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when "angry” a Japanese smiles, the Westerner pounds his fist or
stomps his foot, while the Utka Eskimo does not even have "anger™
as a descriptive category; he or she Just doesn’t get angry in
any sense familiar to us (Briggs 1970). 1In short, once we move
beyond certain reflex responses relevant for us as living orga-
nisms (e.g., eye-blinks, the startile pattern, covering one’s head
with hands, etc.) and into the realm of language, interpretation
and social convention there are no more universal expressions but
only ones typical of a given cu1ture.2 And this amounts to say-
ing that the crbss-cuTtura11y encountered differences of beha-
viour and expression can be plausibly seen as refiecting diffe-
rences in the experisnce of emotions themselves. -At the very
least wa should insist that any claims to universality must be
established empirically aﬁd not legislated beforehand. There are
no “natural signs" or “natural feels" because the anatomical or-
ganization of our bodies produces no correspondence between spe-
¢cific gestures and given “states of mind” (Merleau-Ponty 1962,
188-90). (Of course members of the same culture, having acguired
a given emotion‘within similar action-contexts will likely expe-
rience the same "feelings"” [though how can this be verified?] and
we may surmise this to be particularly true of those cultures
that, Tike the Maori, use specific anatomical ascriptions, rather
than reasons, "objects”, "causes” or strictly psychological cate-
gories to identify their emotions e.g., “my liver is tiny” in

place of "I am sad” [Harré 1984, 125-28].) Finally, it clearly is
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the case that the emotional repertoires of different cultures do
vary vastliy--the absence among the just mentioned Utkas of what
we would certainly regard as a universal emotion being a case in
point--as it is also evident, as the demise and emergence of
different emotion categories suggests, that an emotional reper-
toire of the same culture may undergo alteration; to mention just
two examples, for us romantic love is an emergent emotion while
accidie, with the demise of its sustaining medieval moral-reli-
gious context, has become obsolete. As for emotional diversity,
as a general rule it can be said that the more extensive the vo-
cabulary a culture possesses the richer, more varied and diffe-
rentiated is going to be the emotional 1ife of its memebers.

Our stated concern here has been to evade a subjectivism of
emotions and to bring them into the public, intersubjective do-
main. I have attempted to do so by invoking some themes in the
phenomenology of the Tlived-body and by linking emotions to lan-
guage. I suggested, in turn, that the latter must be given what
was called an expressivist reading. This seems to me to be the
nacessary though often neglected premise behind claims that emo-
tions are (at least in part) socially constructed and informed by
culture-specific "feeling rules"” (see Harre 1986, Hochschild
1979). Wittgensteinians might insist that I am addressing a pseu-
do problem, since for them mental predicatas are from the begin-
ning assumed to be cashable only in terms of social conventions

and practices in which they function. But having started out from
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the phenomenoclogical perspective--thereby commiting myself to the
relevance of the first-person standpoint and of the internal fea-
tures of mental states for the explicaticn of meaning--something
1ike the present exegesis seems to me to have been necessary.
Without abandoning then my phenomenciogical roots, I hope to have
said enough about how something like “"feeling rules” for “pri-
vate” experiences is possibie toc begin with. From this general
position I want now to pass on to examine the more specific ways
in which emotions are acquired as well as embedded in, and struc—

tured by, language.
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Chapter Four

EMOTIONS AND LANGUAGE: THE CONSTITUTION OF EMOTIONAL SENSE

Of the several methodolegically different approaches tc emotion
in Aristotle, the one that is of greatest interest for our pre-
sent purposes is to be found in the Rhetorigc. In contrast to the
biologically 1inspired metaphysics of psychological states in De
Anima or the evaluative context of his Ethigs, in the Rhetori¢
Aristotle is more concerned with providing a definition-grounding
descriptive account that also examines the emotions’ etiology in
terms of the severally component meapings that constitute them.
Among the diverse “passions,” anger is assigned a most prominent
place and receives correspondingly a very soph{sticated analysis.

Anger, Aristotle tells us, is "a distressed desire for con-
spicuous vengeance in return for a conspicuous and unjustifiable
contempt of one’s person or friends” (Solomon and Calhoun 1984,
44). Further on the appetitive side, we may derive pleasure from
either contemplating or actually carrying out the revenge. And
listing some important circumstances that may bear on the inten-
sity of one’s anger, Aristotlie mentions théﬁ it is likely to vary
in accordance with the status of the individuals involved; signi-

ficantly this group comprises both the direct participants in, as
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well as the observers of, the situation constituting the offense.
Thus we are likely, for example, to be more angered by an insult
from a subordinate than from a superior, and we shall suffer
especially perhaps if this occurs in the presence of other subor-
dinates. On the other hand, indifference to either the offender
or the witnesses will tend to mitigate or minimize our anger.1
This description clearly acknowledges the emotions’ exper-
ientially felt (bodily) dimension. More importantly, however, it
emphasizes that norms and beliefs that pertain essentially to the
moral order within which individuals are inserted--beliefs about
general welfare of persons, about wrongness of contempt and main-
tenance of worth, about status, wealth and power, assessments of
character, etc.--are constitutive of emotions themselves. Anger,
and by implication other emotions, Aristotle suggests, is a gop-
textual phenomenon; it 1is not merely a sudden release of some
repressed psychic quantity nor an intrusive force from our biolo-
gical depths but, above all, a moral reproach and a response to =&
transgression.2 Anger and other emotions arise essentially within
a social and political framework; the requisite shared norms and
common understandings preclude rendering an account of emotions
in purely infrapsychological terms. Of course should we ge-—
nerally interpret emotions in mechanical and hydrauiic terms
(i.e., as releases or overflows of pent-up substances br ener-
g{es). then any direct reference to moral distinctions and cul-

tural norms will be suppressed. And anger serves here as a par-
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ticularly fruitful example because it is overwhelmingly thought
by most of us to be an automatic consequence of frustration and
restrictions. Now the latter can (and often do) issue in violence
and agression, the response we consider as typical of anger. But
this, as a matter of empirical fact, cannot be universalized. For
often frustrations (e.g., the need for rood, clothing, shelter,
etc.) just as likely lead to despair, helplessness, and submis-
sion rather than anger uniess--and this is the key--such frustra-
tions are perceived to be caused by a transgression as opposed to
some objective and impersonal factors (Sabini and Silver 1987,
182). (Nor, to take the opposite view, do transgressions automa-
tically Jlead to anger and/or violence.) But if the strictly me-
chanical account holds and we have collapsed any distinctions be-
tween agression as produced by frustration and anger as caused by
transgression, then, unable to distinguish those frustrations to
‘which we ought to respond from those we should accept, we also
end up wiﬁh an immature and narfow worid view. 1In such a context
it becomes nonsensical to inguire in general about the appro-
priateness of emotions about given objects and vice versa: we are
reduced, as in Emotivism, to talking in neutral-descriptive terms
about nothing more than subjective preferences presumed a priori
as not amenable to more broadly based evaluations.
The 1intent behind this brief outline of the Aristotelian
thesis is threefold. First, it urgaes on us the real necessity of

accounting for emotions in terms pertaining to the moral orders
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within which they are experienced. Secondly, the'out1ine is meant
to amplify one of the principal contentions of the last chapter,
namely, that our experiencing of such emotions as pride, shame,
hope,- charity, respect, etc., being especially motivated by our
sense of worth, in turn requires the social medium of tanguage
without which the required discriminations of that sense could
not be effected. So that gathering such an ostensibly "primitive"
emotion as anger under the same theoretical umbrella cannot but
strengthen the case for the irreducibly social and cultural na-
ture both of the former group as well as of emotions in genaral.
Finally, the Aristotelian account more than anything so far said
forces on the agenda a latent developmental question, one that
was incipient in the very formulation of the distinction between
emotions and drives and standard affective reactions. For intui-
tively we feel, and most of us would surely want to insist, that
infants and small children experience emotions--they certainly
behave "emotionally”:.--and yet their relatively undifferentiated
expressive repertoires and lack of linguistic skills to make the
requisite experience-constitutive distinctions would seem to
necessitate a denial, or at least a qualification, of this piece
of conventional wisdom. Whatever "anger” may be fdr a small human
being, cleariy it cannot be the full-fledged exparience defined
by Aristotle. What we thus need is some description of early
affective 1ife as well as an indication of how we get from there °

to the level presupposed by Aristotle’s analysis.
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Contrary to both popular belief as well as what appears to
the untrained eye, the behaviour of an infant is not a random or
unpatterned sequence of events; it is rather highly structured to
serve functionally appropriate dbiological ends. The structure re-
veals itself as a chain of extremely brief but quite distinct
episodes, in practice taking the form of potentigl gestures which
in‘ spite of their brief duration are nevertheless very highly
organized as sequences of coordinated actions (Newson 1979, 209).
Now it 1is this structure that the primary caregivers (usually
mothers) map onto insofar as they interpret an infant’s reactions
by a process of what Newson so appropriately calls “aduitomor-
phism.” That is, the baby is assumed to possess from birth defi-

nite “wishes,” "intentions,” and “"feelings,” both communicable
and demanding of respect, and whose interpretation stands to be
confirmed or corrected by the baby’s subsequent response when
these states are initially acted upon to accomodate it (211-12).
Thereupon develops a continuous and very subtle interactive pro-
cess of mutual adjustments, wherein however it is the caregiver
who supplements the psychological attributes of the infant by
providing the meaning structure for its acts, accordingly influ-
encing or even inducing them. Thus, presenting attractive objects
will typicaily elicit a reach, and certain soun&s or gestures may
be repetitively "modeled” for the child until he or she imitates

them (Kaye 1982, 193). Just this seems to happen, for instance,

when eye contact is established with an infant and the aduit re-
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plies to a perceived smile with a smile and says hallo, and con-
sequently teaches that baby the practical meaning of 1ook{ng at
other people, i.e., "the ways that personal recognition is ex-
pressed and what happens when the other person ’'takes it wup’”
(Shotter 1976, 27). Or, should a mother decide that her baby is
in a particular instance “curiocus” she can further that mode by
simply noting the direction of the child’s 1ook, thereby making
and maintaining something as a visual object for the child for a
longer period and thus also influencing the temporal structure of
the activity (27). At this stage , whatever the child’s "inten-
tions,” they are certainly shared intent.'ions3 and it 1is only
gradually that the caregivers’ various supplemental and reinfor-
cing actions and the onset of language lead experience to fully
differentiated and self-indexed form, and the child advances
beyond being a mere “apprentice” who has little ‘1idea of the
overall point of his or her activity. A person, an 1intentional
agent, emerges as a consequence of being treated as a person. Ex-—
perience has now been broken up into more definite temporal 1in-
tervals with defined beginning and end points, and with recogni-
zable motor anticipations. The latter point in particular seems
critical, dinsofar as it is these anticipations which 1largely
underlie the sense of engagement that is the enabling condition
for the temporally (re)organized sequences of events to have emo-
tional meanings aftached to them.

It is against this broader underlying picture of early deve-
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lopment in which psychological attributes, and in particular in-
tentionality (in a dual sense of intentions as well as defined
object-directed experiencing), emerge through the dyadically
structured process of psychological symbiosis described above,
that a specific instance eof it can be now best addressed. I have
in mind here the acquisition of emotions through the medium of
"paradigm scenarios.” Originally formulated by Ronald de Sousa
(1980), the latter theoretical construct has gained increasing
currency in recent writings on emoticns; it is especially useful
to those concerned to show the roots of emotions in socialization
processes while at the same time not being prejudicial for the
more conventional psychological approaches that focus on intra-
personal dynamics. Briefly, the claim is that we originally ac-
quire our emotions in prototypical interactional situations,
wherein (at Teast for our first emotions) tﬁe sense of our pri-
mitive engagement with the environment as experienced in instin-
ctual and reflex type responses (i.e., those figuring under our
rubric of standard affective reactions) is given a differentiated
form and meaning, an identity, through our receiving early 1in
1ife a pame for it. To stay with anger as an example, we learn to
experience it when a basic response to a situation such as ag-
gression has been taken up by others and identified for us (ac-
cording to mutually shared conventional understandings prevalent
in our culture} as an expression of that emotion. But these

simple suggestions reguire some etaboration in order to grasp
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their more important implications.

First, the situations spoken of are prototypical or paradi-
gmatic in a dual sense: descriptive and prescriptive. On the one
hand, they are prototypical in the strict sense of being the de-
velopmentally original occasions in terms of which an emotion 1is
learned and subsequent experiences of a similar sort are confi-
gured and (re)identfied by the individual person. This does not
mean that such occasions are necessarily cenfined to early
childhood. Though the latter is clearly the l1ife stage in which
much, and perhaps most, of our emotional repertoire is acquired,
and therefore also the developmentail period to which these no-
tions are most appliccable, emotions are emergent phenomena the
onset of which cannot in principle be restricted to it. Also, in
addition to requiring linguistic skills, emotions presuppose dif-
ferent 1levels of psychological and biological maturation. Admit-
tedly the notion that childhood is a éeparate phase of the 1life-
cycle with specific needs and feelings and that children have
different modes of reasoning and reduced capacities for moral
judgements as compared to adults is an idea of great historical
and cultural variability. And so we have to be careful about the
periocdization of development on the basis of which we will make
general or universal claims. But this much I think can be uncon-
utroversia11y said. That as no "moral”™ responses are possible be-
fore a child has acquired a sense of integrity of objects——it is

roughly at the age of one and a half that he or she first becomes
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puzzled at a dismembered doll, sensing that it is not as it gyght
to be--so too the development of certain sexually grounded emo-
tions (Freud notwithstanding) comes later and sophisticated aes-
thetic discernment later still, with the general rule of thumb
being that these later emotions wiil be progressively more
thought-dependent. There exists, correspondingly then, a multi-
plicity and range of linguistically structured situations in-
formed by conventional understanding of personal development
which can be plausibly considered as paradigmatic for learning
different emotions, and also {or even) for learning differences
within same emotion-type. 1Indeed, it would be difficult to con-
ceive how attitudes constitutive, for example, of various stages
of love 1in our culture-—play and possessiveness for childhood;
fantasy, sexuality, and intensity for adolescence; responsibility
and commitment for mature adulthood--could be acquired all at
once. To be sure, there are strong overlaps between adult and
childhood emotionality--in the case of love principally the un-
derlying desire for togetherness--but so too there are suffician-
tly great differences that suggest it might be more profitable to
treat these various "family resembling” modes of iove and their
genesis as (at least analytically) separate. Besides, even if age
related emotion ascriptions turned out to bé wholly historically
specific social constructs, this does not mean that such specifi-
cations can play no role in self-experience and individual psy-

chological development. On the contrary, insofar as they arise
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from and invoke a background of varying moral assessments bearing
on the individual's sense of worth and responsibility, such
ascriptions cannot but be critical toc that development.

The repeated reference to the culturally shared and conven-
tional understandings as that which informs the prototypical emo-
tion-learning situations 1leads in turn to a consideration of
their normative aspect. For clearly the "normality” of the origi-
nal response, which is what allows it to be typified as an (in-
tention backed) expression of a particular emotion, is a rela-
tional property; it is assessed with reference to an object which
is considered as a plausible and characteristic candidate Tfor
eliciting that particular response and in the absence of which we
are likely to questicn the legitimacy of the emotion, perhaps
looking for abnormalities in its formation4 or even denying its
existence altogether. This is-not so evident in our dealings with
newborns and small infants, where we accept that just about any
stimulus can bring on a range of different and at times even op-
posite reactions. But we begin to badger our young citizens fair-
1y early in life into expressing {and consequently experiencing)
appropriate feelings for particular objects, at particular times,
at a particular age. “"You’re not afraid of that!,” "That'’s not
‘something to be angry about,” "Béys don’t cry,” “"You’re (not)
really sad (happy, curious), are(n’t) you (?), etc., are among
the least subtle, and but a tiny sampie, of the huge stock of

expressions whose seeming absence of direct perlocutionary intent
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is belied by their radical and real effects on the formation of
our emotions. And all this of course comes in addition to the in-
fluence of our own strictly behavioural reactions in situations
in which we are co-present, reactions which the infant is often
1ikely to take up and imitate. This tacit behavioural influence
must alsc be included under the normative aspects—-what we ought
to experience as a response-—of the prototypical emotion-learning
situation.

But perhaps more significant considerations accrue to the
characterizing of emotion-learning situations as "scenarios.” The
validity of this idea l1ies precisely in capturing the fact that
what gets identified in emotion formation is emphatically neither
a simple feeling nor an abstract proposition about the world but
a form of activity, a sense of engagement with that worid. And
the receiving of a name for that sense is not a passive accep-
tance of a conventional term but more like an intention animated
entering, or a coming to inhabit, a certain description. As de
Sousa insists, it is only in the context of a scenario that a
reflexive response can became incorporated 1into an emotion as
the latter’s expression (de Sousa 1980, 285-6). Which is also to
say that emotions have essentially a temporal and dramatic struc-
ture; the scenario 1is a behaviocural gestalt comprised (among
other things, but most importantly) of actual and potential in-
tentions to act, which even at the rudimentary levels can be seen

as a sort of-é prototypical social drama whose plot at once de-
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fines the agent’s role, feelings, and reactions characteristic of
the emotion as just that way of existing--as just that way, to
put it in the idiom of intentionality, of being directed to some-
thing in the world. Indeed we can see clearly that any concomi-
tant emotional “"feelings™ will not be onteologically independent
of the physical and verbal actions through which the emotion is
expressed, as they are in Tact constituted by the latter (Armon-
Jones 1985, 2). (This picture, incidentally, is very much in line
with the Wittgensteinian claims that emotion concepts, and mental
predicaﬁes in general, cannnot be learned by ostensive reference
to some internally introspected private states the expressions of
which are allegediy forms of self-reports. Physiological feel-
ings as potentially specifiable, quasi-independent “"entities,”
while obviously very much present, remain something that essen-
tially plays no part in the process of our learning emotion con-
cepts.) We also gain an appreciably better understanding of the
contention that it is impossible to experience, and nonsensical
to claim to have, an emotion (e.g., 9guilt) for only a brief in-
stant. Abandoning any such episodic view of emotion we can 1in
fact, in light of emotions’ dramatic character, suggest something
radically opposite, namely, that in principle there is no limit
as to the duration of an emotion while a full explication of its
range 1in a given life may perhaps require nothing short of wri-
ting a sizable novel.

Now I have been mainly concentrating on the early stages of
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emotional development where the dramatic content of emotions is
necessarily restricted by underdeveloped motor and perceptual
skills, by limited linguistic and conceptual complexity, and also
by the simple lack of cumulative 1ife experience. We should now
perhaps more accurately say, in refinement of the conventional
intuitions about infant emotionality that got us ontc the deve-
lopmental exegesis in the first place, that what infants really
experience are quasi or proto-emotions, that is, emotions that
are typically truncated in the sense of having a limited temporal
horizon (in both future and past dimensions). Hence they will
often appear to us as being lived all-at-once and as occurring at
random and withou%t reason, and of course precisely for that
reason will be considered, on the standard view, as paradigms of
emotionality. Neediess to say, infants‘ capacities for normative-
ly appropriate responses to a broader range of situations will,
given limited learning, also be restricted.

The situation of course rapidly changes as we are presented
with more detailed scenarios that build on and amplify, but also
modulate and transcend, those first and most immediately 1lived
learning situations. The unmediated experiential sense progres-
sively gains parameters and structure through associations of
images, verbal "icons,"” simple stories, fairy tales and myths,
becomimg still richer and more refined through art and more com-
plex narratives. Not evefywhere is this process uniform as there

are. vast differences ameng cultures in schemes of value, 1litera-
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cy, communicative practices, as well as the practical means
through which learning occurs and information 1is disseminated.
For example, the capacity of a medium such as television to high-
light and emphasize (i.e., real-ize) content, its story-telling
mode, and 1its limitless range of contexts that can be explored,
all combine to exert an enormously powerful influence in emotio-
nal learning both in reinforcing standard attitudes but also in
examining uncommon emotional experiences—-—especially when expo-
sure to it is prolonged and comes very early in 1ife, as happens
“for so many of our children (see Dorr 1985).

What and how something gets articulated and highlighted and
thus incorporated into a sense of engagement will surely vary
then accross cultures. Now this is not incompatible with expec—
ting something like a family resemblance among emotions, and this
just because what we take as pride, shame, fear, anger, etc. em—
body schemes of value without which, in ordinary circumstances,
socijeties could not exist as moral orders--could not, that is,
exist as societies in any meaningful sense of that term. B8ut ha-
ving rejected universalizing of any emotion on grounds of common
biological inheritance; and having affirmed that the concrete so—
cial setting embodied in learning scenarios is a constituent of
what in any instance it is to experience an emotion; and alsoc ac-
cepting a certain holism about our mental 1ife wherein the mean-
ing and lived qualities of any emotion cannot be prised apart

from its “geographical” location, i.e., how it is demarcated from
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and related to other emotions as well as other dimensions of 1ife
--all of this suggests that emotions are experientially far more
idiosyncratic than has been generally so far conceded. We get
here the substance of the claim, backed by the expressivist read-
ing of Tlanguage and stated toward the end of the last chapter,
that the cross-culturally encountered differences of beliefs,
expression, and behaviour plausibly amount to differences in emo-
tions themselves; even the guarded form of universalism as ex-
pressed by the "family resemblance™ formuiation will reguire
tighter definitions along with detailed empirical -data to escape
the charge of being merely conceptual and thus vacuous.5 The kay
here, which the notion of learning through scenarios brings to
light, 1is that even if people everywhere shared formally identi-
cal pe1iefs their emotional lives would differ precisely because
the content of their emotions is not reducible to (mere) proposi-
tions. No doubt we would be very much tempted to replace biology-
inspired universalization with an intellectualistic counterpart;
so much have we become collectiveiy absorbed by a certain forma-
listic wunderstanding of mind and intentionality and whose ulti-
mate expression can be seen in contemporary efforts to understand
the mind as nothing more than a sophisticated computing device
i.e., one whose essential features pertain only to syntax. But
this understanding trades on forgetting something about the back-
ground assumptions which (at least in part) inform 1it, namely,

that such accepted differentiations as those between sense and
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reference (Frege) or act and content (Husserl) were strategic--
i.e., intended principally, especially in Husseril, to counter
empiricist psychologism by safeguarding the internal features of
mental acts as crucial to psychological explanations--and not ab-
solute. If and when they do appear as such, and thus encourage a
formalistic approach to mind, this is so to the extent that ob-
jects or contents are propositionally captured ang also then pre-
cisely because only propositions are sufficiently abstract as to
ngﬁ make any difference in how we experience something. (Hence
the same proposition can form [part of] the content of saeveral
and qualitatively different mental acts.) But this is clearly
untenable for emotions if the notion of their acquisition through
scenarios is even remotely close to the mark--the quality of the
experience as well as what it is directed toward being ‘inextri-
cably bound together in an action context, and subject moreover
to the exigencies of holism of mental life. (Incidentally, this
cashes out in more concrete terms what was previously stated from
the predominantly linguistic perspective [ch. 3], namely, how
exactly it happens that the meaning of the object or referent of
an emotion will be dependent on, cannot be prised apart from, the
sense of the experiential act itself.)

