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    Chapter 1
    

    Introduction


    
      Peter Goldie and Finn Spicer
    


    
      It is no longer true, as it used to be until quite recently, that the emotions are a neglected topic for
      philosophical consideration. This is especially so in the philosophy of mind, where there has been an
      extraordinary increase in interest. Although it might well be fruitful to consider why this change has taken
      place, it is not part of the aim of this introduction to do so However, perhaps one thought which lay behind the
      neglect was connected to something else which is no longer true: the emotions were characteristically thought of
      by philosophers as states which give rise to perturbation in what might roughly be called right thinking. The idea was, again very roughly, that practical reasoning, like theoretical
      reasoning, ought to be, and can be, dispassionate: so either the emotions interfere with right reasoning in a way
      which is a proper object of study for the biological sciences but not for the science of the mind, or, for those
      more sympathetic to the place of emotion in reasoning, the emotions become reducible to, or analysable as,
      collections of propositional attitudes which are themselves assessable in terms of right reasoning with any
      'residue' again there to be considered by biology. The move away from this idea is surely an improvement
      in our philosophical approach to the emotions; whatever emotions are, they are surely not a mere adjunct to our
      lives as so-called rational animals. All of the papers in the volume contribute to this philosophical approach.
    


    
      But other prejudices and preconceived ideas remain, and the purpose of this introduction, in addition to making a
      few brief remarks on the individual contributions, is to raise some challenges to these prejudices and ideas,
      which study of the emotions brings to the fore, as well as making some tentative suggestions of what might be
      fruitful areas for further research. What follows will be divided into these sections: ontology; biology and the
      emotions; epistemology; and emotion, action and ethics.
    


    
      In celebrating, as we do, the 'rediscovery' of the importance of the emotions for
      philosophy, it is important to recognize that there are at least two potential dangers in this rediscovery. The
      first danger is that the emotions become treated as an isolated object of study, independent of the phenomena
      which surround them: phenomena such as imagination, mood, expression, states of character, and so forth. The
      second, related, danger is that one can come to be too Procrustean in the treatment of emotion. Whatever a
      natural kind might be, and whether or not other psychological categories (belief, for example) are natural kinds,
      emotions are a heterogeneous group: as Amélie Rorty said, they can be 'included in the class for quite
      different reasons and on different ground, against the background of shifting contrasts' (1980: 1). The
      remarks that follow should be read while bearing these dangers in mind.
    


    Ontology


    
      Elucidating the relation between mind and matter, often from a materialist perspective, remains as central a
      philosophical task as ever. One of the central challenges facing materialism (it is a challenge which dualism
      also faces) is to provide an account of how the mind relates to the material world, and in particular to
      persons' bodies. Considering even a single emotional episode, we can see how steeped in the body our mental
      lives are: the two are, as Descartes famously realized, 'very closely joined and, as it were,
      intermingled' (Meditations VI, CSM II: 56). Descartes' account of how mind
      and body interact may now strike us as rather inadequate, but he nevertheless recognized the complexity of the
      phenomena he sought to explain.1 Any materialist must attempt at least as much as Descartes: the mind must have a
      place fully within the swim of the material order (there is no other place for it). But the challenge today is to
      find the place where the mental fits into the material order and, in trying to find
      this place, to 'naturalize the mental', one has to start somewhere.
    


    
      So far as concerns the emotions, there are certain temptations here to be resisted. One might choose to begin by
      selecting an intuitively simple, or less complex, kind of state—a state which is taken to be paradigmatic of the
      mental—to establish how it fits into the natural order: belief, for example, or pain. By doing this one might
      hope later to be able to naturalize the other, more complex, elements of the mental, perhaps on the
      presupposition that these more complex elements will turn out to be composed of the simpler kinds. In this
      project, though, it is all too tempting to postpone indefinitely consideration of that which is more complex, and
      which one had initially set aside only temporarily. And thus the emotions can come to be neglected, for, on this approach, the emotions will always be among these messy cases
      to be dealt with later.
    


    
      Alternatively, one might face up to the complexity of the emotions, and try straightaway to integrate them with
      the rest of the mental. But there then arises another temptation to be resisted: the Procrustean one of analysing
      each emotion into its essential ingredients. One might think that, with this project completed, one could then
      smoothly proceed to 'naturalize' the less complex aspects of the mental, blithely confident that a
      naturalizing account of the emotions will fall out as a matter of analytic necessity. In this approach, the major
      debate would be over what was the correct analysis: some claiming that an emotion is composed of propositional
      attitudes—beliefs and desires (Kenny, 1963; Solomon, 1977; Marks, 1982; Taylor, 1984); others holding that no
      collection of beliefs and desires is sufficient to constitute an emotion, and that something further was
      essential; and so the move to a hybrid theory of emotion (Lyons, 1980; Davis, 1988; Oakley, 1992), where each
      emotion is a composite of beliefs, desires, phenomenal states and physiological states. With hindsight, one can
      look upon these debates as oversimplifications (of the emotions and of the mind in general) as a result of
      attempting to force-fit the emotions into the material world, based on a preconceived idea of what marks the
      mental off from the physical. We suspect that there will always be oversimplification so long as the emotions are
      treated as a sideshow in this way. When one is confident of having a naturalized account of propositional
      attitudes on the table, then a story which reduces or analyses anger, say, to a collection of mental items (such
      as beliefs, desires and phenomenal states) and a collection of physical items (such as conditions of the body)
      begins to look attractive: it allows one to be persuaded that anger can be naturalized in one easy step.
    


    
      Consideration of the emotions serves to undermine this sort of naturalism: it is not so much that the emotions
      span the divide between mind and body, or even that, in the emotions, mind and body are 'closely joined and
      intermingled': more fundamentally, it is that the preconceived distinction between mind and body is itself
      thrown into doubt. Rather than attempt to force-fit the emotions into a ready-made conception of the mind within
      nature, the way forward is surely to develop an account which is from the outset able to include the richness and
      diversity of emotional life. The emotions will then be dealt with on their own terms—neither specifically mental
      nor specifically material. One could then set out to give an ontology of the emotions directly, rather than
      trying to assimilate emotions to less complex states. According to this 'commonsense ontology' approach,
      each emotion is a thing which we can identify and reidentify by its manifest features: thoughts, feelings, bodily
      changes, actions and expressions.2 These features may change over time, for example as feelings wax and wane, but
      the emotion endures through these changes. On this approach, we can call the emotion a substance, the thing that remains the same through change, and furthermore, emotion is neither
      specifically mental, nor specifically material, nor specifically some combination of the two. Of course the
      emotions include features which are paradigmatically mental, and others which are paradigmatically material, but
      there is much that is not readily identifiable as one or the other.3 If one begins one's enquiries into the emotions with a prior conception
      of the distinction between mind and matter—one of which we are supposed to have a clear grasp—one will come to
      find the questions pressing of which is mental and which is physical and of how the two can be 'united'.
      Whereas, if one instead considers the emotions in their own right, such questions become secondary, as they
      surely should.4
    


    
      The rewards of such an approach will, we think, fast make any attempt to explicate emotions in terms of a
      supposedly clear prior understanding of less complex mental states look impoverished indeed. Considering just one
      example, a satisfactory understanding of desire is most likely to be attained hand-in-hand with an understanding
      of emotion, rather than in advance of understanding of emotion.5 The work of 'affective neuroscientists' such as Jaak Panksepp (1998)
      and in particular Antonio Damasio (1994, 1999) points to the emotions as implicated in the deep sources of
      motivation and desire. Damasio's experiments are ingeniously crafted to show that affectivity, far from being
      an occasional unwelcome interruption to decision-making and motivation, is essential for any decision to be
      efficacious in action.6 At this
      time, the research is still young; there is little more than a wealth of empirical work, waiting for a
      theoretical framework to be built around it—one which may reveal a connection between the motivational force of
      desire and the intentionality of emotion. We will return later to motivation and emotions in action.
    


    
      We end this section on ontology by mentioning a further avenue open for ontoiogical investigation: one concerning
      the relation between commonsense psychology and the emotions. Commonsense psychology has been described as the
      capacity to 'mind-read', and we will discuss this with respect to the emotions in the section on
      epistemology below. But it might be that, as well as mind-reading, commonsense
      psychology plays a role in mind-shaping, so that our psychological make-up might be
      constitutively dependent upon our possession of commonsense psychology. With respect to the emotions, the
      suggestion is that emotional experiences might themselves depend upon our commonsense
      psychological capacities, so, as well as allowing us to think about minds, commonsense psychology might also
      contribute to the shape of emotional episodes. For example, part of what gives an attack of
      jealousy its shape, part of what makes it unfold in the way it does on a certain occasion, will be the jealous
      person's attitudes towards the thoughts and feelings of himself and others, which attitudes are themselves
      built from the resources of his commonsense psychological capacities. Much of philosophical interest lies here,
      concerning both the viability of conceptual revision within commonsense psychology and the epistemology of
      one's own and other minds.
    


    Biology and the Emotions


    
      Before turning to considering epistemological and ethical issues, it is appropriate first to consider questions
      about the aetiology of emotions, many of which bear on these other issues, either directly or
      indirectly.7 As well as the
      general question, 'How do we come to be creatures capable of affectivity?' we can also ask, 'How do
      we come to possess the particular emotional traits we do?' One kind of answer which has been given recently
      by evolutionary psychologists has been to argue that a particular emotional trait is an adaptation. A trait will be an adaptation only if it is true that its having been adaptive in our ancestral past (beneficial to the fitness of our ancestors, where
      'fitness' is a measure of capacity to contribute offspring to the next generation) is part of the reason
      that it is a trait of the organism now. Showing that a trait is an adaptation involves supporting detailed claims
      about the role of the trait in the evolutionary history of a species. Hence the claim that a trait is an
      adaptation is eminently testable, and far from trivial.8 Of course, with a certain amount of creativity, it is easy to dream up benefits
      of possessing a trait, but the burden remains to show that a certain benefit was real in the evolutionary past,
      and is part of the explanation of the existence of the trait in the species now. Otherwise one is merely telling
      'just so stories', as Stephen J. Gould9 has charged adaptationists of doing.
    


    
      Deploying this rigorous notion of an adaptation, we can then ask whether our capacities for having emotions can
      be shown to be adaptations. This question must be answered individually for each particular emotion. To have been
      beneficial to the fitness of our ancestors, this sort of trait will typically have to have had a beneficial
      effect on behaviour. But, because no type of behaviour is beneficial in all
      situations, an emotional trait will have to meet this condition by its deliverances forming a link between a
      type of situation and a type of behaviour such that the
      behaviour tended on balance to be beneficial in that type of situation. This structure is most clearly
      discernible in evolutionary explanations of some of the more 'basic' emotions, or what are called
      'affect programs', for which it is easy to recognize emotion-typical
      behaviour.10 For example, fear
      involves certain automated behavioural routines—freezing, fighting and running away"—which will on balance be beneficial to the creature in precisely the
      situations which elicit the emotion: situations where the organism is under threat from danger, whereas feeding,
      playing, sleeping or mating are not on balance beneficial in these circumstances. It is clear that situations of
      threat from danger have always been a feature of our ancestral environment, but it is harder to show precisely
      when this feature was critical for the evolution of our capacity for fear. Involved
      in answering this will be considerations concerning which species share our capacity for fear, and whether the
      capacity has been passed to us largely unchanged from the common ancestors of these species, or whether it has
      changed as the kinds of danger facing our ancestors have changed.
    


    
      As well as fear, other affect programs, such as disgust, anger and surprise may be open to evolutionary
      explanation. Other, more complex emotions, however, if they are to be shown to be adaptations, will need to be
      treated differently from these automated behavioural routines. Sexual jealousy, for example, does not always
      generate a single type of behaviour; instead it feeds into our mental economy 'higher up', affecting
      planning, shaping practical reasoning, altering our dispositions to find an argument persuasive, and biasing
      memory and learning. These are the routes that jealousy takes to making a difference in behaviour, and so these
      are the features that an account of jealousy as an adaptation will be called upon to explain. Also the kinds of
      situation in which jealousy will be adaptive are narrowly specific: jealousy is adaptive only within certain
      social and family structures which combine high paternal investment in the raising of offspring with the
      possibility of uncertainty about the paternity of those offspring. It is much harder than in the case of fear and
      danger to show that these structures were present in our ancestral history.12
    


    
      So what has to be done to show that an emotional trait is an adaptation varies from emotion to emotion. But
      supposing that it is shown that a certain emotional trait is an adaptation, what
      follows from this? In particular, does it follow that it is innate, that it is
      genetically determined or specified, or that it is
      modular? These terms recur in debate about the emotions, popular and philosophical,
      and we want to argue here that showing that an emotional trait is an adaptation falls short of showing that it is
      innate, genetically determined, genetically specified or modular.
    


    
      In philosophical theorizing about psychological traits, the old opposition between rationalists and empiricists
      has become outdated, and the debate has advanced beyond seeing just two possible and opposing answers to how we
      come to possess a trait: either it is shaped by our experiences or it is innate.13 There is now what is called the 'interactionist
      consensus' that every trait of an organism, including each emotion in a mature adult, is
      the result of developmental shaping of parental endowment. With this consensus, one sense of 'innate' has
      been discredited; this is the sense of innate as genetically determined, where only the genes, and no
      environmental influences, enter into the development of the trait. No traits (except the genes themselves, but
      certainly no psychological traits) are genetically determined; the notion of genetic determination is too strong
      to be interesting.14
    


    
      Many who subscribe to the interactionist consensus accord a special place to the genes in the aetiology of a
      trait, which we might mark by saying that the genes specify the trait, but do not
      determine it. It is important though to distinguish two distinct senses in which a
      trait might be said to be genetically specified—two senses in which genes might be said to have a privileged role
      in the gene—environment interaction. The first notion of genetic specification is an evolutionary one, and involves the claim that genes are the only replicator, the only entity which passes from generation to generation, and upon which natural
      selection can operate. So, although genes and environment both play a role in the
      development of a trait, certain genes might play a special role in its aetiology, a
      role which emerges in the fact that the evolution of the trait is explicable solely by reference to natural
      selection operating on these genes (see Mameli, 2001). The second notion of genetic specification concerns the
      status of genes in development, where genes are said to have a distinctive role in
      that only they carry information which codes for the developed trait, while
      environmental factors merely contribute to the unfolding of the genetic blueprint.
    


    
      It is important to keep these two ways of privileging the gene separate, because the two in no way imply each
      other. It has recently been argued (Sterelny, 2001; Griffiths and Gray, 1994) that the first of these privileges
      is a fiction: genes are not the only replicators. When any resource which contributes
      to the development of a trait reliably recurs from generation to generation, this resource can serve as the
      replicator upon which natural selection can operate. If this is true, then there is no entailment from a
      trait's being an adaptation to its being genetically specified in this sense; a trait could be an adaptation
      because natural selection has operated on reliably recurring environmental resources.
    


    
      Development systems theory goes further, not only denying that genes are the only
      entity upon which natural selection operates, but also denying the second privileged role for the gene: that
      genes have any special status in development (Griffiths and Gray, 1994; Oyama, 1985). Development systems
      theorists claim that there is little of use in the distinction between 'genes and the rest' (Griffiths
      and Gray, 1994: 284), preferring to think in terms of developmental
      resources which shape the development of a trait, Griffiths and Gray argue that an adequate account of a
      trait's development will not be couched in terms of solely genetic information
      which codes for the mature trait; any notion of information which is useful will yield symmetry between
      developmental resources, whether 'genes' or 'the rest' (1994: 280-83). This, if true, could spell
      the end of talk of 'the gene for' a certain trait. Moreover, the developmental systems approach, through
      its rejection of the distinction between 'genes and the rest', might undermine the notion of the
      specification of a trait by any developmental resource. So far it remains unclear
      whether a viable notion of specification will remain (but with wider applicability than genetic specification) or
      whether it will emerge that there is no viable notion at all. Griffiths himself seems to incline in this latter
      direction when he talks of the developmental resources of the individual being no more than 'soft
      constraints' (1999: 50-51) on how the capacity turns out in the mature individual.
    


    
      It is sometimes felt that if it were true that our emotional traits were genetically determined then they would not be open to the influence of developmental conditions, or that
      their operation would be beyond our control or beyond the reach of responsibility, or even that our emotional
      qualities could only be means to selfish ends (see, for example, O'Hear, 1997). These consequences might
      follow if the antecedent were true, but it is not true: no psychological trait is
      genetically determined; that much is agreed in the interactionist consensus.
    


    
      Alternatively, it is sometimes felt that these consequences would follow if it were true that our emotional
      traits were genetically specified. Now, at this point it becomes important to
      distinguish the two senses of genetic specification that we set out above. Taking the evolutionary sense, the claim that a trait is specified by a set of genes only involves the claim
      that, under the environmental conditions stably present in the evolutionary past, possession of those genes was
      sufficiently correlated with the possession of the trait for selection to occur on the genes as a result of the
      adaptive value of the trait. The correlation of genes and trait, either in the evolutionary past or today, is
      perfectly compatible with the trait's being under our control, and with its being mouldable through
      education.
    


    
      So far as concerns the developmental sense of genetic specification, the issue is
      more delicate. We have already raised doubts about whether there is a viable notion of genes coding information
      for a trait, but even supposing that there is a viable notion of a genetic blueprint, the existence of such a
      blueprint does not by itself imply the inevitability of the outcome specified by that blueprint. (This is the
      interactionist consensus again.) It is, rather, a matter for empirical enquiry how each particular emotional
      trait develops in a maturing individual, and the way that trait is influenced by environmental
      resources and by genes. Answers about whether a trait is beyond our control, or beyond the reach of
      responsibility, will turn on the details of this empirical story, and do not simply turn on whether the trait is
      genetically specified in the developmental sense. We suspect that part of what accounts for the hostility towards
      seeking accounts of emotions as adaptations is fear that these accounts imply these other conclusions. But if
      these conclusions do not follow, and they do not, then fear of these consequences constitutes no objection to the
      programme of seeking explanations in terms of adaptation for our emotional capacities.
    


    
      Evolutionary accounts of emotion are often provided against a background view that the mind is composed of many
      distinct mechanisms, or modules, where the operation of each module can be considered
      largely independently. Jerry Fodor (2000) calls the combination of the two views—adaptationism and modularity—the
      'New Synthesis' (represented by Pinker, 1997, and Plotkin, 1997). Whether or not 'modularity needs
      adaptationism' (Fodor, 2000: 79), we want to question whether adaptationism needs modularity. This of course
      depends in part on what is meant by modularity.15
    


    
      There are at least three senses, relevant to this discussion, in which a psychological capacity can be called
      modular. The first is to say that it consists in an innate body of knowledge,
      containing true representations about the world; this is Chomsky's sense of mental module when discussing the
      language capacity. The second sense of modularity is domain specificity: a capacity
      is domain specific if it only operates with information from a single domain. The third sense is informational encapsulation: there is information available to other parts of the mind which are
      not available to the capacity. Although it may be empirically the case that a
      capacity which is modular in one sense is often so in another, the only entailment between these three senses of
      modularity is from domain specificity to informational encapsulation: if a module only operates with information
      from a single domain, then information from other domains will be unavailable to it (see Mameli, 2001, for
      counterexamples to any other entailments). Hence encapsulation is a weaker notion than domain specificity.
    


    
      So far as concerns modularity in the sense of an innate body of knowledge, there is clearly no entailment from a
      trait's being an adaptation to its being modular; teeth, for example, are adaptations but not bodies of
      knowledge or representations. In the other direction, Fodor (2000: 91-7) has argued that an innate body of
      empirical knowledge must be an adaptation. Here the relevant sense of 'innate' is 'not learnt',
      and the argument is that, if the empirical truths did not get into the mind by learning, then
      the only way to give an explanation of why the body of information contains truths rather than falsehoods will be
      an evolutionary one. The entailment here, although persuasive, is not logical entailment, but is contingent upon
      learning and evolution exhausting the ways that empirical knowledge can enter the mind.
    


    
      Turning to the other senses of modularity, Cosmides and Tooby (1994) argue that the 'adaptive mind' must
      be massively modular, composed entirely or iargely of modules, where modularity is
      taken in the sense of domain specificity. Leaving aside doubts about how massively
      modular the mind need be (see Samuels, 1998), a capacity's being an adaptation is not evidence that it is
      domain specific (although it might be evidence for the weaker claim that it is informationally encapsulated).
      Male sexual jealousy, for example, might have characteristic effects upon one's thinking about financial
      dealings with other men, even though it was not selected for these effects. So the fact that a capacity's
      operation with one class of representational inputs (sexual and parenting matters) was adaptive has no
      implications for whether or not that capacity can operate with another class of inputs (financial matters),
      provided those operations did not impair the adaptive value of possessing the traits in the evolutionary past.
      And one way for this to be ensured is by those inputs not being present in the past environment (there was no
      money to think about).16
    


    Epistemology


    
      Epistemology and emotions meet at two places. The first is where an emotion is the object of knowledge; the second, where an emotion is part of the way
      one knows about the world around us. How the emotions can or ever do play the second epistemic role is
      controversial, and we will return to it after a discussion of whether and how emotions can be the objects of
      knowledge.
    


    
      Commonsense psychology is our ability to see others—and ourselves—as minded, and understand them and their
      behaviour in this light; it is an ability which all normal humans (except toddlers) share and use constantly to
      make sense of each other (and of animals who lack this ability; see Tomasello, 1999: ch. 2). Part of this ability
      involves ascribing thoughts to another person, and understanding these thoughts to be implicated in the
      other's behaviour. We have already suggested that this ability may be involved in shaping emotions, but this
      is aside from the question of what the ability consists in. This latter point is at present much debated, the
      discussion focusing on whether the ability is grounded, on the one hand, in some sort of tacitly known theory or
      body of knowledge, or, on the other hand, in a capacity in some way to simulate others'
      thoughts in one's own mind (for useful collections of papers, see Davies and Stone, 1995a, 1995b; Carruthers
      and Smith, 1997).
    


    
      When it comes to the emotions, both sorts of view face complications. These complications arise because of the
      highly significant differences in emotional dispositions—not only differences across cultures, but also
      differences between individuals within a culture, and even within a single individual at different times. And
      these differences can go deep in the way they affect an individual emotionally: not only directly in terms of how
      they shape the deliverances of the dispositions on an occasion, but also indirectly, for example, in the way they
      affect our tendency to find an argument persuasive. So far as the body-of-knowledge view is concerned, these
      difficulties would seem to demand, as Donald Davidson argued some time ago, that 'the laws implicit in reason
      explanations are simply the generalisations implied by the attribution of dispositions. But then the
      "laws" are peculiar to individuals, and even to individuals at particular moments' (Davidson,
      1976a: 265). So, whatever body of knowledge is tacitly known about people in general will have to be
      significantly supplemented (or perhaps even emended) in order to allow for the idiosyncrasies of a particular
      personality at a particular time. And then, so far as concerns the simulationist view, the same difficulties
      arise in a different way. Consider how you might try to explain why another person did something by imagining
      yourself into their position: here you will again have to allow for differences in personality at the particular
      time; and how you do this is not very easy to elucidate. Moreover, where the differences in personality are
      sufficiently substantial, simulation may become to all intents and purposes impossible.17 These issues are part of the subject of Peter
      Goldie's and Barry Smith's contributions to this collection.
    


    
      Before going on to consider the second of the two epistemological themes, we would like briefly to mention one
      further point about the epistemology of emotion. If it is correct, as we suggested earlier, to think of an
      emotion as a substance in its own right, and if it is correct not to begin consideration of the emotions from
      some sort of prior dualistic distinction between the mental and the physical, then the epistemology of the
      emotions might begin to take on something of a new slant: what comes to be identified and reidentified is the
      emotion in all its manifestations, so the epistemological question of how we do this
      is no longer a question that is exclusively one to do with minds, as if the physical
      manifestations were merely 'signs' or 'symptoms', pointing towards something—a feeling
      perhaps—that is essentially and only mental (cf. Smith, this volume,Chapter
      8). A closely related point was made by J. L. Austin (1946): consider, using his analogy (1946: 109), the
      epistemology of mumps: how the patient looks and how the patient feels are potentially of
      equal epistemological relevance; and the spots are as much part of the illness as the feelings and the
      temperature.
    


    
      The contributions of Bill Brewer and Barry Smith provide a link to the second of the two epistemological themes
      of this introduction: the emotions as a source of knowledge of the world. The epistemology of mind has been long
      dominated by the Cartesian view of the mind as transparent to itself. The epistemic problem has then been
      concerned with how one can utilize and build on the understanding one has of one's own mind to gain knowledge
      of the mental lives of others. Part of Gilbert Ryle's reaction against Cartesianism was to reverse the order
      of priority, arguing that we come to know our own minds in the terms in which we know others' (1949: ch. 6).
      Brewer and Smith move carefully away from Cartesianism about emotions, but not in the direction of Ryle's
      extreme. Instead, Brewer attends to the subjective character of emotional experiences, claiming that no
      description of a mere phenomenal presentation can capture this character. Any adequate description of an
      emotional experience is a description of the way the world is for the subject of the
      experience. In this respect emotional experiences are like perceptual experiences, which should make us wonder
      whether emotional episodes can sometimes figure epistemologically like perceptual experiences and inform us about
      features of our environment. And Smith, in his contribution, also argues that emotions, like sensations (such as
      the sensation of feeling cold), can tell us something about the world around us and about ourselves. Brewer in
      fact goes further than this and argues that there are implications for knowledge not only of the external world
      in general, but also, more specifically, of others' emotions. Because the features presented to us in the
      phenomenology of emotional episodes are ones which can only be specified by a behavioural demonstrative, the ingredients for recognizing an emotion in another's behaviour
      is contained in the first-personal experience of that emotion.
    


    
      Dan Hutto's contribution, responding to Brewer's work on other minds, focuses on how we learn emotion
      concepts. He too aims to show that conceptual considerations do not force us to choose between the priority of
      first-personal and third-personal perspectives, which Descartes and Ryle respectively exemplify, so that
      rejecting Ryle's account, where our understanding of a mentalistic concept is grounded in an ability to apply
      it to others, does not force us to the Cartesian alternative where the ability to self-ascribe is the ground of
      our understanding of others. Hutto employs Davidsonian considerations on how emotion concepts could be acquired
      to show that both perspectives must be grasped If either is; there can be no priority. Central to this is
      Davidson's account of triangulation, where novice and veteran concept-user take each
      other to be responding to the same features of the world: as he puts it, 'basic forms of triangulation
      require a capacity for common experience' (this volume, Chapter 3).
      The novice is thus, from the outset, responding to the other as minded: without drawing an analogy from self to
      other. Hutto is thus able to reject the framework within which it is possible to acquire a concept usable solely
      in predication to oneself; if it were possible, one would need a certain prior conceptual sophistication, and in
      particular the possession of a concept of oneself, as against that of others. But Hutto denies that we could have
      this prior conceptual sophistication, and denies that the possession of a self-concept precedes the grasp of
      emotion concepts.
    


    
      Smith, in his contribution, also rejects the idea that the emotions, perhaps considered as a sort of sensation,
      are private. And he too, like Hutto, appeals to the essential role of language in knowledge of our own and of
      others' experiential states, and to the deployment of 'a common stock of sensory terms' (this volume,
      Chapter 8).
    


    
      Paul Harris (1989) provides detailed empirical studies which seem to support Hutto's and Smith's views,
      arrived at on more conceptual grounds, that there is no priority to be given to either the first person or the
      third person perspective with respect to the grasp of mental concepts (1989: 143). His work is of particular
      interest to the epistemology of emotion, as it focuses on children's understanding of emotions in themselves
      and others. Harris shows that we neither begin with prior knowledge of our own inner lives and come to understand
      others as being (mentally) like us, nor vice versa. Instead Harris shows how each child's journey into
      understanding the emotions is incremental, with some aspects coming into view for the child before others. The
      emotions are among the first ingredients of other's lives which an infant is able to respond to, and this
      development then allows the infant to understand and shape his own inner life.
    


    
      That the demise of the Cartesian way of conceiving the mind opens the route to knowledge of others' mental
      lives is the central claim of Anita Avramides' recent book (2001) on other minds. Her work, like the
      contributions of Brewer, Hutto and Smith, builds on the claim that the Cartesian way of individuating the mental
      opens epistemological chasms to knowledge of other minds which no inferential process could transcend.
      Self-knowledge may come easily on this conception of the mental, but knowledge of other minds is
      impossible.18 Avramides
      identifies an alternative conception which she sees in Wittgenstein's work, where our mental concepts are
      integrated with action and, on this conception, knowledge of other minds is no more problematic than
      self-knowledge. It is true that there is a unique and privileged route to self-knowledge, namely introspection, but only if we understand 'privileged' here as not implying that other
      routes are epistemologically inferior, either in the sense that self-knowledge is so good, or in the sense that
      knowledge of others is so bad. This sort of symmetry could gain support from the view that an emotion is a
      substance, many of whose features enable identification of the substance in ways which are as much (and sometimes
      more) open to the third person as to the first person.
    


    Emotion, Action and Ethics


    
      Some of our actions are done out of emotion, and some are not. Here, as elsewhere, there is a temptation to
      explain the first in terms of the second, on the presupposition that the second is adequately understood: in
      respect of a particular action, it is said, reasons can (at least ideally) be given, which shows the favourable
      light in which the agent saw what he did, and which thereby explain why he did what he did under the description
      by which it was intentional. As Simon Blackburn points out in his contribution to this volume, recalling
      Elisabeth Anscombe's Intention (1957), the chain of explanation will terminate in
      some sort of'desirability characterization'. For example, if a man explains why he chooses to carry a pin
      around with him, and says that he 'just wants to', there ought to be some further characterization, such
      as 'I don't feel comfortable without it' (1957: 71).
    


    
      Now, if action out of emotion is a kind of action, which it surely is, then this sort of explanation ought to be
      possible here too (see, for example, Davidson 1976b). This may well be true so far as it goes, but then further
      questions arise. Can the reasons be 'decomposed' into beliefs and desires? Can the reasons be given in
      propositional form? Can the reasons be given a syllogistic form? There is a great risk here, we believe, of
      overintellectualising action out of the emotions. Whether or not explanation of action which is not out of
      emotion is adequately understood (and whether or not the answer to the questions just posed is 'Yes' in
      respect of such actions), it seems to us that action which is out of emotion, whilst
      still being action as such, is of such a different character that it merits explanation of a different character
      too; to explain it in the same way, in terms of reasons, may be at best merely scratching the surface, and
      emotions surely go deep. Not only do emotions transform our way of seeing the world, they also transform our way
      of seeing what we do; and to say that this is merely seeing what we do 'in a favourable light' is too
      superficial: emotions sometimes drive us to do what we do.
    


