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Abstract
Appraisal theories of emotion have two fundameasalumptions: (a) that there
are regularities to be discovered between situgtaod components of emotional
episodes, and (b) that the influence of thesetsitoson these components is causally
mediated by a mental process called appraisal.aAggdrtheories come in different
flavors, proposing different to-be-explained pheeamand different underlying

mechanisms for the influence of appraisal on therotomponents.



1. What arethe essential elements of your theory of emotion? Which elementsare
shared by different theories? What element(s) distinguish(es) your theory from the
others?

Appraisal theories of emotion (e.g., Ellsworth, 20Erijda, 2007; Lazarus, 1991,
Roseman, 2013; Scherer, 2009) come in two broadraEach has its own proposal
about what the to-be-explained phenomena are anddoausally explain them.
Theto-be-explained phenomena

To arrive at a prescriptive or technical definitiminemotion, appraisal theorists
start from the descriptive or folk definition arrdrt it down so that the resulting set of
instances is homogeneous according to the followritgria: A first criterion is that
emotions are episodes that are triggered by a ktsvand that consist of several of the
following components: changes in appraisal, ad#smaencies, somatic responses,
expressive behavior, and experience or feelingslithxhal criteria are that emotional
episodes (a) contain an appraisal that the stimsltedevant for a central goal or concern
(cf. Moors, 2007, 2013; Oatley & Johnson-Laird, ZR&b) contain an action tendency
with control precedence (i.e., one that takes pyi@ver other goals, Frijda, 2007) and/or
(c) have strongly synchronizing components (Sch@@®9). It may be noted that these
criteria are all gradual in nature (episodes areenoo less relevant to more or less central
concerns; action tendencies take precedence with ardess force; and components can
synchronize to a more or less extent), thus allgviam relative conclusions only (e.g.,
one episode is more/less emotional than anothlearpSlistinctions between emotional
vs. nonemotional episodes are only possible wheresceshold is chosen (e.g., an

episode could be called emotional when an episrdeegls a certain degree of goal



relevance, control precedence, and/or synchrooizatDespite believing in the heuristic
value of their criteria, several appraisal thegarisalize that any criterion or treshold
contains an element of choice not open to empitest| and that there is a great lack of
consensus.

Appraisal theories not only propose ways to dentaritee set of emotional
episodes, but also ways to organize the varietlyinihis set. A first flavor of appraisal
theories (e.g., Lazarus, 1991; Roseman, 2013p4dpkt set into a limited number of
subsets, corresponding to the specific emotionsifig in natural language (e.g., anger,
fear, sadness). Proponents of the first flavor takee specific emotions as the
phenomena to be explained. A second flavor of apgrtheories (e.g., Scherer, 2009)
splits emotional episodes into a large or evemitginumber of subsets, each
characterized by a unique situation and henceguearpattern of appraisal values. This
has led proponents of the second flavor to shéttthbe-explained phenomenon from
specific emotions to (sub)emotional components@cfony & Turner, 1990). For
instance, instead of trying to explain anger or,féeey try to explain the tendencies to
dominate, attack, freeze, or avoid, without linkthgm to anger and fear, and ultimately
even, without worrying about whether the componentser study are emotional or not
(Moors, 2013).

Explanation

Appraisal theories explain the occurrence of amrdviriety within the set of
emotional episodes by making appeal to the proaksgpraisal. This explanation can be
split into two fundamental assumptions. The fissthat there are regularities or regular

relations to be discovered among situations, omtigehand, and emotional episodes or



components, on the other. For example, situatieadihg to the tendency to attack have
something in common and they differ from those ilegdo the tendency to run away. In
addition, appraisal theories have detailed hyp@ahedout the features of the situations
involved in these regularities. Crucially, they @eghat emotional episodes or
components are not determined by intrinsic stimégasures but by features or factors
characterizing the interaction between the stimalus the internal or external context.
Examples of factors shared by most appraisal tegatie the extent to which a stimulus
is relevant for goal relevance) and congruent with a person’s goals/concegoal (
congruence) and expectationgXpectancy), and whether the person caused the
occurrence of the stimuluadency) and is able to control its consequenaasitpl). The
exact list of appraisal factors and the exact hypses about links between appraisal
values and emotions/components differs among iddaliappraisal theories. These
hypotheses have the status of working hypothesgsr@open to empirical corrections.
A second fundamental assumption of appraisal theadsithat the proposed
appraisal factors must also be processed by tren@mm. It is not sufficient that a
stimulus is goal relevant or that a person hde litbntrol; the organism needs to detect
this also in some way (Frijda, 1986, p. 330; Mo@307). From this follows the postulate
of appraisal theories that there is a mental pgoégappraisal in which a stimulus is
evaluated on the proposed appraisal factors andisgprocess causes the other
components. Once the appraisal process has produncaatput (a representation of
appraisal values, in any type of format) it driegbsinges in action tendencies, somatic
responses, and motor behavior. Aspects of all tbieseges emerge into consciousness.