Taking together the above considerations, I think they suf-
fice to intimate that ultimately the account of transformations
of experiential sense into emotions will need to be embedded not .

just in a full-blown theory of motivation but will require a com—
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prehension of societal evolution as well. The problems here are
enormous, because of the scope of the investigations to be pur-
sued and how to integrate them, but also because the scientific
status of some of our most important theories of motivation, such
as those of Freud, is itself in question. The debate has just not
been settled about the ambiguity of whether they are essentially
"empirical” or "interpretive,” or, more precisely, if they are
“interpretive” in what terms should their results be assessed in
order to be "empirical.” A related aspect of this issue is our
increasing sensitivity to any theory’s practical assumptions and
consequences as well as the role of rhetoric in its development
and acceptance; so that it has become not unusual to ask whether
a Freud or a Piaget present us with no more than historically
specific social-potitical manifestos.

It 4is beyond my current abilities to even begin addressing
these complexities. And so I shall turn to a more modest endea-
vour whose starting point is our having arrived, Jjust a while
ago, at the stage of our sense of engagement as turning into an
incipient emotion through an embeddedness in a linguistically in-
formed action context or scenario. Putting this foundational idea
in more common sense terms, the basic claim here is that to learn
and experience an emotion is essentially to live out a certain
story. It is alsc part of my claim that that story will be predo-
minantly, if not essentially, metaphorical in nature.

Now I take the move to consider emotions narratively to be
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sufficiently backed up Jjointly by the already defended expressi-
vist conception of language as constitutive of experience, as
well as by the dramatic character of emotions as conveyed through
the notion of scenarios. The move is a]éo in 1line with a growing
sentiment 1in the human sciences wherein narrative is seen as a
basic structural feature of very fact of having an experience or
performing an action {for a review see Polkinghorne 1988). And
while such major narrativist approaches as those of David Carr
(1986) and Paul Ricoeur (1984) gain théir main and immediate in-
spiration‘from the structural similarities between narrative and
the temporal dimension of consciocusness and 1lived experience as
described by Husserl and Heidegger respectively, their views too
presuppose, and ultimately rest on, something like the expressi-
vist notion of language.

As for the metaphoricity of emotion forming stories, this
also requires some defense. For it has been customary, especially
in positivist circles, to denigrate metaphor as a frivolous and
inessential "figure of speech” that lacks genuine meaning by vir-
tue of its incapacities to connect with facts and transmit know-
ledge (Cohen 1878); or, if it does have any meaning this is redu-
cible to some set of 1iteral propositions from which metaphorical
meaningé are derivative in the first place. Without going into
details of the historical vicissitudes of metaphor, it suffices
to say that this view has béen seriously undermined by the grow-

ing collapse of objectivism (see Bernstein 1983), its notion of
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truth and reference, and of the concommitant designationist as-
sumptions about language and the untenable alternatives they di-
chotomously offer. For if we have no absolute or univocal descri-
ptions of reality on the one hand, and yet must alsc assume to be
somehow anchored in that reality on the other, then it becomes
false to think that language must be either transparent and does
not impede direct contact with reality (there is no such contact
so language cannot be a true "picture” of it), or that it is
principally a distorting screen which projects experiénce out of
its own categories and prevents us from getting in touch with
what is real (were that the case how could we know of being so
deceived). It is obvious that both options wholly trivialize lan-
guage and miss out completely on its appresentational (in Hus-
ser1’§ sense of the.term) nature. Once again the viability of the

expressivist conception of language as something that “allows

reality to show forth in experience” (Polkinghorne 1988, 26)
shows itself up. Accordingly then, I am very much sympathetic to
the notion that metaphor is not just a figure of speech but ra-
ther a "pervasive (and) indispensable structure of human under-
standing by means of which we figurotively comprehend ocur worild
. . . a central projective operation by which we establish seman-
tic connections” (Johnson 1888, xx; 192). Kant is not thereby de-
nied; all experience is still informed by concepts but the lat-
ter, even the basic ones such as causality, are metaphorically

structur‘ed.6
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Now I take the applicability of this general thesis (of me-
taphor’s central role in understanding) to emotions te be, in
turn, essentially an elaboration of Bruno Snell’'s argument that
we “cannot speak about the mind at all without falling back on
metaphor™ (SnéII 1882, vi). Snell too insists that metaphor is
involved at every level of human comprehension and in brilliant
fashion shows how the first identifications by the Greeks of men-
tal processes were effected by means of a metaphorical use of the
vocabulary of sensation, especially that of sight. The use of
eidos, eidetic, ideation, theeory, and the more directly “"optical”
reflect, speculate, focus, insight, outlook, perspective, etc. in
our talk about thinking make abundantly glegr the extent to which
thinking was (and continues to be) considered as a kind of seeing
--a tendency somewhat mitigated by the Roman-inspired introducj
tion of agricultural or "touch"” terms and through which we cbtain
arasping, observing, apprehending, recollecting, and the like
(Edie 1976, 174). Of course we do not recognize this terminclogy
as at all metaphorical precisely because its longterm common us-
age has moved these words above the threshold of any ambiguity;
they have bécome for us literal terms designating real processes
and without the power to call up images that once 1inhered in
them. No doubt the stabiliity of this terminology is also related
to -its reflecting, at least in “"intellectual” cu1t5res, a perva-
sive, uniform, and easily delineable type of experience. Is not

"man is a rational/thinking animal” the single most powerful no-
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tion historically informing our self-understanding, wherein any
differences between specific visions of what constitutes thinking
are transcended by an underlying theme that it is an attempt to
create coherence and clarity out of chaos and confusion? But the
interminable historical vexations over what constitutes its defi-
nition are vivid proof that for emotional experiencing the situa-
tion is quite different. And this should not surprise; the idio-
syncratic nature of a developing sense of engagement as rooted in
different scenarios and involving individualized capacities for
action, the development beginning very early on in life and thus,
relatedly, deeply éenetrating the self, all conspire to ensure
that emotions especially will require metaphor for their full
articulation and sophistication. In absence of being as clear and
consensually agreed upon experiences as abstract thinking, and
because the point of an emotional articulation is not to desig-
nate an objective entity but to intimate and give parameters to a
lived gense, the primary means by which this achievement appears
possible (if at all) will be by subsuming that sense under some
other domain of experience which is already more elaborated and
structured, at once more familiar and better understood.7

We are now in position to appreciate a strong claim that can
be made for the_existence of cuilture-speciftic metaphors that do
not just name emotions but in a certain way "explain and diagnose
them” {(Solomon 1984, 241). They embody a system of implicatures

and activities--some very simple, e.g., "naming our feelings"~-
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that specify how we organize our emotional experiences and how
these fit in with the rest of our existence. In this context,
there seems little doubt that what has become known as the “hyd-
raulic metaphor” has had a most powerful informing role in con-
temporary efforts to comprehend emotions. The metaphor presents
emotions on the analogy of a force or liquid that, subject to
laws governing volume and pressure, ¥fills us up and spills over.
Again anger proves most illustrative an example, especially as it
has been treated within experientialist 1linguistics.

The work to be drawn on here is Lakoff and Kovesces’s (1983)
investigations into cqgnitive—conceptua] structures that underlie
conventional English expressions and descriptions of anger. The
authors show that what appears as randomness among many collo-
quialisms soon gives way te an inferential systematicity which is
prefigured 1in the first instance by anger’s uniform reification.
The type of entity anger is considered and the natural laws we
believe to govern that enity’s behaviour then become the
source domain of both structural ontological comparisons as well
as of knowledge of what it is like to experience it and what we
are likely to do under its influence. Hence we grant that those
who have "lost their cool,” are "simmering” or “stewing,” or
whose "blood 1is boiling” are all undergoing a similar type of
experience the prolongation and/or intensification of which will
have typical symptoms and consequences. Thus one feels one’s

gorge. “"rising” as the anger "wells up” within one. Reaching the
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limit point we are said to be “bursting with anger,” barely
“containing” our rage, or perhaps still managing to keep the
anger “suppressed” and “bottled up” inside. But soon we are
likely to "let off steam,” “"blow up” or "explode" with such ex-
plosions being mapped onto a variety of physical processes or en-
tities such as volcanoes (he “"erupted”), pistons (he "blew a gas-
kett), electricity (I "blew a fuse”), bombs (that really “set him
off"), wurination (they were "pissed off"), etc. The natural con-
sequence of these events is the disintegration of the constitu-
tive parts of the entity in question. And so I "blew my stack,"
or "flipped my 1id,"” or perhaps "hit the ceiling” to potentially
even "go through the roof."” As is natural in explosions, what was
inside came out. Smoke "poured out of my ears:” were I a woman
others would suggest I was "having kittens."

Here we have the hydraulic metaphor in all of its pristine
gliory. Anger is essentially treated as if it were a liguid which
when heated rises, puts pressure on its container (one’s body),
eventually bursting it or overflowing. Of course the hydraulic
metaphor 1is not exclusive, Jjust currently the most pervasive.
But there are others. We may, for example, refer to anger princi-
pally under its "temperature” aspect. Talk about "inflammmatory
remarks,” "doing a slow burn,” or being "burned up” or “consumed”
by anger see the latter in terms of fire. To "go ocut of one’s
mind,” get “hysterical,” or be "driven nuts” reflect anger as

insanity. Anger too can be a wild beast; one possesses a "fero-
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cious"” temper that can be "unieashed” and issue in aggressive be-

'y

haviour as in “bristling,” "ruffling feathers,” or more ominously
“locking daggers”™ at another.

Throughout these diverse formulations there is a unifying
theme of understanding anger as a negative and potentially dange-
rous emotion, one that leads to loss of self-control and impairs
our normal functioning and for those reasons also is often felt
as a burden to be struggled with. It can thus be metaphorically
conceptualized without contradiction in terms of several diffe-
rent source domains that analogously embody these features. Also,
common to these predominantly entitative understandings is a cer-
tain dualism of self and non-self that makes them coextensive as
well with yet different accounts, e.g., the homuncular personifi-
cation of emotions in the medieval passion plays or animistic
cuiture’s view of anger as being overcome by foreign spirits. For
all the commonalities, however, there is a substantial difference
between the hydraulic metaphor as we in the West especially have
empioyed it and other ways of understanding the emotions.

This last claim admits, but stands independent of, recogni-
zing the metaphor’s almost universal pervasiveness; aside from
having a long ancestry in our culture, current anthropological
record notes hére rather few exceptions. In particular, it seems
that -the central "ingredients” of heat and pressure appear not
Just in English, but aiso in non-Indo-European languages such as

Chinese and Hungarian (Lakoff 1987, 408), and that this in turn
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can be correlated with recent studies into the physiology of af-
fective response that note increased heart rate and skin tempera-
ture in commonly accepted instances of anger. The concept’'s meta-
phorical elaboration thus seems to be widely grounded in an
insight people have into their own physiology (407).

Still, nowhere else except the modern West has the hydraulic
metaphor been formulated against the background of both dualism
and mechanism as metaphysical features of personhcod. It is only
with us that that the abstract superordinate concepts of science
associated with forces, 1limits, intensity, control, etc. have to
such extent displaced their older experience-rich commonsensical
analogues so as to inform perhaps the major part of our ontology
of emotions, and of anger in particular. And to this corresponds
an unprecedented conflation of emotions and sensations under
"affects” (that favourite umbrella term of academic psychology),
as well as a severing of emotions from the sphere of personal
agency and responsibility and from social context. To appreciate
this point (and the more general one about how powerfully a meta-
phor can structure an emotional experience as well as what we
should do about it) one needs only to note the widespread beliefs
about the necessity and inevitability of “ventilating™ our angers
——advice to "channel” them being typically made on functionalist
grounds and not because of any moral strictures that being angry
and expressing it is undesirable or inappropriate.

We owe much here obviously to Descartes who precipitated
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this development and to a host of subsequent others too numerous
to list. Even Hume, for all his considerably higher estimation of
the passions, contributed--his undeniable emphasis on the social
context of such emotions as pride and shame being radically
undermined by the empiricist reading of them as sensation-like
entities (impressions}, self-enclosed and unrelated to anything
else. More recently, and notwithstanding the diametrical opposi-
tion to the Cartesian view of mind, Freud’s thought has had enor-
mous impact in this respect. Whatever revisions in orientation
toward psychological processes——-whether motivation was a matter
of modulation of strictiy libidinal drive or consequent of the
conflict between the 1ife and death instincts, or whether less
emphasis was put on causal-deterministic mechanisms and more on
interpretation and intentionality-—-the language of hydraulics of
(early) Freud remained intact to the end (Sclomon 1976, ch. 6).
And without assessing the validity of the claim on the basis of
Freud’s theoretical writings, it seems to me undeniable that at
the level of popular culture his thought has been akin to, to pa-
raphrase Rolloc May, a systematic training in irresponsibility.
One could add an analogous remark for behaviourism, but alsc for
all functionalist and exciusively systems-theoretic approaches to
human behaviocur and motivation. It is certainly no coincidence
that the hydrauiic metaphor’s zenith of elaboration and usage and
its underlying denial of self-accountability (in all dimensions

of that self) runs parallel with the widespread influence of all
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of these theoretical movements.

But what of the embedding of emotions within the moral or-
der, of having a socially informed view of the rules and dis-~
tinctions of worth that provide the context of what inspires a
particular emotion. What we started out with in this chapter
seems now remote and insignificant, if the account I have been
developing holds empirically true for much of our current emotio-
nal self-understanding. But 1in fact the moral context is very
much present, if somewhat displaced and not visible as directly.
For is not the now open battle over the applicability of science
in understanding humans precisely a moral battie that subsumes
all of intentionality, even if some of the experiences that have
this crucial feature have been learned by us to be felt mechani-
cally and as quasi—autonomous?8

Thus even when thoroughly scientistic and seemingly neutral
our thought about eﬁotions is pervaded by an underlying moral
tension that draws its force from the larger context just aluded
to and whose critical terms, when spelled out, would pertain to
such notions as responsibility, freedom, dignity, etc. Now admit-
tedly most of the time our current everyday talk about emotions
is a mixture of both normative-intentional categories as well as
of scientific and commonsensical hydraulic-mechanistic notions
for which reason it may perhaps be tempting to argue--particular-
ly in 1instances where the former apparently structure the con-

scious emotional experience——that the latter are innocuous and
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insignificant. But this is far from being the case.

Lakoff again shows this. In a brilliant dissection of the
"logic” of lust (1987, 409-15) he unveils a network of metaphors
and conceptual entailments linking sex, violence, and anger in
the articulation of the experience of sexuality of Americans that
constitutes an understanding wherein rape can be construed as a
coherent or “"rational”™ response of a sexually frustrated man. It
is precisely when sexuality is thought of in terms of a physical
force (as in "electricity,” “magnetism,"” “attraction™), when its
object is an opponent wielding that power (She's "devastating,” a
"knockout”), and when its exercise is a matter of "conquests" and

"surrender,” that such a man may experience a woman’s (flaunting
her) attractivenes as a provocation and-—-especially in instances
where the consummation of sexual desire is socially or indivi-
dually aenied-—as indeed offensive. He takes himself as humijia—
ted and angered by this abuse of (sexual) power; he has been sti-
muiated and denied satisfaction and, forced to control himself,
feels diminished as a human being. Redress, according now to the
moral code anchored and embodied in the standard scenario for an-
ger in our culture, calls for retribution in kind (i.e., for the
counter exercise of similar power). The woman thus physically
“gets what she deserves.” He no doubt is heiped along by a convi-
ction all this is beyond'ﬁis control, a belief amplified by the
fact that lust’s ontology (i.e., the entities, predicates, and

T

events required) has much in common with that of anger. As in an-
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ger, the conceptualization of sexual desire in terms of animality
(He's a real "stud”), heat (She's an ol1d "flame"), insanity (He's
"crazy” about her), and machinery (I'm really “turned on”) logi-
cally issues in denial of controllability, self-initiation, and
self-accountability.

fhis picture of experiencing an emotion seems farfetched,
perhaps even fantastic, or at best marginal; until we learn that
it 1is an abstract of a real narrative, an actual 1nter91ew res—-
ponse of a mild-mannered librarian who, while disavowing for
himself ever acting on his own frustrated desires in this manner,
found the kind of Eationa1e it expressed frighteningly understan-
dable and easy to accept for other men. Of course it is far-
fetched to suggest that ordinary language is by itself the patho-
genic factor here. And yet it is difficult to reject--in 1line
with our previous arguments against the total disjunction of ex-
periential acts and their contents--the conclusion that such lan-
guage, insofar as it enters our reasoning, is a contributing fac-
tor. The thesis here is not the hard determinism of experience by
language of Whorf and Sapir; rather, as in Vygotsky (1986), one’s
linguistic resources are seen as facilitating some ways of thin-
king and feeling rather than others.

I have at best made but a small dent into the issue of the
(trans)formation of emotional sense. In this context no doubt
much more can be done by looking at literature, poetry, and dra-

ma, the expressive modes that address emotions more directly. But
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whether it 1is a single metaphor that captures an emotion or a
more extended story-like account, it is critical that our focus
be fixed on the underlying links that inform their use in psycho-
logical understanding and explanations, 1i.e., why these linguis-
tic forms are taken to apply in these contexts, in just those
ways and combinations, with that informational content, etc.
Those 1links will inescapably point to the embeddedness of all
"emotion talk” in a morally pregnant "life premise” comprising a
notion of human agency and a correlative woridview.

From this perspective the disappearance of an emotion term
from a lexicon will typically indicate the passing of the emotion
associated with it, but this not because the term has expired
but rather because the relevant moral significances inspiring the
emotion itself can no longer be sustained. This is exactiy, for
~example, how accidie disappears from the psychology of the post-
medieval man. Frequently discussed in medieval psychological
treatises, 1its cause was seen to lie in a failure to TfTulfill
one’s duty or obligation. 1Its closest contemporary analogues
appear to be guiilt and shame, and yet what was different about it
was that dereliction, especially of a religious kind, led neither
to guilt nor shame but rather to a kind of sadness or gloom co-
foured by meaninglessness and 1ethargy.‘ This particular response
becomes 1in turn intelligible in light of the relationship that
existed between accidie and the Catholic moral order, wherein

failure of duty meant a loss of intimacy with God (hence the
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appropriateness of gloom and lack of meaning). But with the onset
of Protestantism duty (and its failure) develops much more as a
function of (inter)personal relations, so that accidie eventually
disappears from the emotional register of Western Europeans (Har-
re and Jones 1986),

Sti1l11, 1t is not obvious that the correlation between the
existence of a term and a corresponding experience can lead to
any sort of an invariable principle. WwWhile the uUtka Eskimos do
not appear to get angry in any sense familiar to us (see Briggs
1970) and this indeed correlates with an absence of terminology
of anger, the very mild-mannered Tahitians--having apparently
forty-seven words relating to anger--are said to “hypercognize”
it (Heelas 1886). There is thus a similarity of psychological
manner despite vastly different linguistic resources “organizing”
it. (The Kkey here is that the absence of anger is as integral a
part of both people’s rational world view as its presence was to
the world view of Aristotle; and it is that world view which
neutralizes hostility and permits extensive theorizing about an-
ger by insisting on the invalidity of anger as a form of inter-
personal action.) Or we could point to shared, and on the surface
similar, emotion stories circulating within a single culture
wherein however men and women experience the “same”™ emotion dif-
ferently. So much at least is suggested by some recent narrative
drignted feminist research. Both Gi1ligan's (1982) work on moral

theory and women’s development and Belenky’s et al. (1988) work
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on feminine ways of knowing show that the underlying premise of
self-experience of women pertains much more to connactedness to
others than to individualism, rights and competition, as seems to
be the case for most Western males. Hence it is, to give an exam-
ple, that a man will typically experience anger as 1indignation
while the woman’s anger will be less moralistic, perhaps closer
to a guilt-laden frustration (de Sousa 1980, 291). For jealousy,
notwithstanding the homonymy of the term for men and women, the
experience Tfor the former will be far more an expression of as-
serting their property rights--the acuteness with which meﬁ do
experience such rights in this context apparently stemming from,
if one accepts certain psychoanalytic themes, the reiative dis-
tance from the maternal and feminine as sources of empowerment
(292).