    
      However, assuming for the moment that some sort of rationalizing explanation of action out of emotion can be
      given, and assuming that the concern is justified that this sort of explanation is too
      superficial, we might well go on to ask what the relation is between this sort of explanation and other, possibly
      deeper, explanations of the source of emotional desire and motivation. Let us consider one of Anscombe's
      examples of 'the man who (intentionally) moves his arm, operates the pump, replenishes the water supply,
      [and] poisons the inhabitants' (1957: 45), and let us further assume that this is an action done out of
      anger. Anscombe says that the man is performing just one action which has four descriptions, 'each dependent
      on wider circumstances, and each related to the next as description of means to end', and that 'the last
      term we give in such a series [A, B, C, D] gives the intention with which the act in
      each of its other descriptions was done, and this intention so to speak swallows up all the preceding intentions
      with which earlier members of the series were done. The mark of this "swallowing
      up" is that it is not wrong to give D as the answer to the question "Why?" about A' (1957:
      46). But now the question 'Why do you want to poison the inhabitants?' arises, and here we would seem to
      be at or close to the point at which explanation can go no further, terminating in some desirability
      characterization. This might be generally characterized as revenge or getting one's own back: 'They
      deserve to die in agony after what they did to us' may be the 'first premise' which best captures the
      desirability of poisoning the inhabitants, at which point we have reached the end, and explanation can go no
      further; although, as Anscombe rightly insists, we may go on to take exception to the 'first premise',
      just as the agent himself may be able to say much more in its favour. Emotional motivation, then, is primitively intelligible in the sense that the desirability characterization cannot be explained
      in terms of further elements of the series (that is, going beyond A, B, C, D).
    


    
      And it is at just this point that the rationalizing (and thus perhaps overintellectualizing) explanation can seem
      to be superficial. We surely are right to demand an explanation of why people are
      driven to such acts of revenge and reprisal, often at an enormous cost to everything else that they value and
      hold dear.19 So we should
      accept that this limit to explanation is a limit only from the perspective of commonsense psychology, in terms of
      the agent's reasons or his characterization of the desirability of what he does,
      and that it need not be a limit to explanation tout court. This leaves room for the
      idea that such primitively intelligible emotional motivations, and the emotions of which the motivations are
      part, could be given some deeper sort of explanation: for example, an evolutionary one, or one which appeals to
      the agent's unconscious drives. And these explanations need not be seen to be in competition with, or to
      crowd out, the commonsense rationalizing explanation.20
    


    
      Even if explanation of action out of emotion, given in terms of the agent's reasons, can
      seem to be good enough, when one turns to the question of why he did that and not
      something else which was also open to him at the time, any complacency is quickly removed. Moreover, there is
      even less risk of complacency when we consider attempts to predict what action
      someone will do when they are experiencing an emotion. Here we are faced with particular difficulties, especially
      when it is accepted that what one typically needs to predict is not just the type of action that will be done:
      even if one can predict that someone will cry when upset, or that he will strike out when angry, one also needs
      to know whether he will shed a small tear or sob his heart out, whether he will administer a light admonishing
      tap or strike out with the intent to do serious harm.21 We have already mentioned one epistemological difficulty, discussed by Goldie
      and Smith in this volume: different people respond emotionally in different ways to the same sorts of
      circumstances; that is, people differ in their emotional dispositions. A further difficulty is that prediction
      can sometimes not be possible even with sufficient background knowledge of the emotional dispositions of the
      person concerned; this inability to predict might not just be because we have insufficient information: it might
      be a deeper matter of indeterminacy, in the sense brought out by Jon Elster in his discussion of
      'mechanisms'. With what Elster calls type A mechanisms, 'we may not be able to predict which of two
      opposing mechanisms will be triggered'. For example, a fear reaction in a creature might involve one, but not
      more than one, of the following: freezing, fleeing or fighting (1999: 3). With type B mechanisms, 'we may not
      be able to assess the net effect of two opposing mechanisms when both are triggered' (1999: 8). For example,
      the father of the returning prodigal son may feel both anger and joy, and thus be disposed to express both
      emotions in action: to throw the son out again; and to put the fatted calf in the oven. These sorts of
      indeterminacy might imply more that just the impossibility of making precise prediction; they might also point
      towards the idea that complex phenomena (weather patterns just as much as emotions) cannot be given a law-like
      explanation (where the law is deterministic or statistical), but can best be explained in terms of these diverse,
      and possibly competing, mechanisms or recurring causal patterns.
    


    
      This second difficulty with prediction is taken further in a thought-provoking discussion by Geoffrey Miller in
      his The Mating Mind (2000). Miller's idea is that
      randomness in behaviour, and thus unpredictability, can, in certain circumstances, be advantageous to the
      creature: the flight-path of a house fly, for example. Unpredictability, unlike in chaos theory or meteorology
      for example, is here by design and not accident. Now, this sort of unpredictability is perhaps going to be found
      in many of our paradigmatic emotional responses, especially those responses which are thought
      to have an evolutionary explanation: short-term fear (the way the rabbit avoids its predator) and aggression (the
      way the tiger attacks): these may be unpredictable for the reasons suggested by Miller. In our view, the question
      of prediction of emotional behaviour is an interesting and potentially fruitful area for cooperative research
      between scientific psychology and other disciplines, including philosophy. The issues that arise here could have
      considerable impact on the relative contributions of possession of a body of knowledge and of simulative
      capacities towards our abilities to predict what others do when experiencing an emotion; and on our appreciation
      of the limitations of those abilities, both when considered alone or working in tandem, as they often surely do.
    


    
      As we have already suggested, it is now generally accepted that having a capacity for emotion is as much an
      essential part of being human as is being capable of rational thought. This point has already emerged in our
      discussion of Damasio's findings: people like Damasio's 'Elliot' and Phineas Gage who have been
      brain damaged in a way which affects their emotional capacities can find themselves incapable of making important
      decisions. But the idea that being emotional is essential to being human involves more that just the necessity of
      the emotions for making decisions. The emotions are also an essential part of our ethical lives. Michael Stocker, in this collection, argues for the traditional Aristotelian view
      that emotions reveal value and are constitutive of value; and Simon Blackburn, albeit more from an Augustinian
      perspective, argues that the virtuous agent, like the rest of us, will be emotional, but he or she will also have
      emotions directed towards the right objects. When we respond to a clear injustice, we do so with anger; here, our
      anger is not to be seen as a disruptive force, distorting our judgments, but to be a part of what it is to
      respond appropriately to an injustice directed at someone (ourselves perhaps, but not necessarily ourselves) or
      some institution which we hold dear.22 These are not only accounts which allow for correctness in feelings; they are
      also ones in which having the right feelings is constitutive of ethical conduct,
      rather than being merely instrumental. Furthermore, having the right feelings will also be in part constitutive
      of well-being (cf. Foot, 2001): one could not be a fully flourishing person, properly engaging in (to take
      Stocker's examples) loving or friendly activities, if one did not feel emotions as one should.
    


    
      Adam Morton's contribution, which takes the form of a dialogue between two characters, Adam and Eve, also
      considers emotion and virtue, but from a rather different perspective. This is the perspective according to which
      our emotions can be understood as part of an unfolding narrative. The character Adam, however, cautions against
      emotion and narrative as sources of self-understanding: emotions can blind us; and we can
      come to be trapped, so to speak, in a role which the narrative prescribes for us. Adam then makes the crucial
      distinction between emotion and virtue, and he does so in two respects. First, a virtue is a disposition to have
      certain emotions: as Adam puts it, 'an emotion is what you have when you've been thrown in, and a virtue
      is what does the throwing' (this volume, Chapter 4). And secondly,
      when we experience emotions, we tend to imagine (or remember) the narrative from a 'centred' perspective;
      whereas with virtue, we also have the capacity to shift narrative perspective, 'standing back' to see
      ourselves and our plans and projects—and emotional responses—reflectively, in a 'non-centred' way. In
      this way, Morton's contribution represents, perhaps, a careful return to the old idea that we should not
      entirely trust our emotions: once we are 'in the swim' of an emotional narrative, we cannot see things as
      dispassionately as we should. Barry Smith, towards the end of his contribution, touches on the same concern, but
      in somewhat different terms: he distinguishes between, on the one hand, 'the deepest strain of feelings which
      remain constant and a reliable guide to ourselves and our relation to the world', these being the emotions
      that reveal value, and, on the other hand, 'the emotional disturbance of inconstant and fluctuating
      feelings', which we cannot trust. To what extent this distinction, pointed to by Morton and Smith, can be
      made out, either ontologically or epistemologically, is an important matter for further consideration.
    


    
      We believe that further work on the emotions in the philosophy of mind (including empirical investigation of the
      sort exemplified by Damasio) will reveal deep and wide implications for a number of longstanding debates in
      ethics. Let us mention here just one such possible implication, concerning what has been called motivational
      internal ism: roughly, the idea that there is an internal relation between ethical judgments and motivation. In
      ethics, as in the philosophy of mind, there is another dualism, this time not one between the mental and the
      physical, but one which insists on a fundamental divide within the mental: that is, between two sorts of
      propositional attitude: on the one hand the cognitive—paradigmatically belief—which is world-guided, and whose
      'proper object' is the true; and on the other hand, the conative—paradigmatically desire—which is
      world-guiding, and whose 'proper object' is, roughly, the good. This distinction, as traditionally drawn,
      is exemplified in the idea that all action is open to a means—end explanation, where the desire is directed
      towards some goal or end of the agent, and the belief is about some means of achieving that end. Without both a
      desire and a belief, it is said, there would be no action.
    


    
      Simon Blackburn, in his contribution, brings out another sense in which desire and belief are
      involved in emotion, but in a way which makes them much more intimately related. This can be expressed as an
      'equation': on the one side desire, or what he calls, following Saint Augustine, 'the pull of the
      will and of love'; and on the other side belief—this time belief in a faciendum
      proposition, or belief that some action ought to be done. The question then is where the explanatory priority
      lies. However, leaving that general answer to one side, Blackburn makes the very good point that, at what he
      calls the 'microlevel', the answer might be different in individual cases: he contrasts, on the one hand,
      'a spasm of appetite or lust, or fear or disgust' with, on the other hand, 'a long-term calculation
      of advantage' (this volume, Chapter 6). But in the general case,
      Blackburn argues persuasively for the Augustinian, expressivist priority, as contrasted with the priority of the
      rationalist: he says, 'The proposition "it was the thing to do" is just the proposition that has
      the valency of desire built into it'. Moreover, in the general case, as Blackburn is surely right to insist,
      and leaving to one side any metaphysical considerations, the emotions put further pressure on those of a
      rationalist persuasion (often the same people as those who tend towards overintellectualization of the emotions);
      as Blackburn puts it, emotions 'share the valency of desire'.
    


    
      Now, for those who follow the dogma that belief and desire are distinct states, in the sense that the presence of
      the one cannot imply the presence of the other,23 there would seem to be what is at least a prima facie difficulty in also
      holding, as one might intuitively want to hold, that emotional thoughts on ethical matters, such as one directed
      towards the cruelty of a particular action, are both truth-evaluable (and thus belief-like) and yet are
      intrinsically motivating (and thus desire-like). One way of responding to this difficulty is to say that emotions
      involve both belief-like states and desire-like states, and that there is an internal relation between the two
      sorts of state, but to acknowledge that this relation is not one which is so strict as not to allow for weakness
      of the will or accidie.24 But
      another, stronger, way is to challenge this dualist dogma at its roots: to ask, in respect of our ethical
      emotional responses, whether the idea that there are two opposed sorts of state involved, with different
      'directions of fit' (Platts, 1979, 1991), one being world-guided and the other being world-guiding, is
      something of a philosophical prejudice. This stronger challenge could go on to claim that there is just a single
      substance here—the emotion—which has, amongst its various features, the presumed essential properties of both
      belief and desire. This is intuitively plausible. Taking an example of Blackburn's from outside the ethical,
      if in disgust one recognizes something to be disgusting (believing, say, that someone has spat in your mug), it
      is surely highly intuitive that one is eo ipso motivated to avoid (not to ingest and so forth) the object of one's disgust (the contents of the mug). Then, turning to
      the ethical, we can see why, as Stocker, Blackburn, Smith and others insist, an emotional response can be
      revelatory and constitutive of value. For example, an emotional response of anger at an act of cruelty might,
      just as with the example of disgust, involve not only a recognition of something as cruel, but also motivation to
      respond to the perceived cruelty (to do what one can to stop it, to make sure it does not happen again, to give
      comfort, and so forth), together with the 'equated' faciendum proposition:
      the way one sees the world, as well as the way one sees one's action, reveal what one values, and at the same
      time one's emotional response is constitutive of what is valuable, as feeling and acting in this sort of way
      is constitutive of well-being. Whether or not the weaker or stronger challenge to the dogma is the right one
      here, it is surely plausible that there is at least an internal relation between
      recognition and response. Thus reason and passion are truly allied.
    


    
      Notes


      
        1 For an excellent exploration of the emotions in seventeenth
        century thought, see James (1997).
      


      
        2 See Lazarus (1991), Griffiths (1997) and Goldie (2000b) for more
        on the ingredients of emotional episodes. Goldie differs from Griffiths in identifying the collection of
        ingredients as the emotion itself (rather than looking behind the ingredients to some mechanism beneath);
        Goldie stresses that the emotion is 'dynamic and structured' (2000b: 16) and looks to this structure to
        give the emotion its unity as a process, despite the heterogeneity of the elements comprising the process. See
        also de Sousa's (1987) notion of a paradigm scenario for emotions, referred to by Adam Morton in his
        contribution to this volume.
      


      
        3 There is an analogy here with some of the things Jennifer
        Hornsby has said about actions: 'The assumption that seems to me to have damaged philosophy of action may
        be stated generally and rather roughly. It is that we can always draw lines between the mental things in the
        world and the physical things there' (1997b: 83). She goes on to make the same point we do, that once the
        line separating the mental and physical is drawn, we find ourselves with two categories, into neither of which
        action fits, and so we proceed to try (unsuccessfully) to piece together actions from parts taken from both
        these categories.
      


      
        4 This approach not only has the advantages of according with
        commonsense ontology, and of not coming laden in advance with categories inherited from dualism; it also has
        the advantage of leaving room for an explanation of why the various features of an
        emotion come together. See, for example, Griffiths (1997: 187-201) and, more generally, Millikan (2000).
      


      
        5 See Wollheim (1999) for the importance of
        desire in emotion.
      


      
        6 The idea that emotions have a positive role in reasoning is also
        to be found in de Sousa's work (1987).
      


      
        7 We are in a time of very rapid change in evolutionary theory,
        and in part because of this there is perhaps something particularly provisional about the comments of this
        section.
      


      
        8 See Barkow et al. (1992) for
        attempts to give non-trivial answers; see also Griffiths (1997: chs 3-5) and Sterelny and Griffiths (1999).
      


      
        9 See Gould (1980) and Gould and Lewontin (1979).
      


      
        10 See Griffiths (1997: ch. 4) for more on affect programs, and
        see the debate on the question 'Are There Basic Emotions?' in Ekman and Davidson (1994) for more on
        whether there is any interesting sense in which we can describe certain emotions as 'basic'.
      


      
        11 Perhaps fighting is specific only to anger; although there is
        nothing to rule out two different emotions' sharing a certain behaviour as characteristic to both. More
        radically, perhaps the concept of fear is not unitary but instead there are two distinct emotions which we call
        'fear', one involving freezing behaviour, and one involving fleeing behaviour; see Griffiths (1997:
        171-247) for more on what kinds of considerations undermine the unity of an emotion concept.
      


      
        12 Cosmides and Tooby (1990) argue that the adaptations that
        creatures possess constitute evidence about our ancestral history.
      


      
        13 Fodor (2000) aligns the innate-acquired distinction with the
        old debate between empiricists and rationalists.
      


      
        14 There is another, much weaker, sense of 'innate' which
        is not an evolutionary one, and which is defined negatively when applied to a psychological trait. This sense
        just marks the absence of learning in development. It is not clear whether there is any well-defined sense of
        learning, or any systematic account of how the development of a trait can be independent of learning. Although
        ingenious experiments with newborns demonstrate that many psychological capacities are present at birth, this
        does nothing to show that the capacities of the mature adult have escaped the influence of learning.
      


      
        15 For a survey of the various accounts of what constitutes a
        module, and an interesting discussion of whether our commonsense psychological capacities are subserved by a
        cognitive module, see Segal (1994) and Samuels (1998).
      


      
        16 We would like to thank Matteo Mameli for help with this
        section.
      


      
        17 See, for example, Jane Heal's (1998b) discussion of the
        difficulties of co-cognition.
      


      
        18 Timothy Williamson has (also recently) made a similar claim:
        'by sacrificing something in self-knowledge to the sceptic, we stand to gain far more in knowledge of the
        world' (2000: 164).
      


      
        19 As Hume says, 'vengeance, from the force alone of passion,
        may be so eagerly pursued, as to make us knowingly neglect every consideration of ease, interest, or safety;
        and like some vindictive animals, infuse our very souls into the wounds we give an enemy' (Enquiries: 302).
      


      
        20 Here there is a further question which we
        will not discuss: the relation between evolutionary explanation of emotional motivation and explanation in
        terms of depth psychology. So far as concerns evolutionary explanation, the point is this: as our earlier
        discussion suggested, if emotions are to have evolutionary explanations, then behaviour must be implicated in
        this explanation. But, in more complex creatures, an emotional trait must involve more than just a disposition
        to behave according to a fixed pattern; it must also involve general motivational states which can lead,
        perhaps through practical reasoning, to more complex motivations and patterns of behaviour, depending on the
        particular circumstances. Thus, for example, the trait for fear will involve something like a general
        motivation to be out of harm's way, and this motivation might give rise to further, more specific,
        motivations: to run away, to call a taxi, to tighten the bandage.
      


      
        21 These points about the difficulties of prediction could,
        perhaps, usefully be related to the debate in social psychology, which flows over to a debate in ethics, about
        the relative importance of character and situation in determining what a person will do. See, for example, Moss
        and Page (1972), Darley and Batson (1973), Ross (1977), Nisbett and Ross (1980), Ross and Nisbett (1991). For
        the ethical dimensions of the debate, see, for example, Harman (1999).
      


      
        22 Rosalind Hursthouse in her recent book On
        Virtue Ethics (1999), also from an Aristotelian perspective, holds that to be a virtuous person is not
        only to be disposed to act, but also to feel emotions; these emotions will be felt by the virtuous person on
        the right occasion, in the right way, towards the right people or objects, and for the right reasons
        (1999:108-9).
      


      
        23 See, for example, M. Smith (1997). The central idea is usually
        taken to be an empiricist dogma, and is supposed to be found in Hume.
      


      
        24 See, for example, Blackburn (1998: ch. 3).
      

    

  


  
    Chapter 2
    

    Emotion and Other Minds


    
      Bill Brewer
    


    
      What is the relation between emotional experience and its behavioural expression? As very preliminary
      clarification, I mean by 'emotional experience' such things as the subjective feeling of being afraid of
      something, or of being angry at someone. On the side of behavioural expression, I focus on such things as
      cowering in fear, or shaking a fist or thumping the table in anger. Very crudely, this is behaviour intermediate
      between the bodily changes which just happen in emotional arousal, such as sweating or the secretion of
      adrenalin, and reasoned actions done 'out of an emotion', such as breathing deeply to calm down, or
      writing a letter of complaint, for which a standard rationalizing explanation can be given.1 I pursue the relation between this
      experience and expression in a somewhat roundabout manner. First, I note an analogy between a problem of other minds, and Berkeley's (1975) challenge to Locke's (1975) realism.
      Second, I sketch what I regard as the correct strategy for meeting this challenge. Third, I develop and defend a
      parallel response to the problem of other minds, as this applies to certain basic directed emotions. This yields
      the following answer to my opening question. Reference to the appropriate expressive behaviour is essential to
      the identification of the way in which various emotional experiences present their worldly objects.
    


    I


    
      Berkeley's (1975) central challenge to Lockean realism (Locke, 1975) can be put like this. Existence, for
      perceptible things—that is, for the familiar physical objects which we encounter in perception—is precisely what
      we recognize these things to have when we perceive them. Perception of such things just is perception
      of their existence. This is the most basic source of our conception of what the
      existence of such things consists in, hence of what we mean by 'existence' for such
      things, hence of what it is for them to exist as we understand this. So how could their existence—again, insofar
      as we have any genuine conception of this—possibly be detached entirely from their being perceived? It must,
      rather, be tied in some way to perception (to their being perceived, actually, by us or by God; or to the
      possibility of certain perceptions of them under various counterfactual conditions).2
    


    
      Analogously, in my view, one problem of other minds, at least, can be put like this.
      Being psychologically ψ is precisely what is recognized as instantiated in a person's own subjective
      experience of being ψ. This is the most basic source of her conception of what being
      ψ consists in, hence of what she means by 'being ψ', hence of what it is to be ψ insofar as she
      understands this. So how could what it is to be ψ—again, insofar as she grasps what this is—possibly be detached
      entirely from her subjective experience? It must, rather, be tied in some way to that very experience. But then
      how is she supposed to make any sense at all of another's being ψ? How could
      anything ascribed simply on the basis of another's observable behaviour possibly be just that psychological condition?
    


    II


    
      I think that the most promising response to Berkeley's challenge is what I shall call the 'Strawson-Evans
      Strategy' (SES).3 This insists that the possibility of existence unperceived is built into a
      correct characterization of perceived existence. A proper account of what it is for a person to perceive a
      physical object will entail that this object is, evidently, something whose existence
      is quite independent of any such perception of it.4
    


    
      The key move here is the complete rejection of Berkeley's initial characterization of the perceptual
      perspective itself, on which this is exhaustively constituted by the presence or absence of wholly mind-dependent
      'ideas', whose essence is being perceived, and which are individuated entirely without reference to
      anything in the mind-independent world. A good deal of contemporary discussion shares his starting point,
      attempting to supplement essentially that conception of the perceptual perspective with some kind of independent theory as the source for our understanding of the possibility of existence
      unperceived. So far as I can see, though, Berkeley is just right that the most to be achieved by this route is
      some form of idealism. Either physical objects are conceived as logical constructs out of actual or possible
      ideas, in which case the result is one or other form of empirical idealism, which
      nevertheless may allow such objects some kind of existence when
      not actually being perceived by me now.5 Or there really are entities whose existence is wholly independent of any
      experience; but these are postulated in explanation of some feature of the mind-dependent empirical world of
      ideas, which is all that is directly available in perception. In the latter case, the idealism is of a
      transcendental variety (Kant, 1929). Either way, the familiar world of tables, trees,
      people and other animals, insofar as this is what is presented in our perceptual
      experience, is not after all wholly independent of our minds or our experience of it. So the Berkeleian
      challenge is left unmet.
    


    
      The whole point of SES, on the other hand, is to register the respect in which the perceptual perspective cannot
      possibly be characterized other than as the presentation to a person of a mind-independent
      world. Reference to mind-independent things, as such, is essential to the individuation of perceptual
      experiences. Thus the possibility of existence unperceived is built into the very idea of perceived existence,
      not a secondary theoretical construct out of it.
    


    
      To see this strategy in action, consider what unifies experiences of redness, say, or of circularity. How are
      just these experiences to be individuated from the subjective perspective? The correct answer is that these
      experiences are precisely those which display something in the world as being objectively thus and so, as being
      red, or as being circular. An account must then be given, of course, of what it is for worldly items to be
      objectively thus and so, of how redness or circularity as applied to such things themselves are to be
      individuated; and to avoid circularity (of the unacceptable kind), this account of the relevant mind-independent
      properties must be explanatory of, rather than merely constituted by, their disposition to give rise to precisely
      the experiences in question. Having said that, meeting this non-circularity condition is in my view quite
      consistent with the possibility, in certain cases at least, that the account in question may only be understood by those who have had just those experiences.6
    


    
      Experiences of redness, as opposed to experiences of greenness, then, are those experiences which display things
      in the world as being red, rather than green or any other colour; and the most fundamental characterization, in
      turn, of which way of being coloured being red is, is as 'that colour', said, or thought, whilst pointing
      at something red. Thus:
    


    
      
        (R1) to be red is to be that colour; and
      


      
        (R2) experiences of redness are precisely those which present something as being red, that is, as being just
        that colour.7
      

    


    
      (R2) provides the analysis of certain colour experiences in terms of the way in which they present
      mind-independent objects; (R1) provides the supplementary, but theoretically prior and
      independent, account of what it is to be the way in which these experiences present such objects as being.
    


    
      So perceiving the existence of something red is being presented with something's being mind-independently
      coloured in that specific way. It is therefore a matter of being presented with something whose existence in that
      condition is thereby presented as independent of one's perception of it. Thus, although perception provides
      the source of one's conception of what it is to be in that condition, this is nevertheless a conception of a
      condition whose existence and nature are entirely independent of any such perception.
    


    III


    
      1. It is not my purpose here to give any detailed development or defence of SES as a satisfactory response to
      Berkeley's challenge. My point in raising it is rather to suggest a line of investigation, at least, in
      connection with the parallel problem of other minds. Again the first move is to reject any initial
      characterization of a person's subjective experiential perspective upon her own mental life simply as a
      phenomenal presence, individuated entirely without reference to its characteristic behavioural expression, only
      to be connected with others' behaviour by some kind of extraneous theoretical supplement. Instead, the way in
      which a person's psychological condition presents itself to her has to be
      reconfigured, so that the possibility of applying the very same psychological concepts as are accessible from
      within this perspective to other people on the basis of their observable behaviour is built into its proper characterization.
    


    
      The issue to focus upon, then, is the individuation of a person's emotional condition from the subjective
      experiential perspective. How are her basic emotional states to be characterized as these present themselves to
      her own subjective point of view? The challenge is to understand how it may be that this individuation itself
      makes essential reference to the forms of observable behaviour on the basis of which the very same emotional
      states may therefore intelligibly be ascribed to others. Yet this must also be done in a way which acknowledges
      the privileged status of the first person perspective, and certainly without any implication that emotional
      selfascriptions depend upon the subject's assurance that she is exhibiting appropriate expressive behaviour.
    


    
      2. As is well known, William James (1890: ch. 25) offers an account of roughly this kind, on which emotional
      experiences are simply identified with feelings of various basic bodily changes—those characteristic of the
      emotions in question—as these occur. His motivation is phenomenological, rather than any
      concern with the problem of other minds. The subtraction, in imagination, of all feeling of such bodily changes
      from any genuine emotional response, he claims, would leave, at best, the mere thought or perception of some
      worldly item as thus and so, altogether devoid of any authentic emotional content. I
      agree with James that removing all reference to behaviour does serious damage to the phenomenology of emotional
      experience by simply ignoring its fundamentally bodily nature. On the other hand, the
      idea of a 'cold and neutral state of intellectual perception [of some worldly item and thus and so]'
      (1890: 451), with which he correctly contrasts a genuinely emotional response, succeeds in capturing something
      which his own account misses, at least in the cases with which I am primarily concerned here, of basic
      directed emotions. For his identification of emotional experiences with feelings of
      bodily changes leaves their object entirely external to the nature of the experiences themselves, as if one first
      felt afraid all right, but then had to go on to look out for some likely candidate object of one's fear. In
      feeling afraid of something, though, the identity of the object of one's experience is simply not opaque in
      this way. That one is afraid of that particular object or event is absolutely
      perspicuous, and intrinsic to the experience itself. So it looks as though we need to combine elements from both
      James' own theory and the idea of emotions as presenting specific worldly objects in some way with which he
      contrasts it.
    


    
      Our question is what unifies fear phenomena: those conditions of a person which constitute her being afraid of
      something. What unifies them, as cases of fear, from the subject's own
      experiential point of view? Very much along the lines adopted in my brief discussion of colour experiences, I
      propose that the first step here is to characterize these experiences in terms of their presentation to the
      subject of some specific worldly item in a certain light: as frightening in some way.
      This, I claim, corrects the deficiency in James' account, of leaving the identity of the object of a
      person's directed emotions quite open in the characterization of the experiences themselves. Once again,
      though, as with the case of colour, any theory along these lines requires a supplementary account of what it is
      for a worldly item to be frightening in this sense. That is to say, we need an answer
      to the further question, how to individuate the characteristic light in which a person's experience of being
      afraid of something presents that thing; and, if the theory as a whole is to avoid circularity, this must be
      explanatory of, rather than merely constituted by, the fact that things which are that way are disposed to give
      rise to the very experience in question, to a person's being afraid of them. It is at just this point, I
      believe, that the crucial disanalogy appears with the case of colour perception, which enables my account also to satisfy James' phenomenological insight about the bodily nature of
      emotional experiences, and, at the same time, offers the prospect of a solution to the problem of other minds.
    


    
      So, I begin with a parallel to (R2) in the case of fear as this presents itself to the subjective experiential
      perspective, or to its first clause at least:
    


    
      (F2) experiences of being afraid are precisely those which present something in a certain light, as frightening.
    


    
      What we need next is the supplementary account, (F1), of what it is for something actually to be the way in which
      something which is presented in this light is thereby presented as being. What is it for external objects or
      events to be frightening in this sense? The parallel with the case of colour remains, I contend, at least in the
      fact that the most basic characterization of the relevant worldly phenomenon here is again ineliminably
      demonstrative; but there is also a highly significant respect in which (F1) has to deviate from the guideline
      provided by (R1).
    


    
      The key difference between the two cases is that, whereas, in the case of colour, the demonstrative
      characterization of what it is for something in the world to be red, say, is a standard perceptual demonstrative, the characterization of what it is for something in the world to be the
      way it is presented as being in a person's experience of being afraid of it, for example, is, I claim, what I
      shall call a behavioural demonstrative. In the former case, perceptual experience
      displays something as being that colour, on the basis of which it is possible to
      grasp which mind-independent property it is which experiences of redness are individuated as presenting; what it
      is, that is to say, for something to be red. In the latter case, the way things are characteristically presented
      as being in a person's experience of being afraid of them is once again to be demonstratively individuated,
      not by appeal to a perceptual presentation of a certain mind-independent property of things, though, but rather
      by appeal to the actual performance of a certain type of (expressive) behaviour: the experience presents things
      as eliciting just that kind of behaviour in the subject.
    