The integration of these conscious aspects cotegithe content of the feeling



component. Feelings may or may not be categorizémbeled with a specific emotion
name.

Appraisal theories make almost no restrictiondéotypes of mechanisms that
can underlie appraisal or the format of the reprg®ns on which these mechanisms
can operate. Appraisal can be constructive, irsémse that information from different
sources is combined on the spot, or it can be nwtnactive, in the sense that the
stimulus by itself may trigger an already storettgya of appraisal values. It is assumed
that both can operate under conditions of autoriyatend that both can operate on all
kinds of representations (e.g., propositional, eptgal, perceptual, sensori-motor,
embodied; Moors, 2010).

The two flavors of appraisal theories each proodd#ferent mechanism
underlying the influence of appraisal on the ot@nponents. The first flavor proposes
that the appraisal values are integrated in anpatgerhaps linked to some core relational
theme (e.g., danger, loss) and that this deterntheespecific emotion that occurs (e.g.,
fear, sadness). Once this is determined, the otiraponents that belong to the emotion
are activated. The transition from the core retatidheme to the other components may
even be mediated by an affect program (i.e., aca#elil brain circuit for the emotion).
Hence this view is compatible with affect progrdradries (e.g., Ekman, 1994;
Panksepp, 2012).

The second flavor proposes that each appraisat vitermines part of the other
components, and together these parts form the emdiiere, emotion is an emergent
phenomenon. There are many possible combinatioapmhisal values and hence many

possible emotions. Whereas the first flavor treediscover the appraisal patterns causing



specific emotions, the second flavor examinesriflaence of appaisal values on other
components without linking them to specific emogion

Second flavor appraisal theories share the iddaauibstructivist theories that
emotional episodes emerge out of processes thabaspecific to emotion (Brosch,
2013). The appraisal process is not specific: igisher necessary (there may be
alternative causes, such as direct brain stimulatia imitation), nor sufficient (appraisal
with the output goal irrelevant does not producegwmnal components).

The second flavor subsumes several detailed sosnafrihe transition from
appraisal to the other components. One scenati@isgach appraisal value shapes one
aspect of the action tendency, which in turn shapesaspect of the physiological
response pattern and one aspect of the actionh&netenario is that each appraisal
value contributes to the negotiation and seleatiioen entire action tendency (e.g., to
attack), which engages the appropriate physiolbgesponse pattern needed to
implement the action. Still another scenario ig #mane appraisal values (e.g., goal
incongruence) give rise to the most general adgadency (e.g., to undo the goal
incongruence), which in turn gives rise to everenawncrete action tendencies (e.g., to
dominate) depending on other appraisal values, {glgen control is high). Scenario 1
and 3 are compatible with either a simultaneousequential processing of the appraisal
values. In the sequential case, early appraisakgainay already exert their influence on
the other components, and the outputs of these otimeponents may feed back to the
appraisal component to start a new cycle (e.g.ei®ch2009).

The causal claim has been criticized on severalrgts. Some critics seem to

deny the possibility of mental causation in genégal., Ramsey, 2008). Yet not all



critics who deny the causal role of appraisal seenonsistently deny the causal role of
all mental processes. Social and psychologicaltoactsvists typically dismiss or de-
emphasize the causal role of appraisal while aligvar emphasizing the causal role of
other mental processes. A few examples: Parkink@®5) argued that emotional
interactions consist in behavior aimed at commuimigavhat the interaction partners
want to do or how they want to be (treated) inreationship. Thus, behavior can be
classified as part of an emotional interactionbeged on its superficial features but
based on the action tendencies that generateiké.dther motivational constructs,

action tendencies are considered mental constfBatgh, 1997). Barrett (2012) argued
that individuals categorize bodily changes alontihwhe immediate situation as an
emotional episode. Here, the mental process ofjoattion is said to influence only the
content of experience (“I am angry”) and not toduece a state with a distinct
physiological signature. This may not count asaasit example of mental causation (i.e.,
mental events causing physical events). Yet botkifson (1995) and Barrett (2012)
have added that once people think they have aicemnaotion (e.g., “l am angry”) this
may influence their behavior (e.g., they may becomoee aggressive) and this does seem
to be a classic case of mental causation.