There may, too, be emotional meanings embedded in stories
that, following the Stoics in their extirpation of the passions,
lead to a denial of the value of even having (certain) emotions.
On Martha Nussbaum’s (1988a) reading some of Samuel Beckett’s
work engages in just this type of emotional deconstruction; his
characters 1inhabiting a world of Christian-moral ethos of <the
original sin, whatever constitutes their iove is toned by a sense
of guilt and disgust for the body that in the final analysis
proves that emotion (in the form in which it is concretely expe-
rienced in its specific moral-cultural setting) as an obstacle to

human 1ife and as something we might be better off without. Here
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the unveiling of the variocus narratives constitutive of emotional
experience 1s critically subsumed within another narrative of a
yet broader scope. Here too, why the various narratives link up
into particular constellations, and whether it is desirable or
even at all possible to alter or discard such constellations is
inescapably informed by foundational considerations about not
just the nature of emotions but about human agency itself.

As we have progressed in the exploration of the linguistic
structuring of emotions, talk of agency and selfhood has increa-
singly, but also necessarily, acquired prominence. That point can
be grasped, first of all, conceptually; if emotions are mental
stances that thematize the self’s engagements in the world that
self 1is nothing other than an integral compiement descriptively,
and a central component existentially, of any and every structure
of lived emotional experience we may attempt to objectively
understand and describe. But in any event, our investigation has
forced on us in a quite natural way the necessity-of considering

it more explicitly. To that consideration, therefore, I now turn.

142



Chapter Five

THE FEELING SELF

“"For my part, when I enter most intimately into what I call my-
self, I always stumble on some particular perception or other, of
heat or cold, light or shade, love or hatred, pain or pleasure. 1
never can catch myself at any time without a perception, and

never can observe anything but the perception."” The famous state-
ment belongs of course to David Hume {1888, 252), and it is a
ciaim that no discussions of mind and selfhood since Hume could
afford to be dismissive about. The claim must be engaged and
dealt with, if only implicitly.

what Hume himself was reacting to and at once challienging
was a longstanding tradition that assumed at the heart of human
exparience something permanent, typically a soul or a self, whose
principal quality of resisting chénge throughout the flux of
{its) experiences thereby assured our identity. Here the oppo-
nents were quite diverse as were then the conceptual strategies
intended to secure the self’s permanence. Most immediately (aﬁd
even if abstracting from the notion of substance, still very much
in Cartesian spirit) theﬁe was Locke'’s effort to establish neces-

sary and sufficient conditions for personal identity by the dual
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employment of memory and self-consciousness. That effort followed
Descartes’s pivotal turning inwards and the suggestion that self-
identity rests on our awareness of being the same thinking sub-
stance. And earlier still, we find the Scholastic doctrine of the
person as a gubstantia rationalis jndividua.

Hume does not ceny that we have a notion or an idea, or a
sense, of self. Rather, working within the constraints of his ra-
dical empiricism wherein all experience exhaustively divides into
particular and separable impressions and ideas, he fails to find
among the latter anything lending itself to stability and perma-
nence which is the manner in which the self is alleged to exist.
In short, because there is neither a valid rationai proof nor
sufficient empirical evidence, our conventional pre-philoscphical
assumption of just such a self is not suitably generated; the
"self,"” Hume concludes then, is a fiction.

To the extent that he accepted the idiom of self-reflection
(as 1in attempting to "catch himself") and insofar as self-con-
sciousness and sense of identity are coordinate with, and mutual-
ly implicative of, each other, Hume’s denial of the very self he
was at once examining and thus positing was a flat self-contradi-
ction. This has often been remarked. For while Hume was certainiy
correct to insist that the self was not an entity to be found in
our experience, especially as long as it was considered on par
with other objects, the very character of many first—person

assertions as non-empirical statements (in the sense that there
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are no conditions under which they ¢ould be false; for example,
"I am here”) ought to have forewarned him that he was looking in
the wrong place or drawing (negative) empirical conclusions where
nocne, in principle, could be made; and where indeed the force of
such statements, as Descartes clearly saw in establishing his
egoiogy, was such that for ourselves our own seifhood could never
be questioned wiﬁhout indubitably (re)asserting itself as some
form of pesitivity.

There were of course other serious problems with Hume'’s ar-
gument. Most notably, and while essentially agreeing with the
great sceptic that the seff could not be in any usual sense an
object of experience, Kant pointed out that all the discrete Hu-
mean perceptions require a unified consciousness if experience is
to be possible at all and that that consciousness must be self-
identical if such different relations among impressions and ideas
as association, comparability, and succession are to obtain, as
Hume (along with common sense) insists they do. Indeed, the very
distinction between variability and permanence in experience
could not even get off the ground were we existentially anchored
in nothing but variability (as analogously in perception the
divide between 1illusion or dream and reality could not be
coherently thought were we [permanentliy] on the dream side of
that division).

Without doubt Hume himself was keenly aware of at least some

of these problems. There is, for example, his apparent contradic-
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tion of his bundle theory of self and mind with the insistence
{in the Appendix of the lreatise) on some type of unity of aware-
ness, given that neither impressions nor ideas have any existence
distinct from the mind and given that those which constitute the
bundle “"self" all appear as distinctly mine, i.e., as bound
within and present to my mind. Here we find Hume also tacitly
relaxing what corresponds to the atomism of experience, namely,
his unworkably strict notion of identity wherein the slightest
alteration of an object--in this instance the mind as locus of
differing contents--"absolutely destroys"” its identity.

Similar considerations can be applied to Hume’s admission of
memory as a real (i.e., non-fictional) phenomenon and of our
reflexive awareness of memory presupposed in all qualitative
comparisons of the latter with other modes of experiencing (e.g.,
imagination)--insofar as this entails an awareness of being the
same subject that remembers an experience and presently has a
thought about that remembering and hence just ig part of the very
concept of the numerical identity of selves (Margolis 1988, 38).

The point here is not to present Hume as a defender of the
self but rather to appreciate the fact that, however much his ex-
treme empiricism dictated his reflections on the mind and self as
pronounced in the official and popularly accepted Humean theses,
when he relaxes his theoretical straightjacket and gets closer to
experience he has great difficuities maintaining his position and

appears to actually concede the necessity of a "self” at least 1in
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the minimal function of assigning experience to a suitable entity
and of fixing such ascription in a possessive and predicative
manner (31). But more importantly perhaps, as Margolis argues, it
is also to recognize that Hume's arguments about the fictitious
identity of the self cannot so easily serve as analogues for many
of the current strategies that attempt to eliminate referaence to
selves, and in particular those that do this within the terms of
a materialism that tries to replace numerical identity of the
self by reference to the continuity of psychological “events.”
The Tlatter position means to bypass the first—-person intenticonal
stance as somehow constitutive of the identity of the self in
favour of impersonal descriptions of experience that are c¢laimed
to be exhaustive in abstraction from any ("possessive”) indexing
of that experience to (its) subject.

In contemporary philosophy it is P. F. Strawson whe formu-
lates perhaps the strongest conceptual arguments against the
viability of such a "no-ownership” thesis. No-ownership is usual-
1y claimed to be valid on the grounds that our'belief ina self
or person1 who has various experiences is just wrong or confused
in the sense of being consequent of an illegitimate sense of pos-
session. As we can truly "own” only things that are 1logically
transferable, this cannot be the sense of ownership for a subject
whose sole function is to be an owner for experiences, who arises
in a strictly conceptual manner as a logical presupposition of

ordinarily expressed "having” of ideas, feelings, etc., and who

147



cannot therefore own in any other but logically pon-transferable
sense of that term. But as this is absurd, or there is no such
sense, the subject could have only come in because of a confusion
and so must be eliminated altogether (Strawson 1959, 96). If,
however, the repiacement effort, having dispensed with selves or
persons, sujgests that the unigque causal position of a certain
physical body is sufficient for the ascription of experiences to
ourselves, this, Strawson insists, is logically ‘incoherent. For
this strategy must be refering to “"some class of experiences of
the members of which it is in fact contingently true that they
are all dependent on body B [and] [t]lhe defining characteristic
of this class is in fact that they are 'my experiences' or ’the
experiences of some person’, where the idea of possession ex-
pressed by 'my’ and 'of' is the one [being called] into question”
(87). 1In short, the very identification of experiences, however
one wishes subsequently to deal with them on a theoretical level
(and hence including, or perhaps especially, those to be imper-
sonally described, i.e., as belonging to just a body), logically
requires the use of “"'my’ or any expression with similar
possessive force”; they must be "experiences had by a gertain
person . . . [particulars that] owe their identity as particulars
to the idenfity of the person whose states or experiences they
are” (97). Experience and the "having” of it (by me or some other
person) are thus coordinate notions reflecting the non-contingen-

cy of the 1ink between a subject and his or her experiences.
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It is important to remember that Strawson is not offering a
phencmenological description of the self but is rather concerned
with a Jogical explanation of the concept of self as it appears
in ordinary use of language. To be sure it is only phenomenoclogi-
cal evidence gained in reflection, self-ascription, and other ex-
periences that highlight my "I-ness” and self-possession which
can fulfill and give weight to this concept. But to the extent
that our ordinary idiom about selves and persons can be asserted
as not just valid but perhaps inescapabie, and is moreover shown
to be so in abstraction from any metaphysical commitments with
regard to the actual "stuff” that constitutes selves or persons,
we are entitled to treat the self as a quasi-transcendental
“salience” of our experiential 1ife and not as some vestige of
"folk psychology” awaiting replacement pending tihe arrival of
better empirical data and/or superior conceptual apparatus.

If we go along a 1ittle further with Strawson we shall learn
what, in a conceptual way, can be minimally established about the
nature of selves or persons. Here the point of departure is the
peculiar fact that in our self-ascriptions we attribute mental
states (intentions, thoughts, memories, etc.) to the very same
entity of which we predicate physical characteristics (height,
weight, size, etc.). That we do so in regard to the latter seems
unprob1em§;1c insofar as we are material bodies to which (equally
identifiable) physical characteristics can thus be ascribed. But

it is less clear how the very different mental “predicables”
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(experiences) can be ascribed to the very same thing, and indeed
the gquestion may not unreasonably be posed why are our states of
consciousness ascribed to anything at all?

Strawson’s answer turns out to be indirect, indeed mediated
by Hegelian-type considerations on the conditions of the possibi-
1ity of self-consciousness and hence self-ascription. The key
fact to be noted is that ascriﬁtion logically presupposes an
empirical identification of the entities or characteristics that
are to be joined by the terms of ascription. This objectifiéation
is what allows for verifying whether the ascription holds, is
true, or not. But whereas for our ascriptions of experiences to
others there is, in instances of uncertainty, a method of verifi-
cation--we simply ask them——in one’s own case the knowledge of
one’s own states is not, in fact cannot be, at all empirical and
verifiable in the same sense (if it indeed makes any sense to
talk about verifying our own mental states). Consequently, Straw-
son argues, it must be the condition of our ascribing experiences

to ourseives in the way we ordinarily and uncontroversially do as

their "owners,"” that we should also ascribe them to others, i.a.,
take others as just those entities of whom experience can be
predicated (99). For us the self-distancing and self-objectifica-
tion required fof self-ascription cannot arise in any other way;
it is intima§e1y Tinked to our consciousness of‘others as "ob-

jects” that are at once §ggig§;§ of experience, for only then can

we grasp ourgelves as subjects who are galsg objects and thus sub-
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ject to ascription in the ordinary sense of that term.

what finally emerges from these considerations is a most
important conclusion about persens. For it must be the case that,
given our capacity for self-ascriptions as conditional on our
ascribing experiences to others which in turn means first recog-
nizing them as subjiects of experience, we would not be able to
identify those others were they only disembodied Cartesian egos
or pure possessors of nothing but states of consciocusness. In
short, the seemingly self-enclosing and tortucus investigation
into the conditions of self-consciousness and self-ascription
yields a radically anti-solipsistic and anti-dualist concept of
persons. The latter refers to "a type of entity such that both
predicates ascribing states of consciocusness and predicates as-
cribing corporeal characteristics, a physical situation, etc. are
equally applicable to an individual entity of that type"” (Straw-
son 1959, 104).

In this view a person or self cannot be a disembodied con-

sciousness, a Cartesian "thinking thing,” nor yet a composite of

mind or consciousness and body. Rather “person” is ;; 7hnana1y—
zable primitive, a "basic or fundamental particular” in relation
to which other types of particulars such as a pure egos are se-—
Eondary and derivative. In more concrete terms it refers to the
(apparently universal and historically unconditioned) awareness

of our bodies as well as of our psychological and physical indi-

viduality. For Strawson takes the concept as one which in its
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“fundamental character change[s] not at all...{belonging toe] the
massive central core core of human thinking which has no histo-
ry.” Not being a product of sophisticated intellectual evolution,
the concept is at once a “"commonplace of the least refined thin-
king" as well as a part of "the indispensable core of the concep-
tual equipment of the most sophisticated human beings" (10).
Anthropological evidence--in particular the universality of
use of personal reflexive pronouns--seems to support Strawson's
conceptually derived conclusions. A1l human societies appear to
recognize that sense of human ingividuality that is containedrin
the notion of person as an embocdied agent. On the other hand--and
notwithstanding formal similarities in language use and struc-
ture-—-there are enormous variations among different cultures (or
even within the same culture) as to the degree of singularity or
idiosyncrasy with which experiences are organized into mental
lives of persons as their own. How exactly are thoughts and feel-
ings centered, "where,” that is, is their locus of “origin® (whe-
ther as seen through explicit articulations of theory-oriented
cultures like ours or as more immediately embedded in the actual
practices that comprise various "indigenous psychologies” encoun-
tered by anthropoleogists)--all this must remain open to actual
investigations which the above mentioned similarities have all
tgo often been used to foreclose. For example, an idea such as
one that suggests that Western man has historically lived under a

comparatively greater strain of anxiety will not find substantia-
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tion 1in conceptual analysis, but rather in a review of specific
forms of self-identification conducive to generating 1l1ife with
that experiential quality. Or, to consider another example very
specific to our culture, a phenomenon like romantic love is
unlikely to be understood without a theoretically sophisticated
psychodynamic approach that adresses the various idealizations
and projections which in part constitute that phenomencn.

A1l of which is to say that Strawson’s notion of what per-
sons or selves are, while unquestionably valuable, is at the same
time and by virtue of its generality no more than a skeletal one.
E?sewhgre (1974), and indeed much closer to the concerns of this
essay, he proposes (though not in the terms of any explicit con-
cern with the self) that the notion of the person refers us
primarily to a structure of emotions.2 what Strawson has in mind
is the existence of (and our natural commitment to) a “general
framework of human 1ife” (13) constituted by a constellation of
"reactive attitudes” that range from non-detached responses
toward others (e.g., gratitude, love, resentment), through vica-
rious or 1impersonal reactions typically 1linked with morality
{e.g., indignation), finally including self-conscious reactions
towards oneself 1in relation to oneself and/or others (e.g.,
guilt, shame, obligation). Significantly, all of these presuppose
or pertain outright to intersubjectivity. Moreover, the network
‘is foundational in the sense that the engagements of which these

attitudes are expressive are not optional, 1in a practical sense,
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for us as human agents. To be sure, in special circumstances
(e.g., stress, psychological abnormalities) we dis-engage Sur-
selves from, and objectify, others because they do not possess or
exhibit the range of capacities we normally associate with per-
sons as ]o¢i of responsibility. And certainly, even within perso-
nal relationships, it is not unusual on occasion to oscillate be-
tween immediate response and an “"explanatory” stance that neutra-
Tizes the other’s particular action as one that calls for a moral
assessment. Yet it does not seem to be possible, even if we ra-
tionally came to believe that determinism holds true for all fa-
cets of human existence, that we could consistently sustain an
objectivizing attitude towards others. For one thing, our suspen-
sion of ordinary emotional reactions appears very context-speci-
fic, that 1is, 1independently of any possible “covering law"” of
determinism. For another, the entailed sense of isolation would
simply be too much to bear. The-costs of abandoning our ordinary
affective-valuational scheme, were this at all a matter of
choice, would far outweigh any gains. Stated in somewhat stronger
terms (in a formulation that echoes Aristotie’s grounding of his
strictures on excessive rationality in a view about human nature)
is it not, Strawson suggests, indeed useless to consider the
rationality of doing something which we are constitutively (pro-
bably) unable to do? (18). As something "given with the fact of
human society, fits existence] as a whole neither calls for, nor

permits, an external ’rational’ justification” (22). Any criti-
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cism, Jjustification, or modification of our emotions can only be
accomplished within the very framework they themselves constitute.

Clearly this is an important thesis. For us, its force lies
precisely in the pressing of emotions in the service cf establi-
shing personhcod and subjectivity, and doing so against a power-
ful adversary: the combined strength of our commitment to ratio-
nality as acceptance of what is real and a real possibility of
comprehensive determinism. For such determinism has, after all,
traditionally been held up as the strongest motive for minimizing
subjectivity or even rejecting it altegether. In this picture the
"self” along with its first-person intentional idiom wind up as
nothing but a confused way of speaking that awaits replacement
with some scheme that will a11eged1y hook us up with reality in a
superior, less confused manner. Correlatively, the ordinary self-
involved attitudes (i.e., emotions) are seldom seriocusly taken as
scmething that plays a significant rele in our lives.

These considerations have moved us considerably beyond the
initially oulined bare conception of the person as embodied
agent, doing so moreover 1in a way highly févourable to the con-
cerns here at hand. For what was of interest from the start is a
notion of personhood that goes beyond the function of (merely)
unifying experiences and is capable of being claimed within moral
contexts, within which--to recall--emotions were also situated in
the last chapter.~8ti11, Strawson’'s significant enrichment of the

notion of self or person hangs in the air, as it were, not being
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tied 1in any strong sense to an anthropology, that 1is, to an ex-
plicitly asserted substantive view of man. And so, while intui-
tively agreeing with him, we want to know in greater detail why
and how would acceptance of a thoroughgoing objectivism and a
corresponding neutralization of our capacities for emotional
response lead to a genuine gelf-contradiction, that is, an exis-
tential diminishing or negation of self as self. How, in other
words, what exists as a logical possibility--it being not self-
contradictory to imagine that such a situation could arise--
nevertheless means conflict and disintegration when posed in
terms of a concrete life. What is demanded here is simply a ful-
ler justification that emotions are foundational to personhood.

A possible extension of understanding the issue comes with
reflection on such directly self-referring emotions as shame and
remorse as paradigm instantiations of the very combination of
(ontological) features that make us human: reflexivity, intentio-
- nality, and mutuality. For I can only be ashamed on condition of
being aware of myself, under a particular desdription that I
myself find fitting as attributable to myseif, and which at the
same time carries (for me and) in public space before others the
meaning that this type of person is in some sense unworthy. The
upshot of this 1is that human consciousness dintends not Jjust
intellectual (i.e., representational or propositional) but also
moral truth, and that indeed were it unable to be a moral aware-

ness it could not be a human one either. This explains why we
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feel such eerieness (and at times even horror) in the presence of
those who are incapable of shame or remorse. For we quite proper-
1y regard one who shows no remorse after a horrible act as some-
one who has “"lost his mind,” who is not excercising some key
human powers-—-principally recognition of mutuality--and is hence
not fully a person either, even if he appears "normal” by showing
rational-calculative abilities. So that it can readiiy be seen
how our shock on account of an atrocity may gquite easily be
displaced by an even more profound unease at the absence of 34

and person in the human being who committed it but fails to re-
gret 1t or, in the extreme, pe}haps to even acknowledge it al-
together. In this view person, mind, emoticn , and mutuality turn
out to be inescapably symbiotic notions; denying one puts the
rest in Jjeopardy.

In expanding the notion of the self in this directiqg_ the
implicit contrast has been with viewing it as a structure éonéfi-
tuted by certain basic be]‘iefs.3 The latter would be answers to
such fundamental questions as regards the distinction of persons
from other conscious agents, the relation of individual and so-
ciety, the relation of the self to its possible roles, ends, and
purposes, what mékes for a unitTied l1ife, etc. Like Strawson’s
sentiments or “reactive attitudes” these beliefs too--the ques-
tions being inescapable for beings 1ike us—-would constitute a
universal and necessary network or background in the absence of

which it would be doubtful that there existed anything that we
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could call a human society.

Now to a certain extent the contrast drawn is surely forced.
For having, on one hand, asserted that emotions are strongly cog-
nitive, that as intentional their objects must come under parti-
cular descriptions which thus makes the involvement of "beliefs"
inescapable, while on the other hand insisting that (the bodily
felt) behavioural know-how is implicit in even the most abstract
forms of intentionality, it should be evident that no fast and
absolute distinction can be made between emotions and beliefs.
Emotions vitalize beliefs without which in turn they would be,
lacking focused direction and factual premises, just plain stupid
if not obnoxious. Just as love, shame, resentment, etc. take a
specific form because I understand that they do not apply to ani-
mais and would indsed change form were I to include the latter,
so too the foundational beliefs are sustained by specific forms
of affective self-experiences. And so perhaps one could combine
the two perspectives and suggest, more correctly, that the notion
of seif refers to a structure of emotions as mediated or informed
by the fundamental beliefs of the sort mentioned. But this way of
formulating the 1issue still gives a certain priority to the
emotional. Why? For one thing, this gseems right because incipient
selfhood appears in children prior to their acquisition of lan~
guage and more complex conceptual skills that could address the
inescapable identity-pressing questions. Arguably, the beliefs in

question are not propositional in nature but rather immediately
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embedded in the "1ife forms"” that express them. But then they are
closer to the immediate self-involved experience associated with
emotion and so there seems little reason, at that level, to in-
troduce a distinction between "emotion” and "belief” in the first
place. Still, something more substantive can b2 offered, I be-
lieve, 1in defense of the thesis that the self is, at bottom, an
affective phenomenon.