    
      Thus the most fundamental characterization of what it is for something to be frightening is as 'that way', thought or said while performing the behaviour in question, where this provides a
      means by which to identify a specific condition of worldly objects and events, namely, the condition of eliciting
      behaviour of just that kind in the subject in question. So:
    


    
      
        (F1) to be frightening is to be thus; and
      


      
        (F2) experiences of being afraid are precisely those which present something in a certain light, as
        frightening, that is, as being thus,
      

    


    
      where the referent of the behavioural demonstrative figuring in (F1) is the property, roughly speaking, of
      eliciting certain behaviour in the subject: precisely the kind of behaviour which provides the accompanying
      demonstration.8
    


    
      An account along these lines seems to me to avoid the difficulty with James' own account, of leaving the
      object of directed emotions entirely opaque in their subjective characterization. For emotional experience is to
      be characterized as presenting some specific worldly item in a certain light: as
      frightening, say. Nevertheless, the account secures James' phenomenological insight concerning the bodily
      nature of such experiences. For the relevant worldly item is presented as eliciting a
      certain kind of behaviour in the subject. Relatedly, it also offers the possibility of a satisfactory
      solution to my initial problem of other minds. For the individuation of a given emotional condition from the
      subjective experiential perspective makes essential reference to the kind of behaviour on the basis of which that
      very same condition may reasonably be ascribed to others. Hence there is no obstacle to the very same thing—just
      that condition—being ascribed simply on the basis of another's observable
      performance of that very behaviour.
    


    
      3. The obvious question at this point is precisely which behaviour is presented as
      being elicited in a person by something of which she is afraid? Here we reach a parallel to the point mentioned
      only in passing earlier, that the account which I gave of colour experience individuation may only be
      understood by those who have had precisely the experiences concerned— for only they
      properly understand which properly of mind-independent things redness is. In the present context, the point is
      that the most basic way to characterize the expressive behaviour exploited in identifying the way in which
      something is presented in a person's experience of being afraid of it is again demonstrative, as this kind of behaviour, said or thought while actually performing it, and here attending to the
      behaviour itself, rather than exploiting that very behaviour in referring to the worldly condition of eliciting
      such behaviour. The question to press, though, is how this demonstration succeeds in identifying a specific type
      of behaviour; and children's emotional development suggests the following answer.
    


    
      In the early stages of a child's first year, certain environmental phenomena simply provoke various patterns
      of behaviour. Although these are recognizably associated with certain basic emotions, in the eyes of observing adults, they are at this stage most appropriately thought of as mere responses, wrung
      from the child automatically, rather than expressions of any specific emotional condition. Over the next few
      years there is an evolving process of attunement, regulation and reinforcement of these initially automatic
      responses. To begin with, this is wholly orchestrated by caregivers; but it soon develops into a genuinely dyadic
      interaction, in which increasingly subtle and complex responses are harmonized between participants and mutually
      modified in various circumstances. As a result, the child learns simultaneously to categorize behaviour as of
      just this type, thought while performing some appropriate exemplar, and to recognize
      various items as eliciting behaviour of that type in him. Thus, as his response develops into one of genuinely
      feeling afraid of the relevant worldly phenomena, say, he also acquires a determinate identification of his, now
      expressive, behaviour, in terms of which this feeling is itself to be individuated. Furthermore, what were
      initially natural bodily responses involuntarily wrung from the infant are now subject to a limited amount of
      control. The presentation of something as eliciting, or calling forth, such responses in a person is therefore
      compatible with her inhibiting or stifling her actual performance to some extent, or overriding the experience,
      as it were, by deliberately doing something else in the attempt to avoid or modify her outward expression.
    


    
      It follows from all of this that the account of emotional experience individuation on offer here may also only be
      properly understood by those who have had something like the experiences concerned.
      For it identifies a given emotional experience by appeal to a behavioural demonstrative identification of the
      worldly condition of eliciting such and such behaviour in the subject, where the most basic knowledge of what is
      involved in having just that behaviour elicited in this
      way is available only to those with experience of expressing the emotion in question in that very behaviour.
      This, I claim, is the correct sense in which a person's subjective experiential perspective upon her
      emotional life is fundamental, or primary, in relation to the objective behavioural perspective from which others
      interpret her emotions: she does not fully understand what fear is unless she has herself experienced
      it.9
    


    
      Nevertheless, there may be a kind of knowledge of what a given emotion involves, of
      which condition it is, even, which is available in the absence of this subjective experiential acquaintance. For a given emotion may be descriptively identified, as
      what is normally caused by such and such circumstances, normally develops in such and such ways over time given
      such and such further influences, and normally provokes such and such responses in those circumstances, where all
      of these causes and effects are characterized emotionally neutrally, as it were, in
      terms not drawing essentially upon prior grasp of the nature of the emotion
      concerned.10 Let us call any
      such emotionally neutral description of the characteristic causal-functional role of an emotion a descriptive schema for that emotion. On the basis of learning such a descriptive schema for each
      of a set of basic emotions, then, it may well be possible for a person to ascribe those emotions, quite reliably,
      in a reasonably wide range of circumstances. Or at least it may be possible for him to say, within that range,
      'a is ψ', roughly, when and only when that sentence is true, for each of the 'ψ' in question.
      Nevertheless, it is not possible for him genuinely to judge that a is ψ, without understanding which
      psychological condition ψ is; and the mere capacity to make these utterances in 'appropriate' such
      circumstances on the basis of a descriptive schema is, in my view, insufficient for a proper understanding.
      Although this capacity displays a kind of knowledge in connection with the condition
      in question, it falls short of any adequate grasp of the nature of that condition, of why, that is, these
      'appropriate' circumstances really are appropriate to that condition. Thus,
      although there may be a certain facility with emotional vocabulary in the absence of any subjective experiential
      acquaintance with the phenomena which this vocabulary picks out, the subjective experiential perspective is
      nevertheless primary in a proper understanding of which phenomena these are.
    


    
      4. My position here has some affinity with certain projectivist views, in ethics, for example, or concerning the
      secondary qualities. I myself think that these views face serious difficulties. So the question arises whether my
      own account is equally vulnerable. I shall argue that it is not. First, I set out the essence of a familiar form
      of projectivism. Second, I sketch what I regard as a powerful line of objection to this kind of view. Third, I go
      on to explain how any parallel problem is to be avoided in my own case.
    


    
      Very crudely indeed, ethical projectivism begins with the claim that to hold that a certain action is morally
      wrong, say, is not, or is not straightforwardly, to regard it as instantiating some mind-independent property of
      being wrong. For there are no such objective moral properties. Rather, it is to
      experience, or in some way to express, a certain affective response to the action in question, a feeling of
      disapprobation towards it. Nevertheless, we have a natural tendency to 'project' this feeling of
      disapprobation out onto the action itself, whatever exactly that may be held to involve. This in turn explains
      our practice, which may in this context even be given some kind of legitimation, of treating our moral responses
      as conforming, or not, to the way things really are out there in the world.
    


    
      There are of course numerous variations on this basic Humean theme, in which it is developed with more or less
      imagination and sophistication. A key question to ask of all of them, though, is this. How is the feeling of disapprobation itself, say, to be identified; how is this particular affective
      response to the world to be individuated from the subjective experiential perspective? In particular, does this
      individuation make any essential reference to the moral standing of the features of the world to which it is a
      response? If, on the one hand, it does, then the danger of circularity looms. For the whole point of the position
      is supposed to be that we first identify a certain affective response, and then derivatively characterize what is
      involved in our holding various actions or agents to be morally thus and so in terms
      of their eliciting just that response. Yet, on the current version of the view, we cannot even start to say which
      response is in question without a prior identification of the moral standing of the worldly features which prompt
      it, of what it is to be morally wrong, say, and thus of what it is to hold something to be so.
    


    
      On the other hand, if the feeling of disapprobation is supposed to be individuated entirely independently of any
      question what the moral standing may be of the actions or agents which prompt it, then it is impossible to
      recognize it as the feeling of moral disapprobation at
      all. For, as Foot points out (1978a), this is not something about which it is intelligible that it should be felt
      in response to anything. To take her own example, involving moral approbation this time rather than
      disapprobation: 'Does it make sense to suppose that one might wake up one morning feeling approval of
      something believed to be an ordinary, unnecessary, unbeautiful speck of dust? (1978: 76). From the subjective
      experiential perspective, then, there are significant constraints upon what may intelligibly elicit the various
      affective responses characteristic of moral experience. Yet any attempt to bring these constraints directly into
      the individuation of such responses, by characterizing the latter as responses to
      certain moral qualities of things, introduces a fatal circularity into the overall projectivist account. Ethical
      projectivism is therefore incompatible with the nature of moral experience, or else it is circular. 11
    


    
      In a way, my approach here shares with projectivism the idea of characterizing certain features of the world—in
      this case its emotionally salient features—in terms of a kind of projection of our responses to them. Our
      emotional responses, that is to say, have a certain primacy over the emotionally salient features of the world
      which are to be regarded as something like a projection of them. So the question must be faced of how exactly
      these emotional responses are to be individuated from the subjective experiential perspective. The dilemma here,
      analogous to the one which I have been raising in objection to more standard forms of projectivism, divides over
      the question whether or not this individuation makes essential reference to the emotional characteristics of the
      worldly features which prompt the responses in question. (F2) above looks like a straightforward endorsement of its first horn. For it is an explicit acknowledgment that the
      individuation of the experience of fear makes reference to the frightening nature of the things in the world
      which prompt it. So the threat of circularity is at least in the air. To see whether it is a real threat, we need
      to return to (F1), which provides an elucidation of what it is for something to be frightening. Modelled as it is
      upon the case of the secondary qualities, this may give the impression that any initial appearance of circularity
      is obviously illusory. This would be to lose sight of the projectivist element in the
      story, though. The demonstrative figuring in (F1) is not, as it is in (R1), a
      perceptual demonstrative, making direct reference to a certain mind-independent property of things 'out
      there', which is to be individuated without appeal to the projection of anything. It is, rather, a
      behavioural demonstrative, which refers only to the relational property of eliciting a certain response in the
      subject. Nevertheless, the threat of circularity is ultimately unconvincing. For the response in question is a
      specific type of behaviour, which can be identified
      directly, as just this behaviour, said or thought while performing some appropriate
      exemplar, much as the parallel perceptual demonstrative in the case of the secondary qualities directly
      identifies the property of being red as just that colour.
    


    
      The second horn of the dilemma may now seem uncomfortably close. For, as is explicit in the final clause of (F2),
      the reference to things being frightening has apparently been eliminated altogether
      in the final subjective individuation of the experience of being afraid of something. This is, roughly,
      experience which presents something as eliciting such and such behaviour in the subject. So the threat now is
      that this experience has become unrecognizable as a genuinely emotional response.
      Again, though, I claim that this is unfounded in the present case. It is a real threat in the ethical case, on
      the horn of the dilemma there on which it is denied that the moral standing of worldly features enters in any way
      into the individuation of the feelings of approbation or disapprobation to which they give rise. For this denial
      leaves the position incapable of accounting for the very real constraints, essential to the nature of anything
      genuinely recognizable as a feeling of moral approbation or disapprobation, upon the kinds of things to which
      such a feeling can intelligibly be a response. These essential constraints are
      provided, I claim, by the idea that the experience of being afraid of something, which presents that thing as
      frightening, presents it as eliciting such and such characteristic behaviour in the subject. For the required
      constraints consist in the perfectly intelligible appropriateness, in creatures
      suitably like the subject in question, of just that kind of behaviour in response to the worldly phenomena in
      question, characterized emotionally neutrally of course. This is certainly a complex matter, combining biological-evolutionary factors with conventional-sociological factors, and no doubt
      others besides; but it is, in the main, an intelligible relation, and therefore
      constrains the range of phenomena to which a given emotional response may reasonably be felt.
    


    
      5. This may be all very well, so far as it goes; but a revised dilemma now comes into view. For let us turn to
      the behaviour itself, which is presented as elicited by the object of a person's fear, rather than the
      experience which presents that thing as eliciting such behaviour. Again, the question is whether this is to be
      individuated only by making reference to the frightening nature of the object in question, as behaviour
      expressive in some way of the subject's fear, say, or whether it may be
      characterized entirely without appeal to the concept of fear, simply as some kind of neutral bodily movement. In
      the first case, the overall account appears once more to be circular. For it attempts to identify the experience
      of being afraid in terms of something's eliciting a certain kind of behaviour, which in turn may only be
      identified as expressive of fear, the very experience in question. In the second
      case, the account appears unfaithful to the phenomenon. For my being genuinely afraid of something is not just a
      matter of its being presented as eliciting some neutral bodily movement in me, in a way which is utterly silent
      on what kind of thing it may be. It is possible to avoid this final dilemma too, though. For, as I argued
      earlier, the most basic identification of the relevant kind of behaviour, which figures in the characterization
      of a person's experience of being afraid of something, and indeed of what is involved in its being
      appropriately elicited, is as this kind of behaviour, said or thought while having
      some suitable exemplar elicited by the world in just this way, where this demonstrative identification is made
      available only as the subject also comes to recognize various things in the world as
      eliciting such behaviour in her, that is, as frightening. Therefore there is neither circularity nor disloyalty
      to the phenomenon. For the demonstrative identifies this behaviour neither as the
      expression of fear, nor in a way which is only accidentally related to what the subject finds frightening.
    


    
      6. Finally, then, to return to my opening question: what is the relation between emotional experience and its
      behavioural expression? Reference to this behaviour is essential to the identification of the way in which the
      emotional experience in question presents its worldly object. For this experience just is the experience of that
      thing as eliciting such behaviour in the subject.12
    


    
      Notes


      
        1 This rough characterization draws on Goldie (2000a, 2000b); and
        Pickard (draft).
      


      
        2 There is also, I think, a strong structural parallel here with
        one strand in Michael Dummett's more general challenge to realism of various kinds (Dummett, 1978, 1991).
        According to Dummett, truth, for statements in a given area, is precisely what we recognize to obtain when we
        verify such statements in the most basic way available in that area (by direct observation, in the empirical
        case, say; or by actually giving a proof in the mathematical case). To observe that p, for some empirical
        statement 'p', just is to observe that 'p' is true. This is the most basic source of our
        conception of what the truth of such statements consists in, hence of what we mean by 'truth' for such
        statements, hence of what it is for them to be true as we understand this. So how could their truth—again,
        insofar as we have any genuine conception of this—possibly be detached entirely from this method of
        verification? It must, rather, be tied in some way to the possibility of such verification. The difficult issue
        is precisely what the relation is between truth and verification in any given area, and what slack this leaves
        between truth and actual verification by us now. Nevertheless, if Dummett's argument is sound, the realist
        picture of empirical truth, say, as utterly unconstrained by our observational recognition of it is a
        metaphysical prejudice.
      


      
        3 This is the response initiated by Strawson (1959, 1966, 1974)
        and Evans (esp. 1980; also 1982).
      


      
        4 Similarly, in connection with Dummett's anti-realist
        argument, the response would be that the possibility of verification-transcendent truth is made available
        automatically by a proper account of verification—at least in the empirical case, in which verification
        consists in direct perception.
      


      
        5 See Foster (1985), for an excellent presentation of two of the
        most promising versions of Berkeley's own position here, and of their serious difficulties too.
      


      
        6 See Campbell (1993), for a very important discussion of the
        central issues here.
      


      
        7 The account of colour perception here, and, indeed, my basic
        approach to the case of objective perception in this chapter overall, is heavily indebted to John Campbell
        (1993).
      


      
        8 See (3) below for discussion of the crucial question of what
        unifies behaviour of this kind.
      


      
        9 Perceptual demonstrative identification of the relevant type of
        expressive behaviour in others alone is insufficient for a proper understanding of the crucial notion of
        elicitation as this figures in the characterization of the emotional experience in question. As I remarked at
        the outset, this is intermediate between simply finding oneself engaged in some kind of behaviour, which just
        happens, as it were, and the reflective performance of a fully intentional action. What must be understood is
        the way in which emotionexpressive behaviour is drawn out of one by the circumstances, yet is also to some
        extent within one's control. And this is what requires actual immersion in intersubjective attunement, regulation and reinforcement of such expressive responses to the
        world.
      


      
        10 Precisely what this requires is far from straightforward. For
        nothing on the proposed list of causes and effects may be qualified in any way as an object, cause or
        expression of that emotion. Indeed, given this constraint, it is far from clear to me whether any such list
        could actually succeed in providing a remotely faithful extensional correlate of the target emotion. The issues
        here are complex and interesting. For a suggestive parallel, see Barry Stroud's argument (2000, esp. ch. 7)
        for the claim that it is 'a necessary condition of our acknowledging the presence in the world of
        perceptions of and beliefs about the colours of things that we believe that some objects are coloured'
        (2000: 157). What I take this to suggest is that it is similarly impossible faithfully to identify the
        characteristic patterns of causes and effects of a given emotional experience without presupposing their status
        as objects, causes and expressions of that very emotion.
      


      
        11 Unsurprisingly, a very similar dilemma faces a closely related
        projectivism with respect to the secondary qualities. According to this view, our thought about the colours of
        things, say, is correctly to be construed as a 'projection', onto an austere world consisting only of
        physical things with their primary qualities (however exactly these are to be specified), of our
        colour-experiential responses to these things. Once again, though, the question to press is precisely how these
        responses themselves are supposed to be individuated from the subjective experiential perspective. If, on the
        one hand, this requires reference to the colours of things out there in the world, in characterizations such as
        'the appearance that o is red', say, in which the embedded colour predicate has primary application to
        such worldly things, then circularity threatens. For we cannot understand which appearance this is until we
        know which property of o its being red is. Yet the projectivist is attempting to elucidate the latter in terms
        of a prior appeal to the former. On the other hand, if the relevant experiential response is supposed to be
        identified without any reference to the colour of the things to which it is our response, then it faces two
        related problems. First, it is completely unrecognizable as a colour experience as we all know and love these.
        Second, it leaves us entirely in the dark as to which colour property we are supposedly taking some
        mind-independent object to have when we go on to project this experience out onto the world around us. See
        Stroud (2000), for a detailed and exhaustive development of these lines of objection to the various attempts at
        establishing a 'subjectivist' account of the colours of things.
      


      
        12 Many thanks to Anita Avramides, Tom Baldwin, Simon Blackburn,
        Myles Burnyeat, Steve Butterfill, John Campbell, Quassim Cassam, Imogen Dickie, Dorothy Edgington, Naomi Eilan,
        Steve Everson, Peter Goldie, Christoph Hoerl, Dan Hutto, Marie McGinn, David Pears, Hanna Pickard, Johannes
        Roessler, Tom Stoneham and Asa Wikforss for their helpful comments on previous versions of this material.
      

    

  


  
    Chapter 3
    

    The World is not Enough: Shared Emotions and Other Minds1


    
      Daniel Hutto
    


    
      Philosophers are all too familiar with the standard epistemological worry that our belief that feelings and
      emotions lurk behind the outward behaviour of others cannot be justified. Yet there is a more fundamental puzzle
      about other minds, which asks: How is it possible for us to have developed psychological concepts that apply to
      both ourselves and others at all? This latter sceptical problem has become known as the conceptual problem of
      other minds. It is a conundrum precisely because the two most natural ways of addressing it are doomed to
      failure.
    


    
      For example, on the one hand, if we learn our psychological concepts of experience by making essential reference
      to our own experiences then it is logically impossible to apply the very same concepts to others. The problem is
      that any attempt to do so would require reconceiving what is essential to concepts of experience; that is the
      idea that experiences have an essentially subjective character. Given this, the mere fact of others being
      'other' makes ascribing experiences to them a conceptual impossibility. Following this line of thinking
      to its natural solipsistic end, if this were the basis of our concepts of experience then the only ones I could
      understand would be my own. It would be literally inconceivable that experiences, other than mine, could even
      exist.
    


    
      On the other hand, if we acquire our concepts of experience by making essential reference to the typical outward
      behavioural antics of others, then, although it becomes clear how such concepts could apply to them, it also
      becomes clear that such concepts do not equate to our concepts of experience: They make no room for its
      subjective character. This problem would remain even if the behavioural responses in question were lawfully
      conjoined with the appropriate experiential responses in me, for this would bring in the subjective aspects in
      the wrong way. This sort of connection would not result in a concept of experience that could
      apply to both myself and others. Once again we reach a logical impasse.
    


    
      Clearly, since our conception of experience has both elements, neither of these accounts can be true. The fact is
      that we do develop stable, unequivocal conceptions of experiences that apply both to ourselves and to others.
      Perceptively, Avramides stresses that 'it is not the asymmetry per se that is the
      problem. That there is an asymmetry here is an essential feature of the phenomenon' (1999: 138). In this
      light, the logical puzzle is best transformed into a more tractable question which asks why 'we do not have
      two different learning processes, one associated with self-ascription and another with other-ascription of mental
      states' (1999: 141).
    


    
      It is the aim of this chapter to argue that this latter question cannot be properly addressed as long as we
      subscribe to an individualistic model of how we stand in relation to our own experiences and the behaviour of
      others. For it is commitment to this picture that sponsors the strong first/third person divide that lies at the
      heart of the two false accounts of experiential concept learning sketched above. This is the true source of the
      problem. To deal successfully with it we must reconsider our assumptions about the way in which we learn our
      concepts of experience, self and other, and the order in which we do so. Specifically, we must recognize the
      intersubjective character of the learning process and we must abandon the idea that we gain a secure grasp of the
      self/other dichotomy prior to learning our concepts of experience. Focusing on these issues allows us to
      understand the asymmetrical nature of such concepts. In order to bring these points into sharp relief, the next
      section is devoted to reviewing the major features of Brewer's approach to the very same problem in his
      contribution to this volume, 'Emotion and Other Minds'. Although his proposal makes some moves in the
      right direction, I argue that he does not go far enough. In particular, in focusing exclusively on demonstrative
      reference, he fails to challenge crucial aspects of the individualistic model that are responsible for generating
      the problem. Still, using his work as a springboard, it becomes clear exactly which fundamental assumptions need
      to be revised if we are to understand the context in which we learn our psychological concepts.
    


    1. Brewer's Proposed Solution


    
      The conceptual version of the other minds problem has affinities with venerable idealist doctrines. Brewer
      identifies the core assumptions that can be traced to Berkeley's doorstep, since his own tactic parallels
      that of Locke's reply to the bishop. He reminds us that after attacking the very idea of
      abstract ideas, Berkeley advocated the strong empiricist claim that the sole source of our conception, or idea,
      of any given thing must be bound up, sometimes in complex ways, with our ability to perceive it (Principles of Human Knowledge, hereafter PHK: I, s.1). From this ground he argued that the very
      existence of ordinary things must be equated with our sensible perception of them and so provided the statement
      of idealism with which his name is associated (PHK: I, ss. 3, 4). In its general form, which applies to the
      existence of 'houses, mountains and rivers', Berkeleyian idealism has few modern fanciers ever since
      Locke argued that our idea that things can exist unperceived is built into our very conception of things.
    


    
      Nevertheless, for some, Berkeley's approach is still attractive as a means of understanding the nature of
      experience. For it is thought that, if there is any class of things whose existence must necessarily be tied to
      perception, then it must be the class of appearances or experiences. In dealing with this idea Brewer finds
      inspiration in Locke's style of response. He advocates what he calls the Strawson-Evans Strategy in order to
      cast doubt on the idea that experiences could be individuated by entirely subjective means. His complaint is
      that, just as for objects, recognition of an experience as being an experience of a given
      type requires the possibility of re-identification, which in turn requires the possibility of unperceived
      existence. According to Brewer, to accept this is tantamount to rejecting the idea that experiences could be
      'individuated entirely without reference to anything in the mind-independent world'. He concludes that
      reference to mind-independent things is just as essential to the individuation of perceptual experiences as it is
      for objects. Moreover he sees the grounds for this rejection of the last vestiges Berkeleyianism as paving the
      way for the resolution of the conceptual version of the problem of other minds.
    


    
      All that is needed is some non-circular means of individuating experiences in the early stages of learning. For
      it cannot be that we learn about experiences by means of the direct approach of identifying the experience X as
      that which is caused by those things that give rise to the experience X. This is an obvious non-starter. For one
      cannot so identify that which causes experience X without presupposing a conceptual understanding of the
      experience in question. Brewer overcomes this problem by proposing that, in perceptual cases, we make
      demonstrative reference to the experience in question by means of indexicals. Hence, using a colourful example,
      he writes:
    


    
      
        (R1) to be red is to be that colour; and
      


      
        (R2) experiences of redness are precisely those which present something as being red, that is, as being just
        that colour.
      

    


    
      Having shown how it is possible to make reference to experiences as items in a
      mind-independent world, he then attempts to apply this schema to emotional experiences. However, he notes a
      marked difference in the way that we refer to emotional and perceptual experiences. In perceptual cases we
      directly index something or some feature in the world, whereas in emotional cases the reference is more complex:
      they require indexing relational properties, which elicit characteristic responses in subjects. Using his own
      schema, outlined below, Brewer tells us that 'the referent of the behavioural demonstrative figuring in (F1)
      is the property, roughly speaking, of eliciting certain behaviour in the subject'.
    


    
      
        (F1) to be frightening is to be thus; and
      


      
        (F2) experiences of being afraid are precisely those which present something in a certain light, as
        frightening, that is, as being thus.
      

    


    
      The upshot of this is that our concepts of emotion require reference to certain types of expressive behaviour,
      which are identifiable in the world. It is due to this that it is possible to develop concepts of emotional
      experience that can be applied both to ourselves and others. This is the ground upon which it is possible to
      learn our unambiguous concepts of emotion. We are told:
    


    
      the child learns simultaneously to categorize behaviour of just this type, thought
      while performing some appropriate exemplar, and to recognize various items as eliciting behaviour of that type in
      him. Thus, as his response develops into one of genuinely feeling afraid of the relevant worldly phenomena, say,
      he also acquires a determinate identification of his, now expressive, behaviour in terms of which this feeling is
      itself to be individuated.
    


    
      By noting that such behaviour is genuinely expressive, Brewer hopes both to glue
      together the experiential and behavioural elements that are part of our conception of emotion and to defend
      himself from the charge that his account constitutes a slide toward behaviourism.
    


    
      However, as sketched above, the illustration he provides about how we learn experiential concepts reveals that
      his account remains unhelpfully tied to an individualistic model of concept learning. For this reason it is
      technically unable to provide an answer to the conceptual problem of other minds. For the fact is that, in the
      example provided, the experience and expression of fear both belong to a single subject. Given this, we must ask
      how can 'that type' of genuinely expressive behaviour also apply to others?
      If the behavioural demonstratives in question are of an essentially self-referential kind,
      our conception of experience will remain unacceptably first-personal, despite making essential reference to our
      own expressive behaviour. On the other hand, if these conceptions must always be directed at the behaviour of
      others, how can they capture the experiential aspects? Starting from this position, we cannot help ourselves to
      the idea that the behaviour of others is genuinely expressive, unless we have somehow already solved the
      conceptual problem of other minds. The pattern is familiar. It is with these concerns in mind that it becomes
      clear why focusing on demonstratives alone will not suffice. The only way forward is to start somewhere else and
      review the standard picture of how we learn emotional concepts.
    


    
      Having said this, I think Brewer's emphasis on expressive behaviour is a move in the right direction. What is
      further required is that we focus on the context in which we learn our concepts of experience. Although he speaks
      of an 'evolving process of attunement wholly orchestrated by caregivers', in stressing demonstratives he
      fails to give enough emphasis to the intersubjective dimension of experiential concept learning. This point is
      crucial, for it is only by doing so that it becomes clear that the connection between ourselves and others
      derives from the fact that their expressive behaviour has dramatic effects on
      us. This is especially so in the case of emotional responding. Before saying more
      about this, I want briefly to review two other aspects of Brewer's account of demonstrative reference that
      threaten to obscure the importance of such intersubjectivity.
    


    
      Firstly, we must exercise caution if we are not to take the wrong lesson from his observed disanalogy between
      perceptual and emotional cases. He argues that perceptual cases must be distinguished from emotional ones because
      only in the first set of cases does reference to the special objects of perception 'unify the phenomena'
      in question. Using his own example, it is clear that in learning the concept of 'red' it is important to
      focus on the redness of the objects encountered, as opposed to the associated behaviour of successfully seeing
      them. This is because behaviour associated with seeing something as red, as opposed to successfully seeing of any specific type of thing or property at all, lacks distinctive characteristics. What
      is important in understanding the concept of red is not so much the seeing, but seeing that specific property. If
      we contrast this, say, with the case of fear we can see why Brewer treats the perceptual and emotional cases as
      disanalogous. Take the case of fear. Even if we accept that emotional responses are generally intentionally
      directed, we would not have a unified concept of fear if we focused on its objects, as these can be many and
      varied. What you find fearful I may not. Hence what is important when it comes to understanding the emotions is
      the characteristic reactions they inspire, not the objects at which they are directed
      per se.
    


    
      While there is truth in these observations, overemphasizing the strong divide between perceptual and emotional
      cases can cause us to overlook important features of the way in which we come to learn about experiential
      concepts of either kind. A crucial part of learning about perceptual experiences involves attending to
      behavioural responses as much as it involves demonstrative referencing. For example, training infants to pick
      this colour as opposed to that one, demands joint attentional focus on the part of the learner and the teacher.
      This, in turn, involves a great deal of cross-referencing and checking, during which the focus of attention for
      both parties is split between the object of common concern and the direction of gaze of the other. Without some
      recognition that the other is looking at the same thing and approving or disapproving of the choices made, we
      would be unable to learn perceptual concepts at all. In this respect, although it is not my preferred way of
      putting matters, we should note that not only emotional experiences, but also perceptual experiences elicit
      characteristic behavioural responses. What I have just described is, of course, an idealized picture of the
      natural setting in which such concepts are learnt. Even so, it remains the case that attention to behavioural
      responses, such as noting the other's looking and locating items and properties, is a crucial ingredient in
      the process. My purpose in stressing these intersubjective aspects of the learning process is to stave off any
      temptation to think of demonstrative reference outside its normal context and thus discourage an overly
      individualistic model of concept learning. Nothing in Brewer's account suggests that he would disagree.
      Nevertheless, it is important to note that, if it were possible for us to learn our perceptual concepts
      purely by means of individual indexical reference to aspects of a mind-independent
      world, they too would be of a different kind from those we enjoy.
    