The strong objections against the causal claim éasried some appraisal
theorists to abandon it, while retaining the idest appraisal factors describe the
regularities between situations and emotional ejgisde.g., Clore & Ortony, 2013).
These authors, moreover, claim to be committed tmippraisal as a component of
emotional episodes, or better perhaps, appraiga@®f the content of the feeling

component (Moors, 2013). What is puzzling, howeigehow appraisal factors can be



taken both as descriptions of the situation andeasriptions of the feeling content,
without assuming some mental process for doingrtmeslation from situation to feeling.

It may be noted that not even all constructivigiotfists are dismissive of a causal
role of appraisal. In Cunningham, Dunham, andi8éh’s (2013) model, for example,
core affect may stem from the (primary) appraigal discrepancy between a stimulus
(be it the situation or proprioceptive feedback) arconcern or expectation. Other
features of the situation progressively constra@ihterpretation in iterative reprocessing
cycles, where the constraining can be done by (&) appraisal or other
categorization processesikwise, Russell (2012) allows causal influenaesong
components (including those stemming from apprgibak he sees them as less strong
than appraisal theorists usually do.

Oneway to clarify just what a claim includesisto ask what it excludes. That is,
what would falsify a claim? Please elaborate on those distinguishing elements of
your theory by stating how, at least in principle, they would be falsified.

To falsify the first assumption, that there areutagties between situations and
emotional episodes or components, one should derateshat no such regularities
exist. This seems an unrealistic purpose of ingastn. It seems more fruitful to try
falsifying detailed hypotheses of individual appeditheories about links between
specific appraisal values (e.g., goal incongruant) specific values of the other
components (e.g., corrugator activity).

Falsifying the second assumption, that appraisalngental process causally
mediating the influence of encounters on emoticoahlponents, is not an easy task

either. To determine whether appraisal causesttiex coomponents, we need to establish



whether appraisal has occurred and we need tondetwhether the components are
emotional or not. Like any mental process, appf#ssaot directly observable but needs
to be inferred from observable responses. Theriariter demarcating emotional episodes
proposed by appraisal theorists are gradual inreaind there is no consensus. Even if
consensus would be reached about a behavioraboological proxy for appraisal and
about which components to count as emotional, idaste the problem that most
appraisal theorists do not see appraisal as as@gesause of the other components.
How does your theory view therelation of emotional experience (the subjective
conscious feeling in an emotion) to the perception of emotion in another? What is

each process? Arethey qualitatively different processes? The same process? Are
they linked?

Appraisal theories take the experience or feelmmmonent to be the reflection of
aspects of all the other components into consceassnrhus, each of the other
components determines part of the content of emakiexperience. This experience can,
but does not have to be labeled with an emotiordwibit does get labeled, the label also
enters consciousness where it also colors the enadtexperience. Crucially, appraisal
theories accept that there can be emotional experi@ithout categorization or labeling
of the experience as emotional (or as angry, satifearful). In this respect, they differ
from Barrett’s (this issue) psychological constivist theory.

The processes involved in the production of ematiexperience are ones
involved in the production of consciousness. Theegsses involved in the®nscious
perception of other people’s emotions may be cgiitelar. The output or content of

experience and conscious perception, howeverpeitlifferent. Consciousness is often



said to have an aboutness aspect (i.e., whakeits#bh) and a phenomenal aspect (i.e., the
pure feeling; Block, 1995). When | have an emoti@xperience, | have access to
different information than when | perceive someelse having an emotion. | can
become aware of my own but not of another’s apalgisction tendencies, and
physiological responses. But even if | would hasmplete access to the aboutness
aspect of the other person’s experience, | wolilchst share the phenomenal aspect of
her experience.

Emotions are now typically thought of as having components, such as changesin the
peripheral nervous system, facial movements, and instrumental behavior. What
precisely does your theory say about the relation of emotion to the components?