This may yet prove & quite demanding task, though. For one
thing, to the extent that modern philosophy defines subjectivity
in relation to a pure réason concerned principally with epistemic
norms and acquisition of knowledge, there does not seem to be
much 1in the way that it could offer to support the perspective
here pursued. But then neither is it automatic that we can turn
for clarification to the logical aiternatives--the great protago-
nisté of self as rooted in affectivity such as Rousseau or Niet-
zsche. The problem with the latter, I submit, is prgcise1y the
extreme degree of their deprecation and marginalization of rea-
son, because this effectively preempts ordinary “rational” expe-
rience shared with others as a source of (and perhaps constraint
to) our reflections on the self, mind, emotion, reason, etc. What
can profitably be said about the "real” self when it is complete-
ly extracted from the sphere of intersubjectivity (Rousseau), or
when consciousness is nothing but a dissimulation of power (Niet-
zsche), or when it is claimed, as in the perspective of that

great neo-Nietzschean "master of suspicion” Freud, that the self
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is never the self it thinks it is? Leaving aside the logical
point that falsehood and dissimulation cannot serve as foundatio-
nal points of any inquiry because no distinction with truth could
get off the ground, are not these positions by virtue of their
dismissal or reduction of, or divorce from, ordinary experience
as abstract as those of any rationalist? (To expose and destroy
the various pretenses of which it is perfectly capable neither
entails, nor should require, reasen’s complete degradation: why
not keep it as essentially linked to affectivity but make it an
expression of a more noble [though by no means infallible] drive
or aspiration, e.g., for progressive integration, coherence, mu-
tuality, etc. Surely these are just as concrete for humans as any
of the more obviously self-centered drives for power or pleasure.
That consciéusness is not perfectly transparent to itself or that
the self cannot in principle know itself completely is one thing.
But it is entirely another to pass from that soiid premise to a
conclusion that consciousness is a lie, that the self always
deceives itself, or even, less dramatically, that it can never
know itself adequately. It is no small coincidence that those who
subscribe to the latter views typically have no positive concep-
tion of intersubjectivity and community. Each reinforces and
points to the other. Of course knowing oneself is a task, at
times arduocus and with plenty of pitfalls. But naturally it will"
seem all the more impossible 1f one misses the indispensible, if

by no means sufficient, condition for the self to at all have a
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chance of finding and knowing itself.)

Be that as it may, and whatever they ultimately take the
self to be, the practitioners of suspicion are nonetheless pro-
foundly correct in at least one respect: the self is an elusive
phenomencon, enigmatic for itself and others, and only indirectly
accessible. And this is something shared as well by those who
take a more optimistic view of human nature. Thus, for example
Paul Ricoeur, who has.expended considerable efforts to elucidate
the self, insists throughou£ that such elucidation essentially
requires an interpretative or hermeneutic approach. It is not
just that the self is never an object of some experience, as Hume
and Kant saw; rather it is principally because the self is some-
thing that forever eludes ynivocal description.

It 1is also Ricoeur’s Ereud and Phileogsophy that approaches
the self, it seems to me, 1in a way valuable for its balance and
capacity to address the (anti-reduétionist) points just raised.
One of the central themes of this work is to come to a reflective
understanding of the self after an encounter with Freud. In
short, what must the self be given the acceptance of some of the
key propositions of Freud’s doétrine, and in particujar the tri-
fold “dispossession” or displacement of consciousness, object,
and ego, from their (exalted) status as self-evident phenomena,
i.e., as immediately given over to us and perfectly understood in
their own terms. For clearly it will be a different self if these

pillars of modern understanding of subjectivity are even only in
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part subsumed under Freud's libidinal energetics that trade on
gaps 1In consciousness, instincts (as underlying the standard
meanings of objects), and finally a determinism that denies the
self powers of full autodeterminatioﬁ.

For wus, it is Ricoeur’'s conclusion about the roots of the
self that proves critical. For having earlier complained that the
Cartesian ego in effect stands for not much more than a ghost ex-
istence, what Freud's regressive “archeology” of instincts re-
veals for Ricoeur is the primordiality of affect, effort, and
desire 1in the constitution of selfhood, even jif consciousness,
object, ego, are not what they appear to be (Ricoeur 1970, 439).
The positive side of the descent into the darkness of instincts
is that it “designates . . . precisely the sum of the Cogito"
(454), reaching back into the unconscious to a substrate that
cannot be (ideationally) represented: “desire as desire.” In
short, the <core sense of self is to be found in effort and
striving, at bottom an elemental urge-to-be of various drives in-
cessantly seeking objects on which to invest their energies, and
not 1in the cool refractory rays of perceptual awareness or ab-
stract cognition--something affirmed, at least in Freud’s work,
in the seemingly necessary employment of the (hydraulic) meta-
phors of force, energy, and potency the deeper one probes into
the depths of self (Zaner 1981, 125).

But what of the autonomy of reason neglected by the practi-

tioners of suspicion but necessary to deflect charges of reduc-
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tionism, one-sidedness, and incoherence? Ricoeur can be seen as
addressing this 1issue by turning to Hegel's explication of the
teleological thrust of self and consciousness, wherein it is the
latter's later achievements that give significance to the ante-
rior moments that led up to them. There is here a natural prog-
ression dictated by Freud's displacement of consciousness from
center stage and showing that the key problem of growth and deve-
lopment is far less that of being conscious fout gourt, as it is
of Lhecoming aware of certain things which inhibit that deve-
Topment and which one would rather not admit to oneself. But "be-
coming” Tforces on the agenda a provision of its goal ("becoming
what?”}; by itself backward-iooking analysis would hang in the
air, as it were, and so demands a teleolology. But at the same
time it must be remembered that what for Hegel “eﬁergizes” the
progressive movement of self and consciocusness is not commensu-
rable with any of the drives or instincts that Freud takes as un-
derlying psychic 1ife; it lies rather just in the fact of the
mind’s non-coincidence with itself and thus in its necessity to
appropriate that which it is not as a condition of (a more com-
prehensive) understanding, i.e., as a condition of its life as
mind. Here, in this moment of “restlessness” intrinsic to the
mind, we find the autonomy we have been demanding.

S$til1l, this autonomy is not absolute. The movement of self
generated via dialectical tensions gives only the' form, as it

were, of mind’s life. It points to a progression of truths with-
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out however specifying their content. The latter must be reflec-
tively elaborated on the basis of actual life experience, which
in turn reveals that effort and desire are inescapable components
of all stages of the dialectic. Nowhere is this desire more
evident than in our fundamental aspiration to be recognized by
others. It is certainly not fortuitious that the stage of recog-
nition 1is metaphorically presented by Hegel as a great life and
death struggle. For insofar as recognition by others both integ- .
rates us as self-conscicus beings and at once consolidates our
status as autonomous agents, what is at stake is none other than
the 1ife of our being selves; the aspiration to be recognizecd is
essentially the desire and effort to be.

Thus 1is Freud wedded by Ricoeur to Hegel in a presentation
of the two transcendentaT.correiates of existence that simulta-
neously "determine” the ground out of which human selves or per-
sons come to be and develop: instinctual drives and impulses on
one hand and an orientation towards other selves on the other,
with desire providing the underlying common thread joining these
terms.

Nevertheless, Ricoeur’s theses about the self in relation to
effort and desire are necessarily “"weak” for the simple reason
that, while his claims do indeed pertain to the foundational
level of the conditions of selfhood, the foundational or trans-
cendental guestion is not the one he is explicitly addressing. To

do that (especially on the side of instinects and impulses) would
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require fTirst of all a critical grounding of the Freudian self,
rather than buying into it and accepting it as just "a stage of
reflection.” Just <this 1line of criticism is advanced against
Ricoeur by the (already cited) Gestalt phenomenologist Richard
Zaner 1in whose judgement Ricoeur’s descriptions do either of the
following: suppose the truth of Freud’'s archeology of the self or
simply “phencmenologically ’'verify’ the properly philosophical
content of Freudian analysis™ (Zaner 13881, 134). But in neither
case do they examine the "transcendental conditions for the pos-
sibility of being-as-self such that to be this is likewise to be-
able-to-be both refiectively apprehended and neurotic” (133). 1In
short, the too quick acceptance of psychoanalysis preempts the
~more radical questioning of what makes subjectivity within Freu-
dian archeology of the self possible in the first place. For the
need for such questioning is certainly not obviated by the focus
on the abnormal; the variocus deceptions, feignings, and illusions
that mark the neurotic self characteristicalily have to be maip-
tained and so are in that sense as much a task (and hence a
matter of desire and effort) as is the often arduous pursuit of
truth (137).

Taking . up from this critique of Ricoeur, it is Zaner’'s ex-
press aim to articulate more radically tha sense in which self-
hood 1is anchored in desire and effort and in affectivity in ge-
neral. His strategy is to see what can be gained in this respect

from phenomenological description (to which he is methodological-
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1y thoroughly committed) of a number of experiences that can
plausibly be gathered--just because they have the potential to
radically alter or even transform our lives--as an "eidetic core
of being-self.” Omitting the details of Zaner’slargument. I shall
touch on only its most salient features. Initially, the experien-
ces of self-realization and self-awakening--to be momentarily ad-
dressed--are given the most weight.

First--and this in line with the by now widely shared assum-
ption that self—gonsciousness and sense of identity are coordi-
nate and mutually implicative notions--self is generically de-
fined as a situated reflexivity. By this is meant a self-?eferen-
¢ing of human beings at the dual levels of mental life and the
own lived-body, with the latter alsc bearing principal responsi-
5111ty for the situated or perspectival character of this refe-
rencing. Self thus also exhibits an experiential “"weight"” or in-
wardness constituted by its various strata “collapsing” onto
themselves as well as (presuming integration) onto each other:
this also accounts for the sense in which the self is/has a "1life
of its own” (145-51).

Against this background there emerges a number of important
descriptions pertaining to our encounter with, or the appearance
of, the phenomenon of self. First, for every self, there is “"that
by which it is itself and is utteriy alone” (151), an awareness
on one’s part that one is an indvidual self standing apart from

other selves. This awareness is accessible only to oneself. It is
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also completely spontaneous, that is, not chosen, and as such
(and as against Freud) it comes prior to any masks or screens
that we may create to conceal ourselves from ourselves or from
others. What is critical, however, is that joined simultaneously
to this awareness of oneself as individual and separate there is
an experienced urgency to express or manifest oneself explicitly
and outwardly to (and for) oneself and others—--a “desire for
'speech’” that has a dual aim of, on the one hand, “fixing” for
ourselves meaning, clarity, and order, (i.e., something to "hold
by"), while on the other hand seeking to share our inwardness
with another se'l'F.4 That is, "the effort to ’say' is also (and
essentially) the effort to ’tell’” (155); to find some other who,
1ike us, desires to express the inwardness of his or her self to
us. (Here, incidentally, we grasp the meaning of Hegel’s enigma-
tic claim that ultimately desire is for another desire, i.e., for
an other who will desire vis a vis us whét we desire vis a vis
them, namely, to express self. For only then is authentic mutua-
1ity assured and with it the possibility of recognition and thus
self-affirmation.) But on the negative side too, the self in this
context is affected by an immediate awareness of its reiational
status and that the fundamental possibfiities for meaning, cohe-
rence and integrative confirmation that anchor it are just that:
poésibi1ities. Hence the self can just as fundamentally be ex~
perienced as an anxiety over their disappearance or withdrawal;

and 1in the face of non-recognition and consequent lack of empo-
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werment, and perhaps as a measure of last resort, we may in fact
snuff out and lose any need and desire for connectedness with
others, as in psychosis--a process whose terminus can be seen in
a severe schizophrenic's complete withdrawal from the public
world. (Of course the paradoxical, and vicious, character of this
manner of “"saving” oneself is that the withdrawal from the world
leads to further loss of personal capacities, and hence to the
further diminution of precisely the self that was to be rescued
by this effort.)

There are yet other affective aspects present in self-en-
counter. The pertinent observations here are those that refer to
what could be called contingent self-possession. These can be
seen as underlying our awareness not of being individual and
separate, but of being unique. There is a perception that one is
a self belonging solely to precisely the self one has identified
oneself to be, but coupled with a sense that one’'s particular
body, birth, personal history and destiny, present location etc.
are all contingent matters, i.e., that they all could have been
other than what they actuaily are. Here, 1in this progressively
insistent contrasting of the self from "everything else,” the
affective component can be seen as comprising two aspects: a) our
wonder or amazement at being a particular self, and b) arising
out of the realization of the contingency of our circumstances, a
sense of ourselves as Jloc¢i of agency: the self turns out to be,

as it were, an event-being “whereby what is possible is able to
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be actualized” (163) and the flip side of the fact that nothing
actual could be grasped as actual without simultaneously being
apprehended as one among other possibilities (178). But this lat-
ter sense is also very much of a piece with what is necessary for
us to come in contact with other reflexive presences (i.e., other
selves), namely, a minimal awareness of "other possible” ways of
being aware, since without this moment of otherness (of another
autonomous agent) we could not talk of recognition and mutuality
but only of a (solipsistic) reduplication of the self via iden.i-
cal reflection of itself in another.

The capacity to experienca one’s own as well as another’s
existence as essentially (open-ended) realims of possibility ap-
pears thus as perhaps the critical aspect of selfhood. But to ex-
periencgﬁoneseif in this special manner presupposes in turn that
the (correlate) world we inhabit and the situations we encounter
can be so experienced as well, that is, experienced as amenable
to alteration and alternatives rather than as something that
wholly claims or determines us. It is here, in particular through
observing various physiologically grounded pathologies as well as
the self's effort to compensate for or overcome them and thus
attain equilibrium, that we can come to appreciate the integral
role played by a normally functioning body in the establishment
of selfhood. What naturally comes first to mind here are instan-
ces of imbaired mobility through loss of 1imb or paralysis, the

anger, frustration, and indeed (maybe often even in the first

T
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place) §n§mgs due to loss of independence and personal powers of
choice, decision, and self-direction of one so affected, and the
anxieties 1incurred when faced with quantitatively greater number
of (formerly simple but now) overwheliming tasks such as climbing
a flight of stairs. Further along the spectrum of pathology,
anailogous observations obtain 1in Kurt Goldstein’s work with
brain-injured patients whose loss of capacity for abstraction ma-
nifested itself in greater passivity, compulsion, and rigidity of
behaviour, and correspondingly severe anxieties when success in
performing a given task demanded a measure of distancing them-
selves from the immediate situation at hand (Zaner 1981, 174).
But even such slight “"failures"” as a common cold, as most of us
know all too well, can dramatically reveal the restriction of
our possibilities. Though of course 1in varying degrees, in all of
these instances the underlying common factor is a diminution of
desire 1in its generic sense (i.e., as sentience for goals that
inheres in the present as a potentiality), an inability to “real-
ize” or think of what is possible because of being locked into
the immediacy of the actual (176). We gliimpse here at once the
sense of how much the world cam be an obstacle, and how much
consequently normal existence is a matter of effort that is invi-
sible and taken for granted precisely because a healthy, well-
functioning body feels effortiess.

Whether 1in relation thus to the properly intersubjective

reailms or to our weli-functioning embodiment which is their con-
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giticen, the self comes through experientially as a form of a
balanced tension centered around a "possibilizing” whose distur-
bance (and our immediate attention to, and concern for, such) in
turn highlight the seif’'s roots in desire and effort. Another way
to express this grounding in affectivity is to say that the self
is essentially actional. And recalling now the original defini-
tion of emotions as modalities of mind that themztize our en-
gagement in the world (see ch. 1) should obviate, I think, any
need to extensively Jjustify why I have engaged in showing how
this 1is so--why, that is, starting from the rather abstract
Strawson-backed conceptual argument for “"selves” I have chosen te
progressively concretize the self in just this manner. “Emotion”
and "self” turn out to be coordinate notions and considerations
of the kind advanced here are presupposed, it seems to me, 1in any
viable discussion of either emotion or selfhocod. To consider but
one example, perhaps the most significant (and profitable) of
recent theorizing about the self; I have in mind here those
inspired by the narrativist approach, wherein the self is neither
a static thing nor a substance but a “confiéuring of personal
events into a historical unity” (Polkinghorne 1888, 150), with
narrative seen as the principlg whereby this unity is effected.
But does not this approach in turn take as given effort and aspi-
ration to coherence and integration? By {tse1f narrative can do
very little; it needs to be "enfleshed” and tied to motivation,

as g fortiori does any conception of the “self of emotions."”
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But there is yet a more radical level, one that goes beyond
the details furnished by failed embodiment, at which the actional
sense can be seen as foundations! to selfhood and. as such, Jus-
tifying considering the self as a structure of emotions. I want
to appeal here to a tradition of “voluntative realism” of which,
among others that included Schopenhauer, Schelling, and Bergson,
Scheler was also a systematic proponent. In brief, the position
argues that the realityv of entities (as. distinguished from their
meaning) is not given through the mind--as it is, for example,
for such more “intellectualist"” approaches as that of Husserl who
takes the “realness"” of the content of something as given in
“thetic” or “"positional™ consciousness—--but rather through the
factor of resistance that a live being experiences in pressing
against that which it is not (Frings 1979, 146-47). But simul-
taneously, only through this resistance is the animated being
informed of its gwn existence; it can exist "for” and "to" itself
and develop a sense of self-reference, i.e., be an "inwardness, ”
only through a live relatednes to what is on its “"outside.”

We thus arrive at a comprehension of the actional sense at
its most basic. Vital powers and motility turn out to be the
condition without which~-Descartes notwithstanding--none of us
could be certain of nis or her existence.6 And to the extent that
any "inwardness” needs entities beyond the boundaries of the.
organism in order at all to develop, tou that extent our own self-

hood as marked by a reflexively attained interiority 4is ana‘to-
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gously subject toO contingency and dependence, and hence to a
potential anxiety of a rather fundamental kind.

Does not this push things a little too far though? 1 mean,
can the proposition that we are at core a structure of emotions
be supported by an appeal to this level of existence? Surely, the
objection may run, the actional sense within emotion as a 1lin-
guistically informed intentional experience with representationatl
content 1is eons away from a (brute) primordial urge to movement
as described by the metaphysics of the 1ife-drive, whose “inward-
ness” and “anxieties" in turn'are at best metaphorical con-
structs that refer in us at most to an organic density the opague

"

character of which knows nothing of “"spirit.” It would of course
be ludicrous to deny their difference, reducing the developed to
the primitive and collapsing millennia of evolution. Clearly the
gap between the two levels is enormous. And yet I want to suggest
that one can plausibly press for a meaningful continuity from one
to the other. For just as I had earlier insisted that behavioural
know-how 1is an integral component of intentionality even when
approached more or less solely from the side of 1its representa-
tional function (Ch. 2), so too, and from the opposite direction,
what voluntative realism most radically suggests is that inten-
tionality (construed now in its generic sense as a property of

relatedness of a thing to'what is beyond it) is already a feature

of the biological. Contemporarily it be1ongs’of-cou;§e‘to the ge-

—
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nius of Merleau-Ponty. to have for one recognized thié} and to

173 :



have attempted (especially in his principal works The Structure

of Behaviour and The Phenomenology of Perceptign) through a
dialectical interplay of logos and hios a concrete filling out of

vhat intuitively seem in our dualistic inspirations as unbridge-
able gaps between the two poles sketched out. (The descriptions
of psychological symbiosis [see ch. 4], wherein the learning of
an emotion was seen as prototypically involving a combination of
the 1infant’s motor and perceptual skills and the caregiver’'s im-
parting intentions, headed, much more modestly of course, in the
same direction.) It hardly needs stating that this “gap-filling~”
is an enterprise of enormous proportions.

In thus far addressing the self I have aimed to do so in the
broadest possible way, seeing how that in turn can furnish plau-
sible support for conceiving subjectivity as governed principally
by emotion. But what about the “secondary structure,” that is,
the myriad of ways in which what I have attempted to clarify at a
transcendental level becomes differentially construed in an al-
most infinite variety of historical and cultural settings, formed
into specific, behaviour informing understandings of what selves
and their capacities are. Of necessity I will be very brief here,
having both given concrete examples of how self-understanding
impacts the experiencing of emotions (see last chapter) and
because my account here has already sprawled beyond its intended
(quantitative) limits.

First-=—-and 1in 1line with what to my knowledge is the best
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argument to the effect, namely Harre's (1984: ch.4)--1 take 1t
that the acquisition of specific notions of selfhood occurs
concretely via institutionalized conducts mediatec by speech, or
what has popularly come to be known since Wittgenstein as “lan-
guage games.” From this base I think we can leave it to the
hermeneutically oriented social scientists (i.e., those that
begin with se]f—understandihg as the primary datum in explanation
of behaviour) to come up with adequate explanations of why parti-
cular peoples, speaking particular languages, Torming specific
polities, 1inheriting unique traditions and economic circumstan-
ces, etc. “have” the selves they think themselves to be (e.g.,
English, more than Eskimo, appears to induce thought about the
self as a substance). Michelle Rosaldo, an anthropologist, pro-
vides one excellent example of such work, especially as (signifi-
cantly for the perspective pursued here) she treats culture .as
"organized views of possibility and sense” (Rosaldoc 1984, 140)
and takes these to be, as we would, critical for the acquisition
of selfhood. Her notion of self is clearly strongly “actional.”
Looking back to the desire for recognition as one constitu-
tive moment of selfhood, one “"variable” that ought, as a matter
of methodological assumption, to figuré centrally 1in all research
on self and emotions is that of se'tf—esteem,7 especially if the
persons under consideration belong to a strongly hierarchized
culture, and even more so if individualism is a constitqtive

feature of that culture’s ethos. (Indeed, there is no reason why
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"self-esteem” should not plausibly become an authentic object of
investigations for any “sociology of emotions.”™)

Which brings me finally to gur, Wwestern, self. For surely
there is such a phenomenon, a “peculiar variant” (Berger 1985) of
what human persons can be that exists both as an 1idea and a
deeply institutionalized way of experiencing. I am of course re-
fering to the "autonomous individual,” the "possessor” of his/her
(alienable) experiences, whose roots can be traced back to the
Hellenic and Israelite traditions, but whe, helped along by
Christianity and the latter’s Renaissance and Reformation revolu-
tions, becomes supreme with (and defining of) modernity. A fur-
ther entrenchment occurs with Romanticism and the novel of first
person sensibility (Rorty 1976, 11), no doubt also greatly aided
by the transformations and dislocations brought on by developing
capitalism’s market economies and commodity production. Contempo-
rarily, again through our moral-religious customs, legal frame-
works, economic relations, cultural metaphors, etc. we socialize
deep intuitions about a private, individual, and autonomous self
that takes itself as uniqug in the traits beyond those it has in
common with even the closest others. And we begin early, advising
our children to figure things out for themselves, allowing a wide
range of choosing in their 1ives, affording them plenty of priva-
cy, and sending them into solitude to “think things over” when
they have committed)mischief.