    
      This brings us to a second feature of Brewer's discussion that I think is genuinely pernicious: his use of
      the language of mind-independence. This may be a hangover from the parallel he draws between today's
      conceptual problem of other minds and the debate between Locke and Berkeley.2 Nevertheless, it is misleading. For example, it should lead us to
      ask questions such as: to what worldly properties are we referring when we refer to colour? Those who attempt a
      principled response to this query are confronted by the messy problem of making good on objectivism about the
      so-called 'secondary properties'. But, sticking with colours, it is generally acknowledged that our
      experience of them depends both on the character of our internal processes and on response to specific external
      stimuli. To begin with, at the physiological level, the colours and shades we see are in part determined by the ratio of activation across three light-sensitive cones in our retinas. This fact
      alone tells against the idea that there is any unique activity of particular cones correlated to characteristic
      wavelengths with which we might identify specific colours. Moreover, the initial distributed response of these
      cones brings about changes in the retinal ganglion. From there, further processing occurs in two separate
      chromatic channels, known as the red-green and the blue-yellow. The interaction between these two channels
      underpins our chromatic experience in a way that makes the classification of hue perception a fourfold business.
      Technically speaking, colours classified by appeal to these kinds of activity are called metamers. Putting all
      this together, the problem for advocates of colour externalism is that if what constitutes our colour experience
      necessarily depends on internal factors of this kind then there is no way to correlate colours isomorphically
      with any unique, mind-independent, external features of the world, such as particular wavelengths of light or
      spectral reflectances (cf. Hardin, 1990: 560-2, 564-6; Hardcastle, 1995: 27-9; Dretske, 1995: 89). After
      considering these two standard options, Hardin offers the following summary of the problem with this kind of
      view. He writes:
    


    
      
        The reflectivist theory, like the wavelength theory, suffers from an irremediable underdetermination: too many
        of the mechanisms essential to the production of the colors we see lie within the body of perceivers. ...
        Physical objects need not have colors of their own, in some special manner, in order to look colored.
      


      
        (Hardin, 1990: 566)
      

    


    
      The point is that there are no interesting, independent properties or features of the world that can be neatly
      identified with the various colours we experience. Since the problem generalizes to other forms of experiences,
      there are prima facie advantages in thinking of experiences as kinds of
      creature-relative responses directed at aspects of the world. Given this, we have reason to reject the idea that
      demonstrative reference to the features of a mind-independent world would be enough to enable us to understand
      experiences. This is not to suggest that the focus should turn inward to the physiological or neurophysiological
      processes involved in the having of experiences. It is simply to note that what should be of interest is
      the way in which we see and respond to things, since when it comes to understanding
      experiences we cannot separate the objects of concern and the responses we make to them. To the extent that
      Brewer is noting that experiences are necessarily bound up with responses to aspects of a public world, this is
      surely correct. My objection is only to characterizing that world as 'mind-independent' since this
      wrongly suggests we can somehow separate our contribution to the having of an experience from
      its object. Moreover, once we explore what it means for experiences to have a public focus, the individualistic
      model of concept learning collapses entirely.
    


    2. Triangulation and Shared Experience


    
      Although introduced as a means of helping us to better understand the nature of radical interpretation,
      Davidson's account of triangulation also provides an excellent means of coming to understand the kind of
      intersubjectivity that underpins primitive concept learning. Indeed, he has employed it in both contexts, but it
      is important to note a crucial, but obvious, difference between them. In the interpretative case we are dealing
      with two veteran concept users, albeit separated by language, whereas in the other case we a faced with a novice
      and master concept user. According to Davidson's analysis, it is crucial to triangulation that interpreter or
      teacher makes a charitable assumption, which prompts them to take the other 'to be responding to the same
      features of the world that he (the interpreter) would be responding to under similar circumstances'
      (Davidson, 1991: 158; cf. Malpas, 1992: 47). Davidson labels this assumption the principle of correspondence.
    


    
      However, to fully understand triangulation the notion of response that lies at the heart of this principle must
      be subdivided. We must recognize that it has both an intentional and experiential aspect. It is plausible that we
      would be able to explain how two organisms of the species could be that they could be intentionally directed at
      the same types of things, even prior to conceptual mastery, if we suppose that their sensory systems have the
      same proper functions (cf. Hutto, 1999: ch. 3, 2000: ch. 1). However, if we are to understand the role
      triangulation plays in enabling us to learn concepts of experience, there must be more to the story than this.
    


    
      We must recognize yet another element implicit in Davidson's notion of response. For not only must subjects
      be capable of responding to the same distal stimulus, they must do so in roughly the same way (at least in a
      number of basic cases). This is best brought out by trying to imagine the converse scenario. What if, despite the
      fact that X and Y are intentionally directed at the same things, X's way of experiencing them is
      systematically different from Y's? To resurrect the inverted spectrum for a moment, we might imagine that X
      consistently experiences round things as square, whereas Y experiences them as round and so on for a whole range
      of basic experiences. If this were our lot then it would be impossible to triangulate with other. Of course, I am
      not suggesting that we need agree in all our responses in order to triangulate, for there are
      so many possible avenues of agreement that, even if localized mismatches did occur, they would not be entirely
      damning. We might make up for this disparity elsewhere. My point is that discontinuity of this kind could not be
      widespread and it could not be a standard feature of our most basic responses. It is with this in mind that I
      claim we must defeasibly assume a broad common ground between ourselves and the other in what we see and how we see it in order for common concepts of
      experience (and things) to be learnt.
    


    
      To put this boldly, on my reading, basic forms of triangulation require a capacity for common experience. Yet I
      see this as just another way of expressing Davidson's commitment to the idea that genuine triangulation
      depends on having a shared experience of a common cause. On this matter he writes:
    


    
      
        It takes two points of view to give a location to the cause of thought, and thus to define its content. We may
        think of this as a form of triangulation: each of two people is reacting differently to sensory stimuli
        streaming in from a certain direction. Where the incoming lines intersect is the common cause. If the two
        people now note each other's reactions (in the case of language, verbal reactions), they can each correlate
        these observed reactions with their stimuli from the world. A common cause is determined. The triangle which
        gives content to thought and speech is complete.
      


      
        (1996: 166)
      

    


    
      In the above quotation Davidson says that the subjects will be 'reacting differently' to the sensory
      stimuli. Yet, in the conclusion of the same essay, he emphasizes that, 'Gauging the thoughts of others
      requires that I live in the same world with them, sharing many reactions to its major features, including its
      values' (1996: 176). As I am using it here, the term 'experience' encompasses these shared, or rather
      shareable reactions, which provide a basis for a meeting of minds. But once again we must be careful. Similarity
      at the level of retinal patterns or neural activity is not only an unlikely occurrence, technically speaking,
      such 'similarity of response' could not adequately capture the sense of 'shared reactions' to
      which Davidson alludes, since retinal and neural reactions are not shareable.
    


    
      Shared experiences are mutual responses within an intersubjective forum to characteristic stimuli (or
      situations), the experiential aspects of which can only be understood by other creatures of the same kind
      (Goldie, 2000b: 19). This point about intersubjectivity is not a small one. For it does not follow that simply
      being a creature of the same species guarantees the possibility of shared experience. For
      example, given what we know about bats, if, for the sake of illustration, we presume that they had experiences,
      we would have good reason to suppose that it would not be possible for them to triangulate such as to 'share
      them'. This is because their echolocational methods of navigating the world would make their form of
      experience necessarily private to individuals, in just the way ours is not. For example, in order to direct
      itself at a prey, a bat must bounce its own, specially tailored cry off its intended victim and filter out this
      and other noise when the signal is received back. Although this method, often enough, suffices for the capture of
      prey it carries an interesting price. As Akins explains, 'The bat thus achieves its own private version of
      our public "sun"—a directed "flashlight" beam of sound with uniform "spectral" and
      intensity properties' (1993: 137-8, cf. 131, 141). If human experience was similarly wholly dependent on such
      individualistic means of response, it too would be unsharable.
    


    
      Unlike bats, many animals, particularly primates, have well-calibrated shared interactions. We find evidence of
      this in Gallese and Goldman's discussion of the 'mirror neurons', newly discovered in macaque
      monkeys. These are a specific type of neuron which fire when one monkey observes the actions of another. But what
      is fascinating is that these are the same neurons that fire when the monkey itself performs such actions. As
      Gallese and Goldman write:
    


    
      
        [Mirror neurons] respond both when a particular action is performed by the recorded monkey and when the same
        action performed by another individual is observed. All MNs, as mentioned above, discharge during specific
        goal-related motor acts. Grasping, manipulating and holding objects are by far the most of effective actions
        triggering their motor response [and] an equivalent system has also been demonstrated in humans.
      


      
        (1998: 495)
      

    


    
      Although, as the authors wish to stress, the watching monkey's response is taken 'off-line' such if
      it does not produce the grasping behaviour itself, it doesn't follow that its basic emotional reactions are
      also taken off-line. Indeed, that they are not would explain why animals get so excited when they see another of
      their kind locate food or face a threat, even when there are no immediate consequences for them. It should be
      obvious that human beings also have this basic capacity for responding to another's expressive behaviour in
      specific types of situation.
    


    
      There are cases in which we are transformed physiognomically, emotionally or bodily in response to the outward
      behaviour of others. In such cases we find ourselves, often irresistibly, moved by
      another's expression, activity or situation. We can focus on any of these. For example, it is a primitive
      natural reaction for us to be affected by another's twinge of pain, embarrassment or shock. Often we are
      caused to laugh because of someone else's laughter, not necessarily because we find anything funny. This
      phenomenon is variously known as emotional or subliminal contagion (Nichols et al,
      1996: 64; Gordon, 1996; 13). Nichols et al. note, 'most infants show ...
      emotional contagion and even sophisticated empathic behaviour by 18 months' (1996: 64).
    


    
      Other instances of this sort of affectation include facial and motor mimicry. Consider that neonatal infants show
      a capacity for facial imitation, even at the tender age of 32 hours (cf. Bermúdez, 1998: 126). Consider also that
      we often adopt bodily stances similar to those of others when we take an interest in their projects (cf. Goldman,
      1992b; Nichols et al., 1996: 63-64). We pull back, lurch forward, flinch or sit
      uneasily when we see someone doing something frightening, dangerous, painful or unsteady. Anyone who has ever
      been absorbed in an occurring drama and found themselves reacting to what is happening to its participants (for
      example even to what is happening to a character in a film) will recognize this phenomenon. This is why
      lacklustre performances evoke the well-known direction 'Once more, with feeling!' The fact is that we are
      so well calibrated to each other that it is all too easy to distinguish genuine expressions of emotion from mere
      play-acting.
    


    
      This ability is sometimes called 'mind reading' by today's behavioural ecologists. This is
      unfortunate for it suggests an overly intellectualized picture of the process. It would be wrong to think that
      infants and animals are using some kind of theory or reasoning process in order to make mental ascriptions on the
      basis of another's behaviour.3 It is much more plausible to think that cases of emotional contagion, imitation
      and motor mimicry are better explained as rudimentary forms of simulation than by appeal to theoretical
      capacities. The central idea of this alternative proposal is captured in the following quotation from Gordon:
    


    
      
        in seeking an explanation of your friend's action, you were looking for features of the environment
        (features you believed it to possess) that were menacing, frightening, attractive, and the like. This is not a
        matter of looking dispassionately for features believed to produce certain characteristic actions or emotions.
        Rather, it is a search that essentially engages your own practical and emotional responses.
      


      
        (1992: 103)
      

    


    
      Gordon regards this as a hot methodology precisely because the imaginative transformations it
      involves require that one, 'exploits one's own motivational and emotional resources' (1996: 11). The
      fact that simulation is not an intellectually governed enterprise ties in with his claim that it, 'operates
      primarily at the sub-verbal level' (Gordon, 1986: 70). Most importantly, it is essential to recognize that
      these transformations do not involve, as he puts it, any inference from me to you. He explicitly rejects the idea
      that simulation should be understood in terms of some kind of introspective modelling. For, according to some,
      simulation involves using ourselves as a model for the other (Gopnik and Wellman, 1992; Baron-Cohen and Cross,
      1992; Perner, 1996: 90). The idea here is that we place ourselves, figuratively speaking, in the shoes of the
      other and predict what they are likely to do on the basis of that projection.
    


    
      Gopnik and Wellman liken this process to the manipulation of small-scale models in a planetarium (cf. Gopnik and
      Wellman, 1992: 245).4 When we
      use a planetarium for predictive purposes, we put the model through a number of counterfactual situations. For
      example, we might move our mock sun, earth and moon so as to simulate an eclipse. In using such a device it is
      not necessary to understand why the modelled entities behave as they do. Nevertheless, such a lack of knowledge
      need not impair our ability to predict how they will behave under particular conditions. Thus if the planetarium
      is a good one, say if God built it for us, then despite our lack of detailed understanding of cosmology, we could
      still use it as an accurate guide to the potential behaviour of the planets.
    


    
      In a similar vein, those who support the introspective modelling proposal suggest that simulation, 'bypasses
      conceptual understanding by operating a working model of the mind and reading output. Fortunately, [the
      simulator] has such a model easily available, as all humans do, namely [his] own mind' (Gopnik and Wellman,
      1992: 237). As this last remark makes unmistakably clear, the introspective modelling proposal is grounded on the
      premise that our own minds are transparent and easily known. It further presupposes that we are justified in
      thinking that the selves of others are 'analogous' to our 'selves'.5 For, as Fuller notes, this view depends on, 'a
      general premise stating that the model is relevantly similar to the [thing modelled]' (1995: 22).
    


    
      Gordon's approach has the advantage of eroding the strong first/third person divide for he persistently
      stresses that simulation should not be a process of transportation but rather one of transformation (1995, 1996:
      12). This helps us to regard our relation to others and their behaviour in a different light. It fits with
      Wittgenstein's reminder that it is as much a primitive reaction to attend to the wounds of others as it is to
      do so to our own (cf. Wittgenstein 1967: s. §540). For Wittgenstein this is not because we
      first observe their pain behaviour and make a judgment about their inner state on the basis of reasoning by
      analogy. We react because it is natural for us to be moved to do so. To think that we respond to others on the
      basis of inference and analogy is, as he suggests, 'putting the cart before the horse' (1967: s. 542).
      That he held such a view is clear from some his other remarks:
    


    
      
        You say you attend to a man who groans because experience has taught you that you yourself groan when you feel
        such-and-such. But as you don't in fact make any such inference we can abandon the justification by analogy
      


      
        (1967: s. 537).
      

    


    
      
        Do you look within yourself, in order to recognise the fury in his face?
      


      
        (1982: s. 927).
      

    


    
      In the sections of Zettel in which he discusses these kinds of cases, he goes on to
      ask, 'What does the word "primitive" mean to say here? Presumably that this sort of behaviour is
      pre-linguistic: that a language game is based on it. That is a prototype for a way of
      thinking not a result of thought' (1967: s. 541).6 He also writes: 'I react immediately to someone else's behaviour. I
      presuppose the inner in so far as I presuppose a human being' (1992: 84e). Indeed
      in the above remarks we find an early expression of just what we take for granted when we regard others as
      responding to a common world.
    


    
      In this section I have sought to emphasize that we are naturally calibrated in such a way that we can share
      experiences with others and respond, with feeling, to their circumstances. This is why, in normal cases, no doubt
      arises about whether or not another is genuinely experiencing pain, fear or anger. As Wittgenstein writes:
      'How would a person act who doesn't believe that someone else feels pain? We can imagine how. He would
      treat him as something lifeless, or as many treat those animals that least resemble humans. (Jellyfish, for
      instance.)' (1982: s. 238); and 'Our attitude to what is alive and what is dead is not the same. All our
      reactions are different (1953: s. 284). To accept this is to go a long way to disarming the conceptual problem of
      other minds.
    


    3. A Developing Sense of Self


    
      Noting that the behaviour and situations of others has powerful effects on us, and vice versa, goes a long way to
      undermining the image of a strong first person/third person divide upon which the conceptual problem of other
      minds rests. Yet, if we also challenge the idea that we have a well-developed conception of
      self prior to the learning of such concepts in the first place, it is possible to dispel the problem altogether.
      This is important for it is only if we learn our concepts of experience with a strong conception of self and
      other already in place that such asymmetrical ascription would constitute a problem. However, if in learning how
      to apply psychological concepts we are at the same time developing a sense of self and other, then there is no
      toehold for generating the conceptual problem of other minds. For it is only against the background of a
      well-defined conceptual self-understanding that we can even formulate the model of the relation of self and other
      that allows for us to conceive of it in terms of a strong contrast. In other words, it is only with the capacity
      for reflection of this kind that we notice the asymmetry and provide the logical space for the conceptual problem
      of other minds.
    


    
      However, it may be argued at this point that, if sharing experiences involves triangulation, then it requires a
      prior capacity for reciprocal recognition. How else can the other note that you are responding as they would?
      Surely, this presupposes that the participants in this drama do have a firm grasp of the distinction between self
      and other. However, I want to suggest that the kind of triangulation described in the previous section is
      possible before this distinction is in place. I do not deny that such recognition requires some means of making a
      distinguishing contrast between self and other. My claim is just that this contrast need not have a conceptual
      basis. Although we must be able to distinguish ourselves from others during the earliest stages of learning about
      emotions, it does not follow that this ability is requires well-defined concepts of selfhood, which would support
      a mature first/third person distinction.
    


    
      Indeed, following leads from Bermúdez and Hurley, we may even be able to understand its basis as a kind of
      non-conceptual self-awareness that develops in stages and which initially requires
      only discriminatory and recognitional capacities. What is discriminated or recognized in such self-awareness need
      not even be like an experiential self per se. Rather it may be recognition of various contrasts. For example,
      Bermúdez claims that contrasts between self and the world and self and others are what constitute
      'distinguishing self-awareness'. These can have a number of axes depending on the different types of
      contrast in question. For example, the capacity to distinguish self from other is much more sophisticated than
      merely distinguishing self from non-self (for example, distinguishing that which is controlled by the will from
      that which is not). In this regard, it is useful to consider Dennett's observations about the way selves, and
      the need for self-recognition, arises. He writes:
    


    
      
        As soon as something gets into the business of self-preservation boundaries become
        important, for if you are setting out to preserve yourself, you don't want to squander effort trying to
        preserve the whole world: you draw a line. You become, in a word, selfish ... this distinction between
        everything on the inside of a closed boundary and everything in the external world ... is at the heart of all
        biological processes.
      


      
        (1991: 174)
      

    


    
      As he notes, the problem is to discriminate what is one's 'self' from that which is not. This applies
      even at the lowest rungs of biological organization, such as the immune system, and there it is solved by
      'standardized, mechanized identification routines' (1991: 174). If one considers the series of responses
      that different kinds of creatures need to make, it is easy to see why becoming sensitive to different aspects of
      the self/non-self distinction is so important. To accept this one must also accept that it is possible even for
      simple organisms that lack any conceptual literacy to draw such distinctions.
    


    
      But it is not just these simple forms of self/non-self contrasts that matter. For there are many complex ways to
      contrast oneself, not just to the world, but to others. Indeed, Bermúdez (1998: 248) argues persuasively that the
      full-blown concept of a psychological subject requires the ability to make at least three kinds of distinguishing
      contrasts. These include the capacity to distinguish oneself as a perceiver within a contrast space of
      perceivers, an agent within a contrast space of agents and a bearer of reactive attitudes within a contrast space
      of other bearers of reactive attitudes. I would add to this list the further capacity to distinguish oneself as a
      believer in a contrast space of other believers, which is a relatively late development.
    


    
      Using Bermúdez's notion of contrast capacities, it is possible to understand different stages in our
      self-awareness. In advancing this view, he writes:
    


    
      
        This is one of the reasons why distinguishing psychological self-awareness is a matter of degree. A subject can
        master some of the relevant criteria of identity and application without mastering others. A subject in such a
        position will have a restricted range of psychological categories in terms of which he can distinguish himself
        from the social environment. The more of these psychological categories a subject acquires, the closer he will
        move toward distinguishing awareness of himself as a psychological subject.
      


      
        (1998: 242)
      

    


    
      The upshot is that the conceptual problem of other minds dissipates if we abandon the idea
      that we start life with well-defined notions of self and other of the sort an adult philosopher commands. Matters
      look different if we come to accept that as we are learning our psychological concepts our self-understanding is
      also developing in stages. The interesting question that ought to occupy us is: how do we gain an understanding
      of the self/other contrast such that we are able pose questions about the relation of our experiences and the
      responses of others in the first place?
    


    
      Notes


      
        1 I am indebted to the National Endowment for the Humanities for
        providing a stipend to attend Robert Gordon's summer seminar on theory-theory and simulation theory in June
        and July 1999. Many of the views expressed in this chapter have been influenced by discussions with my fellow
        seminarians and by the fine series of talks organized by Bob Gordon. I am also grateful to Anita Avramides and
        Bill Child who gave stimulating talks on this topic at the University of Hertfordshire.
      


      
        2 As he is prone to such expression, one wonders whether this
        picture in part inspires his strong disanalogy thesis. For one might think that, while colours could occupy a
        place in the mind-independent world, emotions are more tightly tied to our own bodily responses and could not
        exist independently from us.
      


      
        3 Of course it is still possible to combine this evidence with a
        more intellectual model of how we understand others. For example, Gallese and Goldman note, 'Our conjecture
        is only that MNs represent a primitive version, or possibly a precursor in phylogeny, of a simulation heuristic
        that might underlie mind-reading' (Gallese and Goldman, 1998: 498). But this way leads to a host of other
        problems. For example, Andrew Whiten, who is persuaded that an intellectualist observation of behaviour is all
        we have to go on when responding to others, questions the difference between mind reading and what he calls
        'smart behaviour reading' (Whiten, 1996; P. Smith, 1997).
      


      
        4 They contrast this view of the way simulation is accomplished
        with more theory-driven conceptions. Hence they write, 'An appeal to theoretical notions such as heavenly
        bodies revolving around one another can be contrasted to use of a planetarium-model to predict the star's
        appearance. (Here we want to be careful to focus on a user of a planetarium who has no deeper understanding of
        its workings and not focus on the planetarium's creator, who presumably understood something theoretical
        about planetary motion in order to build a successful device' (Gopnik and Wellman, 1992: 245). Gordon is
        adamant, however, that this model-theory is in fact a misrepresentation of the simulation heuristic. He writes,
        'If I am right, the simulator is not using one individual, himself, as a model for another' (Gordon,
        1992: 120).
      


      
        5 Gopnik and Wellman make this quite explicit
        by suggesting that simulation supports 'a venerable philosophical tradition, going back to Descartes. This
        is the tradition of emphasising the special importance of the first-person case in understanding the mind'
        (Gopnik and Wellman, 1992: 232,246).
      


      
        6 To put the point in relation to Dennett's new theory of
        consciousness, it is not the result of an analysis of their behaviour or the subject's ability (or lack
        thereof) to produce a heterophenomenological text.
      

    

  


  
    Chapter 4
    

    Beware Stories: Emotions and Virtues


    
      Adam Morton
    


    
      
        La vie d'un homme est son image ... il doit non pas raconter sa vie telle qu'il l'a vécue, mais la
        vivre telle qu'il la racontera.
      


      
        (André Gide)
      

    


    
      
        Il est incroyable que la perspective d'avoir un biographe n'ait fait renoncer personne à avoir une vie.
      


      
        (Cioran)
      

    


    
      
        Nous sommes si habitués a voir dans la sagesse un residu des passions éteintes qu'il nous est difficile de
        reconnaitre en elle la forme la plus dure et la plus condensée de l'ardeur, la parcelle d'or née du
        feu, et non de la cendre.
      


      
        (Marguerite Yourcenar)
      

    


    
      
        Eve: I finished Anna Karenina for the third time yesterday.
        But it meant a lot more to me this time. I think I've been everyone in the book now. The injured spouse,
        the seduced spouse, the lover. I can see my own motives more clearly through the book. I'm Anna this time
        round, and I can see how I'm an accomplice in my own undoing. Moth to a flame, and all that. And I accept
        it. If that's the way I am then I'll just have to follow where it takes me.
      


      
        Adam: Beware stories. I mean, look out for the ways they supply you with pre-packaged emotions to make a nice
        self-portrait. So you should be suspicious of the pressure to see your life as a story. You find yourself
        supplying tidy endings and pleasing connections between events. You insert irony, suspense, tragedy, and
        justice.
      


      
        Eve: It isn't a pleasing connection I'm supplying. The story isn't a cover for
        believing some comforting but implausible conclusion. It's an uncomfortable, even tragic, conclusion I am pushed to. I am in some way doomed, and that is something
        which, however uncomfortable it may be, I must embrace. No self-deception here, just open-eyed acceptance of a
        sad fact.
      


      
        Adam: Listen, Eve, you're in love. You start out in an intensely emotional state, and then you find that
        there's a narrative frame that you can put around your feelings, and that squeezes them into a particular
        form. If I can do anything for you in this conversation it is to convince you that you don't have to put
        this particular frame around your situation. There are lots of ways you can see it. For the better ones
        you'll have to step back from your present emotion a bit, to escape the story it's forcing you into.
      


      
        Eve: You want me to pretend a kind of unfeeling masculine detachment before you'll
        think I have any understanding. I thought we had generally got beyond that. What particularly puzzles and
        annoys me is your linking of emotions and stories. As if when one feels something one becomes the prisoner of a
        plot. 'Don't be so emotional', they say, as they break your heart. That's the slogan of
        bullies, fogies and the emotionally damaged.
      


      
        Adam: I just mean that very often to feel an emotion is to see oneself as occupying a particular role in a
        particular kind of story, and often that story is not an enlightening one. So there are good reasons to resist
        the judgment-clouding influence of emotional thinking. So, to face the labels you want to pin on me, yes I do
        think there is something to the warnings wise people used to issue against emotion. I know that we now think it
        is just repressed or oppressive people who are wary of feeling. But I think there is something right about it
        all the same. To the extent that a state can fairly be described as an emotion, it has a power to blind us.
      


      
        Eve: If there is anything to what you are saying, it is that if we apply the wrong stories
        to ourselves we get blinded. The culprits are not the emotions but the stories. So the remedy is to pay honest
        attention to what you feel, and to let it choose the story, rather than the other way around. That's what
        I'm doing. I'm a civilized person; I know hundreds of stories. And out of all of them I've found
        the one that describes the place I find myself.
      


      
        Adam: I think there's a closer connection between emotions and narratives than that. Ronald de Sousa got it
        right, with his idea of a paradigm scenario. According to de Sousa, each emotion has an essential link to a
        schematic story, in which the person whose emotion it is plays a role.
      


      
        Courage: an aggressor moves to hurt you or take something from you, and you must strive to
        resist. Fear: a dangerous and powerful thing or agent is near to harming you, and you must escape. Despair: you
        must watch while something you have long wanted not to happen occurs. Joy: you have long wanted something and
        now you get it. And so on. There are many such stories, and they are the best way of seeing similarities
        between emotions.
      


      
        Eve: If those were all the emotions we were capable of you might have a point. But that is
        a minuscule portion of the human range. The richness of our emotions can't really be fitted into a little
        list of labels, so if we are fitting stories to emotions we are going to need all of past and future
        literature. And the plots are going to have room for all the human possibilities. No real Procrustean
        danger.
      


      
        Adam: You're missing something about why we need emotions. Yes, I do think we need them: just not for
        self-knowledge. They provide a link between primitive hard-wired routines and sophisticated intellectually
        demanding culturally modulated patterns of thought. As de Sousa suggests, an emotion provides a selection of
        facts, perceptions and possible courses of action. Fear equips us to escape, anger to resist, joy to
        appreciate. That is what these emotions essentially are, their nature both in biology and in common sense. So
        too for the sophisticated emotions: curiosity allows us to find novelty, loyalty allows us to maintain our good
        opinion of people in the face of contrary motives or evidence. In all these cases the emotion makes thought and
        deliberation easier—sometimes makes it possible—by imposing a particular pattern of salience on our knowledge,
        our desires and our perception of our situations. We notice some things and ignore others. The paradigm
        scenario just is a representation of that pattern of salience. So it is a recipe for simplification, a
        simplification that is sometimes what the situation calls for.
      


      
        Eve: And what the epistemic situation calls for, too. What about intellectual courage?
        What about curiosity? What about persistence? These are emotions in the service of understanding. Everything
        you have said so far is a symptom of an old-fashioned epistemology on which a purely disinterested and ideally
        rational agent calculates the inevitable best explanation for some incontrovertible evidence. But it's not
        really like that. We form our beliefs for reasons; we must cope constantly with the competing pulls of honest
        partisanship and blinding prejudice; we must struggle constantly against the limitations of our own reasoning
        capacities. This last point is the most subtle and in a way the most important. It would be just as irrational
        to try to take account of all the ways in which your reasoning is defective as it is to pretend that you are a
        paragon of reasoning power. There are too many holes you could
        fall into to try covering them up—you'd have to be the perfect being you know
        you aren't in order to do this. So you have to choose which defects to watch out for and compensate for and
        which not to.
      


      
        Adam: So? I think I could agree with most of this, and still rephrase my argument. What you say certainly does
        not show that being in the grip of a strong emotion is a good basis for thinking objectively.
      


      
        Eve: You missed the point of the particular emotions I mentioned. Courage, for example.
        Consider someone who is facing evidence which might well lead to a conclusion she doesn't want to believe.
        Perhaps the evidence threatens to show that she has been wrong for years about something important. She must
        steel herself against the tendency to dismiss or undervalue the evidence. It's just like facing an enemy,
        except here the enemy is a tendency in herself. (The enemy doesn't have to be in you. It takes courage to
        consider a conclusion that you know others will find unwelcome, too.) We all know that following out reasoning
        that seems to be going to an unwelcome conclusion takes courage, because we have all found ourselves failing
        the test, because of what we consciously or unconsciously feared to discover.
      


      
        Adam: Yes, yes, the well known can of worms phenomenon. But it doesn't show more than that there is a
        special disposition that people need, so they can overcome their own irrationality. You can call it courage if
        you want.
      


      
        Eve: Intellectual courage isn't just whimsically so called. It has essential features
        in common with what is needed to face physical danger. The distinction between courage and foolhardiness is
        important to it too, for example. It isn't intellectual courage to blunder in where angels fear to tread.
        And think how many and how varied the examples are. Patience, self-control, persistence, curiosity. All of
        these are needed at times in knowing anything, including knowing oneself. All have to apply at the right moment
        in the right context, or they obstruct rather than help. Just like emotions in a practical or social activity.
        And that's because they are emotions.
      


      
        Adam: The contextuality point shows that we need a distinction here. Think what we'd say when someone
        persistently and obsessively faced unwelcome facts, even when there was no point to it. We'd say he was a
        kind of intellectual masochist, a seeker after conceptual humiliation for its own sake. Or suppose
        someone's intellectual patience amounted to ignoring promising leads because of the
        abstract possibility that more promising ones might come along. We'd say he was finding principled reasons
        for laziness. Masochism and laziness are vices. And I have no problem with there being specifically
        intellectual forms of these vices. Or even with there being forms specifically concerned with self-knowledge.
        That seems like an important insight, that the intellectual vices are broadly continuous with the more general
        ones. And the courage, patience, persistence, curiosity you mentioned are the opposites of these vices. That
        is, they're virtues, not emotions. They just happen to have the same names.
      


      
        Eve: They have the same names because they are the same. Virtues are a kind of emotion.
        They're the emotions that have good results, to simplify a bit. And the emotions that have bad results are
        vices. Of course there is a time and a place for every virtue: exhibited at the wrong moment even courage is a
        vice.
      


