying
that Fred’s behaviour is an ‘expression of gloom’ and saying that it is a
‘gloomy expression’. If his behaviour is merely a ‘gloomy expression’,
we are not entitled to make any inference about Fred’s inner states.
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He wears a gloomy expression, but maybe that’s just the way he is
made. A basset-hound may have a similarly ‘gloomy expression’, but
we cannot infer that the basset-hound is feeling gloomy. He just
comes with a face like that.*”

Tormey’s main accusation against E-T is that it fails to distinguish
between being an ‘expression of ¢’ and being a ‘b expression’. He
thinks that E-T treats artistic expression as the expression of ¢, where
& stands for some psychological state in the artist, poet, or composer,
whereas it ought to be treated simply as a ¢ expression or the posses-
sion of expressive properties such as ‘gloomy’ or ‘nostalgic.” Just as
Fred’s gloomy expression need not be the expression of any gloom in
Fred, so a work of art—a poem or symphony or painting—can be a
gloomy, resigned, joyful, or despairing expression without its being an
expression of any gloom, resignation, joy, or despair in the creator of the
work. Tormey argues that if we claim that a piece of music is expressive
of or an expression of ¢, this proposition should be understood as
‘containing “expression” or “expressive” as syntactic parts of a one-
place predicate denoting some perceptible quality, aspect, or gestalt of
the work itself”.** In other words, to say that music is expressive of ¢ is
simply to say that the music has certain expressive qualities; it does not
imply anything about the inner states of the composer.

So what are ‘expressive qualities?” Tormey proposes that ‘expres-
sive properties are those properties of artworks (or natural objects)
whose names also designate intentional states of persons. Thus “ten-
derness”, “sadness,” “anguish,” and “nostalgia” may denote states of
persons that are intentional, and thus expressible in the fullest and
clearest sense.’*! He acknowledges that this stipulation limits what can
count as an expressive property, since it follows that works of art
cannot express power or weight or the ideas of republicanism, but he
wants to preserve the idea that what works of art can correctly be said
to express are fundamentally psychological properties. Expressive
qualities are ‘constituted’ by the non-expressive properties of an
artwork, so that, for example, the gloom in a melody is constituted
by the sequence of tones, key, dynamics, harmonic progressions,
rhythm, timbre of the instruments, and so on.* It has nothing to do
with the internal states of the composer.

Tormey also thinks that E-T has confused two different ways of
using the term ‘expressive’. He points out that it can be used ‘transi-
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tively’, as when we say that a face or a piece of music is expressive of
some quality such as gloom. In this usage to be ‘expressive of’ is
equivalent to being ‘an expression of’, and so implies that the owner
of the face or the maker of the music is indeed gloomy. Or ‘expres-
sive’ can be used ‘intransitively’, as when we say a face or a piece of
music is simply ‘expressive’, without thereby making any inferences
about the particular psychological states the owner of the face or the
maker of the music may or may not be experiencing. In music, for
example, the intransitive use of the term ‘expressive’ or espressivo has a
quasi-technical meaning: it is ‘an adverbial characterization of a

manner of performance’®

and has no implications whatsoever for
the inner states of the performer (or the composer). Tormey, how-
ever, assumes that, according to E-T, to call a piece or a performance
‘expressive’ must be to attribute to the composer or performer a
particular state of mind which is being expressed. ‘It would follow
from the E-T that we might always be mistaken in thinking that a
performer had played a phrase expressively, since the correctness of
this belief would depend on the truth of some psychological state-
ment about the performer’s inner states’.**

Finally, Tormey discusses whether a piece of music can ever be an
‘expression of ¢’ in the correct sense that inferences are warranted to
the