No doubt “relentless reason” and “relentless conscience” (to
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borrow from Berger), as in Descartes and Rousseau, and the indi-
vidualist ethos in general, have made possible innumerable new
articulations that in turn opened up on vast enrichmen. of the
self and its emotional dimensions. Some emotions, 1ike romantic
love, do indeed appear limited (as a widespread phenomencn) to
the individualist West; and would not life be dull without it? At
the same time it must be admitted that our “centered” model of
experience is not a dispensible option in gur psychology but
rather a quasi-permanent salience required to realize those psy-
chological attributes that, within our moral order, will enable
and entitie us to be recognized as persons by others, i.e., to be
selves. Stated the other way around, if the moral order is pre-
mised on, say, responsibility, rational calculation, and choice
as locused in the individual human being, selfhood will develop
as the acquisition of these capacities.

But while reflecting on such gains and necessities of being
a Western self we ought not loose sight of potential heavy costs
of excessive autonomy. As was shown, meaningful intimacy as a
response to desire for recognition is critical for personal
integration and emergence of full selfhood. So that, certain
romantic pretensions aside,‘ it is only in and through genuine
community that an authentically individual self can come to the
fore and f10ur{sh; Conversely, it fét10ne1iness and separation——
considered now by some as having reached epidemic proportions in

North America--that lead to the impoverishment of selfhood and,

177



as evidenced by the crass subjectivist clamor for the pursuit and
expression of "feelings,” to the standardization of emotional
life. For, on closer look, it turns out that all those insistent
on pursuing “their own thing” within a tightly guarded brivate
sphere (as an expression of putatively idiosyncratic feelings)
are mostly doing the gsame things, and doing them often in a ra-
ther anxious and frantic manner. Then, too, it must be noted that
these experiential gualities reflect nothing else but a concerted
effort on ouf part to (re)vitalize ourselves, to rescussitate our
increasingly flat emotional lives.

No doubt there are other factors with powerful potential to
Join and contribute to an increasingly passionless, dis-engaged
existence. Being a relational phenomenon, existing as a self is a
fragiie business at the best of times. Yet as a generality, it
cannot be missed that, if anything characterizes modernity, it is
its constant changing of the locus of belonging, 1its 1lack of
integrating stability at the level of objects and now, increasin-
gly, at the level of persons too. Thus the “self industry”--so
much talk and print about how to find, help, and manage ourselves
as we try to negotiate current turbulances (here instrumentalism
vis a vis self joins that effected toward the world), with those
unable to cope condemned to a l1ife of what Lasch (1984) has so
aptly called the "minimal self.”

But this negative tone must be arrested. There are already

too many nay-sayers among us and I have neither the desire nor
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any specific reasons to seize exclusively upon diminishing poten-
tial for mutuality in relation to emotions and the prospects of
our self. Nor has it been my intention to become unduly pessimis-
tic in a larger sense. I recognize that one possible interpreta-
tion of what is implied in the immediately preceding considera-
tiohs is that that the "feeling self” 1is all too easily a victim
of contingencies that lie beyond its power of influence. In the
coming chapter I shall therefore attempt to argue the contrary by
delineating a positive sense in which we are responsible for our

emotions.
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Chapter Six

RESPONSIBILITY FOR EMOTIONS

It 1is against the background of an unqualified acceptance of de-
terminism in the phenomenal order on the one hand, and because he
rejects grounding the postulates of our practical life in any na-
turalistic psychology on the other, that Kant’s insistence that
we are autonomous and responsible agents acquires precisely so
much force. Simply put, Kant saw how profoundly it matters to us
that we assume (and demand) responsibility, since this reflects
our potential as "active and self-aware beings with perspectives
on what we do and with a con;ributing and creative role to play
in what we become” (Schoeman 1887, 1). Indeed, to make conces-
sions in the (inter)personal realm to factors which we think
beyond our control inevitably attenuates our sense df se?f; it
leaves us, as it were, 1in a “"diminished position in the great
chain of being” (2).

Ironically, the philosopher who arguably could be regarded
the most critical advocate of autonomy and responsibility, espe-
cially 1if one considers his inf1uehce on subseguent Existential-
ist thought on the subject, did also much‘to dissuade us from

thinking about emotions in relation to these dimensions of per-
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sonhcod. This fact was assured by Kant's vigorous denial that
emotions can play any positive role in moral agency--his Jjud-
gement being that they possess features inimical both to full au-
tonomy and universalization. But if emotions are critical to
selfhood and identity it is vital that we bring them within the
ambit of “responsibility.” Indeed, because emotions motivate
behaviour, and because the framing of (motivating) intentions is
part of any act whatsocever, the issue seems unavoidable.

To be sure Kant’s position {and what it implies) is fairly
standard. The attempt to bring together "emoticons” and "responsi-
bility"™ 1is typically seen as nothing less than a symptom of a
serious category mistake. And though in ocur daily lives we may
customarily admonish others as well as ourselves for having inap-
propriate or even unjustified emot'ions,1 this practice, usually
and for most, cannot bear the weight of its own scrutiny.2 An-
xious in the face of the progressive disappearance of an objec-
tive framework for our actidns, we develop a defensiveness which
largely overrides the emancipatory potential of increased in-
sights we have into the causes of our psychological states and
behaviour. That very anxiety and defensiveness are also what
keeps us focused on the seedy side of our emotional l1ife, prom—
pting us to select the most disruptive passions as paradigms of
emotionality and to insist that the iatter's dEééntia] for unhin-
ging reason ahd volition is its principal functional feature. Té

be sure there are, on the other side, plenty of contemporary
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romantics willing to exalt emotions as superior modalities of
the mind. But critically they share with the former group the im-
portant judgement about the impossibility (or even perhaps desi-
rability) of a more integrated picture of personhood.

In effect, we hardly put our best foot forward. We may ti-
midly assert that we are at best responsible for the expressions
(and to a lesser extent signs and symptoms, if there are any) of
various emotions but not for our having these emotions them-
selves-~the operative assumption here being that it is only the
former, as intent-backed “behaviour,” which can be reasonably
said as under our control. The strictly experiential part of an
emotion is standardly taken to come over us pretty much like the
weather; whatever it is, it certainly is not something which we
curselves initiate and hence can be held accountabie for. The
argument for this is generally thought to be clinched by the
passivity conveyed in pervasively used expressions that have us
"falling 1in 1love,” “"overcome by anger,” “struck by Jealousy,”
etc.

As was pointed out in the Introduction, the philosophical
roots of this picture can be traced back to Plato’s tripartite
division of the human soul and his localization of psychological
functions within specific areas of the human organism. Mention
was alsc made of the substantive contribution of extrascientific
concerns in regard to-his decisions. Thus thought, considerec by

Plato as a form of seTf-métion, was naturaly placed in the head
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because the latter, as circular, possessed (1n line with the
symbolism of the broader cosmological framework) the property de-
finitive of self-sustenance. By default, then, human emotions
were rendered both passive and bodily. The fact of obsessive and/
or wandering thoughts apparently did not carry appreciably suffi-
cient force for Plato to reconsider this division.

S$ti1l, and in spite of their mythical inspiration, because
these viéws are embedded in our culture to the peint of being
self-evident or unreflectively just plain taken for granted it
might be tempting to try and prop them up with what passes for
relevant research. For example, today we know from neurophysiolo-
gy that, because the more stricily cerebral functions (e.g., com-
putation, logical reasoning) involve predominantly extremely fast
electro-physical modulation of neurotransmitters, they are exper-
ienced by us as much more under our immediate control; whereas
the emotioral circuitry, grounded in the glandular-hormonal pro-
cesses relying on less quick chemical transformations, is consi-
derably more cumbersome aﬁd that much slower to react to whatever
willful initiatives we may take to alter it. The latter system
will also tend to engage much more the entire brganism. But the
critical point to be noted here is that the "supporting” empiri-
cal features follow a conceptual decision what is to count'as an
emotional state in the first place, where the principles of dis-
tinction are "political” in the sense that they are, within cer-

tain but admittedly rather broad and vague limits, subject to in-
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tra- and intersubjective interpretation and negotiation; however
“intuitive” such principles may seem, their basis is not some
immutable objective datum independent of mutuale shared un-
derstandings of those who apprehend it. (And should we have cho-
sen to investigate the physiology of a different mental state our
brain scans would then have shown a different mix of the “"fast"
and “"slow" <c¢ircuitry.) What in this instance neuroclogy thus
furnishes is no more than a gausal explanation of the phenomenal
feature of passivity--especially in those experiences where the
standardly “cognitive"” factors (i.e., perceptions, inferences,
beliefs, Jjudgements) are negligible or absent--but not any
grounds or reasong why experience itself ought to be divided
along the active-passive axis in any specific manner. We can thus
also understand why, so long as we focus exclusively on those
emotions with the least cognitive content, we shail deny our-
selves the experiential basis empowering us to challenge the
alleged passivity of emotions. (It hardly needs s;ying, I think,
that with such focus we would alsc have little by way of an
emotional 1ife worth talking about.) But the choice of focus is
still Tlargely an extrascientific matter and, pending complete
conceptual FepTacement (rather than just modification) of our or-
dinary ways of thinking about ourselves by the abstract language
of science, the latter cannot but lag behind the former. Any no-
tion then that Plato and the tradition could thus be vindicated

(or challenged) by modern medical research is misconceived. None-
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theless, 1t puts 1in clear relief the sense in which he stands
accused of being insufficiently sensitive to empirical Kknowledge
as something afforded within ordinary experience itseif. Clearly
a more inclusive and balanced interpretation of emotions could
have been achieved had it not been crowded cut by an excessively
inte11ectu$1istic notion of personhood that was concurrently at
best tenously linked to its immediate natural and social context.

Be all that as it maj, in broaching the issues related to
responsibility it is, as is the case with so many other philoso-
phical problems, profitable to begin with Aristotle’s reflections
on the subject. 1In Book III of the Ethics, and proceeding frbm
the critical assumption that voluntariness is to mark the domain
of the responsible, the discussion accordingly begins with the
distinction between involuntary and free action. To the Tformer
category belong acts whiéh are performed either under compulsion
or out of ignorance; voluntary action, on the other hand, is sim-
ply action where these conditions do not obtain. Compuision, in
turn, 1is specified=-initiaily at least--in terms of the location
of an action’sldetermining factors (its efficient causes); thus
involuntary or compelled action is one whose cause resides out-
side the agent (e.g., as when I aﬁ tossed around by wind), while
a voluntary act is marked by the fact that its starting points
1ie solely within us.

‘Now Aristotle is surely correct that the delineation of what

the agent contributed to any outcome is critical for assessing
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and attributing responsibility for it. But what at first approxi-
mation seems like an eminently commonsensical way to establish
this contribution soon breaks down under a barrage of counter-
examples, o¢r cases that must be assessed but fall beyond the
scope of the procedure--especially that Aristotle understands the
outside/within distinction primarily in a spatial sense. For
instance, 1if we take our beliefs to piay a causal role in action
then it would be inadmissable that they be purely internally
generated, :§inée it is precisely their appropriate connectedness
to the wof1d,whi§h is criterial for our being declared sane and
hence rg#&%%é%b?e in the first place (Schoeman 1987, 2). Another
set ofIQAESTéms is made salient by neurosis—grounded obsessions
and ;éﬁfé;;ians,' structures of thought and behaviour whose very
rigfdfty inclines us to view them as (determining) “"mechanisms”
bﬁ; which, strictly speaking, 1l1ie solely within us and and so
'éﬁou1d not be considered as fTactors of constraint. Perhaps the
day can be saved by an existentially oriented psychiatrist who
will insist that neurotics are not just passive victims but aiso
more or less active contributors to their own suffering. But even
conceding- this point we cleariy must allow, as our legal doc-
trines do, for instances of some internal incapacitations that
place the agent in question beyond any claims of accountability.
Just as there are movements originating within our bodies that
are not “up to us” (e.g., spasms) there should be no presumption

against this holding to at least some degree in the psychological
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realm as well (Frankfurt 1976).

Not surprisingly, then, the tracing of the causal chain to
its origin in the agent as marking voluntariness 1is far from the
whole story 1in Aristotle. For while not privy to the insights of
contemporary psychoanalysis and existential psychologies, he is
sufficiently aware of the many cases where an action cannot be
unambiguously, or at least unproblematically, Jjudged as either
voluntary or invoiuntary, and with this the initially criterial
outside/within distinction fades into the background. What in-
stead comes to prominence are examples focusing on the nature of

the relationsghip that obtains between a particular outcome and
| the agent in question independently of the issue of where the
immediate or efficient cause of the former lie. And the assess-
ment of such relationship as proper or incorrect is afforded by
what social practice suggests to be the.conditions under which
normal  inferences about an individual’s character can be made
(Schoeman 1987, 3). Thus, while it remains my option to either do
something or not do it under the threat of death and 1in that
sense whatever I eventually do is free, overall the action cannot
be éaid to be voluntary and I as accountable for it; though we
may find it commendable when a person manages to resist such a
threat, to unequivocally insist on accountability would just be
unreasonable in view of how drastically the conditions of ordina-
ry 1ife (and hence of a chance for a proper relationship of agent

to act) have in this case been altered.
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what these considerations at once reveal is the inclusion of
a temporal dimension as pertinent to accountability, and this is
something which in turn informs Aristotle’s thinking on how we
can be said to be responsible for what we are (Ethi¢cs, Bk.III,
ch. 5). Though much of the latter, in both negative as well as
positive aspects, is consequent of seemingly intractable habits,
the fggmggign of habits in general is something which in prin-
ciple is, at least in part, amenable to ocur intervention. Again,
social knowledge of causal histories and developmental dynamics
of our dispositions provides the terms on which imputation of
responsibility for what we have become can be made. Thus, to the
~extent that it is commonly known what sorts of actions lead one
to being overweight, and barring special circumstances which
somehow prevent me from having access to this knowledge, I am
surely responsible for being fat, even if I experience my present
appetite as uncontrollable.

This 1is essentially the picture that obtains for Aristotie
when it comes to emotions. In line ;ith his general (metaphysi-
cai) theory of potentiality which accepts the existence of pas-
sive as well as active powers (Kosman 1880, 106), Aristotlie is
quite willing, but at once untroubled, to view emotions as pas-
sions (i.e., as something‘that we undergo or “"suffer”). For while
he contends that our being subject to fear orlénggr is not some-
thiﬁg deliberately and immediately chosen, these\:;;;;;;3_5535ﬁ=<

tialities”"—--in 1line now with the integrationist picture advanced
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in his psychology--are nonetheless features that are interpnal and
not external to our nature; they are human powers to be affected
in certain ways not altogether different from the way perception
and reason can be acted upon by the sensible and and inteliigible
forms of objects in the world (107). And if it can be shown, 1in
turn, that we are responsible for our character as the disposi-
tional source of those experiences, this cons%deration will over-
ride the restrictions on responsibility imposed by 1locking at
emotions principally as if they were discrete, context-free par-—
ticulars unrelated to the rest of ocur being, but which neverthe-
Jess somehow influence us. Clearly, and critically, for Aristotle
choice is a concept that at best only marginally governs indivi-
dual actions divorced from the framework of goals and habits
(114); it is the latter—--—and precisely because it is a product of
sustained effort and practice--to which the notions of chdice and
responsibility are more properly applicable. On this pictﬁre, to
the extent that certain voluntary practices end up disposing us
to feel in particular ways, there is nothing incongruent in sug-
gesting that the emergent emotions themselves were chosen.
Nétwithstanding this progressively "existentialist” direc-
tion of Aristotlie’s thought, it remains that the bulk of his con-
siderations pertain to what might be called retrospective respon-
sibility--one that accrues to the agent in virtue of his or her
voluntary engagements in past activi£ies known at the time to be

formative for certain subsequent outcomes. Within this (predomi-~
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nant) sense we can of course accommodate numerous instances 1in
which experiencing an emotion is under our control far more im-
mediately than striving to develop a long term disposition for
jt, though the "product” of such efforts will be typically episo-
dic and not self-sustaining. I have in mind here the "working” of
oursé]ves into anger, "psyﬁhing“ ourselves up, "controlling” our
enthusiasm, etc.--willful processes wherein we end up with what
experientially are felt as genuine, objectively grounded smotions
(even ff the primary focus was on their strict?y expreggive
aspects). Then ﬁoo, there are the numerous ways of controlling
ehotions by acting on their Known physiological and psychological
causes, e.9., getting more sleep, drinking less coffee, avoiding
heights, avoiding meeting someone whom we know to irritate us,
etc. And if certain assessments within an emotion {(and hence its
existence) are predicated upon an easily acertainable empirical
belief (e.g., did Ricky break the bicycle or not?) then we are
most certainly at fault for having and/or susta%ning that emotion
where the belief is false. Nothing prevented us from getting the
facts straight.

still, this sense of responsibility, one premised mainly on
controlling antecedents inevitably runs up against limits. Cer-—
tainly it shows the falsehood of blanket statements to the effect
that we npever have any control of any emotion (Sankowski 1877,
834), while also providing us with a strong sense of their cgon-

-

tingency (i.e., it is not inevitable that we currently experience
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just this emotion, or of that quality, as opposed to another). It
is also enormously helpful in overcoming the pernicious tendency
to atomize our experience by looking at mental 1ife in 1isolated
time slices; such neutralization of our historicity blocks out
any sense of self-directedness and choice for anything less than
immediate intentions to act. Stitl, even‘granting that the scope
of self-intervertion goes far beyond what we generally assume, we
just cannot be aware of all the pertinent causalities many of
which may contair strong (perhaps even determining) dispositions
the formation of which extends considerabiy into our past, is in
1afge measure embedded in (extra-individual) socialization pro-
cesses, and so éould hardly have been chosen in the requisite
sense.3 On the retrospective view we should not be held respon-
sible Tor the ensuing emotions; there seems no way to insert an
element of activity "into” them.

| But perhaps this is to concede too easily the validity and
force of the traditional active-passive distinction in our lives.
After all, if an action issuing from a stropg emotion has had
significant Vconsequences for others ghould it be claimed that
no one 1is .responsible for it just because it is hard to specify
the intentional input in the emotion’s formation? One thing is
clear; it would certainly not be a very'fgbﬁst notion of respon-
sibility that allowed for a toc easy detachment of intentions

framing an act from the acting agent.

Published originally in 1939, The Emotions: OQutline of a
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Theory is a work the size of which belies its importance for the-
orizing about emotions. In it Sartre radically departs from the
traditional model of emotions as foreign intruders of rationali-
ty. The break-is essentially accomplished through the incorpora-
tion of Husserlian phenomenology within the broader existential-
ist frameworks of Kierkegaard and Heidegger.

The adoption of the phenomenclogical method (and its first-
person or “"internalist” stancdpoint) as appropriate for studying
emotions follows directly from - their ontological relocation.
Against the "peripheric” accounts of emotion as proferred by the
psychologies then 1in vogue (e.g. James’s view of emotion as a
proprioceptive state that epihenomenally manifests itself in
consciousness) Sartre insists that emotions are intentional acts
(in Husserl’s sense), that is, structures of consciousness. This
being sent “"back to consciousness” (Sartre 1948, 40), he remarks,
is a conclusion that flows naturally when one surveys the fai-
lures of the successive theories that putatively improve on the
Jamesian positior. In particular, once we admit a certain “"trans-
formation of form™ of objects (i.e., their being imbued with new
and different qualities) in emotion as the 1latter’s cardinal
phenomenological feature, consciousness is necessarily presup-
posed because it "alone, by its synthetic activity, can brake and
reconstitute forms ceaselessiy” (40). Moreover, the strong link
with the subjective factors involved is also neceséary (to ac-

count for emotions) because no amount of specification of evoking
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context will explain why a particular emotional reaction occurred
and not another. 1In Sartre’'s view, then, emotions are nothing
less than specific ways of apprehending the world; they are
gonsciousness-organized modes of huhan existence. But this move
at once proves critical for denying that they are in any way
accidental. For to suggest that emotions are just states that
somehow befall us would be tantamount to claiming that conscious-
ness itself, 1in its signifying processes, is purposeless, and
hence a return to the already discredited epiphenomenalism.

The fundamental emphasis on conscicusness allows for some
initial general observations. On the assumption of the transpa-
rency of consciousness and as against Freud there are for Sartre
no unconscious purposes and conseguently no unconscious emotions
-—-as that would imply an inexplicable disjunction within the mind
making in turn self-awareness impossible (46). Grafting the Hei-
deggerian theme of ﬁhe need to assume responsibility for our-
selves onto a cénception of consciousnes§ as spontaneous activi-
ty, radiéa?/choice and freedom, all emotions become by definition
voluntary self-identifications and worlid-interpretations; they do
‘not just befall us, we choose them. Even if they are typically
unreflectfve {i.e., not products of de1ibération)'their context
is one of action.