      
        Adam: There is a basic distinction to make here, which we have to mark one way or another. Take an
        uncontroversial virtue like honesty. A person who has this virtue will not always be exhibiting it, but he will
        always have the capacity to, which will emerge when the time is right. So he won't be honest one minute and
        dishonest the next. He's either an honest person or not.
      


      
        Eve: He might be honest in his relations with his colleagues and not in his relations with
        his wife. Like someone we both know.
      


      
        Adam: Yes, yes, you know that's beside the point. Even when this is the case the person will be constantly
        an honest-at-work-but-not-at-home person. Virtues are dispositions to characteristic kinds of behaviour,
        reasoning and feeling, while emotions are states that a person is in at a moment.
      


      
        Eve: Can't someone be uncharacteristically honest just for
        a moment?
      


      
        Adam: It can happen. Mind you, often when we say someone is being uncharacteristically honest we mean that they
        are behaving as an honest person would—telling, and even seeking, the truth—without ascribing any virtue to
        them. But someone can have a disposition for a moment. A block of steel could conceivably be soluble in warm
        tea for a minute, while under the influence of Z-rays which changed the character of its crystalline bonds.
        Someone could even be uncharacteristically honest for a moment, while not actually acting honestly at that
        moment. It might be true, just for that moment, that if he were tested he would pass the
        test. Very unlikely, of course, and if it were so we'd never know. But let's get back to the point. A
        person who has the virtue of intellectual courage will have the capacities to investigate unwelcome
        possibilities and will be disposed to use those capacities at times when they are appropriate. This may require
        him to be capable of motivating himself to do the thinking required; it is quite likely that it will help him
        if he is disposed to have feelings characteristic of courage. So having the virtue of this kind of courage,
        like other virtues of courage, usually involves being disposed to the emotion of courage. When brave people are
        exhibiting their bravery they often, though not always, feel brave.
      


      
        Eve: Emotions are a lot more than feelings. The whole thrust of the study of the emotions
        in analytic philosophy in the past thirty years has been to free us from this identification. Emotions involve
        beliefs and desires and patterns of thought. Most emotions require particular concepts. Of course the bad old
        view of emotions as nothing but feelings is associated with taking emotions as gusts of affect which blow
        reason off course. Is that what lies behind your view? It seems to sit well with your picture of intellectual
        virtue as a very deliberate handing over of the guidance of cognition to feelings and special purpose
        dispositions. As if Reason sits up on high and supervises the tasks of her minions, occasionally even allowing
        a well-behaved feeling to play a carefully supervised part. That's not what it's like to be a thinking
        human being, and we've been steadily demolishing the assumptions that seemed to commit common sense to some
        such picture.
      


      
        Adam: You're being a bit selective in your history. Actually philosophers only flirted for a while with the
        idea that emotions are purely cognitive states. Then they soon retreated to compromise positions that tied
        emotions essentially to cognition but also gave them essential ties to affect. The retreat is perfectly clear
        in de Sousa, for example, and is one of the main interests in Greenspan. So the question is not whether affects
        mark emotions but rather whether emotions and virtues are marked by different relations to affect. I am sure
        they are. You're right, though, that I have been describing the intellectual virtues in a way that makes
        them seem too controlled and deliberate.
      


      
        Eve: Which is a sign of something going wrong at a much deeper level. You're allowing
        now that the right way to think about many things involves a certain amount of guesswork and passion. Sometimes
        you just have to throw yourself into the attempt to understand—understand
        yourself, understand another person, understand something
        intellectual—and hope that your personal characteristics will see you through. You
        can only control things up to a point.
      


      
        Adam: I think this business of throwing yourself into it is right at the heart of the question. An emotion is
        what you have when you've been thrown in, and a virtue is what does the throwing. That's why virtues
        often are defined as much by their relations to emotions that have opposite names as by the same-named ones.
        Having courage as a virtue means being able to throw yourself into a state which will protect you from your
        fear, and that may mean throwing yourself into a brave emotion. But sometimes it may not. A careful retreat
        avoids a rout more often than a heroic charge. Similarly patience takes an attitude to panic or haste, and
        justice takes an attitude to anger. I'm not sure rationality is a very coherent virtue, but to the extent
        that it is a single thing it is a capacity to take evasive action to avoid panic, haste, enthusiasm or
        laziness, and other states in an admittedly rather varied list. (Some of those are emotions. Not all.)
      


      
        Eve: How can you say you've got away from a Cartesian, hierarchical model of
        deliberate rational control, while talking this way? You choose to throw yourself into an emotion when you
        calculate that it is the right thing to do?
      


      
        Adam: Let's go back to stories again. That might give me a better way of saying it. There's a special
        feature of the stories that go with emotions. The difference was pointed out recently by Goldie in connection
        with the emotions, though it's quite familiar in theories of narrative. Suppose you are following a story,
        and imagining the sequence of events. Usually you imagine them from the perspective of one character in the
        story. Call this centered imagining, because it centers on that character's point of view. (The terminology
        comes ultimately from Wollheim, though he and Goldie say 'central' instead of 'centered'.) The
        acts of other characters are seen through a non-centered imagining. In a sophisticated story you often shift
        your center, so that sometimes you are imagining from one character's point of view and sometimes from
        another's. Then, sometimes, you imagine the same actions both from the point of view of the agent and from
        that of an observer. That's the connection with emotions; they don't do this. To the extent that
        emotions present themselves as stories they do so as centered stories, inviting only one point of view.
      


      
        Eve: That's hardly surprising, and certainly not a fault. If an emotion is a recipe
        for the actions and feelings appropriate to a situation then it is the actions and feelings that are appropriate to a particular person. There's no point being given a
        formula for someone else's use.
      


      
        Adam: That is certainly true for emotions, especially when you think of their primal use as pre-scripted
        scenarios that you can call on in an emergency. You want to be given all the information in the most convenient
        possible form, easily accessible from the point of view of you as an agent. So that means you want a story told
        from one point of view which you can easily superimpose on the perspective of your current situation. But that
        is not the kind of story that goes with a virtue. Again imagine someone bravely confronting the possibility of
        some unwelcome discovery. The script she needs to follow is one that runs something like this. Stop for a
        moment and consider whether the truth is worth knowing here, and whether there are better uses of the energy of
        someone in your situation. If it would be a good way to proceed then act according to the fearless curiosity
        script, but keep checking from time to time to see that that isn't leading to perverse results.
      


      
        Eve: You really think that a wise person should consider such an elaborate and deliberate
        procedure?
      


      
        Adam: No, not consciously. Someone who has intellectual courage as a virtue, and not just as a dominant
        emotion, will have a capacity or a disposition to act out this procedure, adopting the centered imagination it
        requires and also the non-centered reflection on the centered bit. If they needed to put the script before
        themselves explicitly it wouldn't be a virtue, any more than someone who explicitly follows the script for
        jealous rage is feeling that emotion. The narrative structures of emotions and virtues are descriptions of
        patterns of action and of thought that someone could follow. If they fit the pattern they have the emotion or
        virtue. But they're different patterns. Emotions are entirely centered narratives, and virtues involve a
        delicate mixture of centered and non-centered.
      


      
        Eve: Why fight about words? If you want to call something a virtue when for me it's a
        sophisticated emotion, I guess I don't care. Anyway, you've talked yourself out of describing me as
        trapped in some deluded state just because I'm determined to face up to the truth about myself. That
        determination is a virtue, as you so quaintly put it. I'm following through with a pattern of thought that
        is right for me now.
      


      
        Adam: Perhaps, as long as there's room in the pattern for sharp questions about which perspective to take.
        Here's a test. In the performance of Anna K in your head, is it all seen through Anna's eyes, or do the author and other characters
        get a chance for the occasional cynical observation?
      


      
        Eve: Would someone who can put up with ten minutes of your hairsplitting be immune to
        cynical observation? Here's a problem for you, now. You want to call a state an emotion when it is best
        presented through a purely centered narrative, and a virtue when the narrative has shifting points of view. But
        that can't be right. What about vices? What about all the states that are best presented with complex
        narratives that are neither virtues nor vices?
      


      
        Adam: I certainly can't say that all states linked to shifts of narrative perspective are virtues. All I
        could claim is that sometimes it's the other way round: most virtues involve such shifts. And some vices
        are vicious because they don't have suitable shifts in them. They're more like emotions, from my point
        of view. But we all know that the terminology of the emotions is a mess. Emotions, passions, feelings, moods,
        sentiments: the meanings of these words keep shifting. Perhaps this is a domain where philosophers are forced
        to stop pretending the meanings sit still waiting to be analysed, and start exploring some better ways of
        speaking.
      


      
        Eve: So perhaps you should withdraw your warning against
        seeing our own lives as stories. Whatever these things you call intellectual virtues are, they seem to allow
        the right kind of storytelling. I see the point that a good life need not make a good story, from a literary
        point of view, and I see that people torture themselves wanting their lives to turn out like satisfying plots.
        That surely leaves room for a kind of wise helpful narrative structure. We both wish we knew what that
        structure was.
      

    


    
      Note


      
        Both Adam and Eve have learned much from overhearing the author's conversations with Peter Goldie and
        reading an email he received from Linda Zagzebski. Dialogues shouldn't have footnotes, but for further
        reading see Currie (1995: ch. 9), de Sousa (1987: ch. 7), Goldie (2000b: chs 4 and 7), Greco (1992), Greenspan
        (1988: chs 2 and 6), Griffiths (1997: chs 2 and 9), Hookway (1999), Morton (1987, 2001), Zagzebski, (1996: chs
        2 and 3).
      

    

  


  
    Chapter 5
    

    Some Ways to Value Emotions


    
      Michael Stocker
    


    I


    
      How important are emotions for ethics? Early in our tradition, the dominant view was that emotions have central
      evaluative importance. For example, Aristotle thought that, to be a good person, one must have the right
      emotions. This includes, but goes well beyond, holding that emotions help make a life good because of the
      pleasure or pain they involve and because of how they help motivate us to do what is good. He also thought that
      having the right emotions is constitutive of virtue and of being a good person, and for knowing what to do and
      how to live. But during the past hundred years or so, philosophers have generally deemed emotions not all that
      important for ethics.
    


    
      I favour a more traditional view. To show why, I will argue for two interrelated themes: that there are important
      constitutive connections between emotions and values, and that there are important epistemological connections
      between them, To show the constitutive connections, I start by showing how emotions might seem external to
      values: by only 'pointing to' them, or by being only useful for them, or by being only added flourishes
      to them. I conclude by showing how emotions are internal to value, in fact so internal that they are inseparable
      from it or are even forms of it. To show the epistemological connections, I start by showing how emotions provide
      evidence for or symptoms of value. I conclude by showing how emotions are expressions of, and may even be,
      evaluative knowledge.
    


    
      One reason ethicists have ignored emotions or thought them evaluatively unimportant stems from views holding that
      emotions are abnormal, perhaps rare, events, often of considerable height or depth. Emotions thought of this way
      are naturally thought of as misleading, disrupting, or even overwhelming.
    


    
      Some comments about affects and affectivity by the psychoanalyst Ernest Schachtel are useful
      arguments against these views. In Metamorphosis, he writes,
    


    
      
        there is no action without affect, to be sure not always an intense, dramatic affect as in an action of
        impulsive rage, but more usually a total, sometimes quite marked, sometimes very subtle and hardly noticeable
        mood, which nevertheless constitutes an essential background of every action.
      


      
        (1984: 20)
      

    


    
      I think—as does the prominent neurophysiologist Antonio Damasio, to mention only one theorist—that Schachtel is
      largely right: emotions need not be event-like or momentous; there is far more to emotions and our emotional life
      than those mountains and canyons; emotions can be diffuse, pervasive and long lasting, forming our background, as
      well as the tone, the colour, the affective taste, the feel of activities, relations and experiences. In
      addition, emotions and emotionality are the rule, not the exception. They need not be—and typically are
      not—pang-like or entirely inner. They are conceptually complex. They often are not merely connected with, but are
      'modes' of, action, reason or desire. They are complex, intrapersonal and interpersonal, social, and
      evaluatively and morally important.
    


    
      They are constituents of the very best lives and activities. Moreover, as I will urge, they help make life
      healthy and good.
    


    II


    
      After a century-long hiatus, it is once again recognized by philosophers that emotions have considerable
      conceptual complexity and content, often including values. Thus emotions can reveal
      values: the values they contain and that help make them up. Aristotle's Rhetoric
      account of orgē, anger, provides a good illustration of the way emotions can aid in
      the discovery of values: 'Anger may be defined as a desire accompanied by pain, for a conspicuous revenge for
      a conspicuous slight at the hands of men who have no call to slight oneself or one's friends'
      (Rhetoric: 11.2, 1378a31 ff.). Orgē thus involves value
      or evaluation in at least three ways. Its cause or ground must be seen and evaluated as a conspicuous slight. The
      slight must be seen and evaluated as uncalled for. And the target of the slight, oneself or one's friends,
      must be cared about. So, if someone has not even acknowledged your presence and that arouses orgē in me, or has called you a pompous prig and that arouses orgē in
      me, that can show that I take doing that or saying that to you to be a slight, that I take
      the slight to be conspicuous and unjustified, and that I care about you.
    


    
      It can reveal these evaluative facts even if, before experiencing that episode of orgē, I would not have taken them to be facts. Beforehand I might have thought that I did not
      take those people's ignoring you or calling you a pompous prig to be a slight; or that it was at most a minor
      slight or one you had coming to you; or that I did not care what others did or said to you, or even that I did
      not care much, if at all, for or about you. My orgē shows that each of these
      evaluative beliefs is mistaken.
    


    
      To pursue what emotions reveal, I want to turn to intellectual interest. I focus on this for several reasons.
      Focusing on this emotion, rather than the more usual ones, helps us see how many and varied emotions are, the
      varieties of intellectual interest some of the many forms emotions take, and some of the many relations they have
      with value. Intellectual interest helps us see that emotions are often useful, often needed, for good activity.
      This last will help us reject or at least constrain philosophers' idealization of rationality and the
      correlative demonization of emotions.
    


    
      Many instances of intellectual interest and excitement depend on evaluations and are about what is good,
      intellectually or otherwise. We could not understand Watson and Crick and their inquiries into DNA if we did not
      see this.
    


    
      Further, a central part of education and maturation—both in general and also in particular activities and
      disciplines—involves learning to be interested in what is relevant, important, useful and beautiful. This
      learning involves developing interest and excitement, and developing the ability to mobilize and direct them. It
      also involves developing an ability to master them and not to be overwhelmed or disrupted by them. We learn both
      where to direct our interest and excitement, and also how to modulate them in relation to the value, often the
      intellectual value, of what does or should interest or excite us. For, just as intellectual interest and
      excitement are important and often essential for good intellectual activity, unmodulated and undirected interest
      and excitement can impede or harm, even preclude, good intellectual activity.
    


    
      It is clear, then, that many instances of intellectual interest and excitement involve values and valuations. But
      there are instances of interest and excitement that do not have even a weak connection with what is
      intellectually or otherwise good. Here we might think of the interest or excitement infants have towards moving
      lights or mobiles; and the excitement of infants and toddlers during roughhousing with their parents, being
      tossed up and caught, or being spun around; and the excitement of children and adults during roller coaster
      rides, parachuting, bungee jumping, and the like.
    


    
      As I see matters, the closest we can connect the first and second with value and evaluation
      is by, say, holding that they involve age-appropriate and developmentally useful activity or protoactivity that
      deploys and engages what will be so vital later on in life. To be sure, goods and bads are involved here: for
      example, a healthy being's engagement in naturally and healthily engaging activity. But the ways such
      engagement can make excitement and interest good are significantly different from the ways that the goodness of
      finding out about DNA grounded Watson's and Crick's interest and excitement.
    


    
      This difference in the ways that intellectual emotions involve or do not involve values is found in many other
      emotions. Some emotions, perhaps including some just mentioned, involve likings, where these likings do not
      involve values and valuations. My emotional engagement with a dinner need not involve—not entirely anyway—its
      having been prepared well, its being healthful, or that politeness requires it. So too, emotions involving sexual
      desire and engagement need not include or reveal such evaluative thoughts as 'intercourse is good for me'
      or 'this person satisfies my idea of an ideal sexual partner'. (Such considerations help us see that,
      contrary to W.D. Falk and Scanlon, desires can be reasons.)
    


    
      Some have objected that interest and excitement, especially intellectual interest and excitement, are not
      emotions. This disagreement can be a matter of unimportant classification. What is important for my concerns is
      that interest and excitement be seen to be connected with value and evaluation in many different ways—ways that
      are importantly like, whether or not exactly like, those of such clear emotions as orgē and anger as we experience it. What is also important for my concerns is that interest and
      excitement be recognized as affective. Even for purely intellectual concerns, we value such intellectual emotions
      or affective states as interest and excitement. It is hard in the extreme to imagine how absence of interest
      could be thought better for intellectual progress in general or on a particular issue than well-modulated,
      properly directed, intellectual interest.
    


    
      So far, I have been concerned with some ways emotions reveal, or do not reveal, value. In making claims about how
      they reveal value, I acknowledge the real possibility, in all cases, that what is revealed is not really held,
      but held only in ways that involve self-deception, fantasy, inconsistency and so on. Further, in making these
      claims, I am not concerned to hold what is clearly false: that emotions are always more accurate in revealing
      what we really believe, desire or value than are non-emotional states and goings-on such as 'dry
      reflection'. I will be satisfied if it is also agreed that emotions are often enough better, or at least as
      good, at showing what we really believe, desire or value.
    


    III


    
      One of my concerns with the relations between emotions and value, including ethics, is epistemological. In
      particular, I have claimed that emotions reveal value. These claims that emotions reveal value might be accepted
      in a way that plays down, or even dismisses, any deep and intrinsic evaluative importance of emotions—precisely
      by emphasizing their revelatory function. One way to do this is by holding that emotions are useful for revealing value, but that what is really and in itself evaluatively important is the
      value they reveal.
    


    
      Emotions have been seen as being useful in other ways, too—ways which, if they do not deny, do not accord, deep
      and intrinsic evaluative importance to emotions. Many philosophers note that they can help motivate us. Daniel
      Goleman (1996) notes that recognition of them in ourselves and in others can help us modulate and civilize
      behaviour. Ronald de Sousa (1987) notes that they embody scenarios and patterns of salience, which allow us to
      move from one set of facts to another, where we do not have sufficient time or evidence to do this by
      non-emotional inferences or arguments. Patricia Greenspan (1988, 1995) notes that they are 'adaptive' by
      being good guides to important information we need quickly: for example, our feeling uneasy at the used-car
      salesman's pitch is a good guide that we should be wary. Iris Murdoch (1970), Martha Nussbaum (1990 and
      1993), Lawrence Blum (1980, 1986, and 1987) and Margaret Walker (1989) note that they help us notice value, for
      example by helping us pick values out from the welter of possible objects of attention. Many psychoanalysts hold
      that they can serve as psychic defenses or as symptoms—as shame can serve in regard to sexual feelings.
    


    
      Various philosophers reject even these forms of instrumental usefulness. Some agree that emotions are useful, but
      hold that they are not needed for value and evaluation, for example, for acting well or poorly. Some extend this
      to holding that emotions are not needed, even if they are useful, for being a good or bad person, having a good
      or bad character, and the like.
    


    
      I do agree that some of the value of emotions lies in their instrumental usefulness. But I disagree with claims
      that would limit their value to instrumental usefulness. On my view, emotions are also essential constituents of
      life and value. Life like ours would be impossible without emotions. We have no idea what any human life without
      emotions would be Like or even whether it would be possible. This is well argued by many psychological theorists
      and many philosophers such as Aristotle, Peter Strawson and Charles Taylor.
    


    
      Holding that emotions are only instrumentally useful for human life is about as senseless as
      holding that belief and desire are only instrumentally useful for human life. There is no human life, or none we
      can imagine, without belief, desire and emotion, and thus no human life, or none we can imagine, for which they
      are only instrumentally useful.
    


    IV


    
      In the next several paragraphs I want to suggest that there are important and typical connections between having
      or lacking emotions and the soundness or otherwise of judgments, including evaluative ones. We have, indeed,
      already some evidence for this. Earlier I noted the importance of Watson's and Crick's intellectual
      interest. Here I will simply suggest that for good reasons—for deep and systematic reasons—we should prefer
      researchers, evaluators and judges who are interested and concerned with the issues in question. Can we take
      seriously the claim that the absence of interest and related emotions aids rational enterprises? I find it hard
      to imagine how any of these forms or states of lack of interest could be thought better for intellectual progress
      in general or on a particular issue than well-modulated, properly directed, intellectual interest.
    


    
      Let us now turn to some claims made by various psychoanalysts about connections between emotions and values and
      evaluations. This is not an unmotivated choice on my part. One of the central tenets of psychoanalysis is that
      there are systematic connections between emotions and epistemology, especially evaluative epistemology. As the
      psychoanalyst Anna Freud argues in The Ego and the Mechanisms of Defence, and as the
      psychoanalyst David Shapiro argues in Neurotic Styles, Autonomy and Rigid Character
      and Psychotherapy of Neurotic Character, neuroses and neurotic styles have
      interconnected constitutive and typical forms of emotions and epistemic-evaluative distortions. Drawing on them
      and other work, I here list in brief form some very simple examples—examples of neuroses or neurotic states that
      involve emotional distortions and correlative epistemic-evaluative distortions.
    


    
      	A depressed man who, suffused by feelings of not being good or lovable, for that reason consistently does not
      even notice the ways his marriage is overall a source of suffering for both him and his wife; and, indeed, when
      asked, sincerely claims that he is happy and that generally, the marriage is going pretty well.


      	A man in a manic state who feels invulnerable, denies his need of money and gives away a considerable part of
      his savings.


      	
        A woman who because of grandiosity feels responsible for the well-being of the entire
        family, to such an extent that she feels guilty for all unhappinesses suffered by her children or that occur
        between family members.
      


      	A man who was beaten as a child and now, identifying with the aggressor, thinks that physical violence is the
      proper way to settle family problems: for example, that his eight-year-old son is 'asking for a beating'
      when disobedient.


      	The man, described by the psychoanalyst Clara M. Thompson, who has a 'markedly detached personality'
      and is 'unaware of any personal emotional contact with other human beings. He is an onlooker at life'
      (1964: 111), who constantly misinterprets and misunderstands others, finding them hostile or indifferent when
      they are not, and judges and acts accordingly.

    


    
      In their various ways, these people fail to notice important values and evaluative considerations, fail to make
      accurate assessments, misunderstand themselves and others, have inappropriate emotions, and act poorly, if not
      wrongly.
    


    
      Turning to far more serious disorders, Harry Guntrip and Joyce McDougall graphically describe two extreme ways of
      having defects of affect, that come close to the global defect of being affectless: being schizoid and being
      alexithymic. I quote at some length to bring out various ways affectlessness is interconnected with moral
      epistemology. Guntrip writes, 'the ego of the schizoid person in consciousness and in the outer world is
      delibidinized and feels no interest in objects' (1969: 30). Also:
    


    
      
        This state of emotional apathy, of not suffering any feeling, excitement or enthusiasm, not experiencing either
        affection or anger, can be very successfully masked. If feeling is repressed, it is often possible to build up
        a kind of mechanized, robot personality. The ego that operates consciously becomes more a system than a person,
        a trained and disciplined instrument for 'doing the right and necessary thing' without any real feeling
        entering in. Fairbairn made the highly important distinction between 'helping people without feeling'
        and 'love'. Duty rather than affection becomes the key word.
      


      
        (1969: 37-8)
      

    


    
      And finally, 'As a result of this lack of feeling, schizoid people can be cynical, callous, and cruel, having
      no sensitive appreciation of the way they hurt other people (1969: 44).
    


    
      A significant portion of McDougall (1991) is devoted to alexithymia: literally, lacking words
      for emotions and, less literally, being unable to recognize that one is there and then having emotions or which
      emotions one is having. She writes, 'Instead of mentally elaborating their emotional states, they tended to
      discharge their feelings ... often in inappropriate ways; through disputes, ill considered decisions, or a series
      of accidents' (1991: 155). Also, 'It is evident... that an inability to capture and become aware of
      one's own emotional experience must be accompanied by an equally great difficulty in understanding other
      people's emotional states and wishes' (1991: 160).
    


    
      Schizoids and alexithymics have great difficulties in understanding other people, in seeing and appreciating the
      value and values of other people, and thus the evaluative nature of their own situations and acts especially
      insofar as these involve other people. Second, schizoids and alexithymics lack a relationship with others because
      they lack an internal model based on emotional identification with others. They are deprived of the informative
      feedback from that model and they are painfully aware of their lack of information and relationship. Third, to
      the extent that alexithymics, and perhaps schizoids, are unable to recognize and differentiate their emotions,
      they are cut off from important sources of knowledge of what they value and how they value what they value.
    


    
      The important psychoanalytic theorist David Rapaport goes even further, by making these problems of schizoids and
      alexithymics the problems of anyone who is affectless. He writes at the end of 'On the Psychoanalytic Theory
      of Affects':
    


    
      
        affects .... are just as indispensable a means of reality testing as thoughts. Indeed, they are more
        indispensable for reality testing in all except successfully intellectualizing and obsessional characters.
        Reality testing without the contribution of affect ... readily changes into obsessional or paranoid magic.
      


      
        (1967: 508)
      

    


    
      My claim here is not that an inability to have and know one's own emotions always impedes, much less always
      precludes, knowledge of other people and their emotions. As the psychoanalyst Otto Kernberg writes, '[People
      with] obsessive personalities ... may develop a surprising understanding of emotional depth in others while being
      apparently so "cold" themselves' (1986: 218). My claim, then, is not that these emotional
      inabilities are always linked with evaluative-epistemological inabilities. My claim is only—but this is a very
      important 'only'—that, for systematic reasons, these inabilities often, if not
      typically, go hand in hand, the one explaining the other, or both having a common explanation.
    


    
      My claim, so far, is that those people who are unaware of their emotions or of their emotional lacks will tend to
      be ill placed to see which values they hold and deploy, and how they hold and deploy these values in their
      judgments, decisions or wherever. More positively, I claim that those who are aware of their emotions and
      emotional lacks are not only better placed, but are often therefore well placed, to see which values they hold
      and deploy, and how they hold and deploy these values.
    


    V


    
      There is still a gap between the view that some emotions and some emotional lacks and defects are typically
      connected with evaluative defects and the view that there are deep and intrinsic connections between emotions and
      evaluative knowledge. The connections between emotional defects and evaluative defects might even be thought
      unimportant since, at least often, we can correct for those conditions. For example, knowing that I am played
      out, I can pay special attention to sources of value that, in my state, I might otherwise be inclined to
      overlook. Or knowing that I do not care much for you, I can take special pains to make sure that I give your
      interests due weight.
    


    
      Now, I do agree that at least sometimes and to some degree, we can correct for our emotions and emotional lacks.
      It is, however, difficult to know how well, how easily and how long we can correct for those conditions which at
      once impair our emotions and also our epistemological, judging relations with value. Our will, our attention, our
      vigilance are sooner or later all too likely to fail.
    


    
      But even if they are all too likely to fail, this might not be thought to show the evaluative—epistemological
      importance of emotions. It might, rather, be taken as showing that the epistemological relations emotions have
      with value and evaluation are only external or indirect. For it might suggest that what helps or hinders the
      epistemological work is not emotions, but rather their various affectless 'elements'—to use one term to
      cover content, preconditions and underlying patterns—that figure in having or not having emotions. The claim here
      is that the evaluative and epistemological work done by emotions is done only by their affectless elements.
    


    
      This seems wrong. Consider Sartre's (1965, p. 53) powerful description of anti-Semitism. He argues that
      anti-Semitic emotions do have important non-affective elements. But these non-affective elements do not always explain the emotions or their evaluative work. Indeed, the evaluative work of many of these
      non-emotional features can be explained in terms of emotions. Sartre held that anti-Semitic emotions are to be
      explained in terms of their underlying patterns, but he also held that those non-affective patterns are to be
      explained in terms of emotions: in terms of the anti-Semite's ontological or existential fear 'of
      himself, of his own consciousness, of his own liberty, of his own instincts, of his own responsibilities, of
      solitariness, of change, of society, and of the world' (1965: 53).
    


    
      Psychoanalysis offers us complementary arguments that show how emotions—emotions as affective—explain their
      non-affective elements. Shapiro argues that we can understand the nature of particular neuroses, and why
      particular people have one rather than another, only by seeing how the neuroses are bound up in a style that
      encompasses affect, thought, forms of attention, desire and much else. Part of his argument for this is an
      argument that any attempt to explain the one in terms of the others is, necessarily, doomed to failure. This is
      brought out clearly in what he writes about the neurotic style of impulsiveness:
    


    
      
        The [impulsive] mode of cognition and the mode of affective functioning fit or mesh ... and it is virtually
        impossible to separate them. It would be possible to argue for the psychological primacy of either of them. One
        could argue, in other words, that the impulsive person does not search beyond the immediately relevant present
        because his interests and emotional involvements are limited to immediate gains and satisfactions. Or one could
        equally well argue that the limitations of his cognition and the domination of his awareness by the immediately
        striking, concrete, and personally relevant interferes with the development of long-range interests or enduring
        values and aims. Such arguments would, I believe, be specious. Both areas of functioning and the modes that
        respectively characterize them exist together, each is hardly imaginable without the other, and, in all
        likelihood, they develop together. The two modes share essential features: immediacy of experience and
        expression of impulse is paralleled by immediacy of cognitive response. The insufficiency of basic affective
        structures that are essential equipment for integrative development of a given whim or impulse may well be
        paralleled by an insufficiency of basic cognitive equipment.
      


      
        (Shapiro, 1965: 154-5)
      

    


    
      Further, turning now to our everyday experience and knowledge, it is clear that we can become
      epistemologically more adept in our recognition of value and in our evaluations by improving the emotions and
      non-emotional patterns in tandem. As David Wiggins writes: 'Finer perceptions can both intensify and refine
      [emotional] responses. Intenser responses can further heighten and refine perceptions. And more and more refined
      responses can lead to the further and finer and more variegated or more intense responses and perceptions' (1991: 196).
    


    VI


    
      I want now to mention some further ways emotions are important for both value and evaluation. It is a
      truism—perhaps a false truism—that distributive justice, administrative justice and various other forms of
      justice do not require emotions: such justice can be achieved without involving anyone's emotions. But a
      person's encounters with these forms of justice, and with people engaged in regulating and dispensing it, can
      be made better or worse by the emotions of those people. People caught up in the toils of administrative justice
      can quite properly want to be taken seriously and personally, rather than in a technical or administrative way,
      like a number. They can also want not to be caught up in someone else's emotional life, especially where that
      life proceeds on its own, without reference to them and their emotional life. Here we could think of having to
      deal with an administrator who is indiscriminately and generally angry.
    