Talk of emotional episodes and components, obwousiplies a part-whole
relation. Most appraisal theorists see emotionaagjes as collections of components. At
first sight, this seems incompatible with the ideérst flavor appraisal theories that the
influence of appraisal on the other componentsadiated by emotion. There are a few
ways in which this idea can be understood, howevgre interpretation is that an
emotional episode consist of components, but thateamotion, equated narowly with one
of the components (e.g., an abstract action terydenstrategy), is the mediator. Another
interpretation is that the influence of appraigatioe other components is mediated by
thedetection or registration of the emotion at stake, not by the emotion itsetie first
interpretation is not fundamentally different fr&unenarios 2 and 3 subsumed under the
second flavor of appraisal theories (cf. aboveg $&cond interpretation, on the other

hand, is radically different in that for the secdlayor, no detection of (or categorization



in terms of) any specific emotion is required af tme before appraisal can exert its
influence on the other components.

Istherevariability in emotional responding within a given category of emotion (such
asfear, anger, etc.)? If so, how doesyour theory explain that variability?

The first flavor of appraisal theories assumes tinate are fixed patterns of
appraisal for each emotion subset (or categoryhEaotion subset, in turn, is linked to
a fixed action tendency couched in fairly absttaons (e.g., attack, dominate, withdraw,
cf. Roseman, 2013). Within each emotion subsetetisevariability in more concrete
action tendencies/actions as long as they are asimedhe fullfilment of the abstract
action tendency characteristic of the emotion aated-or example, fear could be
characterized by a tendency to withdraw, whichlmamanifested in concrete action
tendencies/actions like hiding, running, postponargl averting one’s gaze. The
concrete action tendencies/actions are determipédedspecific features of the situation,
but processing of these features is not countgadof the appraisal process. Additional
variability can stem from regulation processes ihi@rfere with the transition of the
abstract action tendency into the concrete acéaddncies/actions.

Proponents of the second flavor of appraisal tlesatd not consider emotion
subsets such as fear and anger as the phenomiea&xplained and so there is no
variability to be explained within these subsetsiéad, they try to explain the variety
within emotional components (changes in actionéecgs, somatic responses,
expressive behavior, and feelings). Driven by ardes find general regularities and to
be parsimonious, appraisal theories of the sedandifhave started out with a relatively

small set of appraisal factors, assuming that coatluns of values on these factors



already explain a great deal of the variety in eomatt components (e.g., they may
already suffice to determine the abstract actiodeecy). But the number of factors is
not fixed; they need to be refined and supplemewidtdother factors to account for
additional variety (e.g., the concrete action tergéaction). Proponents of the second
flavor see it as their task to discover and maploege additional factors. It is precisely
because of the difficulties to demarcate the sehudtional episodes (cf. above) that
there is no a priori limit to the number of facttihat should be counted as appraisal or
that should be studied. Second flavor appraisalareders can find inspiration in other
research traditions to extend their list of factéisr example, Carver and Scheier (1990)
refine the factogoal congruence with the factor of thee ocity with which the goal is
attained. Attribution theorists (Weiner, 1985) nefagency by adding factors such as
stability andlocus of cause. Social constructivist theories (Boiger & Mesqui2@12)
suggest the importance sifitus, role, andnorms about the appropriateness of behavior
in different contexts. Before appraisal theorie add new appraisal factors to their list,
however, they will have to be convinced that tifeuance of these new factors is not
mediated by already existing appraisal factors eTtak finding that status influences
whether a person will engage in aggressive beh@iekmann, JungbauerGans,
Krassnig, & Lorenz, 1996). Status will not be takgnas a new appraisal factor if its
influence is mediated, for example, by the exisapgraisal factor of control.

In addition to the issue of mediation, there isifsele of moderation. In the first
flavor of appraisal theories, the relation betwappraisal patterns and emotions is fixed
and universal (the same in all persons of all cefy Person and culture factors can

influence the relation between stimuli and apptaséterns and the relations between



emotions and the other components, but not théaelaetween appraisal patterns and
emotions. The second flavor of appraisal theobgs;ontrast, accepts that person and
culture factors can moderate the relations amdngpaiponents. For example,
individual tresholds for action tendencies likelpaerate the relation between appraisals
and action tendencies.

I hope to have shown that appraisal theories (ésipeof the second flavor) are
profoundly situated, and that they offer an amh#gioesearch program for increasing
insight into the specific situational factors invedl in the variety of phenomena that

emotion researchers are interested in.
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Footnotes

The appraisal process is also a categorizatiorepgydut one with a different input and
output than the categorization process proposedyiohological constructivist theories.
In appraisal theories, thsgtuation is categorized as goal relevant, goal incongruesend,
difficult to control (etc.); in constructivist thées, thecore affect is categorized as anger,

fear, and sadness (etc.).