This 1is as' radical a solution as one may imagine to the
challenges posed for accountability for emotions by their alleged

passivity. Indeed there is a temptation to dismiss Sartre for
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just arbitrarily doing away with the standard conceptual distinc-
tion between “actions™ and “passions”--onz whose force and perva-
siveness, it stands to reason, must after all point to real phe-
nomena informing it. But Sartre does not deny the distinction.
Rather, his point 1is that the ¢riteria that have been used %o
mark it are themselves misguided and in need of conceptual relo—
‘cation; thus actions and passions do not differ because the for-
mer are chosenrwhi1e the latter are not, but because they are
different tLypes of choice itself (Bernstein 1871, 296). And
choicé of c¢ourse serves as the unifying principle and defining
phenomenon because it captures the independence (and hence free-
dom) of the intentional order of cohsciousness (as pno-thingness)
from the causal-deterministic one. Consciousness, choice, free—
dom, intentionality--all of these, as is well known, are inter—
changeable for Sartre; so that viewing emotions as structures of
consciousness simultaneously endows them with all the other pre-
dicates pertinent to consciousness itself.

This causality—-obviating extreme voluntarism has of course
come in for severe criticisms too frequent to need restating
here. We may appreciate that this ontology of consciousness and
emotions is embsdded within a decidedly larger moral concern to
establish human freedom and responsibility in a cateqorial senset
(i.e., as a non-contingent constitutive human feature); but even
granting the understandable existentialist reluctance to give too

definite a content to “human nature” for fear of prejudgfhg our
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(specifically human) powers of self-formation, Sartre’'s expansion
of freedom and responsibility seems just too broad and unquali-
fied, too aprioristic in fact, to be helpful in cordinary everyday
contexts. But this judgement can be fully substantiated on1yl if
we examine a little further the experiential background that
informs Sartre’s view of emotions. For, after all, it is precise-
ly Sartre’s claim that his view is based on real phenomena.
First, when we inguire as to the specific function, the
overriding or basic purpose of emotions-as-choices, <the latter
turns out to be none too edifying. Br%ef]y, the emotions are
what allows us to éope with our impotence in the face of an ob-
durate and difficult world. Finding that we‘cannot effectively
change a given situation in a sense of intervening in the real
factors that jead to our frustration, it'is the direction of con-
sci;usness, our intentions and behaviour that we proceed to al-
ter. The transformation thus effected is purely within our sub-
jectivity; the reai, objective world becomes bearable on account
of our taking a radically different stance towards it. As Sartre
puts it, the essence of an emotion is to “change (our) relations
with the world'iﬁ order that the world may change its qualities”
(Sartre 1948, 61). And so we “"change our mind® and decide that
the desired grapes we cannot reach are tborsour anyway. Of course
we have done nothing to alter them, but this is now irrelevant
since the effectiveness of our activity 1lies elswhere, 1in how

well it has managed to overcome our disappointment and impotence.

F
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Herein lies the meaning of that much misunderstood sense in whiczh
Sartre calls emotions “magical transformations” of the world;
suddenly, we believe the world to be diffz2rent and suitable to
us.

It 1is clear that this account of the aim of emotions is a
variant of a more pervasive theme running in Sartre, namely, that
of Hegel’s “Unhappy Consciousness™ unable to face its own contin-
gency on (and thus alienation from) its objects. For what it
comes‘ down to is that emotions are structures of consciousness
designed to overcome this basic deficit (or at the very least to
obscure its recognition), so that Sartre is forced to assume on
his own premisses that they are a11\forms of bad faith or self-
deception. 7To put it more starkly, the condition of authenticity
is to be withgut emotions.

But this an absurd conclusion, one that generates strong am-.
bivalence about the Sartrean picture. On the one hand there is a
genuing contribution in the insistence that emotions are struc-
tures through and in which we live, acts of, and not episodes in
consciousness. On the other hand the contribution is tainted be-
cause, as Solomon (1981) pdints out, the idea of emotions as
‘compensations for our own impotence returns us to the tfaditional
prejudice that they are inferior, irrational, and degrading modes
of being. The critical point to.note here is that Sartre’s exam-
ples typically highlight those situations in which we want to

withdraw from the world, and for that very reason cannot be taken
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as basis for a universalization about the essence and function
of all emotions. On the contrary, the ubiquity of emotions is
such that they motivate and sustain gll our actions and commit-
ments, sincere and insincere, including precisely Sartre’'s own
project of describing the emotions in the very terms that he
does; this cannot be discounted. Having postulated “a sharp
disjunction between a nonemotional instrumental field of reality
and an emotional noninstrumental (magical) field of unreality”
(Fell 1965, 123), it 1is the latter within which Sartre is by
definition compelled to completely account for emotions. It s
notable, however, that Heidegger—-from whom Sartre directly ap-
propriates both the notion of an instrumental life-world as a
primordial sphere of existence and of emotion as a mode of being-
in-the-world (i.e., an existential strgcture)-—never maintained
such an antithesis, seeing mood, on tﬁe contrary, as pervasive
(Fell 1965, 129). This Cartesian diremption is clearly illegiti-
mate. In the end, if the plausibility of the interesting emotion-
as-choice thesis can only be demonstrated and bought on condition
of putting emotions nowhere but in the world of the imaginary, it
threatens'Sartre’s picture with being irrelevant.

No doubt there are many who would re1ish—-insincerely I
think--just such a prospect. But there has hardly been anyone as
forceful as Sartre 1in caf]ing us to accountability for ourselves,
and for that reason a]oné he deserves our attention--especially

in view of how facile and pervasive is the use of emotions as ex-
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cuses or mitigating factors for inexcusable actions. What we need
then in fact is to maintain the spirit of Sartre’s strong respon-
sibilism, without however being taken in by his theoretical fail-
ures, in particular the failure to show how emotions are activi-
ties 1in a sense other than the Pickwickian one he provides.
Also, Sartre’s insistence that emotions are acts of consciousness
is immensely valuable and correct; 1t does open up——as will be
seen--onto a viable sense of responsibility for emotions even if
Sartre himself misses it.

First, though, a bit of a fresh start. For it may appear
that we have not come very far with either of the two main
pictures so far presented. Yet maybe what is in part misconstrued
is the nature of the task to be accomplished in support of attri-
butions of respohsibi1ity. Must it necessarily hang on the "acti-
vation” of emotions in the sense of showing how we willifully (if
not deliberately) stand at the point of their initiation? This
clearly is what motivates both the retrospective view as well as
Sartre’s position that the conventional distinction between ac-
tions and Qgssions is conceptually mislocated and his consequent
"legislation” that emotions just are actions.

The first counsel is not to endow the distinction, wherever
it is conceptua]iy placed, with as much force as it traditionally
has held; there appear experiential grounds for a less polarized
position over and above éﬁy that have already been advanced

within the two perspectives so far examined. For example, Robert
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Gordon has recently argued that the concession that emotions are
passive in the sense in which this is conventionally accepted and
grammatically underscored does not mean that they are altogether
involuntary, or states with respect to which we are passive
(Gordoh 1986, 372). Making a useful analogy--based on the assum-
ption that the shared passive voice in such locutions as "I am
intoxicated” and "I am embarrassed” may be a hint of a common
"metaphysical” passivity--he suggests that, Jjust as at moderate
dosage Jlevels certain psychoactive substances (e.g., alcchol,
marijuana) will intoxicate a person only if he or she wants or
actively "assents” to be (or believes that they are) intoxicated,
$O0 too, whether one is going to be embarrassed or not may 1in
certainlinstances be a matter of a "decision” to be, or a belief
about actually being, embarrassed (378). While Gordon’s view of
emotion is not the one defended here—-—-he seems to take it princi-
pally as a feeling consequent of certain cognitions--1 believe he
makes a valid point that in normal (i.e., non-extreme) circums=-
tances emotions incorporate a certain degree of reflexivity that
allows for second order judgments—decisions about them, which
judgments—-decisions will in turn be determinant of the gualities
of the experience if not in fact whether one will sustain it 1in
the first place (as in "I’11 be darned if I let this ’get to
me’"). This suggests, at the very least, the falsehood of the
attempts to substantiate emotional passivity’ on grammatical

grounds; “grammatical passivity" appears compatible with our
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having a "wide range of active roles in controiling our states”
{379). The passivity of emotion is not aiways, nor even typical-
1y, like that of being overcome by an iliness but rather, as in
perception4 (where even though things "come at us"” we may have
nonarbitrary reasons to deny the actuality of what is, or will
be, perceived) we may find good reasons to deny "living through”
a particular emotion ostensibiy attributable for the occasion.
From the other siﬁe,‘ that of the analysis of action, we
discover the naivety of thinking.that actions just straightfor-
wardly follow (their causing) intentions, or that they are always
a result of conscious deliberation, a product of a chain of
practical reasoning. It certainly is the essence of actions (and
the condition of their identification) to be animated by an
intention. But as Adam Morton suggests, in countering a "simpli-
stic view of responsibility and a Cartesian picture of the wiil,"”
there is no simple congruence between the content of intentions
and the nature of the achieved result, not even for some “natu-

ral” class of "basic"” actions {Morton 1980, 131). Typically, our
paradigm examples of voluntary intentional actions, and the ones
which in contrast give the greatest force to the alleged passivi-
ty of emotions, restr{ct themselves to simple planned physical

movements consequent of some desire: "I want some fresh air; I

walk over and open the window; I was free to decide and do other-

.wise," etc. But most of our actions are temporaliy extended, in-

corporating spontaneous adjustments and reactions to the environ-
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ment and assimilations of information (as in a conversation),
where the unfolding "subcomponents™ reflect much less the initia-
ting plans and where indeed--in an “"obvious inversion” of what we
take to be the right or standard causal order--the point of the
action Tfrequently reveals itself "after the fact” of performing
it (132). For any analysis of action then we should--as indeed it
seems we must, save for the mest superficial cases-—-distinguish
between (deliberate) prigor intentions and (spontaneous) Jjnten-
tions-in-action (Searle 1984, 65),5 and aiso admit that %t is the
latter that significantly structure actions. But this admission
at once opens up on the numerous possibilities of ambiguity and
ambivailence, 1i.e., of the ways in which our actions are conse-
quences of mixed and conflicting reasons and motives. In Annette
Baier’s (1984, ch. ?) felicitous description, there are plenty of
shadows that can fall between reasons, intentions, and actions.
wWhich is to say that there is much in the content of actions that
is not within our-explicit purview and (at least immediately) up
to us, and hence is, as per convention, “passive.” The mind
being, against Descartes, an intrinsically plural thing and not
merely self-present thought, the infrastructure of actions will
contain elements that are simply too deep and/or too general for
dire;t 'intervent'ion.6 While not clearly intentional-deliberate,
surely such elements cannot on the cother hand be pigeonholed as

nonintentional slips, or actions from ignorance. But where else,

on the standard view, should we put them? As in most other either
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/or disjunctions this one too fails to address the complexities
of experience and suggests an absurd conclusion that, it would
logically follow, puts in question our notion of voluntary and
autonomous action altogether. |

The point of these elaborations on the "impurity” of actions
and passions 1is not to deny the distinction between the former
and the latter but to finegrain it, to make us realize that it
generally drawé its force from simplistic and polarized thinking
that takes extremes to be the staﬁdard cases, and consequently to
reject the overriding role it plays in settling our attributions
of responsibility for emotions.

But the diétinction can be suspect on still other grounds
and from a somewhat different vantage point. For, precisely to
the extent that it is used to settle the issue of responsibility,
it begs the question of whether it is rational to frame that is-
sue in just this way. On the face of things the enterprise seems
noble=-=-the principal motivation behind arguing that we somehow
choose our emotions being to obviate the deleterious irresponsi-
bilism of invoking them as states that interfere with agency. The
strength of the impulse to disown inexcusable actions cannot be
underestimated and we ought to-resist it by any possible means.
Still, and notwithstanding the vaiidity of its inspiration, this
effort must be importantly qualified. For it is a critical assum-
ption of some of our most important human attitudes, 1in particu-

lar those that sustain our sense of community, that we are pre-
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cisely vulnerable emotionally in ways we cannot fully control
(Sabini and Silver 1987). We could not experience sympathy and
moral caring, for example, were the pain and sense of loss of
grieving persons their willfully chosen states. To think so would
be a height of intellectualistic self-deception that, 1in denying
our conditions of fragility and contingency, actually falsified
human reality itself. And we may also value a measure of passivi-
Tty 1in emotions for the guarantees it offers in respect of our
sincerity--deception being far easier'with words than with face,
tone 6f voice, or hands (Baier 1987).

How then can we frame the issue of responsibility for emo-
tions, doing justice to the diversity of considerations pertinent
to it? Where to draw the strategic lines given the fact that much
of our emotional 1ife is under our control, but some (and‘to the
good) is not? How do we factor in the important notion of retros-
pective responsibility but accept that, unable to completely
eradicate escapism, it does not do the whole job? Wwhat about
Sartre’s critical insistence on unconditional responsibility,
however distorted and onesided his own view of emotions? What of
the fact that we routinely credit or discredit persons for their
emotions without any prior consideration whether these were a
matter of will and choic:e?7

In the attempt to cut accross these questions without 2
priori excluding any of them, I believe some inroads can be made

by drawing on Charles Taylor’s (1976) delineation of responsibi-
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1ity which is bound up with our conception of a person or self.
Taylor’s first move is to adopt a notion introduced by Harry
Frankfurt (1971), namely, that what distinguishes dé from other
animals is a “capacity for reflective self-evaluation . . . mani-
fest 1in the formation of second-order desires” (Taylor 1976,
281). On this view a person is not just a subject of desires,
choices, or even deliberation. Rather, the peculiarly human capa-
city for second-order desires implies that, as persons, we want
‘certain first-order desires to be the ones that motivate our
actions. In short, a person is a subject capabie of posing the
question: Am I the the kind of being I ought to be, or really
want to be? The question has a familiar Heideggerian ring to it.
Humans are just those beings whose existence inescapably entails
an evaluative questioning about what sort of being they are going
to realize. And to the extent that we can shape ourselves on this
evaluation, this.becoming is "up to us,” a responsibility in our
hands.

Because the content and mode of the evaluative process is
left somewhat underdetermined in Frankfurt’s formuiation, Taylor
makes a further and very helpful distinction between two senses
in which one could be said to be evaluating one’s desires. On the
one hand we can examine the'1atter (and the actions ihey moti-
vate) simply on the basis of convenience or how to make the
different desires compatible or compossible. The important point

about this sort of evaluation is that desires and actidns are
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viewed both as members of the same order and contingently, that
is, 1in relation to an assumed value extrinsic to them, e.g., the
maximization of satisfaction, avoidance of pain, etc. This vision
of evaluation as primarily a calculative process is the essence
of Utilitarianism and can be seen, in turn, as part of the broa-
der instrumentalism pervading mcdern thought. Taylor ﬁroposes to
call it "weak" evaluation. The essence of “strong” evaluation, on
the other hand, 1is to apply to our desires and actions qualita-
tive distinctions of worth--to see them as virtuous or vicious,
noble or base, profound or superficial--whereby these distin-
ctions are judged to reflect and sustain qualitatively different
modes of l1ife, e.g., fragmented or integrated, alienated or free,
saintly or merely human (282). On this view the self is not just
a bearer of preferences to which 1t strategically relates, but is
actually constituted by such judgements.

What strong evaluation in turn presupposes, and what is mis-
sing from its weak version, 1is the deployment of a language ca-
pab1e of contrastive characterization. To thus reflect upon our
desires 1is not just to step back from the immediacy of the pre-
sent situation in order to calcuiate consequences or assess which
one “feels” better; it means, rather, to articulate and bring
into focus something which is initially diffuse and 1imprecise,
and yet of great significance teo us insofar as‘it informs the
kind of 1ife we lead. Thus, another way to get at the contrast

between weak and strong evaluation is to see that the objects of
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strong evaluation are never fully independent, that as conseguent
to strong evaluation théy are indeed constituted by this process
in a way that the objects of weak evaluation never are.

Just here, it seems to me, is a valuable point of entry for
a notion of responsibility for emotions. To articulate a desire
or an emotion is to alter it, thereby also altering our stance
towards it.a what a given emotion means to us is %n large measure
contingent on how we interpret it through our articulations, how
we frame it in the language of contrastive evaluation. But the
important point to be made here about strong evaluation is that
its articulations can be more or less adegquate, more or Jless
"true tc life,” providing us with greater clarity about ourselves
or leading to self-delusion. And this applies both quantitatively
and qualitatively. On the one hand our sense of what is truly
important, or worthy, or more integrated appears to always escape
full and satisfactory articulation, its topic seemingly inexhaus-—
tible; on the other hand the topic is our very core, so that
there is much room for distortion, bilindness, and insensitivity.
This means that we cannot absolutize our articulations, that in-
deed they all must be held as in principle revisable or under an
injunction to always 1look again to see whether we have them
right. In shor;, the very nature of_strong evaluation presupposes
that there is aiways a continuous re-evaluation (296).

This then is the sense on behalf of which I believe it is

reasonable to propose that we are responsible for our emotions:
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not 1in the sense that we choose them--in some cases we do, but
there are too many counterexamples to absolutize this position--
but rather in the sense that, as agents capable of strong evalua-
tion, we are radically responsible for assessing the.adequacy of
their formulations, the standards that guide this assessment, as
well as the standards that guide these standards, and so on. Even
it they are usually experienced as something that spontaneously
“comes upon us,” we are responsible for our emotions because the
capacity to entertain them in their depth provides us with alter-
native stances through which they can be 1ived. Here the emphasis
on choice, especially of the ex nihilo Sartrean variety, 1is re-
placed by stressing how much the process of self-interpretation
and self-understanding is also a §gl£}1§;gn§ligsmg;ixg process.
Choosing, 1in this context, 4is not thereby denied, only dis-
p'laced.9 The choice pertains in fact not to the emotion per se,
but to the degree to which each of us wishes to reflect on it and
ground it in descriptions, whose appropriateness is premised on
.the fact that the reflection is motivated by progressively less
superficial aspects of personhood. And it is this fundamentai
capacity to inform and thereby shape our emotions by those deeper
aspects of oursejyes on which capacity as a basis, 1in turn, any
viabie categorfé? notion of responsibility for emotions can be
maintained. (We are responsible because emotions are the sorts of
things vis a vis, and “"on behalf” of which, one can--via reflec-

tion and articulation-~respond with normg that bear on them.
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which 1is another way of saying that we are responsible for emo-
tions precisely because they are significantly constituted by
those features that make us interlocutors or respondents, hence
answerable, in the first place. Whatever choices we may effect
are based on this fundamental fact.)

There 1is much that recommends itself in this position
which Susan Wolf has dubbed the “deep-self" view. In particular,
it gives us a hand1e on many instances of diminished capacities
for accountability. For such cases as bréinwashing, kleptomania,
or posthypnotic suggestion responsibility is not demanded Jjust
because the victim; are alienated from their motivations and ac-
tions. The drastic suppression of the connection between their
will and their second—ordef (deep-self) desires rightly makes of
these instances paradigms of psycholiogical determinism; the en-
suing states or actionslare not governed by anything deeper 1in
the agent {(Wolf 1987, 50).

But as promising, valuable, and reascnable as the Frankfurt-
Taylor approach appears to be, it cannot do the whole job, run-
ning up against two significant objections. First, if the prin-
ciple of responsibility for any emotion, desire, or act is estab-
lished by virtue of theirhoccurring under the 1influence of a
supervening, higher order aspect of personality, the question
naturally arises as to what makes us responsible fér the latter.
Admittedly the second-order desires stand to be informed by

‘third-order ones, these by fourth-order desires, and so on. Yet
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even granting a vast extension of the psychological 1limits to
which this process can be carried out, we shall inevitably have
to ask what governs the deepest self, and, on pain of courting
infinite regress, 1logically answer that this self must ultimate-
1y be governed by something outside of it {52). But then, without
further qualification, it appears that in an important respect
both the compulsive and the normal person are on equal footing;
both possess basic features of themselves unnaccountable for by
Tooking for anything deeper in the agents themselves (Schoeman
1887, 11).

A second important criticism of the "deep-self” view is that
it discounts the possibility of deviant, yet se1f—directed deve-
lopment. Wolf constructs a hypothetical but plausible scenarid in
which, because of upbringing, education, and acceptance of a
- loved (but evil and sadistic) parent as a role model, an indivi-
dual willifully choqses to be the sort of person his or her parent
is. He or she acts according to own desires (i.e., without coer-
cion), and moreover those desires are precisely the desires the
person wants to have; they express the deep-self, the self the
person most wishes to be. But the evil nature of the actions
performed by such an individual make the c¢laim that they are
Tfully responsible agents counterintuitive. We are rather more
inclined to think that they just were not in position to develop
otherwise and that ideed, however coherent and rational from

their own (i.e., internal) point of view their picture of the"
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world appears, from a broader (external) perspective we must
judge them as insane. Accordingly, for Wolf, it is the condition
of responsibility that agents in their core aspects be sane, that
is, that they "recognize and appreciate the worid for what it is”
{(Wolf 1987, 58).