    
      Often, and quite properly, we are concerned with correct processes of judgment, not just with correct judgments,
      considered in terms of correctness of outcome. The reason for this is not just that the better the process of
      judgment, the better the judgment. It also has to do with the nature of the value of the process itself. To have
      to deal with an angry administrator is, itself, to have the process of adjudication called into question, if not
      compromised. The absence of certain emotions, and perhaps the presence of certain others, are constituents, not
      just causes, of a just process—or at least of this process being both just and good.
    


    
      There are other, more internal ways emotions are important for justice and for areas of value conceived of in
      terms of justice. I restrict myself to simply giving a list of a few of these that bear directly on income taxes.
      Emotions are important for whether taxation is seen more as theft or as one's contribution to the community;
      for whether tax compliance is more voluntary or more adversarial; for how balances are to be struck between
      self-reliance and a more communitarian stance for tax differentials and rates taking or not taking into account
      needs for medical care, pensions and housing; for whether there should be special exemptions
      for dependents, the elderly or the blind. Even in these restricted cases, trust, fellow feeling, solidarity,
      empathy, care and concern are important factors. Second, factors such as trust and flexibility versus rigidity
      are important in the testing and application of tests of universalizability. So for example, because you mistrust
      your emotions, you can misinterpret yourself when your 'heart'—your emotions—suggests one course of
      action and your 'reasoning' another. You might well think that to follow your heart, you would not be
      acting on good reasons, and indeed would be wilful or at least irresponsible. It is also possible that by living
      in ways that encourage or embody this form of self-misinterpretation, you change yourself: now, your reasons, at
      least those running counter to rules, lack force. Indeed, you may now no longer have those reasons. At the least,
      you may no longer feel their force as reasons and they may be inaccessible to you
      as reasons. Wilfulness is all you experience as running counter to rules, at least in
      yourself. Indeed, that may be all there now is in you for you to experience as running counter to rules. This is
      to describe you as a person who does not see yourself as morally autonomous, and who thinks that whenever you
      disagree with the rules, you are in the wrong, having been moved only by whim and wilfulness. Only through a
      change in yourself, perhaps a gain in self-confidence and trust in yourself, will you be able to regain those
      reasons as reasons.
    


    
      Third, as Strawson emphasized, the way we evaluate others and what we think we may do with or to them depends on
      emotions, including their emotions. Suppose I am on a crowded bus and someone comes lurching toward me in a
      manner that is likely to cause me some minor pain unless I get out of the way or deflect that person. If the
      person is using the swaying of the bus as a welcome excuse to bang into me, then I think I owe him very little
      consideration. But suppose that this person, coming down upon me, was feeling and acting in a thoroughly civil
      way, trying to keep his balance and trying not to inconvenience, much less hurt, any other passenger, and is
      simply thrown off balance by the swerving of the bus. In this case, I think I owe him a lot of consideration.
    


    
      Fourth, being a good person and acting well can require emotions. In many interpersonal situations we desire or
      even demand a certain specific emotional response from the other person, and this
      demand often takes a moral form. That is, it may be of the greatest moral importance
      to us that the other person, for example, feel grateful or sorry, and so on. For cases which show that having or
      lacking certain emotions can be or show a moral failure, we might consider people who say and do the appropriate
      things—for example, express their gratitude for help or a favour, but who feel nothing, including gratitude, and
      thus are not grateful. So too, we could consider people who make restitution for a wrong, but
      without feeling anything, including remorse or shame. Such lacks can be a moral fault.
    


    
      My claim is that not feeling gratitude for benefits received or remorse for harms
      caused can be moral defects. I say 'can be' since there is room for justification, exculpation, and
      excuse. I should feel grateful for the great benefit you bestowed on me, but suppose I am so overwhelmed, even
      stunned by it, so overcome by feelings of unworthiness, that I do not. Similarly, I can be so taken aback by what
      I did, so ashamed of myself, that I am unable to feel remorse. In these cases, my not having the right feelings
      may not show any defect—except, of course, it may, but need not, show improper self-absorption and narcissism.
    


    
      But simply having the right emotions is not enough. They must be had in the right
      way. People who have the right emotions can remain with them for too short or too long a time. Here we could
      consider people who claim to feel serious remorse at a misdeed, or deep grief at the death of a relative or
      friend, but are almost immediately back to their old concerns and ways of life. This too can be a moral fault,
      showing insincerity or lack of depth.
    


    
      There are other ways for people to be emotionally engaged in the wrong ways. One of these other ways is letting
      one's emotional engagement wander from how and where it should be. This can be unintentional, perhaps showing
      only a lack of focus and concentration. It can also be intentional, for example, as an attempt to turn away from
      a disturbing emotion, perhaps through an attempt to distract oneself with what is less confronting. Here we could
      consider people who, to avoid being remorseful about a wrongdoing—to avoid focusing on it and taking it up with
      remorse—turn their attention and concern to other issues about the wrongdoing. They might focus on the
      'forensic' question of exactly how bad their wrong was, or they might let themselves get caught up in
      amazement, whether wondering or amused, that they could do such a wrong.
    


    
      Let us now turn to another way emotions are interconnected with value. I will focus on interpersonal activities
      and relations. For many of us our life in our academic department and university is, itself, important. This is a
      life of relationships, of friends and acquaintances, of shared talks, meals and interests, continued
      conversations. When these add up well, they add up to a familiar place, a place in which we feel at home and
      safe, where we feel we are with like-minded people who care for us and like us, even if only coolly. Those
      members of our department we count as friends may not be character friends, to use Aristotle's term. But
      neither are they simply pleasure friends or useful friends. They are more like family or family friends.
    


    
      Our workplace must, of course, be thought of in terms of instrumental structures that allow
      for the work of teaching and doing philosophy. But in addition, it must be thought of in terms of emotional
      structures that it helps or hinders, embodies or excludes. That the workplace—the factory, office, department,
      store—must be thought of in these two ways, and still others, is a commonplace to sociologists and social
      psychologists. It is largely ignored by philosophers. The feelings here are social. They concern a social
      enterprise: an enterprise of a group, perhaps of one's entire society. They are social also by being feelings
      of the group, or by having one's own feelings attuned to the group. This is part of what it is to be a member
      of a group.
    


    
      I turn now to a different way of presenting the value of emotions. In some cases, emotions are added perfections
      to activities. So, for example, the writing of a paper may be made better—better for the author in particular—by
      the author's interest and excitement in the topic. But, these need not, although they often will, make the
      resulting paper any the better.
    


    
      In some other cases, however, emotions are essential for the activity being good. Here we could consider love and
      loving activities, friendship and friendly activities. The thought behind the activity, the feeling expressed by
      it, is a major part of what is important and valuable about the activity.
    


    
      Play and playfulness, in their various forms, give us another set of activities having deep and constitutive
      relations with emotions. Here we might start with the more interpersonal emotions, or groups of emotions, that
      inform play: for example, the emotions that inform loving play between a child and parent, or the engaged play of
      children, or the playful and amusing conversations of good friends. We should note how difficult, if not
      impossible, it would be to take part in these activities—to know what to do, to understand what the others are
      doing—without the relevant emotions. To see this, we could imagine an emotionally engaged child playing with a
      depressed, affectless parent, or children playing affectlessly with other children or with their own toys, or
      your friend talking with you about playful and amusing matters, but affectlessly, not engaging emotionally with
      you.
    


    
      These and other examples show how emotions are precisely what is valuable in various activities. But these and
      other examples also show how emotions and emotional skills involve, show, and may even be, evaluative knowledge.
      Just consider the problems of those who look to rules and 'experts' to find out how play, conversations
      and other emotional engagements 'should be', rather than to attending to and engaging with the activity,
      themselves, and others involved in the activity—and who, not surprisingly, are not attuned to the activity,
      themselves, or those others.
    


    
      These then are sketches of some of the ways emotions are important for values, evaluations
      and our knowledge of value and evaluation. We need explanations of why during the last century, these facts about
      emotions and value were forgotten, ignored or denied by philosophers. To mention some candidates, there is the
      idealization of reason and rationality—and, given that demonization of 'the other' is part and parcel of
      idealization, there is the correlative dismissal of emotions. There is the focus on emotions as eruptions. There
      is the concentration, especially in ethics, on acts and act evaluations, coupled with the view that act
      evaluations are importantly distinct and separated from agent evaluations, where these latter are thought of as
      the locus of emotions. And there is a modification of this last point set out by J. S. Mill (1833) 28 years
      before Utilitarianism. Mill argued that the activities and acts Bentham focuses on
      tend to be business doings or everyday legislative
      doings. On Mill's view, non-emotional consideration of these limited and somewhat special cases may well be
      acceptable. But, as Mill continued, when we examine other acts, including acts of friendship, of intellectual
      appreciation, and so on, and also acts of developing, sustaining and changing communities, nations and cultures,
      and when we consider other sources and locations of value, such as character and temperament, we must turn our
      attention to emotions.
    


    
      In these regards, and generally in ethics, I find Mill very similar to Aristotle. It is only fitting, then, that
      I invoke Mill to help urge what I initially called the traditional and Aristotelian view that emotions are so
      important for value, valuation and ethics.
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      It is appropriate to start by acknowledging the work of the late Elizabeth Anscombe, whose Intention, written in 1957, has been perhaps the most influential work on the nature of desire
      and practical reason in my generation. It was also a work against which philosophers such as myself needed to
      react, given that it was, I believe, seminal in turning people against expressivist and emotion-oriented theories
      of ethics. It turned people, at the very least, away from thinking that such things as desire or emotion could be
      understood as sources of value, or sources of the practical stances associated with the recognition of value. It
      opened the door explicitly to Aristotelian versions of naturalism, and implicitly to the more Kantian
      celebrations of the demands of reason that fill much contemporary theory of ethics. Certainly Anscombe herself,
      together with allies like Philippa Foot and followers such as Rosalind Hursthouse never showed much patience with
      Humean theories.
    


    
      Now we could worry about whether there is a well-formed issue here. In his recent book, Tim Scanlon talks of a
      wide class of judgments taking the form that one thing is a reason for another. The things in question include
      beliefs, of course, but also different states of mind, such as desires, attitudes and intentions, and also
      actions. All these are things for which reasons can be requested or supplied. Contemplating the most general kind
      of judgment that one thing is a reason for another, Scanlon asks a very good question:
    


    
      
        How much should we care about the difference between saying that these judgments express beliefs, and saying
        that they express other attitudes for which there are clear standards of correctness?
      


      
        (Scanlon, 1999: 64)
      

    


    
      Scanlon had earlier expressed his view that:
    


    
      
        For most purposes, including mine in this book, the choice between an [attitude] interpretation and a [belief]
        interpretation makes very little difference, as long as there are standards of correctness for attitudes of the
        relevant sort.
      


      
        (1999: 59)
      

    


    
      Scanlon's sentiments here coincide with those of the character I have christened the 'quasi-realist',
      at least so far as the practical implications of a choice are concerned. The quasi-realist believes that the
      judgment that one thing is a reason for another is a normative judgment. He also believes that, whatever
      normative commitment is, it goes on just as well, or as badly, once its expressivist sources are recognized, as
      it did before. The quasi-realist also acknowledges standards for norms of the relevant sort. For where there are
      norms there are features in the light of which they get deployed and contested. These features are what we call
      our standards for deployment of the norms. A notion of the standards—God's
      standards, possibly opposed to ours—for deployment of norms sometimes has a place in our thoughts. But it is only
      as a rather dramatic way of focusing the idea that we may be fallible, or that improvements may be on the cards.
    


    
      Yet it is quite clear that many writers care a whole lot about Scanlon's choice. It is often described as the
      difference that separates 'non-cognitivists' from 'cognitivists'. But since those terms are
      misleading, in this chapter I shall call it the difference between expressivists and rationalists. In either
      event, it separates those who think that apprehension of reason is a stance, or attitude or passion akin to
      desire, from those who see it as a self-standing example of genuine apprehension (and the characteristic glory of
      the human mind). The former philosophers applaud Hume's treatment of the matter, and might take as a motto
      Augustine's wonderful remark:
    


    
      
        in the pull of the will and of love appears the worth of everything to be sought or avoided, to be thought of
        greater or less value
      


      
        (St. Augustine, The Literal Meaning of Genesis, Bk 4, Ch 4, para 8).
      

    


    
      Here the Bishop of Hippo at least appears to ally himself with the expressivist direction of explanation. It
      would take a better historian than I am to judge whether this is his considered opinion, but the remark is too
      good to pass over as it stands.
    


    
      Anscornbe, as I read her, opposes to St Augustine an Aristotelian thought. Aristotle does not
      depart from the Humean priority in the way that, for instance, modern Kantians often do. These philosophers
      dislike above all else the implication that they see in Hume (wrongly in my view) that there is no such thing,
      strictly speaking, as reasoning about ends, but only at best about means. Aristotle sides with, or perhaps
      outdoes, Hume on that score:
    


    
      
        We deliberate not about ends but about means. For a doctor does not deliberate whether he shall heal, nor an
        orator whether he shall persuade, nor a statesman whether he shall produce law and order, nor does anyone else
        deliberate about his end. They assume the end and consider how and by what means it is to be attained
      


      
        (NE: 1112b)
      

    


    
      I doubt if Aristotle is right about this, but then I do not think Kantians are either. I believe that we do
      deliberate about ends, but of course only by deploying other considerations that matter to us, in the familiar
      Neurathian enterprise of aiming at some kind of equilibrium. But that is merely an aside, although I return to it
      briefly later. The relevant threat from Aristotle comes from the idea that 'the wish for the end has already
      been stated; some think it is for the good, others for the apparent good' (NE: 1113a).
    


    
      And this does introduce the leading idea I do want to discuss, which is that desire itself, or what Augustine
      calls the pull of the will and of love, presupposes value. Aristotle himself only
      goes on to discuss the choice between 'the real good' and the 'apparent good' as objects that
      figure in the agent's deliberations. It does not seem to occur to him that it might be neither. His interest,
      rather, is in the attribution of responsibility for error about the good. But that is
      not the focus of our issue.
    


    
      Our focus is the idea that desire is itself the apprehension of reasons for action—fallible apprehension, of
      course, in that things we take to be reasons may not be. But apprehension, all the same. This may sound
      optimistically high-minded, or perhaps boringly middle-aged. Hence David Velleman's jibe that the agents
      portrayed in much philosophy of action are 'squares', by contrast with those who are 'disaffected,
      refractory, silly, satanic, or punk' (1992: 3). It is at first sight a powerful point, since for most of us
      it requires some chutzpah to think of our desires as beautifully in harmony with what we take to be the good.
      Whatever moralists choose to think of us, we love people who are flawed, sometimes for those very flaws, and we
      pursue courses that we know are wrong, sometimes because they are wrong. It can be delicious to succumb to
      temptation, and attractive to be mischievous.
    


    
      In fact, however, it is clear that Velleman's objection is not well directed at Anscombe.
      Her leading thought was that our valuations or reasons for action are revealed by our answers to 'why'
      questions. 'Why did you do that?' or 'Why would you do that?' or 'Why are you tempted, or
      drawn or concerned to do that?' or 'Why do you intend to do that?' are such questions, and in
      answering them agents need to show what was the favourable light in which they saw their action. However, their
      answer does not have to be something that would only be given, or accepted as a good answer, by a
      'square'. For Anscombe acknowledges that these answers can include such lighthearted replies as
      'because I felt like it' or 'it's pleasant' or 'enjoyment' or even 'for the hell
      of it'. Even more liberally she also allows answers like 'I just thought I would', or 'it was an
      impulse', or even 'for no particular reason', explicitly denying that these count as rejections of
      the question (1957: 25). Finally, she does not find unintelligible the Satanic character, who flies under the
      heading of 'evil be thou my good'. She only insists that he is subject to the question 'what's so
      good about being evil?', and implies that the answer must come within a certain range. Immoralists typically
      celebrate evil as free-spirited and life-affirming, or condemn the good as slavish or inglorious, and then we can
      roughly see what they are about. So it follows that, under Anscombe's conception, rational agency is by no
      means confined to the boring or the square.
    


    
      Still, this does raise the question of what exactly Aristotelianism comes to at this point. Anscombe's
      apparent aim is to show that the series of 'why' questions, asked of a desire or an intentional action,
      must end with a 'desirability' characterization. The favourable light I mentioned is one that reveals an
      'aspect of the good' that the agent rightly or wrongly applies to the object of intention or desire. Now,
      it is at least clear that this aim may be more or less difficult to achieve, depending on how generous we are
      with 'desirability' characterizations, or aspects of the good. So how generous should we be?
    


    
      Anscombe's best-remembered examples are 'desires' that are, to put it mildly, off-colour. This is
      because they are apparently disconnected from any conception of the good of the
      subject or anyone else: her cases memorably include the desire to carry a pin and the desire for a saucer of mud.
      Anscombe certainly does invite us to find these desires more or less unintelligble, and I think she is often
      followed in this. Scanlon, for example, argues that there is a great difference between a judgment of reason and
      a 'mere' desire, when desire is thought of in an extremely bare way, as something like a disposition to
      do. Like Anscombe, he makes the point best with what appear to be strange, isolated, pointless urges. He chooses
      Warren Quinn's example of a man who feels an isolated urge to switch on every radio he sees, but without
      seeing anything desirable about radios being on, or about the action of switching them on,
      and he justly remarks: 'although we sometimes have such urges, the idea of such a purely functional state
      fails to capture something essential in the most common case of desire: desiring something involves having a
      tendency to see something good or desirable about it' (Scanlon, 1999: 38). Philippa Foot (1978b) has made the
      same point.1
    


    
      We clearly do have difficulty with off-colour desires. But the picture is quite complex. Thus consider
      Anscombe's discussion of the man who 'just wants' a pin. She imagines someone saying that this is
      indeed what they want and, remarking justly that saying 'I want' is often instrumental in being given
      something, she imagines us gratifying the alleged want by giving him a pin. She then contrasts two cases. In the
      first, he takes it, says 'thank you, my want is gratified' and then puts it down and forgets about it.
      Anscombe reasonably asks of this man, 'what reason have we to say he wanted a pin rather than: to see if we
      would take the trouble to give him one?' (1957: 71). In the other case, the man shows signs of cherishing the
      pin, for instance carrying it around. She says:
    


    
      
        Then perhaps the answer to 'What do you want if for?' may be 'to carry it about with me', as a
        man may want a stick. But here again there is a further characterisation: 'I don't feel comfortable
        without it; it is pleasant to have one' and so on.
      


      
        (1957:71)
      

    


    
      The problem now is this. Following Aristotle, Anscombe explicitly allows that the chain comes to a satisfactory
      end with mention of things like health and pleasure or of what we should do. It also comes to an end with more
      overtly ethical notions, such as saying what it befits one to do. But although this is the official position,
      implicitly such passages as this are much more generous. She allows, in the first of these pin cases, that the
      chain of questions comes to an end with 'seeing if other people will take the trouble to satisfy one of my
      whims', and in the second of these cases with 'I don't feel comfortable without it'. But consider
      this last characterization. Surely it is sufficiently generous to raise the worry that there is here nothing that
      need trouble those who want to give desires a life of their own, without seeing them as cognitions of reasons.
      For it may well be true that desiring something implies not feeling comfortable without it, given a reasonably
      generous interpretation of discomfort, of course. Desire need not always rage, but it does have to have some
      tendency to disturb the status quo. For otherwise it degenerates into idle longing, mere wishing or fantasy, and
      Anscombe is quite clear that she is not discussing those.
    


    
      Anscombe is talking about the kind of wanting 'whose primitive sign is trying to
      get'. But we could equally say that a primitive sign of discomfort is trying to get—trying to get away from
      the discomfort. So now there is a gap between where the case rests and the aim of intruding something that
      deserves calling a conception of the good. The case rests with someone who is at least for a time uncomfortable
      unless carrying a pin. This person is strange no doubt, but not on the face of it someone with a conception of
      carrying a pin as an aspect of more Aristotelian goods such as health or even pleasure. Similar remarks would
      apply to Quinn's subject. It is undoubtedly strange to feel sufficiently uncomfortable when a radio is off to
      want to switch it on. But it is not unintelligible that someone should be like that, and for no reason that
      either we, or even he, can make out. Perhaps a childhood experience or something like a posthypnotic suggestion
      brings it about that he fidgets and becomes distressed and eventually, without really knowing why he is doing it,
      turns on any silent radio he comes across. He is uncomfortable unless any nearby radio is on, or, equally, he
      wants any nearby radio to be on.
    


    
      Scanlon is quite careful here, saying only that a wanton or arbitrary whim is unusual, or not the most common
      case of desire. Yet even that needs qualification. Much may depend on our standard of wantonness or
      arbitrariness. Reactions to particular tastes or sounds can be quite powerful, leading to definite comfort or
      discomfort, yet by some standards they may be quite arbitrary, either through being quite idiosyncratic or, even
      when they are shared, through being the upshot of a cultural propensity which, in turn, seems to have been an
      arbitrary winner from a space of alternative possibilities. For both the subject and the observer, the last word
      may be that sprouts or celery or diminished sevenths—or pinless walks or silent radios—just don't appeal.
    


    
      The pinless walk is a more unusual source of discomfort than brussel sprouts, but is it anything more than that?
      We might say that we 'don't understand' its subject. But then we should remind ourselves of an
      ambiguity in our notion of understanding a desire. In one rather full-blooded sense, we only understand a desire
      if we can put ourselves in the shoes of anyone having the desire, and imagine ourselves so desiring. In this
      full-blooded sense our understandings of the desires of others may be remarkably limited. In this sense, someone
      may be unable to understand anyone wanting things that fall outside the restricted range of his or her own
      tastes, or failing to want things that lie within that range. We naturally employ this sense when we say, for
      instance, that we cannot understand what she saw in him, or cannot understand how anyone likes sweet
      wines/Jackson Pollock/atonal music/Brut for men, and so on. It is not only the man who wants to carry a pin that
      we may be unable to understand by this standard, but the man who wants to sleep with X, where
      X marks a person or kind of person whom we would not ourselves choose to embrace (or equally, the person who
      doesn't want to sleep with X, where X marks the focus of our own desires and urges).
    


    
      Yet we understand perfectly well that people often want to sleep with such people,
      just as we understand that they like Jackson Pollock and the rest. This is, after all, why we represent Cupid as
      blind.
    


    II


    
      Velleman makes a diagnosis of the sources of the view that intentional actions are aimed at the good, or
      perceived good. In his analysis, the principal source is the desire to reconcile two stories about motivation.
      One is that we are motivated by the desire for an outcome, coupled with the belief that some action will promote
      it. The other is that we are motivated by apprehending propositions that have an action-justifying character and
      also by apprehending that character: 'The agent's attitudes are thus conceived as having propositional
      objects that intrinsically favor a particular action, and their favoring the action is conceived as crucial to
      their behavioral influence' (1992: 4-5). In a nutshell, having desires, we present ourselves as motivated by
      the apprehension of reasons, as reasons (where it does not matter too much, I shall drop the final two words and
      just talk of motivation by reason). So, for instance, the lover insists that in his case Cupid was not blind:
      rather, he alone has discerned traits of intelligence, beauty and virtue, that are accepted reasons for
      admiration.
    


    
      I think the phenomenon is real enough, but I doubt if it arises from a desire to reconcile two different stories
      about motivation. For this seems to be at best an obscure, theoretician's ambition, and it is not likely to
      have moulded our language of practical reason in such a profound way. Rather, what seems to have happened is more
      direct. A desire or intention or action is, as Anscombe and Scanlon (and Hume) rightly insisted, a potential
      object of public scrutiny. There is often a real voice asking the 'why?' question, and even if there is
      none there could be one, and in any case we can always imagine it. To answer this voice we look for features of
      things that are acceptable to it: features that in some way or another appeal to the actual interrogator, or the
      potential one that we imagine or whose inquiry we have internalized.
    


    
      The voice can put its 'why' question as a request for reasons—an identification of the features that
      presented themselves to us favourably— so, of course, the answer to it takes the form of presenting ourselves as
      sensitive to reasons. Velleman nicely puts this as sensitivity to a 'faciendum' proposition, a proposition stating that something is to be done or is the thing to
      do, in that very wide, Aristotelian sense that, while it embraces the ethical is certainly not exhausted by it.
      So now the picture is that desire and motivation by desire are presented as the belief that an action (or
      intention or attitude) is faciendum, but remembering all the while that this belief
      is in place even when the favourable light in which the action is thereby presenting as being may be of the
      dimmest. It may be only the light cast by 'I just felt like it' or even 'for the hell of it'. A
      lonely impulse of delight can fill the place as well as a fervent conviction of duty.
    


    
      Some might want to fight the equation, as Velleman does. The people he highlights, who are not square, rejoice in
      desires that they like to regard as spontaneous, arbitrary and perverse or even evil. Certainly such agents might
      avoid the language of 'faciendum' although they do not have to, for they can
      present themselves as thinking that spontaneous, arbitrary, perverse or evil acts are the things to do. But we
      have already seen that this is not a good place to fight Anscombe. Even the worst of these perverse agents, the
      ones flying under the banner of 'evil be thou my good' need interpretation. And the interpretation will,
      inevitably, consist in some attempt to say what it is about it that moves them to prefer the bad (what they see
      as the good of it, in Anscombe's terms). We have already seen Anscombe conceding that her 'why'
      questions allow the kind of answer that spontaneous, arbitrary and perverse agents might give, or that could be
      given on their behalf. Bonum, she wisely says, est
      multiplex.
    


    
      I want to move in a different direction, by asking why the association or even the equation between desire and
      belief in a faciendum proposition is supposed to trouble expressivism. For it seems
      to me plain that a properly equipped expressivist should be quite happy accepting this equation. He need not
      fight Anscombe, or Aristotle, or Foot, or Quinn or Scanlon over it (conversely, in stressing it, they still fail
      to lay a glove on the expressivist position).
    


    
      The reason is that the expressivist has available a story about the nature of the faciendum proposition that is not only consistent with the equation, but actually explanatory of
      it. He says, obviously enough, that belief voiced as acceptance of the faciendum
      proposition is itself a reflection of the pull of the will and of love, or of emotion, desire or attitude. The
      proposition 'it was the thing to do' is just the proposition that has the valency of desire built into
      it. Instead of expressing favour for X, by movements and heartbeats, we can now say 'we believe that X is the
      thing to do, or that feature X provides a reason for choice'. The neutral word 'believe' takes away
      the valency of desire; a faciendum element in the proposition believed restores it. A
      faciendum proposition is one that is expressed by the words we naturally reach for,
      when called upon to justify the directions in which we are moved. Its truth is then the focus
      of processes of justification and coordination, and it will be appealed to even when these processes have the
      flavour of persuasion, rhetoric and politics.
    


    
      We can now see, in perfectly natural terms, why the equation is generally true. For, says the expressivist, those
      processes of scrutiny and self-scrutiny are part of our lives as intentional, social agents. The directions of
      our practical attitudes need discussion, and sometimes need to meet opposition and rejection. Such discussion is
      as natural to anything likable or even recognizable as a human life as are health and happiness. But we cannot
      argue with movements and heartbeats without finding ways of talking. We can only argue with a propositional
      reflection of them: the proposition that the X we favour is indeed a reason for action, or is indeed a good.
    


    
      This also helps to cast light on the wayward desires we have been talking about. We find Anscombe's or
      Quinn's agents strange at least in part because we do not see how their desires could survive the gaze of the
      man within (but then we can feel the same about well-known tastes and quite common whims). These agents are
      opaque to us insofar as we are unable to connect the apparent objects of their desires with normal sources of
      discomfort or normal sources of pleasure. But, as I remarked above, this does not mean that we fail to understand
      that they desire what they do, any more than we fail to understand that some people
      are panicked by what the rest of us regard as perfectly ordinary or perfectly safe, such as open spaces.
    


    
      So it is not necessary to oppose Aristotle, or Anscombe at this point. It is simply a question of which comes
      first. Does the pull of the will and of love get reflected by the belief that some things need doing? Or does
      reason require us to believe that some things need doing, a proposition with some intrinsic valency, and
      thereby exert rational control over the direction that the pull of the will and of
      love takes?
    


    
      Put like this, one might try to break up the monolithic nature of the question. Do we have to answer it the same
      way across the board? On the face of it there are motivations where something like a simple, even brute, desire
      comes first, and then there are others where reason seems to have a more active role. One might contrast, say, a
      spasm of appetite or lust, or fear or disgust on the one hand, with a long-term calculation of advantage on the
      other. Those of a neurophilosophical bent might introduce evidence that some things we do, or some reactions we
      show, are mediated by relatively primitive limbic centres of the brain, while others work only by way of the
      neocortex, responsible for 'higher cognitive' processes.2 There may be valuable distinctions to be made along these lines. But somehow
      they fail to dislodge the idea of a single big question. This, I believe, is because any
      detailed evidence looks to be too easily accommodated by each party. The defence of Anscombe's priority will
      be to play up the element of ratiocination behind even the apparently spontaneous agency that results from the
      spasm of appetite (succumbing to temptation typically requires passing the spasm through an inner tribunal that
      asks some kind of faciendum question, such as 'is this really OK?', and that
      deploys apparent values to answer it).3 The defence of the Augustinian direction will play up the role that 'calm
      passions' play even in long-term calculations of advantage. Our conception of advantage is not a neutral
      given, but the result of long acculturation. And what the culture played upon was our fears and hopes and vanity
      and ambition. Having engaged those, it also coopts the word 'reason', of course, as I have been arguing
      it has to do. So the reasonable person, as well as pursuing health and happiness, pursues them in the particular
      guises of her place and time. It becomes only reasonable to need abundant material goods, success, looks, space,
      fame, privacy, choices and leisure, for instance, and quite unreasonable to scorn any of the things on this list,
      or the lives devoted to them. It does not require the perception of a Mandeville or an Adam Smith to see here a
      victory for the pull of the will, however firmly the word 'reason' has become entrenched.
    


    
      If the issue cannot effectively be joined simply at the microlevel, case by case, is there anything to be said
      for one priority over the other across the whole spectrum of action? Many apparently serious students of ethics
      suppose the rationalist answer to be the natural default. But, as dissident writers, such as Richard Rorty, like
      to stress, this fact in itself is of no more probative value than an attachment'to the theological foundation
      of ethics, clung to with similar uncomprehending rectitude by earlier generations.
    