Now I think that the first of the above objections gets some
of its force from neglecting the human capacity for decision as a
reguirement of our integration. That is, if I am to avoid beco-
ming paralyzed by the endless inquiry into the foundations of my
core aspects, at one peoint I must neccessarily assert that they
are mine and that I am their ground, even if this assertion is
surrounded by a halo of openendedness and provisionalism. (Deci-
sion in this sense is not optional for a self; it seems in fact,
as the Existentialists have taught us, a necessary condition for
the constitution of self-identity.) As for the second objection,
the reflective "se]f—fofmationist" could argue against it that
humans ‘are in principle ordered to truth and development rather
than to falsity and inveolution. In John McGraw’s formulation,
"unless the self of and by itself caﬁ decide between what is true
self and false self, another self 5; referee would have to be
invoked to decide between the true and false selves” (McGraw
1986, 228). But this would require ancther self to judge the

truth or falsehocod of the referee and so on infinite1y.j°

Nevertheless, such potential counterarguments—-the second in

particular--to Woif’s objections are not, it seems to me, deci-
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sive; they would miss the point of her insistence on sanity as a
condition of responsibility for what one is and does. For, al-
though she herself does not treat it as such, I take the force of
that insistence as a general demand that any non-vacuous view of
responsibility for character must be concretely embedded in a
psychological theory of motivatiqn and a deveiopmenta1-normative
view of human natur‘e.11

To be sure deep reflection is a process that usually gets
the self on a more truthful course, and for those of its states
that are more obstinate in yielding their grounding reasons we
can enlist the aid of a fellow-person. We certainly ought to
demand of ourseives and others to be responsible for our charac-
ters because we ordinarily gan be, and because much good can §ome
of setting higher standards for ourselves even if they at times
appear abstract. At the same time, for the injunction of respon-
sibility for self to be neither dogmatic nor highhandedly morali-
stic, it is incumbent on us first to understand the real social
and psychological conditions that make such responsibility for us
an experiential reality. Any genuine selif-understanding, that is,
one that ensues in the person’s taking greater responsibjlity for
her acts and states, cannot have merely intellectual presupposi-
tions.

In a way this is where all the difficult work begins in con-
sidering responsibility for emotions. Because even if we insist

that such responsibility is moral-—-the capacity for strong evalu-
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ation being a shared and defining feature of all whom we call
persons--it must be imputed differentially; that all possess the
relevant capacity does not entail that all share equaliy in 1it.
Thus we normally believe that the ability of children to refilect,
assess, and act on their emotions is lesser than that of ad-
u1ts.12 Beyond such obvious distinctions, however, we need *to
finegrain ourrattributions regarding that critical presupposition
of responsibility, namely, autonomy. The basic fact seems to be
that thé sense of possibility of alternative courses of action is
built tinto the simplest of.everyday actions; the sense that 1 am
making something happen incorporates in it the sense that I could
be doing something else-(Sear1e 1984, 95). But there is a world
of experiential difference between this sort of (trivial) “actor"”
autonomy as freedom of exercise which can be predicated of any
beingl with consciousness, and the autonomy true of the higher
stages of human deveiopment wherein one identifies one’s whole
being with a reflectively elaborated ethical vision of 1ife. 1In
the latter case autonomy does not reveal itself in an instan-
taneous flash of the will but paradoxically as a sort of personal
destiny--as ih the medieval notion of eminent neccessity expres-
~sive of the confluence of what must be with what is and what
ought to be (McGraw 1986, 228); Likewise, when Sartre declares
that—:each of us is condemned to choose and be free,. he 1is far
closer to describing the rather rare, hiéh1y integrated indivi-

dual whose ethical commitment to assume unconditiconally all of
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his acts as his own is precisely what allows the claim to reso-
nate within that individual’s experience and not be a mere abs-
traction. And it is of such "driven" persons (and not of a con-
sciousness as emptiness) of whom it is descriptively most accu-
rate to say that they have chosen, and are responsible for, their
emotions. Such individuals seem to have the most "access"” to
their emotions because it is a reflectively held, hence acces-
sible, moral ideal that provides the reasons for all personal
states. Experientially, they possess the greatest certitude about
their emotions as authentically their very own because they have
taken much effort and care in informing them with more than Just
a superficial understanding of c¢circumstances and context as well
as insight into the entire fabric of their desires, plans, hopes,
etc.

As for the social conditions of responsibility for emotions,
because much on the picture I have sketched depends on whether
and how we are using our reflective powers, a critical factor
will be the value assigned to reflection in a given culture.
Perhaps against our intuitions, “metacognitive” activity (i.e.,
self-monitoring and self-correction) is, as Jerome Bruner tells
us, an unevenly distributed and culturally variable gkiil. From
its rudimentary beginnings currently estimated at about eighteen
months of 1ife, “"how much and in what form it develops will
depend upon the demands of the culture in which one 1ives~-repre-

-~

sented by particular others and by some notion of the ’genera-
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lized other® one forms™ (Bruner 1986, 67). Our liberty to change
our minds is not, again counterintuitively, a strictly private
matter; it depends on, and cannot be divorced from, membership in
a community which trains us in the conventions of criticism,
affirmation, and second-thinking (Baier 1985, ch. 4).

Relatedly, and minimally, the prevailing ideology of emo-
tions must be such as to consider them as worthwhile objects of
reflection; mere sensations or self-enclosed, non-intentional
“feels" will not (and justifiably) draw extended attention. But
we must aiso remember that, as an assumption of self-forming, the
personal autonomy that we take so much for granted is a “viola-
table social gift, the product of what others are willing to res-
pect and protect us from . . . the product of the rights and pri-
vileges we are granted by others in numerous ’territories of the
self’" (Schweder and LeVine 1984, 194). There is, as Peter Berger
(1985) argues, a "social map of freedom™ because individual
autonomy, as we conceive it,'is very ﬁuch a social and historical
construction with an institutional matrix, and collectivism being
much more the "common human pattern.” To furnish here but one ex-
ample: within cultures eépousing "moralities of conation” (e.g.,
Muslims) the notion of freedom as deciding for oneself what s
desirable or proper, or the correct way to be, 1is quite foreign
The right path in life is already determined by Deity in advance
and -freedom relates strictly to the personal power of being able

or not to follow that path (Harré 1984, 243).
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In a similar vein, we will less readily ask persons to res-
pond for their not having certain other-oriented emotions (e.g.,
collective guilt) 1if they live in highly dindividualistic and
atomized cultures. Members of the latter simply lack the requi-
site experiential grounds for such emotions. We may also find it
increasingly difficult to impute responsibility for the self
in genera1 in a society (1ike ours) that has progressively sup-
pressed the use of character terms in favour of c¢linical-scienti-
fic descriptions. (The issue here is more complex than can be
stated just in terms of science’s al]egedly imperial encroachment
on the l1ife-world. For part of what science does is that it deep-
ens our sensa of dependence and contingency, which sense in turn
grounds our interset to put some restrictions on personal respon—
sibility. Lest we become'too zealous and hardnosed about respon-
sibility for oneself, it is useful to remember that any harshly
uncompromising view will restrict our own scope of action as
) well. In certain contexts some diminishing of the degree of
responsibility for what is done, felt, desired, etc., functions
precisely to secure that scope [Dworkin 1987].) And finally, when
we have gathered all the cognitive and motivational factors in
our environments we think are pertinent to assessments of respon-
sibility for character we must remind ourselves that in human
development there are no algorithms. As Ferdinand Schoeman (1987,
6) reminds us, some who succeed in changing themselves have, in

terms of the factors we think promote success, less going for
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them than others who fail.

Perhaps 1 have strayed too far from the standard and core
preoccupation of sifting out whether emotions are actions or
shether we are their victims. But these broad considerations, I
want to insist in light of that obviously restrictive focus, are
legitimate and inevitable items on the agenda of any viable dis-
cussion of responsibility for emotions. If nothing else, I hope
tc have at least succeeded in conveying some of the complexities
of this issue. In any event, our insight intc it should be fur-
thered in the examination of yet another (and related) topic that
must be addressed, it séems to me, in any sustained reflection on
emotions. That topic is self-deception and it is the subject of

the coming and penultimate chapter of this essay.
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Chapter Seven

EMOTIONS AND SELF-DECEPTION

while the overall thrust of this essay is to argue against the
all too facile acceptance of emotions as states that intrin-
sically subvert the stability and coherence furnished by. the
intellect, it is nevertheless vital to admit the large grain of
truth contained in thé received view: whenever our motivations
are confused, our vision clouded, or the ends we seek undermined,
the emotions are all too frequeﬁtTy and pervasively 1implicated.
Indeed, as Nietzsche (1956) and Scheler (1972) have argued in
their writings on ressentiment, emotions can contribﬁte to the
subversion of an entire (value) worldview with the Tfalsification
extending beyond individuals to a whole culture or subculture. To
address and explore the issue of self-deception--understood here
generically as a failure to be honest in and about one’s emotions
--becomes thus an important regquirement of any systematic treat-
ment of emotions. This reguirement should concern us all the more
so 1in view of last chapter’s emphasis on reflection and articu-~
lation as the principal means of attaining responsibility for
them. For to the extent that self-deception is precisely <the

antithesis which blocks self-understanding, it at once puts in
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Jeopardy the claims that were made 1n defense of such responsibi-
lity. Aditionaliy, it challenges the "purity of commitment™ (Mar-
tin 1986, 1) to the values of reason, truth, and truthfulness
whose exaltation and institutionalizing is arguably the defTining
characteristic of modern scientific cultures; who among us does
not wish te think of himself or herself as impartial, sincere,
and honest? In context, it follows that self-deception, at least
implicitly, incorporates a significant moral dimension.

"There 1is nothing easier for me to know than my own ming”
Descartes tells us in the second of his Meditations, a claim that
in its ambiguity neatly captures the two cardinal features that
have defined the philosophical and psychological tradition he in-
itiates: the certitude of primacy of knowing that each one of us
is a thinking being and has a mind on the one hand, the incorri-
gibility of the knowledge of the gontent of that mind on the
other. Of course the two things need not be related, and we can
point to Descartes himself that the foundational "clear and dis-
tinct ideas”™ are not the initial givens of consciousness but ra-
ther something which he arrives at only with considerable effort
and an ascetic preocedure. But elsewhere, 1in The siong of the
Soul, he is quite clear about the basis for maintaining incorri-
gibility with respect to the various gggi;g;g; the latter turns
strictly on the ihmediacy with which they are experienced. Accor-
dingly, and addressing himself explicitly to emotions, Descartes

suggests that they are "so close and so entirely within our soul”
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that we cannot possibly experience them in any other manner than
that which reveals their true nature (Descartes 1911, 343).

The enormously influential Cartesian tradition has of course
not geone uncontested. Prior to this century we have Nietzsche who
(following Schopenhauer) extends perhaps the most vigorous chal-
lenge to the accepted status of consciousness as primary, arguing
in effect that the latter is nothing but a means of deceit and
dissimulation. But it is not until Freud, whose views receive far
greater hearing because they come under the favoured auspices of
science, that the Cartesian picture of the mind is decisively and
irrevocably altered for us. Drawing an analogy between our aware-
ness of external reality and consciousness of our own experiences
--precisely where Descartes insists on a contrast--Freud suggests
that “"l1ike the physical, the psychical is not necessarily in
reality what it appears to be” (Freud 1957, 176).

Admittedly Freud’s conclusions about the mind were signifi-
cantly infliuenced by his contact with gbnormal psychological
phenomena, which in turn both confirmed and fueled his view of
humans as ‘inherently acquisitive, hence conflicted and dissimula-
ting beings. {That is, we are conflicted because the individuali-
stic gratification sought by instinctual drives has to be con-
strained by the interpersonal as well as intrapsychic requi-
rements pertinent to sociality; it-follows as a corollary that
some of these requirements may be overriding to the point of

necessitating the exclusion from awareness of impulses that con-
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tradict them.) But we need not be committed to this (or any
other) particular picture of human nature to assert that our men-
tal states can be other than what they seem. Rather, and taking
cue from our earlier discussion (ch. 3), this can be stated as a
matter of principle. To recall, on the assumption that there are
no mind-states that are not simultaneously grounded 1in brain-
states, introspection is just as much dependent on and condi-
tioned by the physiological apparatus of our bodies, and hence
potentially as subject to deception, ﬁs is the perception of the
"outer” world. The fﬁrther argument to the effect that expression
is essential to experience provides additional force against
viewing the mind as something perfectly transparent and coinci-
dental with its states; just as my observable behavioural tenden-
cies and further articulation can bé far from adequate (or even
false) with respect to how things really are with me, so too, in
the opposite direction, the “objective” intention embedded in any
explicit expression may bear only an apparent relationship to the
causally efficacious motivation of that expression. Sometimes, as
in an emotion that we have “"worked ourselves” into, the pertinent
intention (i.e., one 11ce;éing the attribution of a genuine
exper%ence) arrives late, induced by and carried as it were on
the back of the pretense. Certainly the standard and typical case
is one of “correspondence” of what one means, what ensues in
action and expression and embodies the intention, and what one

self-reflectively apprehends of both; but clearly the “immediacy
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needed to conceptually link introspection (or privileged access)
and 1incorrigibility with regard to our mental states is JUust not
there. We must moreover take note of the fact that the complexity
of many mental states--emotions signally among them--requires for
their proper differentiation and identification knowing the “cau-
sal histories” of various meanings that have led to these states’
being directed at their (current) object (Rorty 1980, 120-21).
But not only does this acguaintance go well beyond that pﬁrticu-
lar object’s immediate specification. The common or general terms
of understanding employed in it inevitably run up against the
idiosyncratic component--i.e., the differentia] sensitivity thre-
sholds and situational peculiarities--inherent in our learning of
emotions in infancy. (One could say that [mere] specification of
the intentional object of an emotion often offers thus no more
than a clue, and is but a starting point for a “deep” interpreta-
tion, as to what the emotion "really” is. The same point is cap-
tured by Bernard Williams’'s suggestion that there are “few, if
any, highly general connexions between the emotions and moral
language” [Williams 1973, 208), as well as Solomon’s observation
that recognition of an emotion is a matter of providing a “"con-
stitutive hypothesis” that accounts for the specific way 1in which
we find ourselves in the world [Solomon 1876, 410]). Finally, re-
cent experimental research in social and cognitive psychology--
certain variables such as novelty, intensity, and duration of

stimulus as well as expectations of the perceiver appearing cri-
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tical for what is “edited” or selected for consciousness--has un-
earthed a vast new range of self-caused Tailures in both percep-
tion and introspecticon, thereby providing for a much broader con-
ception of self-deceptive strategies (see Wilson 1985).1

It is frequently remarked that self-deception is a paradoxi-
cal notion, and this nothwithstanding wide agreement and centu-
ries-long acknowledgment in literature as t¢ the existence of
some phenomenon taken to be its actual term of reference. The pa-
radox arises because on the standard understanding of “deception”
we assume the existence of (at least) two parties--one deceiving,
the other being deceived; the former in possession of knowledge
the latter dignorant of it—--in order for a éase of deception to
obtain. However, when we take this (interpersonal) model and
apply it intrapersonaily (i.e., think of it as a lie to oneself)
there emerges a host of apparent absurdities. For in order to
sustain the formal conditions of deception we are forced to ciaim
both knowing something and simultaneously being ignorant of it——
this obviously being a logically contradictory condition. More-
.over, as it is implicit in the notion of deception that the mis-
leading in guestion is willful or intentional, there arises the
problem of its psychological feasibility. That is, the act of
persuading oneself intentionally to believe what one at the same
time (allegedly) knows to be false demands the conscious use of
one's apprehension of the truth in the very attempt to make

oneself ignorant or believing falsely; it seems improbable that
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this grasp of the truth would not from the start undermine the
effort to be deceived unless, we are inclined to think, the
person was completely irrational. Such persons, however, we would
socner call mad than self-deceived.

Without delving into the vast literéture that has arisen in
response to tﬁe above—out11ned‘ problematic, it will suffice to
indicate the principal alternative strategies employed in addres-
sing it. One {(radical) possibility, the starting point of which
is strict adherence to the logical meaning of terms, 1is ﬁo deny
that selif-deception in any literal sense exists. Consequently,
for this position the (incoherent) expression "self-deception” is
a misdescription of the actual state of affairs, or, more gene-
rously, at best a metaphor for such phenomena as wishful think-
ing, nonwilliful bias, or deceiving of others (Martin 1985, 17~
18). But while the virtue of this approach lies in the avoidance
of various puzzTés pertaining to psychological unity that literal
self-deception brings on the agenda (i.e., the apparent necessity
to posit such "occult entities” as the unconscious in order to
dispell the paradox of knowing and not knowing, williing and being
victim, etc.), it fails to offer a credible explanation for our
pervasive (yet on its own premises self-deceived) use of, and
hence belief in, “"self-deception” (Szabados 1985, 144-5). More-
over, as Szabados shows, notwithstanding the difficulty of defi-
ning sé1f—deception, there are good grounds for distinguishing it

from other “kin” phenomena and consequently for resisting the

7
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assimilationist tactic. In short, rather than explaining self-
deception, the latter move seems to explain it away.

Freud, as is well known, addressed the paradox of lying to
oneself in quite different terms——-positing the existence of in-
trapsychic “"censoring” mechanisms that keep intolerable, anxiety-
provoking wishes, desires, beliefs, etc. from reaching explicit
consciousness. Thus, while such mental states are on his view
more or less continuously operant and manifested in our verbal
expressioﬁs and behaviour, we deny having them because we have
only an unconscious knowledge of them. (This attribute explains
at once the rigid or determined character of the ensuing actions.
The actions motivated by unconscious states simply do not have
the flexibility of those whose intention is open to scrutiny and
a1terat%on as the action unfolds. In any event it is the bifurca-
tion of consciousness which resolves any ostensible contradic-
tions.)

It did not appear plausible, most famously to Sartre whom
few have matched as to intensity in their criticisms of Freud,
that this is at all a viable solution. For if consciousness ex-
ists precisely (and only) through its transcending function of
having' objects, Freud’s cutting it off from some of them means
cutting it of from itseif; this is contradictory and thus theore-
tically unéustainabie. Were there not in fact an g prieri unity
of intention and of the object intended, self-awareness would be

nothing but a chimera and not (as it is in Descartes) the simul-
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taneous certitude of one’'s existence. More unacceptable still,
Sartre argues. is that in proposing that our failures to admit to
certain emotions, desires, beliefs, etc. are consequent of psy-
chic mechanisms to which we apparently fall victim, Freud licen-
ces the excuse that our deceptions are not of our own doing and
thereby radically undermines responsible human agency. And this
abandoning of oneself to the deterministic forces of causality is
of course but another, indeed worst, form of self-deception (Sar-
tre 1966, pt. 1, ch. 2).

To be sure there is much rhetorical overkill in Sartre‘s ar-
gument against Freud, as for example in his summary characteriza-
tion that Freud substitutes_for self-deception the notion of "a
1ie without a liar” (Sartre 1962, 163). (It seems to me, on the
contrary, that, however obzcured by scientistic motives, Freud's
analysis was precisely an attempt to have the person admit the
delusions as the fusion of lie and the one responsible for it.)

+i11, Sartre brings to our attention what hampers Freud’s think-
ing about our deceiving ourselves, namely, a failure to grasp and
emphasize the deeper sense of self-knowledge as responsibility of
the self Tor the self in terms of choice.2 It is just for this
reasonA that, correspondingly, Freud’'s view of the motivation
behind self-deception discounts the complicity of the agent and
so 1is vastly underdeveloped as concerns the origin and range of

this motivation as well as the content of actual consequent de-

ceptions.
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But Sartre’s own positive thesis is also open to question.
Certainly it heads in the right direction; 1in moving away ¥rom
treating self-deception AS primarily an epistemological challenge
there is significant gain in concretizing the problems posed by
it, and the lucid argument against a mechanistic unconscious eli-
minatesA one extremely appea1ing but morally precarious f(as to
consequences) solution to it. At the same time, Sartre’s volunta-
ristic approach discounts nonculpable ignorance and dubiously as-
sumes for a]} a rather extraordinary degree of psychological per-
spicuity and ménta1 transparency. Wwhatever cognitive.and moral
paradoxes the notion of self-deception préseﬁts are dissolved via
a thoroughgoing and comprehensive knowledge of our intentions;
indeed, in Sartre’s radical reformulation, it must be the premise
of any attempt to hide an aspect of our being that we are somehow
familiar with it (S-rtre 1966, 83). Any;“not knowing” about self
becomes in effect a prereflective pretense which each of us (a

priori) has the quacity to recognize. On this basis Sartre draws
a not very generous conclusion about self-deceivers: they are co-
wards fleeing a painful reality and are to be unqualifiedly con-

demned. This stance, 1in its uncompromising tone, is surely too

extreme.