    
      I think the right answer stands out, and my reason for this is handsomely confirmed by most serious recent
      writers on the rationalist side. Writers on that side as otherwise diverse as Nagel, Putnam, Stroud, Korsgaard,
      McDowell and Hampton, to mention only prominent recent examples, find that they need to associate their
      rationalism with the rejection of naturalism, or, as they might call it, 'bald' naturalism.
      'Bald' naturalism, the shallow philosophy of post-Cartesian thinkers about nature, finds that what there
      is all belongs to the 'realm of law', which means of scientific law. In other words, it supposes that the
      ontology of nature is exhausted by what science tells us nature contains. By contrast, naturalism with a full
      head of hair contains, as well, elements in the space of reasons. It contains the normative order which, when
      properly apprehended thereby directs our wills. Some of these writers, Nagel and
      Hampton for example, admit that the rejection of bald naturalism is a very serious cost, demanding that we wrap our minds around something truly supernatural: a cosmic order of reason parallel to
      the scientific order of causation. I believe they are right, but in this chapter I do not want to explore all the
      problems facing any conception of a genuine metaphysics of enchanted nature.4 I want instead to mention writers who acknowledge no serious cost,
      for it is worth sketching how this insouciance comes to seem attractive.
    


    
      Dialectically, the rationalist line I have in mind seeks the protection of minimalism, denying that anything is
      being suggested that even requires a theory, or requires the cashing out of physical metaphors (such as that of
      bringing enchanted aspects of nature into view, or resonating in harmony with them). A patronizing note is apt to
      creep into rationalist discourse at this point, it being only the interlocutor who is clumsy enough to press for
      an explanation, so that the right-thinking philosopher can brush aside the demand by repeating that there is
      nothing mysterious about the apprehension of reasons. After all, we must remember, it
      is a phenomenon under, or behind, our noses all the time. Thus some rationalists go on the attack, lampooning
      their opponents, charging them with requiring quasi-physicalist mechanisms whereby the rational order impinges on
      us. In this spirit Ronald Dworkin (1996) imagines a cognitivist being asked to provide a mechanism for
      apprehension of values in terms of flows of enchanted normative particles, or 'morons'. This isn't what was intended! Thus, for example minimalist rationalists will be quick to
      reject Mackie's argument from queerness, insisting that only an inappropriate attempt to model enchanted
      nature on physical nature results in anything queer at all.
    


    
      I think that this stance, rationalism together with minimalist condescension, misunderstands the dialectical
      position. Before us there are two different suggestions. One is that the faciendum
      proposition is a self-standing description of an enchanted, non-physical nature. The other is that it is
      intelligible as a reflection of the unenchanted mental states of unenchanted animals. The minimalist rationalism
      that sits pat on the fact that we are talking about a common phenomenon, the apprehension of reasons, simply
      fails to address this choice. It merely locates the subject matter, about which the choice is to be made. To
      confront the choice it is no good repeating a list of the phenomena acknowledged by all parties: that we
      recognize facts as reasons for beliefs and actions, that we respond to requests for justification, look askance
      at oddball desires, and so forth. Confronting the choice does not mean reminding ourselves of the phenomena. It
      would mean, at the very least, doing something to unpack the physical metaphors of resonatings, or seeings, or
      disclosures, that troublingly infest the rationalist side. Some of the trouble they cause is precisely located by
      the idea that discovering an enchanted nature is discovering that the metaphysics that takes
      the physical to be all that there is, is itself 'shallow' and misguided.
    


    
      Yet with enough minimalism we can suppose that, once we have a particular proposition, we have without cost a
      coordinated fact. If putting a subject 'in the space of reasons' is describing them in a particular way,
      and if such descriptions are ones we make, then in making them we can talk without blushing of a coordinated kind
      of fact. Difference of sense, automatically, engenders difference of reference. So, in the presence of
      minimalism, there is no issue about normative facts. And this seems to squeeze out
      expressivism. For the expressivist accepts or rather celebrates the peculiarity of sense, arising when we
      describe things normatively, or equally when we describe people as sensitive to reasons. These are peculiar
      families of description. But the expressivist also insists that this does not require a parallel peculiarity of
      fact. For we are not to be understood as being in the business of representing facts when we talk in the space of
      reasons. We are speaking in a different voice, and to be understood in a different way. We are speaking in ways
      that reflect the pull of the will and of love. This means, of course, that an expressivist cannot be a
      wholehearted minimalist. If he is a minimalist about truth, he has to be something else about the realm of
      sense—that is, about the propositions believed true.
    


    III


    
      The topics I have treated have not, primarily, concerned emotion, at least as that is often understood. I have
      not talked of the central or primary emotions, often listed as happiness, sadness, fear, anger, surprise and
      disgust.5 I have not talked
      about 'higher cognitive' emotions, such as guilt or shame, pride, embarrassment, jealousy or
      envy.6 The dictionary gives
      under 'emotion': 'A mental "feeling" or "affection" (e.g. of pleasure or pain,
      desire or aversion, surprise, hope or fear, etc.), as distinguished from cognitive or volitional states of
      consciousness', happily building in their distinctness from cognitive states, but also building in
      distinctness from volitional states. We might mention in passing that this last clause is a little strange. Since
      desire and. aversion are given as examples of emotion, it is difficult to think what might be meant by
      distinguishing between emotions, including desires and aversions, and 'volitional states of
      consciousness'. Perhaps the idea is that a volitional state is something like a choosing or willing, and not
      all desires or aversions give rise to those. But surely choosing is not a state of consciousness at all, but an
      action. And the only sense in which willing might be a state of consciousness seems to be that in which we say, for example, that a racing fan stood there willing her horse to win, which is hardly
      a paradigm of bending oneself towards something, or intending it.
    


    
      Be that as it may, emotions matter. I take it this is because they share the valency of desire: they consist in
      feelings towards things, and those feelings are typically bound up with the desire that things be one way or
      another.7 This being so, the
      prevalence of rationalism remains surprising. It is a prevalence visible not only in the Aristotelianism I have
      been discussing, but even in work which might seem to be distanced from it. For example, it is visible in writers
      who take very seriously the importance of emotion—but then immediately scuttle back under the skirts of
      cognition, conceiving of emotions themselves as sensitivities to reasons. For such writers, if emotions matter to
      rational agents such as ourselves, it has to be because emotions themselves are perceptions of value, or servants
      of value, and thereby validated. Here rationalism, perceiving that emotions are, in
      fact, respectable, seeks to colonize them rather than to war with them.
    


    
      This rationalist imperialism may mainly be a topic for the social historian. Clearly the Western tradition from
      Descartes onwards includes rich deposits of mistrust of anything emotional or passionate. A prominent theme is
      that confronted with emotions we become helpless and passive and overwhelmed; caught by gusts or whirled by
      tornadoes. This is surely just a mistake of overgeneralization. If, when we think of emotions, our principal
      focus is on wild fear or deep depression, we may indeed be inclined to subscribe to the notion of our passivity
      under them. Similarly, when we think of external causes affecting our beliefs, we will panic if we focus on
      examples like a blow on the head making us think we are Napoleon. The panic disappears if we remember examples
      like the cheese in the fridge making us think that there is cheese in the fridge. Here the causal route is one of
      genuine sensitivity: in the case of the blow on the head it is not. The similar panic about emotion disappears
      when we remember the way in which the nasty dog causes fear and the filthy food causes disgust, or when we
      remember the ways in which the most ordinary decision-making of people who lack affect responses, or lack any way
      to attach them reliably to objects of feeling, entirely collapses.8
    


    
      Emotions are of course responsive to reason, not only in the familiar case in which a change of belief initiates
      or terminates an emotion. Rather, our propensity to take a belief emotionally can itself be changed, as the huge
      deposit of our culture's homiletic literature on the subject shows. Those who preached so enthusiastically
      against envy, malice, greed, fear, depression, and the rest had a purpose in mind. You may not be able just to
      'switch off fear of spiders, envy of your neighbour or greed for fame, but you can learn to set your mind in
      ways that are inhospitable to them. Emotions are not much different from beliefs in this
      respect. You may not be able to will away a belief, or in any way get rid of one without a deal of practice, help
      and time. And notice that this is most certainly true of beliefs whose content concerns what is a reason for
      what. I would regard the fact that someone has spat in this mug as a decisive reason against drinking from it,
      and that opinion is (exactly) as immutable, and as little responsive to reasonings, as my disgust at the idea. So
      passivity cannot be the issue. Yet nobody in the rationalist tradition worries that such beliefs assail us, as it
      were from outside, and thus undermine our autonomy or dignity.
    


    
      There is another reason for the rationalist tradition. We are apt to think of emotions not only in terms of being
      overcome, but also solely in connection with cases where things have gone wrong. We are panicked by things that
      are harmless, or we are helpless victims of melancholy, subject to sudden rages, or hopelessly envious or
      jealous. Hence it becomes possible to think of emotions as purely 'irruptive motivational states', apt to
      interfere with our cool or prudent or long-term goals (Griffiths, 1997: 102).
    


    
      But this prejudice arises simply from skewing the sample class. We forget the substrate of non-irruptive,
      protective, emotions that are involved in our attachment even to cool or prudent or long-term goals: the emotions
      uncovered by Mandeville or Smith. Emotions are adaptations and, in the case of the primary emotions, subserved by
      the same neural mechanisms in us and in other animals. They are far older than society and language and anything
      recognizable as values, except in the sense in which nutrients or integrity of bodily tissue are values. They
      play a clear functional role in the preservation of their possessor. What we might call proto-emotions are
      arousals indicating something about the state of the animal system. But in percipient animals they can become
      aroused via perception of the environment, as well as by expectation and memory (although they may continue to
      indicate something about the state of the animal system, as the James-Lange theory suggests). A dog can be
      pleased or frightened or enraged, even if it cannot be pleased at what happened a week ago, or frightened at what
      it foresees for the winter, or enraged at a jibe. In other words, the role of emotion has been expanded and
      adapted by human beings in concert with the ways in which our overall conceptual capacities expand the temporal
      and spatial extent of the environment to which we can respond, and the responses we make to it.
    


    
      There is a more respectable place in which cognition may be involved with emotion. In the James-Lange theory,
      emotion is indeed a kind of cognition, but a cognition of the state of the animal system. This is one
      interpretation of the truth that the feeling of emotion is engendered by the states of arousal or depression of
      the brain and body. But it is not a compulsory interpretation, and I think it should be resisted. After all, the
      seeing of a tree has, as a proximate cause, states of the visual cortex and many other areas
      of the brain, but it is not a cognition of them. It is a cognition of the tree. We might gloss this in part by
      saying that the function of the perceptual state is to direct attention to the tree, not to the brain. And then,
      similarly, the function of an emotion is to give a direction to our response to the world around us. It
      concentrates us on the dangerous dog, not on our brains and bodies and viscera. I do not advance this as an
      objection to the valuable insights of the James-Lange story, but only to the equation between causal and
      cognitive processes that would be required for this application of it.
    


    
      I called this chapter 'How emotional is the virtuous person?' This could have been an invitation to talk
      about the scale between coldness and Stoicism on the one hand and excitable sensibility and Romanticism on the
      other. It could have been an invitation to contrast and compare what Rae Langton (1992: 485) calls the sane Kant
      versus the severe Kant. It could prompt discussion of empathy and sympathy, and their role in human life. If that
      had been the topic, we could all hazard a guess at where the virtuous person would fit in: no doubt somewhere
      around a mean. But I want to hear the question in a different sense, and one in which it seems to me we can give
      a plausible answer. The virtuous person is, so far as his or her virtue is concerned, exactly as emotional as the
      rest of us. The currents of life run the same in him or her as in other human beings. He or she has the same
      skin, the same viscera, the same limbic system, the same forebrain, the same amygdala, or in other words exactly
      the same affect system as the rest of us. He or she has the same propensity for happiness, sadness, fear, anger,
      surprise or disgust, and the same propensity for the lack of them. If at the margins such a person has managed to
      become dispassionate or apathetic, that is not an aspect of virtue, but a life-choice which may or may not look
      like an improvement. Where virtuous agents differ is in the direction of their passions, not their existence.
      They differ in their attachments, just as we all differ in our tastes and friends and families. They care about
      the right things and to the right extent. Would that we were ail like them.
    


    
      Notes


      
        1 For a discussion of Philippa Foot's development of the
        point, see Blackburn (1995).
      


      
        2 See LeDoux (1998).
      


      
        3 This is said by Chris Korsgaard always to be the case, for
        mature human beings, so that the true 'wanton' is not in this respect human. See Korsgaard (1996). I am
        not sure that is right, but it is certainly difficult and rare to escape our social natures. The reflective
        voice within representing potential criticism—criticism that one cannot just shrug off—is
        certainly not often off-duty. For this reason I have not concentrated upon animals or pre-linguistic children
        here, although they seem to me to be clear cases of creatures with desires, but who do not apprehend things
        under the heading of the desirable, unless that is just another way of putting the same thing.
      


      
        4 I tried to do so elsewhere, in my address to the American
        Philosophical Association, December 2000, forthcoming in The Journal of Ethics,
        2001.
      


      
        5 This is the list given by Damasio (1999: 50).
      


      
        6 The contrast is made in Griffiths (1997). I express doubts about
        some of the implications Griffiths draws from this contast, in Blackburn (1998: 128-9).
      


      
        7 This does not imply an 'add-on' theory, in the sense of
        Peter Goldie, (2000b: 40). Emotional feelings are not desires plus, on the side, visceral or other feelings. I
        agree with Goldie that the feeling is itself a feeling about someone or something: it has its own
        intentionality.
      


      
        8 See Damasio (1994). I suggest the amendment about reliable
        attachment in Blackburn (1998: 126).
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    Introduction


    
      We are all human beings, and, as such, we have much in common. In particular, we are affected emotionally and in
      other ways by much the same things. As Shylock pointed out, 'If you tickle us, do we not laugh? If you poison
      us, do we not die? And if you wrong us, shall we not revenge?' (Merchant of
      Venice, Act III, Scene 1). Yet, in spite of our being members of the same species, we differ in all sorts
      of ways, some of them very subtle, but nevertheless very important. Humpty Durnpty, who was not a human being but
      an egg, said, much to Alice's consternation, that he would not be able to recognize her again because she
      looked so exactly like others of her species. He complained that everybody has the two eyes in the same place,
      the nose in the middle, the mouth underneath, 'It's always the same', he said. Whereas, he went on,
      if Alice had the two eyes on the same side of the nose, for instance—or the mouth at the top—that would be
      some help. Alice objected, however, that it wouldn't look nice (Lewis Carroll,
      Through the Looking Glass, ch. VI). Whether or not Alice was right that it
      wouldn't look nice, she was right that we—at least we humans if not eggs like Humpty Dumpty—are eminently
      capable of grasping facial differences, in spite of the fact that all our faces are human faces. This, I think,
      is equally true of our minds: our minds are all human, but they differ in extraordinary complex and subtle
      ways—ways which we have a wonderful ability to keep track of. And we need this ability. Differences in minds,
      like differences in faces, matter.
    


    
      I will discuss our minds and their individual differences in terms of what I will call characterization, which includes, importantly for my purposes, dispositions to experience
      emotions. I want to show that individual differences in minds often present significant difficulties for our
      attempts to explain or to predict another person's emotional experiences and responses,
      either through empathizing with that other person or through using our imagination to put ourselves in the other
      person's shoes. This is in stark contrast to the facility and economy of these imaginative processes in those
      situations where the emotions are not involved. Because of these difficulties where
      the emotions are involved, I think we tend in these situations not to use our imagination like this. Yet we still
      seem able quite readily to provide adequate explanations and accurate predictions. If this is right, then perhaps
      one is forced to turn to the idea that this ready ability is derived from some other source, perhaps through
      deployment of some sort of body of information (I eschew the word 'theory'), which we humans—at least we
      adult humans—possess. I think this is, in fact, true: possession of a body of information about others and their
      differences is essential to explanation and prediction of their emotional responses. But still, the further
      burden of this chapter is to show that this does not imply either of two things. First, it does not imply that
      the body of information which we possess is of the same kind as the body of information we might possess about,
      for example, physical objects such as rocks and tennis balls Secondly, it does not imply that there is not an
      important place in emotional explanation and prediction for some sort of imaginative process, if not for empathy
      or imagining oneself in the other's shoes. Collingwood, in his Idea of History
      (1946) and elsewhere, rightly insisted on a profound distinction between the science of human nature and the
      natural sciences, and I want to maintain that distinction.
    


    
      Before I get started, I should briefly say what the difference is between imagining yourself in the other's
      shoes and empathy (see Wollheim, 1984, on which I will be drawing substantially). They both require having two
      things: a characterization of the other person; and a narrative, a sequence of events which is the content of the imaginative process. I will say more
      about characterization in a moment, but roughly speaking characterization and narrative are distinguished as
      follows: aspects of characterization will not also be part of the narrative—part of the content of what is
      imagined—unless the other person is to be imagined as being currently aware of those aspects of his
      characterization. Although both sorts of imaginative process require characterization and narrative, they work in
      markedly different ways. Putting yourself in the other person's shoes is, in a sense, less demanding on the
      imagination as it does not require you to take on the other's characterization as part of the imaginative
      process; all that is required is, as a starting-point, centrally imagining yourself experiencing the narrative,
      or imagining yourself 'from the inside' having those experiences, responding emotionally, deliberating,
      deciding what to do, and so on. Then any necessary adjustment to take account of differences between your and the
      other person's characterization is made after this
      imaginative process. Whereas empathy involves centrally imagining the experiences of another
      person. Here the other's characterization, although not itself part of the content of what is
      imagined, is nevertheless part of the imaginative process, by, so to speak, being in the background, with the
      narrative in the foreground. So both sorts of imaginative process—processes of what I will jointly call
      imaginative identification—involve trying to meet the requirement to take account of
      differences in characterization, as indeed they need to do, although they do so in distinctly different ways.
    


    Aspects of Characterization


    
      Now, by characterization I mean not just personality or character, but emotions, moods and other things which
      make our minds different, many of which are related to emotion. Character or personality includes moral traits,
      emotional traits, what I will call adverbial traits, and strength and weakness of will. It also includes
      intellectual traits, such as commonsense and quick-wittedness, but I will not be considering these here.
    


    
      A moral trait—roadly, virtue or vice—is a complex and interlocking network of dispositions to recognize and to
      respond to a situation with the right thoughts, feelings and actions; feelings here include certain emotions:
      shame, guilt, love and contempt for example. Then there are other dispositions to experience emotions, such as
      the disposition to experience anger. Both moral traits and emotional dispositions can be educated (cf. Scruton,
      1980): we can be taught, for example, to recognize certain remarks as insulting and not others, and to respond
      with anger, appropriately and proportionately—to have, as Aristotle would put it, the right feelings towards the
      right objects at the right times and in the right ways. Adverbial traits, such as friendliness and punctuality,
      are ways or styles of thought or action. Unlike the emotional dispositions, they are not related to a specific
      type of emotion, but they can still involve emotions. And finally, as aspects of personality or character, there
      is strength of will and weakness of will. Strength of will is best thought of as an executive virtue, enabling
      one to stick to the right decisions and translate them into action, perhaps in spite of powerful temptation from
      one's emotional desires.
    


    
      Further, as part of someone's characterization, although not part of their personality or character, there
      are emotions and moods. For example, being angry with someone in particular is not equivalent to being an angry
      sort of person, which is an emotional disposition, although this emotion does include
      dispositions—specifically dispositions for one's thoughts to return and 'cling'
      to the object of one's anger (see Wollheim, 1999). Moods, too, can affect your thoughts and feelings towards
      things: moods can crystallize into emotion, becoming directed towards a specific object, and emotion in turn can
      diffuse into mood. Finally, as an aspect of characterization, there are those facts about the person which are
      not yet settled enough to be aspects of personality, but which nevertheless can affect one's emotional
      responses. For example, someone who is a litigation lawyer may have dispositions to think, feel and act
      aggressively when in confrontation with other people.
    


    
      Thus one's personality and, more broadly, one's characterization is intimately related to, and can
      significantly influence, one's emotional responses. But it is an important truth that, as we go through our
      daily lives, we are typically not conscious of our characterization as such, or of the influences, as such, of
      our characterization. For example, an irritable sort of person is typically not consciously aware of his
      disposition or of its influences when he is having irritable thoughts and feelings—he is focused, rather, on just
      how irritating is the object of his emotion; and a kind person is typically not aware of her kindness when she
      feels sympathy—her thoughts and feelings are at the time concentrated on the other person's suffering.
    


    
      Now I hope it hardly needs remarking on that, partly through inheritance, and partly through this process of
      education of the emotions, we each of us differ in all sorts of respects in our characterizations and, in virtue
      of these differences, we respond emotionally in different ways. There may be, as Aristotle saw and Shylock
      suggested, a conceptual relationship between being wronged, feeling anger and seeking revenge, but some of us
      turn the other cheek when wronged, others seek revenge, and yet others feel vengeful anger but manage to hide
      their feelings. Differences in characterizations are the stuff of novels, biographies, histories and real life.
      As the saying goes, it takes all sorts.
    


    
      To repeat, I hope this hardly needs remarking on. But what I think does need emphasis is how, on those occasions
      where we are trying to explain or predict others' emotional responses, these differences in characterization
      can present practically insuperable difficulties both for empathy and for imagining yourself in the other
      person's shoes. It is to these difficulties that I want to turn. But first, let me say a little about what is
      involved in an emotion and in an adequate explanation of an emotion.
    


    Difficulties for Imaginative Identification


    
      A particular emotion has a complex narrative structure which unfolds over time. The narrative includes emotional
      episodes, involving perceptions, thoughts, bodily changes, and feelings, typically directed towards the object of
      the emotion, and extends to include actions out of the emotion, and expressions of it, as well as those emotional
      dispositions, which I just mentioned, to have certain further thoughts and feelings. To keep things relatively
      simple, I will concentrate on just two aspects of this narrative which need to be explained or predicted: an
      emotional episode or experience, and an action out of that emotional experience. I will, however, focus more on
      the emotional episode or experience itself, for if this is not adequately explained or accurately predicted, any
      attempted explanations or predictions of action out of that experience are bound to be inadequate or just plain
      wrong.
    


    
      An emotion is passive in just the sense that it is not willed, or at least not directly willed. But even though
      it is passive, it can be made intelligible by giving the beliefs which putatively ground it. Taking an example
      from Anthony Kenny (1963), your envy of your own fruit trees can be made intelligible by your false belief that
      the fruit trees are on your neighbour's land. But adequately explaining an emotion involves more than merely
      making it intelligible in this sense; intelligibility is a very thin notion. For one thing, an emotion such as
      your envy of your own fruit trees may be intelligible but also irrational if the false belief which putatively
      grounds it was not arrived at by a suitably rational process. For another thing, it is possible for an emotion to
      be intelligible but either inappropriate or disproportionate given the beliefs which putatively ground it. Pride
      in one's family lineage may, as Hume said, be intelligible, but these days, it is, I think, an inappropriate
      emotion—surely one ought to have left all that snobbish stuff behind. Yet, in some other culture, even
      strong feelings of pride about one's lineage would be not only appropriate but
      also entirely proportionate. So appropriateness and proportionality can be, to a large extent, culturally
      determined—unsurprisingly and naturally so given that the emotions can be educated. Thus being intelligible,
      being reasonably grounded, being appropriate and being proportionate are distinct and complementary ways of
      assessing an emotional response, and it is a mistake to try to cram them all into one single notion.
    


    
      It follows, I think, that it is not sufficient for a satisfactory explanation of an emotion that the explanation
      merely makes the emotion intelligible. For example, satisfactorily to explain why James at the picnic is so
      terribly afraid of this wasp, flapping his arms around like a mad thing, it is not
      sufficient to point to the dangerous feature of the wasp which James believes it to have
      (namely, its having a sting which is painful), for the rest of us agree that it has this feature, and that this
      feature merits fear to some degree, but we do not consider it to merit this degree of
      fear, quite disproportionate to the danger at hand. To explain why James is disproportionately afraid we need to
      look to his upbringing, and to his failure to shake off the timorousness which he picked up from his parents.
      James' emotional experience thus cannot be adequately explained without reference to his characterization,
      and to the education of his emotions. This example incidentally brings out a further point about appropriateness
      and proportionality. Not only we, but James too, might realize that his emotional response to the wasp is quite
      disproportionate, and perhaps he wishes he could shake off his timorous disposition. But still he finds himself
      far too frightened, consequently making a fool of himself in front of his fellow picnickers.
    


    
      I do not want to set an impracticably high condition of adequacy for explanation of emotion. My aim, rather, is
      to criticize those philosophical explanations which stop at intelligibility for someone—anyone—in the light of
      the putatively grounding beliefs, thus omitting from consideration both characterization and the notions of
      appropriateness and proportionality. To do only this is insufficient, not so much when compared to some
      impracticable ideal, but simply when compared to the sorts of everyday explanation we seek, and often find, in
      commonsense psychology. The condition of adequacy that I want to put forward is that an explanation must
      ring true, where ringing true shows the response to be understandable given the person's characterization, or, if it is not so understandable, shows why it is not.
      Then, I think, we have explanation and understanding. This is what we ask for in
      everyday life, and philosophers should not work with a notion which asks for less.
    


    
      This not unduly stringent adequacy condition for explanation of emotion gives rise to two significant
      difficulties for imaginative identification, and the same difficulties arise in even starker form when it comes
      to prediction, as I will now show. The first difficulty lies in the need to take account of the differences that
      very likely exist between my characterization and the characterization of the person I am trying to identify with
      in imagination. Let me consider an example. In the supermarket, I am trying to predict how a woman will respond
      emotionally when she sees me trying to queue-barge in front of her. Will she be angry or irritated at my
      behaviour, or will she feel quite blithe about it? And if she were to feel angry, how angry would she feel? How
      can I find out? I cannot empathize with her, for one thing because I know nothing of her characterization. So let
      us say I try to imagine myself in her situation and, as a result, I imagine getting angry. But this tells me
      nothing about how she might respond, for I am an irritable sort
      of person, and get angry at quite trivial things, whereas she might be the meekest and mildest of people, who
      accordingly never says boo to a goose. (This 'never', by the way, is what Jane Austen calls the
      'never of conversation', which means not very often or hardly ever—a point I will come back to in a
      moment.) Even if her emotional response, and the response I imagine having, happened to be of the same sort—one
      of anger, say—predicting the degree of anger can be all-important: if the shopper
      were to feel anger of the sort which I would feel, the store manager might be called, or blows exchanged; whereas
      if she only felt mild annoyance I might get away with a tutting noise. Thus, without knowledge of the
      shopper's characterization, prediction is a highly unreliable process.
    


    
      So let us now say I manage to find out somehow that this shopper is meek and mild
      (her face might tell me something about her personality), so I can now take account of this aspect of her
      characterization in making my prediction through one or other process of imaginative identification. If I try to
      make my prediction through empathizing, her meek and mild characterization cannot, for the reasons I have given
      earlier, be part of the narrative which I am consciously aware of, in the foreground when I imagine, although her
      characterization must nevertheless be capable of affecting the outcome of the imaginative process. Well, this is
      the sort of thing which method actors try to do—possible, I suppose, but no easy task in the middle of a busy
      Tesco's, and rather too time-consuming for the immediate project at hand of deciding whether it is wise to
      queue-barge. Alternatively, if I try to put myself in her shoes, initially I predict how I would respond, that is
      with a considerable degree of anger, and then I adjust for her characterization being different from mine, and
      come up with a meek and mild response. But either way, that is to say whichever imaginative process I deploy,
      all the important predictive work can be done through knowledge of the characterization and
      the narrative, with no help from the imaginative process—all I need to know is that she is the sort of
      person who never says boo to a goose, and that here is a goose to whom she will therefore not say boo.
    


    
      Thus, in situations like this one—not at all uncommon I would say— attempts at prediction through imaginative
      identification without knowledge of the other person's characterization are
      either impossible or are significantly at risk of predicting either the wrong kind of emotion, or the right kind
      of emotion, but felt to the wrong degree. And with knowledge of the other
      person's characterization, imaginative identification can not only be difficult, but is also redundant.
    


    
      The second difficulty I want to raise for imaginative identification where the emotions are concerned relates to
      the way people can sometimes surprise us, and themselves, by acting 'out of
      character'. Our meek and mild shopper, who never says boo to a goose, may suddenly flare up in anger, in a
      way which surprises her, and which she later regrets. I, the queue-barger, am the last straw (or rather the last
      goose) in an exceptionally stressful day. Now that we know about this stress as an aspect of her characterization
      which can affect her character traits, we can fully understand her flaring up; the explanation rings true. It may
      now be the case that she did just what I would have done, but the explanation of her action is not at all the
      same as the explanation that would have been given if I had flared up in the same situation. For she, unlike me,
      is not an irritable person, and we can only adequately explain her surprise and her later regret at her response
      by referring to this fact, and to her stress as the reason why she acted out of character. As George Eliot says:
      'Our deeds determine us, as much as we determine our deeds; and until we know what has been or will be the
      peculiar combination of outward with inward facts, which constitute a man's critical actions, it will be
      better not to think ourselves wise about his character' (Adam Bede, ch. 29).
    


    
      Excuses, such as the stress which explains our shopper's flaring up as she did, can appeal to what I will
      call undue influences on the mind, such as her seeing me so rudely pushing in front
      of her. Unlike what Jane Heal (1995: 48) calls non-rational influences, such as drink
      or mind-influencing drugs, these are influences which do involve reasons (that is,
      reasons for the agent), although these reasons have undue influence on the
      agent's mind; as Bishop Butler would put it, the power of a reason can exceed, or can be less than, its
      authority. An emotional response which is out of character, through these undue influences, is, I think,
      typically not readily predictable by either method of imaginative identification, although it can be predictable
      given our prior knowledge of the way a type of situation can give rise to a particular sort of response in a high
      proportion of people, whatever their characterization. These failures of prediction through imagination occur not
      only when we try, for example, to imagine how we would respond in the conditions of the Milgram experiment
      (Milgram, 1963, 1974), or if exposed to the horrors of war, but also when we try to imagine those more mundane,
      everyday cases, such as where one is in the grip of jealousy, or strong sexual desire, or greed. Sometimes one
      gives way to the undue influence of emotional desires like these, and sometimes one has the strength of will to
      resist. Imaginative identification with these inner struggles of another person is unlikely to yield up, in
      Eliot's phrase, that 'peculiar combination of outward with inward facts' which we need for an
      accurate prediction which rings true.
    


    
      The lesson from all this is that we should not expect much of imaginative identification where the emotions are
      concerned and where differences in characterization are relevant. This is in stark contrast
      to the justly claimed economy of imaginative identification in clearly unemotional cases, where aspects of
      characterization are not important, and where risks of undue influences on thinking are slight, I have in mind
      not only cases of reasoning from beliefs to further beliefs, say by modus ponens, but
      also cases of unemotional practical reasoning; for example, if I know that you want to be sure to get to Oxford
      by 7.30 pm, and that you believe that your meeting in London finishes at 5.30 pm, and I am trying to predict
      whether you will decide to go by bus or by train, I make my mind like yours (to paraphrase Jane Heal) and think
      about what is the thing to do in such circumstances, and thus readily and economically come up with the thing to
      do: go by train. In neither example is it necessary to try to adjust for characterization, or for undue
      influences on thinking, where a gap can open up between the power and the authority of our emotional desires.
    


    
      This stark contrast may go some way towards explaining an important fact: we do not in general attempt
      imaginative identification in order to explain or predict others' emotional responses in situations where the
      emotions are involved and where characterization is important. If, at a cocktail party, I am trying to predict
      how this woman, with her particular characterization, will respond emotionally when she sees her husband flirting
      with another woman at the other end of the room, it is highly uneconomical and unreliable, even if it is
      possible, to make a prediction through imaginative identification, which, after all, seems to involve ending up
      imagining feeling jealous, or even actually being jealous. Surely we predict
      others' emotional responses more readily and easily than this.
    


    
      We have therefore to turn to the possibility that, in emotional situations, explanation and prediction must be
      achieved in some other way, perhaps through deployment of a body of information about how people in general, and
      about how a particular person, thinks, feels and acts. However, accepting this, as I think we should, need not
      force one to the view that we explain or predict people as if they were objects of study in the natural sciences.
      To show this, I need to say a little about what I mean here by a body of information.
    


    The Body of Information


    
      For each sort of emotional experience there will be a paradigmatic narrative structure—perceptions, beliefs,
      motivational thoughts and feelings, bodily changes, facial and other expressions, action, and so forth. On the
      strength of learning the paradigmatic narrative structure of an emotion, one can come reliably to judge that
      someone else is experiencing that emotion. To learn a paradigmatic narrative structure for a
      type of emotion, it is not necessary to have had that sort of experience oneself, but typically, of course, one
      will have: typically one develops one's knowledge of a paradigmatic narrative structure for an emotion at the
      same time as being educated in that emotion:. Taking fear for example, through learning oneself how to recognize
      the right things as dangerous and to respond fearfully in the right way, in the right amount and at the right
      time, one will as part of the same process learn how others typically respond to the dangerous, to what merits
      fear. Subject, that is, to the differences in characterization which I have been at pains to emphasize. When we
      get to know a particular person, whether within our culture or not, we can come to know what is characteristic of
      that person—including the extent to which he or she diverges from what is
      paradigmatic of this or that emotion. Henry Wellman suggests that this sort of knowledge of individual
      differences in characterization would seem to be something that only comes with maturity (Wellman, 1992: 119).
    


    
      Let me briefly mention three respects in which this knowledge, this body of information which we possess about
      people, differs in kind from the body of information which we possess about objects in the domain of the natural
      sciences—about, for example, rocks and tennis balls. First, our perspective on other people presupposes that, in
      spite of our differences, others are humans, like us having a point of view, and like us trying, and sometimes
      failing, to act as they think they ought to, doing what by their lights is the thing to do. The perspective on
      other people is thus both personal and normative.
    


    
      The normative perspective emerges also in the second respect in which our knowledge of other people is different
      in kind from our knowledge of physical objects: I have in mind the special nature of character traits as
      dispositions. When someone has a valued character trait, which is expressed in terms of how she ought, normally,
      to think, feel and act, the 'ought' and the 'normally' are normative.
      Contrast this with how we understand a dispositional property of an object such as the solubility of a sugar
      cube. When we say, of this sugar cube, that it ought to dissolve in hot tea, the 'ought' is merely
      predictive, whereas when we say, of the meek and mild shopper, that she ought to let the queue-barger through,
      the 'ought' is not just predictive—it is also normative. And this opens up space for the excusing
      explanation which explains why, on this occasion, this shopper did not respond emotionally as she ought to have
      done. Rocks, tennis balls and sugar cubes, unlike shoppers, do not have excuses for failing to behave as they
      ought.
    


    
      The third difference in kind is that people are historically conditioned, through upbringing, in ways which
      objects of study in the natural sciences are not. Arguably, even the interpretive constraint
      of rationality is not utterly immutable; perhaps Collingwood was right that we should not go along with what they
      tended to do in the eighteenth century: 'cheerfully identify[ing] the intellectual habits of a western
      European in their own day with the intellectual faculties bestowed by God upon Adam and all his progeny'
      (1946: 224). Moreover, as I have emphasized, we are historically conditioned in virtue of the fact that our
      emotional dispositions can be educated according to the ways of the culture in which we are brought up. One might
      object to this claim that each one of us is historically conditioned in a special way, by insisting that this
      does not apply only to persons. For example, it might be objected, the behaviour of domesticated animals, of
      urban foxes and of otters is historically conditioned—conditioned by the environment in which the creature finds
      itself. This is true; but the difference remains. It remains not only as a difference of degree, in virtue of the
      fact that it is surely only humans who have cultural traditions of the subtlety and complexity which can be
      handed down through language. It also remains as a difference of kind, because only humans, only creatures with a
      language, are capable of being aware of themselves as being so conditioned.
      Collingwood, in insisting that human understanding is a sort of historical understanding, and not a sort of
      scientific understanding, emphasized this point:
    


    
      
        [There is a] confusion between a natural process, in which the past dies in being replaced by the present, and
        an historical process, in which the past, so far as it is historically known, survives in the present. ...
        There is not, first, a special kind of process, the historical process, and then a special way of knowing this,
        namely historical thought. The historical process is itself a process of thought, and it exists only in so far
        as the minds which are part of it know themselves for part of it.
      


      
        (1946: 223-4)
      

    


    
      Now, finally, I want to argue that, working in tandem with this body of information, there remains an important
      place for perceptual imagination—perceptual imagination without imaginative identification. I have in mind
      peripherally or acentrally imagining.
    


    Imagination without Imaginative Identification


    
      Peripherally imagining another person is where I centrally imagine myself, and the other person features in what
      is imagined peripherally. For example, if I centrally imagine myself sitting in a room with
      you, I will be imagining you peripherally. In acentral imagining, I perceptually imagine a scene from no
      person's point of view within the imagined scene. This is not to suggest that I imagine the scene from no
      point of view at all. When I visually imagine a scene, I must do so from a point of view. But it does not follow
      from this that the point of view from which the scene is imagined is a point of view of someone within the
      imagined scene; if it were such, it would be an instance of central imagining. For example, I can acentrally
      imagine someone coming into my house which is currently unoccupied; I perceptually imagine, say from a point of
      view at the end of the hall, someone unlocking and opening the front door, turning off the noisy burglar alarm,
      putting their keys on the hall table, looking down the empty hall, and so on. In this way, the point of view of
      acentral imagining is something like the point of view of the camera (compare the notion in Currie, 1995, of
      impersonal perceptual imagining). I am aware that it is controversial whether this sort of imagining is possible.
      I think that it is, and that the example I have just given proves the point. But I will not argue the case here;
      I just ask you to assume with me that it is possible.
    


    
      Let us look at an example involving the emotions and prediction to see how acentral imagining and body of
      information can be made to work in tandem. You, James and Sally are colleagues, and James has just popped his
      head round your door to ask you, in the light of your greater knowledge of what Sally is like, whether you think
      it would be wise for him to interrupt Sally's meeting to discuss a fairly urgent matter. Will Sally be angry?
      What will she think, feel and do? Your knowledge of Sally's characterization suggests that, unfortunately for
      James, she is some way from having what Aristotle would call the emotional mean-disposition for anger—in fact,
      she is disposed to fly off the handle quite readily. But you do not simply make your prediction on the strength
      of this knowledge, because, in the narrative, Sally will be in conversation with James, and James'
      characterization and the way he behaves may well influence how Sally will respond. So what you now go on to do,
      with this knowledge of Sally and James as background, is use your perceptual imagination. You do not
      imaginatively identify either with Sally or with James. What you do is acentrally imagine, perhaps from a point
      of view somewhere within Sally's room, James knocking on Sally's door and entering, and then you run
      through the narrative in your mind's eye, imagining them interacting. This imaginative process might enable
      you, in the light of your knowledge of James' enormous tact, to predict that James just might get away with
      it this time if he treads extremely carefully. Thus do body of information and perceptual imagination work in
      tandem: you imaginatively run through the narrative in your mind's eye, developing it in accordance with
      constraints derived from the body of information that you have about the characters (in this
      case, James as well as Sally), and, as you are doing this, you are constantly asking yourself if the narrative
      rings true and, if it does not, you adjust the narrative accordingly. You might be wrong, of course; a prediction
      might ring true, but not turn out to be what is, in fact, done. In novels as in life people can surprise us in
      what they think, feel and do, but when they do surprise us there ought to be some sort of explanation (perhaps an
      excusing one) which makes what happened ring true in the light of further information.
    


    
      Alice was right: facial differences, often very subtle, enable us to recognize other people, without there being
      any need to have eyes, noses and mouths all over the place. And the same point applies to our minds: within very
      broad parameters, there is a rather moving common humanity of emotional response, but, as with faces, there are
      subtle and important differences between individual characterizations—differences which we must keep track of if
      we are to hope to give adequate explanations and make accurate predictions of other people's emotional
      responses.
    

  


  
    Chapter 8
    

    Keeping Emotions in Mind


    
      Barry C. Smith
    


    I


    
      In our dealings with people we make a continuous effort to understand them. We see them as acting deliberately,
      as saying what they mean (and sometimes avoiding it). We treat them as self-determining agents, motivated by
      their own precise plans and specific desires, tempered by particular outlooks and ambitions. We come to recognize
      their likes and dislikes, their frustrations and struggles, their jealousies and enthusiasms, their doubts or
      determination, their loves and hates. We do this as a matter of course and, in this respect, the effort to
      understand other people is second nature.
    


    
      And yet when, as philosophers, we reflect on our ability to understand people, our everyday psychology is often
      cast exclusively in terms of belief and desire. According to orthodox philosophy of mind, it is propositional
      attitudes that feature in the accounts that make us intelligible because it is only by appealing to them that we
      can explain our behaviour in rational terms. Beliefs and desires give us reasons to act—to do the things we say
      and do—and it is by citing these reasons as responsible for behaviour that we bring such behaviour within the
      sphere of the rationally explicable and thus make it intelligible as the action of a rational agent.
    


    
      Now this style of explanation is fine as far as it goes, and clearly it does play a crucial role in organizing
      our understanding of others. But what is striking about it is what it leaves out of everyday psychologizing. As
      it stands an account restricted in this way can scarcely do justice to our actual practice in everyday life. Most
      notably, it omits to mention any of the emotions we standardly appeal to when describing ourselves and others. We
      frequently mention people's emotional states when assessing how they behave, when trying to understand why
      they say and do the things they say and do, and when deciding how to deal with them. A large part of our awareness of others and our ability to make sense of them depends on their emotional make-up and
      our appreciation of how this affects their thoughts and actions. All of this is missing from standard accounts of
      folk psychology, and the key question is why? Clearly, it is important, if we want to reflect practice, to
      restore these philosophically neglected phenomena to their place in reflections on mind, but to begin withwe need
      to diagnose the reason for omitting them in the first place. The exclusion of the emotions from most accounts of
      commonsense psychology tells us a good deal about prevailing views on the nature of the emotions and the place
      they are thought to occupy in our mental lives. It is these underlying assumptions that the present chapter
      attempts to address and redress, since, by getting somewhat clearer on the place of emotions in mind, we may hope
      to shed light on the nature of emotions and their role as a source of knowledge about the world, about others and
      about ourselves.
    


    II


    
      The most likely explanation for the exclusion of the emotions from accounts of rational psychology is that they
      are seen as mere distractions from rational agency: noise in the system, which at best serve as accompaniments to
      the real explanatory factors at work in agency and, at worse, interfere with the workings of reason guided
      action. Regarded in this way, the emotions are vaguely akin to sensations, although less predictable in their
      appearance and effects. They are often thought to be sudden, and sometimes unaccountable experiences, that we
      momentarily undergo while engaged in more explicable, rational courses of action. We may experience a flash of
      anger, a sudden pang of grief, a feeling of euphoria, a glow of satisfaction, but these will soon subside, and
      amount to no more than a colouring of the events that are central to our mental lives.
    


    
      This view of the emotions is mistaken, but what it does have going for it is the analogy (on a particular
      construal of it) between emotions and sensations. For emotions, like sensations, can tell us both something about
      the world and something about ourselves. One's sensation of bodily temperature can tell one about the ambient
      temperature in the room, but it can also tell one how comfortable or otherwise one finds that temperature, how
      things are with one's body. In the latter way the senses are narcissistic. They can also give rise to
      distortions, as when one has a fever, and one's feeling of cold is about oneself or one's body rather
      than a reflection of the temperature in the air.1 In a similar way, an emotion can tell us something about the situation we find
      ourselves in, and equally tell us something about ourselves. And again like sensations, our emotional reactions
      can be subject to distortion. An intense feeling, or lack of it, may on occasion say more
      about us than it does about the people or states of affairs we are responding to. Your outrage that someone
      failed to mention your presence at a party, or your boredom at the news of someone's suffering may indicate
      far more about your present state of mind than it does about the events themselves.
    


    
      At the same time, it needs to be stressed that in acknowledging these similarities between emotions and
      sensations I am not committed to the idea that the former are a special subset of the latter. It is true that
      they both tend to make a subjective impact on the person who has them, but emotions need not always announce
      their presence in the mind to have an effect, and in this way they differ markedly from sensations. Sensations,
      unlike emotions, cannot be overlooked. Their effects on us cannot go unnoticed. Emotions, unlike sensations, may
      lack a precise duration. Emotions can take on a dispositional as well as an occurrent character. You may only
      feel your anger at X from time to time, but it may always be there. We talk of someone provoking your anger, of
      summoning it up. The same may be true of envy or guilt. Such states can endure even when they are not being
      experienced. (Though not all emotions are like this: humiliation and joy, for example, appear to be local to our
      experience of them.)
    


    
      The comparison of emotions with sensations can also lead us astray when it is combined with a familiar but faulty
      philosophical picture of the nature of sensations as wholly private, exclusively known items of consciousness. On
      this view, emotions, like sensations, are intimately bound up with the experience of an individual and strictly
      unknowable to anyone but the person subjectively undergoing them. On this view, the individual is the sole
      arbiter of his or her sensory or emotional states in virtue of being the only one who can experience them.
    


    
      The mistake made by any such Cartesian conception of mind is in supposing that because no one but the subject can
      experience that particular emotional or sensory state, no one but the subject can
      know the state the subject is in. Were this true, it is unclear how even the
      subject's knowledge of such states is to be grounded, since the experience by itself is not enough to provide
      its possessor with knowledge of the kind of state its possessor is in. The mistaken thinking begins innocuously
      enough with the recognition of the special way we know our own mental states. But acknowledging the special and
      immediate nature of first person psychological knowledge need in no way preclude the possibility of others also
      knowing these states, albeit in a very different way. Knowledge of others' experiential states must be
      possible if we are to make sense of our common stock of sensory terms, and our ability to judge correctly the
      mental states we are in. Undoubtedly, we are intimately aware of the experiential episode of feeling or sensing, but beyond the utterly unmistakable presence of an experience in mind there is the
      identification of it as the sort of sensation or emotion it is, and this requires an act of classification that
      takes us both beyond the immediate experience and unites us with others. Neither sensations nor felt emotions
      wear their identity on their sleeves. Both require an appreciation on the part of the subject of what he or she
      is going through, and where classification is involved there is room for error. It is here too that we can see
      the role of others in teaching us the conceptual classifications of such states. At first, the child simply
      reacts to its pain or pleasure and, from the venting of its natural response to these experiences, the parent
      recognizes and identifies the state the child is in as one of distress or excitement. Gradually, as the child
      learns language, it will have its inner states catalogued on the basis of a characteristic, and probably
      physiological, response to the sensation it is experiencing.2 As Wittgenstein points out, a child's cry is the causal upshot of its inner
      state, and then we teach it new pain behaviour. The parent may respond appropriately to the child's
      experiences by telling it, 'Yes, I know, it's very sore, isn't it?', or 'It feels better
      now' when the child displays its pain or pleasure. In this way, the parent teaches the child a way to
      classify its inner states in terms which are equally applicable to others and may be used by the parent of
      herself, when expressing or reporting her own internal state. In this way, third or second person classifications
      set up for the child connections between inner and outer, as well as between their own inner lives and the inner
      lives of others. Crucially, such a way of coming to acquire knowledge of the inner requires one to recognize the
      applicability of subjectively applied psychological concepts to others on the basis of behavioural evidence. In a
      similar way, a mother may teach the child to recognize its state of mind as sad or infuriating, and increasingly
      the child will come to apply the terms to itself and to others. It will also be prepared for the use by others of
      such terms in application to themselves. Thus the idea, at any rate, that we know how
      other people feel is established early on. As we become more sophisticated and make more acute judgments of
      others, we give even less credence to the philosophical idea that people's emotions are essentially private
      and hidden. As Wittgenstein points out: 'One can say, "He is hiding his feelings". But that means
      that it is not a priori that they are always hidden' (Wittgenstein, 1992: 35e).
    


    
      Having corrected the mistaken conception of sensations and emotions as essentially private, and having noted the
      way in which sensations and emotions are alike in being both outward-looking and narcissistic, it might seem as
      though there is still some mileage in treating emotions as sensations of a special kind—at least if one is
      prepared to deny emotional dispositions or unfelt emotions. But really, the view has little going for it. Emotions play a role in understanding people that sensations simply do not. So what
      further features of emotions enable them to play this role? It is to this issue that I now want to turn.
    


    III


    
      Emotions play a role in our assessment of others. They are a basis on which we judge people, rightly or wrongly.
      We say that someone is spiteful or acts out of malice, that he is motivated by envy or is hopelessly sentimental,
      easily amused, or fearful. These facets of people shape their outlook on the world, and affect their dealings
      with others, and we need to acknowledge them in explaining people's behaviour. They are factors we pay
      particular heed to in our own dealings with such people. They are important factors to weigh before asking
      someone to do something charitable or to help another person, to be tough minded, to keep a straight face, or to
      support one in an armed struggle. In this way they feature quite largely in the psychological portraits we have
      of people, the advice we give to others regarding such people, our assessments of their strengths and weaknesses,
      and their limitations. The features we have fastened onto in this way seem to be part of a person's character
      and as such we must keep them in mind in thinking about what the person is most likely to do in certain
      circumstances.
    


    IV


    
      This role for the emotions in thinking about others' minds clearly distinguishes emotions from mere
      heightened sensations. We do not assess people in terms of their sensations. But can proponents of propositional
      attitude psychology try, nonetheless, to accommodate the emotions within the categories of belief and desire?
      There is something to be said for each category in deciding where to assign our talk of emotional states. For in
      some ways, emotions, or at any rate some of them, are much like beliefs or judgments in being produced in
      response to situations and being deemed appropriate or not in terms of their fittingness given the situation. In
      other respects they are more akin to desires, being as they are more motivational in nature. Yet another
      suggestion is that emotions should be understood as approximating to actions. Sometimes our beliefs and desires
      result in intentional action, while in other cases they simply result in certain feelings. In the case of
      feelings, these outcomes are like actions that stop short of actual movement. Instead there is just how we emote
      or respond to the situation. This is what we are caused to do. However, none of these
      approaches appears very promising and, besides, the disanologies in each case outweigh the supposed similarities.
      It is hard to conceive of our emotions as voluntary, even if we can still be judged on them; nor do they feature
      in any straightforward way in concert with a belief or a desire to give us reasons to act. What is more obvious
      still is that we need to cite emotional factors in addition to beliefs and desires to give a rather fuller
      account of what people are up to on occasion, in spite of what they say: for people's reasons are not always
      their causes.
    


    
      But if the category of emotions—if there is such a unified category— features in our thinking about others and
      our attempts to understand them, how do such states fit additionally into the categories of folk psychology,
      standardly recognized in philosophy, and what is the nature of our knowledge of them? Is it based on some
      underlying body of knowledge that constitutes a theory of the psychological factors affecting human behaviour, or
      is it based on our capacity to use our own experiences to anticipate the experience of others?
    


    
      From what has been said so far, emotions like hope, regret, anger, grief, fear, shame, joy, humiliation and pride
      hover between our perceptual intake and our behavioural output. And in this sense they occur in the same
      psychological domain as the propositional attitudes. There is a sense in which emotions are appropriate or not,
      given the conditions that give rise to them. Grief is at the loss of something or someone we felt deeply about,
      anger is at something perceived as a slight or a harm done to us, hope is directed at some prospect that improves
      on the current conditions, and so on. All of which suggests that emotions are caused by events or states of
      affairs, or at any rate our perceptions of, or beliefs about, such events of states of affairs. In short, I shall
      say that, in the basic case, an emotion is a response to a perception of, or belief about, how things are. Far
      from being beliefs themselves, the close ties of emotions to beliefs (or perceptions) enables us to ascribe
      people beliefs on the basis of recognizing the emotion they experience. For example, if we see someone get irate
      on an occasion when listening to a speaker, it can tip us off to the former's belief about the insulting or
      unacceptable nature of what she is being told and we can come to notice an aspect of the speech we had overlooked
      at first, and we can now see how (or how the hearer would have thought) it is insulting.
    


    
      In similar ways for a range of emotions, correct identification of someone's emotional state leads us to the
      sort of cognitive state in the subject that preceded and gave rise to it. So strong is the link here between an
      emotion—for example, one's feeling angry that such and such, or sad that such and such, or ashamed that such
      and such—and the antecedent belief or perception that such and such, that we can rely on this link to attribute a mental state even when we have reason to suppose that things are not as the subject
      has taken them to be. Thus someone's feeling pride in an achievement that was not theirs, or solely theirs,
      leads us to realize the thinker believes himself to be responsible for the resulting state of affairs. (The
      reason for the subject's falsely thinking that the outcome is all his doing may be a case of motivated
      irrationality. But it is the emotion in the first place that leads us to the diagnosis of self-deception.) I
      follow Elster here (Elster, 1999: 315) in supposing that an appropriate emotion elicited by an irrational belief
      is not in itself an irrational emotion. The source of irrationality in the self-deceived thinker lies elsewhere.
      And even in the case of a disproportionate emotional response or outburst, it is possible to see it as rational
      through the appropriate link between an emotion and the typical belief or perception that elicits it, by seeing
      the emotion as appropriate and proportional to the way the thinker perceives the eliciting cause. It is simply
      that the originating perception of the slight, in the case of anger, is badly flawed and mistakes what was really
      taking place. In this way, we take advantage of the close tie or link between emotions and their cognitive
      antecedents to make sense of even the wilder reactions of thinkers. It is only when these ties between
      perceivings (or misperceivings) and the appropriate emotional reaction are missing that we are at a loss to make
      any intelligible sense of the agent.
    


    V


    
      So far, what has been said about understanding others presupposes that we are in a position to recognize
      people's emotional states or reactions from their typical expression in behaviour or from the person's
      usual response. But here things are more complicated. Unlike the input side to our emotions, the link between
      emotional experience and emotional response involves a degree of freedom and choice. Perceiving a slight by
      another, or the frustration of a goal, may appropriately elicit anger, but whether one chooses to act upon it and
      how, if at all, one chooses to express it, may be a matter of one's background, one's training, one's
      decisions or even one's other emotions. For example, fear can inhibit the expression of anger. It is here on
      the output side that people may have been taught not just new pain behaviour, but new behaviour for a wide range
      of their emotional states. Some societies are more inhibiting and restricting than others. Thus to see someone
      fail to react when provoked by circumstances which would make me furious, should not lead me to assume that they
      lack an emotion I would expect to be associated with the perceived events.3 A number of different things could be going on here. For instance,
      it could be the case that the participant fails to perceive what it is about the scene that
      could be a cause of anger; or then again, she may have perceived correctly and be in a state of anger but fear
      prevents the former state from holding sway Alternatively, she could feel anger but choose to do nothing to
      express or act upon it (at least while in the public gaze). As a variant on this, she may be biazing and would
      volunteer the information that she was angry if asked Or finally, she may have suppressed the expression, and
      with it the experience, of anger. A great deal of difference exists at this point between individuals and may
      exist between different social groups. Thus it is far from clear that we can always work back from
      individuals' emotional responses, if any, to what they are feeling, and from there to the states of mind that
      fostered the feelings.
    


    
      The element of freedom, between feeling an emotion and choosing whether, and how, to express or react to it, may
      be what gives some people the idea that emotions are not passions but actions. However, if this is right, the
      thought is based on a confusion between the experience and the response. An experience of emotion will, in the
      normal course of things be appropriately produced by the belief or perception that causes it. This will be
      involuntary and depending on how much self-mastery or self-control someone has, they may decide not to give voice
      to that feeling or act on it in any way. The choice about the expression of a feeling may not always be
      understood by its possessor. There may be some people who think they cannot have a feeling without expressing it
      to others and, for them, it may be very difficult or distressing to contain powerful or troubling feelings in
      their mind without immediately trying to expel and give vent to them. Keeping the feelings in mind, as opposed to
      acting upon them, is not seen as a choice. Another failure to perceive choice is where a subject imagines that to
      have a feeling is immediately to act on it, and therefore, in an effort to avoid acting upon it, denies to
      himself the experience of feeling. It may be this inability to allow feelings without having to act on them that
      makes certain feelings so unacceptable or guilt-inducing that they have to be repressed. This is at least
      understandable, given that even to contemplate those feelings is to contemplate acting upon them, which would be
      unacceptable. In both types of person, the connection between feeling and acting on feelings is seen, mistakenly,
      as inseparable. Such a tie is separable in a way in which the tie between perception and experience is not—or at
      any rate not unless one is talking about pathological cases of irrational emotions.
    


    
      Where does this picture leave us with respect to others' emotions as the objects of knowledge? Peter Goldie
      argues (Chapter 7, this volume) that we do not need to make use of
      empathy to explain and predict others' emotions. We do not need what he calls imaginative identification with
      another in order to understand how she will respond just so long as we know facts about her
      character and the narrative events she participates in. With knowledge of the latter sort all the predicative
      work can be done leaving imaginative identification, or putting oneself in others' shoes, simply redundant.
      It is certainly true that we do have to take emotionally relevant facts about character (alluded to above) into
      account, as well as the events of the particular set up someone faces. We have to know, for example, whether the
      person targeted by the explanation is someone who does have room for the distinction between the feeling and its
      behavioural expression. But a role still exists for knowledge of our own emotional lives to guide us in our
      understanding of others. Not, as it turns out, in the simplistic way of putting oneself into the shoes of another
      in the narrative, but in understanding the link between perceived events and the appropriate emotions, and using
      it, in two directions, both to understand what anyone is likely to feel in those circumstances and, where the
      emotional response is out of proportion to the events one perceives oneself, to use one's own knowledge of
      the circumstances, and of what would be the appropriate emotional response, to work out what the subject believes
      (perhaps falsely) about the events he perceives.
    


    
      Moreover, it matters whether one wants to explain or merely predict others' behaviour. People may puzzle us
      in the way they behave. They may act in a way we would not have predicted and yet we want an explanation that
      makes what they do, or do not do (if they do not react to certain events) intelligible. To explain their
      emotional reaction, or lack of it, we need to consider both what would elicit such reactions, using our own
      knowledge of the appropriate causes of particular emotions, factoring in, on occasion, special explanations of
      why people do not react to conditions which would provoke a response in others. What we are after is what she may
      feel, or what prevents prevents her having appropriate feelings for the emotional state she may well be in. In
      other cases, we may still be at a loss to understand why someone cares so much about so small and insignificant
      an event. We may be struck too by the hard truth that, for two people sharing an encounter, what means so much to
      one person means so little or nothing at all to the other. To reach an understanding of these cases calls neither
      for prediction nor for putting oneself in other's shoes, but requires one to find episodes in one's own
      emotional life that play a similar role to those one finds in others'.
    


    
      There are still other ways in which we use our emotions to guide us in coming to know about others and to
      understand something of what they are going through. One's emotions in this way can serve as a source of
      knowledge about the world, and especially the world of other people, our fears alerting us to danger, our
      excitement to what is lively and engaging. We sympathize with people's plight and in
      doing so we are not required to share their feelings. When I observe someone's humiliation, it is pity I
      feel, not humiliation. And yet my feelings play a role in giving me knowledge of others. The depth of pity I feel
      when I contemplate someone's loneliness can tell me about the depth of loneliness they face. In this way, to
      borrow Richard Wollheim's apt phrase, our feelings sensitize us to the world. (Wolllheim 1999 prefers to talk
      about our desires as sensitizing us; desires which, he thinks, are the origin of emotions.)
    


    VI


    
      Of course, in all that has been said, one is guided by one's own emotions in providing adequate explanations
      of others only to the extent to which one's emotions are a reliable guide to appropriate and proportionate
      reactions to perceptions and beliefs about the world. But how can one be sure of this? The only way is to
      distinguish between the deepest strain of feelings which remain constant and a reliable guide to ourselves and
      our relation to the world, and the emotional disturbance of inconstant and fluctuating feelings. The former are
      the emotions that Michael Stocker (Chapter 5, this volume) insists are
      connected to value and can play a role in ethical thinking. The latter are the emotions that erupt and
      criss-cross, reflecting, if anything, the interference and lack of access to the deep-seated feelings that
      therapists recommend us to get in touch with. Being too emotional may be a sign, not of a depth of feeling, but
      of surface disturbance, brought about by the blockage of feeling or the stress that governs some parts of life
      and all of some lives. If such a distinction can be made out between our feelings, as something we can trust, and
      emotional outbursts, as something intense but signifying little, that we cannot, we may hope to build an account
      of everyday psychology suitably sensitive to the latter that embraces feelings as well as thoughts as a
      significant source and object of knowledge in understanding the world, others and ourselves.
    


    
      Notes


      
        1 I owe these points about the senses to Kathleen Akins.
      


      
        2 The claim I am making here may remind some readers of the
        'labelling view' of emotions propounded by Schachter and Singer's experiments (1962), where naive
        subjects in different groups, given injections of adrenalin, were induced by agents provocateurs in the
        experimental situation to identify what they felt either as anger or as euphoria. The situation is not the same
        since, in the actual situation of the child, there is an emotional state and accompanying feelings, which are then identified by the parent. In Schachter and Singer's experiment, the subjects
        had the physiological accompaniment of an emotional state and were induced to identify feelings in a certain
        way. I do not intend what I say in the text to be endorsing a social contructivism of the sort Schachter and
        Singer advocated. For a different and more congenial interpretation of these experiments, see Gordon (1987).
      


      
        3 Peter Goldie (in Chapter
        7, this volume) gives an example of this sort when discussing the timid shopper, though to my mind not
        enough is made of the potential gap between the emotional experience and the response.
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