Before going on to consider yet another approach, one that
in fact brogers between_Freud and Sarﬁre, it will be useful to
insert Aa nuﬁber of clarifying points with a view towafd dispel-

1ing self—d:geption’s paradexical character. First, it should be
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recognized that selif-deception will arise as a difficult episte-
mological challenge most naturally (and especially) for those who
consider all mental acts to be attitudes to propositions. It 1is
they who are in consequence forced to square (the simultaneous
existence of) explicitly held contradictory beliefs--not a small
feat by any means. For reasons given earlier (ch. 2) this picture
of mind 1is to be rejected, being especially inadequate when
dealing with emotions and forcing us additionally to deny the
normality of certain other phenomena that common sense just takes
for granted: for instance ambivaience, or being moved by fictions
wherein the experienced emotions have as their "cognitive core”
imaginative attention rather than belief (McCormick, 1986). Not
only are the objects of our emotions far more complex--the bare
proposition c¢an hardly contain (or even connote) all the psycho-
logical qualities of the "object"--but our minds too are not some
monolithic things incapable of multi-aspectual apprehensions of
reality. On the contrary, it can equally well be argued that ex-
plicit thought and unified mind are, while not an exception, cer-
tainly an accomplishment. While we are, after Descartes, strongly
inclined to think of mind as simple and indivisible, the labili-
ty of emotion in an infanﬁ-—at one moment giggling with joy over
a tickle, at another raging because its movement 1s constrained
by the arms of a holiding parent--suggests that ps;chic plurality
ought to be considered as more reflective of our basic initial

psychological condition (Koch 1887a, 266).
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The second clarification concerns the duality of the sense
in which a state or event can be qualified as having been brought
about willfully or intentionally. The latter terms obviously do
not apply to deterministic processes (e.g., digestion) and acci-
dents (i.e., things which just happen to us, as when we trip over
an unnoticed stone while walking); these sorts of occurrences
also provide the contfast thét gives force to the primary common-
sensical understanding of willful action as something deliberate,
j.e., a consequence of explicit thought and weighing (9’ at least
awareness) of alternatives. The effect of this contrast, which
critically focuses on there being a direct "fit" or relationship
of adequacy between 1nten£ions and behaviour, 1is such as to deny
the attribution "willful” to actions where explicit intentions
are absent. But this restriction is unwarranted. The movement of
my limbs as I take a stroll is certainly willful and motivated
but hardly deliberate in the sense of being animated at every in-
stant by conscious intentions: now to move this leg, now to move
the other, etc.--the aspect of willfulness being supplied by the
overall project (of taking the stroll) within which its specific
subcomponents are embedded. Reminding ourselves now that being
authenﬁica11y in a partiéuiar mental state entails, among other
things, having dispositions to behave or act in specific ways
(whose animating intentions in turn we typically do not, and need
not, consciously entertaiq), a certain gsystematicity of behavigur

is precisely what legitimately licences our thinking that beha-
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viour to be willful and intentional. This holds even when it s
denied as such by the agent himself or herself, or, in more ex-
treme cases, denied outright as beieonging at all to the agent.
Using a metaphor we can say that the motivation “seeps through”
such systematic behaviour or that the latter is a “sfmptom“ of
the former. In any event (and abstracting from psychopathological
cases} the behavioural systematicity in question seems concep-
tually inexplicable in any other way unless-—given how vast a
range unexp]icitIy motivated actions comprise--we are prepared to
accept a drastically reduced sense of personal responsibility. To
sum up then, in place of having just one distinction we must have
two. Determined and accidental personal states are to be contras-
ted with intenticnal-as-deliberate acts on the one hand,'and with
states where the criteria of explicit thought and act execution
do not obtain but which nevertheless deserve the attribution
"willful,”™ on the other. As with the first “epistemological”
point, the recognition of an enlarged sense of willfulness would
go a long way toward eliminating some of the apparently puzzling
aspects of seif-deception.

| The third clarification highlights the perils of making
definitive ontological pronouncements regarding self-deception
solely on the basis of following the logical meaning of the terms
invoived. In effect this is just a too riéid application of the
interpersonal picture of deception to the individual self. There

is no reason to declare a priori that the central cases of self-
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deception are only those that parallel the epistemology of 1in-
terpersonal perception. As Mike Martin suggests in making a very
ingightful comparison with some other seif-referential expres-
sioné such as “self-taught” or “"self-educated,” were this posi-
tion methodologically consistently adhered to, these latter too
would loose their intelligibility by dissolving in a paradox of
simultaneous know1edge.and ignorance (Martin 1986, 20). In think-
ing about self-teaching it is instructive t6 examine teaching of
others 1in that both enéage purposeful acts aiming at- acquiring
new- knowledge and skills; but clearly the interpersonal model
does nét provide an accurate descr{ption of what it literally
means to teach oneself. Tﬁe Tatter remains an autonomous phenome—\
non demanding a more sophiéticated conceptual understanding that
would take into account in particular all the tacit processes in-
volved when we come to know anything by our own efforts. Just
then as this holds for self-teaching, self-deception can be shown
to be analogous to its interpersonal counterpart in some but not
all Qays (20); but this should rot lead to discounting it as an
intelligible notion.

Now this gloss of a comparison between deceiving oneself and
sg?f—teaching is useful in a further mgjor way. Forlit enables us
to abandon the snapshot approach induced by thinking about self-
deception as a problem of simultaneous knowing and ignorance in
favour Af)considering it more as a process, or more existential-

ly, as a personal activity the concern of which is the self.
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In what is widely now acknowledged as a seminal account of
self-deception, Herbert Fingarette (1969) reoriented the discus-
sion in just this way. In essence, he proposed to deemphasize the
"cognition-perception” vocabulary of “"knowledge" and "belief” and
the entrenched modeling of these on analogy to (passive) vision
(34-7), and to redescribe the phenomenon in language of action,
volition, and personal identity--where the latter, 1in line with
Existentialism, refers not to any objective features that distin-
guish individuals from each other but rather to ‘our subjective
sense of whq we are.(our self-image). (That sense, 1in turn, to
the extent that it is a product of what we choose and commit our-
selves to treat as aspects of ourselves, is, critically, of our
own authorship.) Using "engagement™ now as a cover term for the
multitude of modes in which we are implicated in the world (i.e.,
actions, beliefs, émotions, purposes, desires, perceptions,
etc.), this alternative p%cture sees self-deception as a person’s
refusal to avow as part of his or her identity engagements that
person nevertheless pursues. Typicalily the refusal takes the form
of not being willing to focus on and articulate explicitly, and
hence to become fully conscious of, whap one is engaged in—-Fin-
garette’s views on consciousnes, articulation and experience are
inded very much in line with the expressivist picture of mind ar-
gued for earlier 1in this essay——-because such "spelling out” risks
the painful awarene;; of that engagement as being 1nc§nsistent

with or even contradictory to the avowed cluster of values which
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constitutes our identity. That identity, as we have already seen,
is never a matter of mere “"beliefs” which (as beliefs) we can
hypothetically adopt and then adjust or discard with impunity if
the evidence does not support them. Rather, deceiving ourselves
about aspects of identity concerns nothing less than psycheologi-
cal integrity. We suspend the exercise of some basic skills of
rationality because we lack the courage to endure an even partial
self-disintegration, and because we have littie strength for the
effort to make emotional and attitudinal adjustﬁents which the
honest recognition of undesirable realities would force us to
expend. Above all, we resiéfhthe moral claim made against us and
proven to be valid were some of the tacit knowledge about our-
selves explicated.

It 1is worthwhile to note how this account profitably me-
diates the seemingly intractable opposition between Sartre’s un-
compromising indictment of self-deceivers as gutless cheats and
Freud’s far less judgmentai; medical approach to them as victims
of deterministic mechanisms. On Fingarette’s view Sartre is basi-
cally correct as concerns the initial move inte self-deception;
in 1light 'of a étandard of perfect courage and honesty that a
highly developed iidividual (e.g., Socrates) exhibits in facing
painful realities, the generic motive for the denial, avoidanée,
or distortion of tﬁe evidences afforded by one’s engagements is
always a lack of courage. (Freud also acknowledged this fact with

a more neutral description of "the ego’s . . . incapacity to bear
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anxiety” [Fingarette 1969, 139]). On the other hand, to the ex-
tent that inarticulation and disavowal of certain engagements
diminishes personal agency as a capacity to respend for and act
on them—-principally in neutralizing the power of reflection that
can be exerted on immediate intentions, subsequentily in the
diminished regard for standards of rationality that habitual
failure to reflect properly inevitably fosters--it gives rise to
precisely the elements of combuTsiveness that captured Freud’s
attention. Thus, another way to assess Freud’s contribution to
our understanding of self-deception is to say ihat he was correct
as regards the latter’s conseguences.

With regard to the specific patterns of how we may deceive
ourselves, it should be first mentioned that no comprehensive
enumeration of such patterns appears to be possible. For one, thé
sheer compliexity of our engagements and of motivations behind
them makes for an enormous variety of ways in which we can de-
ceive ourselves and precludes at the same time the elaboration of
some set of necessary and sufficient conditions that would cover
all instances of deception. Even granting a number of acceptable
criteri% for applying the expression “"self-deception” to central
or paradigmatic cases (see Martin 1986, 16-18), no rigid bounda-
ries for such application exist--self deception appearing to be a
true resembling family of phenomena and not any natural kind

identifiable via the traditional isolation of genus and dif-

ference. It may indeed be that, as Jennifer Radden (1884) has
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urged, an adequate understanding of self-deception cannot be at-
tained by means of the generalizing approach favoured by philoso-
phers and must instead be sought through the particularity affor-
ded by literature. Secondly, there is a wide variety of perspec-
tives which can inform sorting out particular patterns of decep-
tion (Martin 1986, 7). Thus Sartre works out of what he considers
as fundamental phenomenclogical distinctions concerning human
consciousness and/as freedom,3 while Freud’s identifications of
patterns of decéiving ourselves are made according to the types
of psychological defenses he came accross in his clinical work.
Ethicists, on the other hand, are likely to consider self-decep-
tion as a perversion of some cgbhjectively ordered moral norms.
Some, for example Scheler (1972) in his studies of ressentiment,
may employ a combination of intrapersonal dynamics along with a
sociological approach to see this perversion in a broaderrhisto—
rical and cultural framework. Al1l of these perspectives lead to
some insight into the phenomenon of self-deception. Moreover, ty-
pically a strategy of deceiving oneself is multifaceted, emplioy-
ing (an overlapping) variety of means and shifts of focus to
attain its objective. No one perspective should thus be taken as
the definitive approach; likewise, none shouid be exciuded.

The abpve strictures notwithstanding, and acknowledging ful-
1y that this is no more than scratching the surface, it 1is still
possible to indicate several prevalent, "garden variety” ways of

being dishonest with ourselves. Here too we owe much to the ini-
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tial psychoanalytical elaboration of the so-called defense mecha-
nisms the awareness of which, even under their technical terms,
has by now become property of common sense intuitions. More re-
cently, and in Tine with Fingarette’'s reorientation of the prob-
lem of self-deception as an issue concerning self-identity, Solo-
mon (1976, ch. 13) has offered an “"existentialist” reinterpreta--
tion of these "mechanisms” that drops Freud's hydraulics while
avoiding at the same time the heavyhandedness of Sartrean res-
ponsibilism. In the latter picture Freudian "repression” becomes
a cover term for our refusals to acknowledge some truth about our
emotions—-—-most often either a truth pertaining to an emotion’s
actual existence (i.e., whether or not in faqt we “"have” a parti-
cular emotion and are acting from.it) or, admitting to presence.
of an emotion, a truth that concerns its actual target (i.e., to
what or whom it is “really” directed at and, relatedly, for what
reasons). Given the constitutive role of the (emotional) object

for the experience itself, most generally we effect these refu-

sals by means of Tocusing our attention away from those Teatures

of the object that are relevant to (would be definitive of) the
emotion in question in favour of being absorbed by something that
will preserve the psychological status guo. This type of spon-
taneous yet willful distraction often reveals itself in shifting
contexts of meaning (e.g., passing to generalities so as to avoid
the troublesome particu1ar; or fixating on the particu]a} Jjust

when it is its being part of a broader picture that counts). And
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we are all too familiar with the more radical move of complete
forgetfulness contained in sudden proposals to switch the subject
of a conversation ("let’s talk about something else”), or in the
passage to happier thoughts in the privacy of one's own mind. The
overall aim of these maneouvers is clear: to avoid appropriate
inquiries that one senses may uncover information that would be
psychoIogica11y too costly to fully acknowledge. But distraction.
can be effected on the subjective side as well, affecting our
powers of discernment, as when we dismiss within our experience
particular sensitivities which at the extreme we may even attempt
to neutralize through aicohol or other chemical means (So1§mon
1976, 406).

Sometimes, however, distraction wil1.be insufficient as a
strategy of avoiding the truth about an emotion and more will be
required than mere neglect of the reievant facts. Perhaps the
latter are such that they cannot be ignored, are just too ob-
vious, in which case we might resort to the more drastic measure
of denying them by offering a rediscription of what it is that is
actuaT}y encountered (407). Again, such reinterpretation can be
put to use on either the objective or the subjective poles of
experiencing. On the one hand a redescribed object can serve to
convince oneself and others that one cannot be experjencing the
emotion one is suspected of; on the other, what one understands
one’s feelings to be may be used as basis for arguing that the

ostensible object of an emotion cannot be its actual target.
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An  important to note species of emotional deception that
constitutes the more extreme possibilities offered by 1Interpre-
ting objects in a particular light is captured under the notion
of projection. The range of phenomena fitting this rubric is
rather large, this being partly determined by whether the projec-
tive move is a spontaneous response to an immediate threat to our
self-image or part of a more elaborate long-term strategy of com-
pensation for some basic personal defficiency that perheates eve-
ry facet of a person’s 11fe. Here too, c¢linical practice furni-
shes the paradigm instances of this formrof deception--the tech-
nical term "transference” indicating a process werein the patient
imbues the therapist with the qualities of someone significant in
the past of the patient and with whom the latter was emotionally
deeply involved. But projection in the relevant sense discussed
here 1is a phenomenon far too extensive to be classified strictiy
as pathological. As the psychoanalyst Theodor Reik (1949) has
argued, the dynamic of what in our culture paradigmatically pas-
ses for romanitc love (and to which we perhaps more perspicuously
refer sometimes as infatuation) depends precisely on conferring
upon the Toved person qualities which one lacks and which oEigi-
nate in an ideal self that one desperately wishes to be. (Hence
our deep dismay when that person turns out in reality not to
possess these qualities--a dismay that usually turns into anger
at the self for duping itself and, on the grounds of believing to

have been deceived, a corresponding aggression towards that other



who was just before an object of such admiration.}) Nor will we
find so rare that (chronically) defensive person who has a “chip
on her shoulder,” yet is simultanecusiy all tooc eager to provoke
its being knocked down to thus prove that it is really others’
agressivity which justifies responding in kind. These types of
deception, wherein the agent’s way of behaving motivates and is
éontributive of precisely the kinds of responses from others that
confirm his or her (anticipated) appraisal of <the situation,
will, 1in their vicious circularity, be particularly difficult to
overcome.4

Under “"rationalization"” we group yet another intuitively re-
cognized and prevzlent form of deception. Its strategy consists
of persuading ourselves that a suspect emotional engagement or
reaction of ours is actually justified. The original motives that
led to its inception are either left unexamined or just plainly
denied; 1in their stead we offer "after the fact"” evidence that
transforms the engagement into something grounded 4in perfectly
acceptable and legitimate reasons. Thus a dishonest, greed-moti-
vated business transaction becomes justified by my claims to the
effect that it was played by the rules of market competition
everyone acéepts as fair, that others would have commited the
same act were they in my shoes, that indeed it was pure chance
that I was not done in first. At the height of my insincerity I
may even 1insist to have brought about a good, having taught a

valuable 1lesson to the victim whose interests are henceforth
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served by the acquisition of skills more 1ikely to ensure future
success. And is this not--on the premise of the market's “invi-
sible hand” steering competition so as to issue in the greatest
common benefit--indeed a contribution to the good of all?, etc.
Thus I silence my anguished conscience.

Rationalization has a proximate cousin: emotional detach-
ment. Whereas raticnalization neutralizes the troublesome nature
of an emotional engagement by (re)anchoring the latter in gif-
ferent, more noble motives and thereby effecting a closure of any
further investigation, the success of detachment lies in convin-
cing ourselves that the engagement is not that integral to us af-
ter all. Initially this may invo1vé blocking or freezing certain
second-order emotions about the seriousnessness of what it is we
are trying to dismiss, a process whose forced nature may reveal
itself 1in such bodily symptoms as a tensed posture and constric-
ted breathing, or in the nervous quality of humor and laughter
that are designed precisely to make light of the engagement in
question. In time, however, we can get very proficient and suc-
cessful at detachment, admitting to our vices but--often with the
aid of endless qualifications that prevents a definitive pronoun-
cement on the engagement that would force a stand toward it--do-
ing so only on a purely intellectual Jlevel. Here the deception
Ties in fooling ourselves that the capacity for profound insights
into our shortcomings is both a measure of, and a sufficient

condition for proving, our moral self-worth, one that--buttressed

239



by the fact that reflection itself 1s traditicnally for us a
substantive good, an esteem-bestowing virtue-—-simultanecusly
dispenses us from any obligation to concretely change ourselves.
Chances of falling into this trap will be moreover greatly en-
hanced 1if there exist culturalily offered views that discount 1in
principle all guilt and insist that we should not be toc hard on
ourselves; the supporting complicity between a publicly enun-
ciated ideology of this sort and persona1 needs is obvious here.
In these circumstances, however disengaged, reflection will al-
ways serve to exonerate by the mere fact of being pursued; the
more relentlessly, of course, the better. But such intellectuali-
zation will have virtually no “heartfelt"” conseguences worth
speaking of, bringing at once to our attention the fact that the
relationship between an aspiration to self-honesty and seif-
deception 1itself has the potential fot being an ideal target for
self-deception (Martin 1986, 132); This last point i1s further
driven home by opﬁbsite situations, that is, wherein reflection
on a personal shortcoming ig sufficiently engaged to induce
feelings of guilt or regret but is pursued (as by Dostoyevsky's
underground man) out of self-abuse and solely for the “satisfac-
tions” these feelings bring. For our being relentiessiy Eard on
ourselves can be but a mask for wanting to feel éorry foé one-
self, tone victim and martyr, to seek recogn{tion.and valuation
by others through the pity our (intentional) victimhood evokes in

them. (Hence, in the social sphere, we should also be suspicious
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of any indivigdual’'s excessive demands for sincerity, serving as
these frequently do as means of degrading others.)

To pursue just a bit further the socially generated aspect
of deceptions, some mention must be made of the role of those
conventional views which are directly about emotions. For to the
extent that these “"metalevel” attitudes either promote a misun-
derstanding of our emotions, or circumscribe the range of poten-
tial corrective measures, they bear directly on the 1issue of
self-deception. Again, the enormous variations in our second-
order beliefs about emotions and how they actually engage the
contents of our (first-order) experiences will allow for few (if
any) generalizations, and whatever these are caution is required
when advancing them.

Some deceptions arise, as de Sousa (1980) notes, on account
of disregarding that the content of individuals’ "same” emotional
experience (e.g., anger) can vary a great deal owing to their
particuilar temperamgnts and the specific details of their emotion
learning situations 1in infancy. Particularly amplified in our
culture by gender socialization, such variations in effect often
generate misunderstandings between men and women in identifica-
tion of each other’s emotions as well as in expectations of what
can or should be done to resoive an emotiocnal conflict. In fact,
the experientié? dif}erences regarding the "same” emotion may be
such that acting as if they did not exist wiil only lead to fur-

ther conflict and mystification. To take jealousy as an example,
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if a woman understands its elimination in "male” terms (i.e., as
overcoming possessiveness) her very stance of increased indepen-
dence will frequently in turn lead to his possessiveness and
jealousy {(de Sousa 1980, 292). Thus adopting and acting on a
single perspective turns out in reality to be perilous to their
relationship. His belief and perhaps urging (that she is and
dught to act like him) is, as provocative of his own insecuri-
ties, particularly irrational; she, in turn, is bound to be vexed
and disoriented by his apparent double standard. Both are fooled
by expectations of reciprocity-—-brought on byxthe homonomy of
“jealousy"-=in the elimination of the unwanted emotion that means
essentially something different to each (292).5

On a far more general level, and perhaps the most pernicious
of all conventional assumptions about emotions, is a belief in
tﬁeir intrinsic ineducability-—either because they are reduced to
merely (biologically determined) somatic phenomena {i.e., feel-
ings, sensations) or, if seen as learned, because such learning
is assumed to be irrediemably Tixed in early socialization pat-
terns. What this view accomplishes by way of offering blanket ex-
cuses and disempowering us from taking a more responsible and ac-
tive stance towards the persons we are and our emotions is all
too obviocus to be laboured upon here. But it may also function in
ways that go beyond mere excuse concocting, being in fact a co-
conspiratcr in many refusals to gjve up, and even spiral escéia—

tions of, an emotion in spite of evidence against the empirical
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basis on which that emotion 1s putatively based. For while offi-
cially emotions--certainly in their interpretation as subjective
proprioceptive states--do not have the exalted status of ratio-
nal thought that relates to objective states of affairs, most of
us privately sense that they are somehow central both in our
lives as well as in our assessments of the world. Thus many an
angry person takes her feelings as precisely the proof that whom-
ever they are upset with must be guilty--this being typica11y.
reinforced by such spontanecus and seemingly innocuous yet res-
ponsibility-absoiving locutions as “x made me angry” or “x caused
my anger.” And yet; despite the apparent admission of some  sort
of link between emotion and world, when asked to consider whether
their anger 1is warranted by the objective situation the angry
agent may become ever more indigqant—-the demand for reconsidera;
tion being perceived as an implication that this is all in his or
her mind. But this escalation should not surprise us since any
assessment of the emotion in terms of the above mentioned link is
unlikely, crowded out as it is in the agent’s mind by the offi-
cial metaview; as proprioceptive states emotions are by defini-
tion not the sort of things that can be (re)appraised. What sense
is there to talk of warrants if emotipns are Jjust "feelings”?
Here Qe have the "best of possible worids:™ amplifying an emotion
which we 1likely need to sustain meaning in our 1lives, feeling
_certain of the correctness of our judgments about the world, and

keeping both safely immune from criticism and change.
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This--looking at the flip side of the issue--is of course
not to forget that there are plenty of deceptions generated by a
contrary belief, namely, that emotions are completely under
control qf our wills and thus independent of any determining
factors pertinent to psychosexual development in specific social
and historical settings. As many proﬁonents of free-love communes
had found out in the not so distant past, such “ideals"” were
radically mistaken, demanding, as they often did, denials of as-
pects of personality that needed to be expressed and integrated.
Much the same, and with the deception occuring on a far grander
scale, can be said of utopian Marxism’s denial of attachment
emotjons constitutive of human property relations.

Many more examplies of how socially engendered beliefs con-
tribute to our being (sometimes massively) deceived in and about
emotions could of course be brought forth to amplify this theme.
By way of ending however what is already a somewhat sprawling
account, I want to touch on some items in two dimensions of self-
deception so far neglected: the epistemic and the motivational.
Both, too, throw light on why (at least some) seif;deception is
not Jjust a possible but perhaps even likely feature of everyday
1ife.

while "deception” in the compound self-deception may lead us
" to believe that_the latter invo1ve$ some serious breadh of ra-
tipna11ty,A the ubiquity, subtlety, il1u§fveness, and recalci-

trance of the phenomenon suggest otherwise; there is, as de Sousa
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{1980, 138) notes, seldom a sharp mistake in logic of which the
self-deceijver can be accused. Indeed, such must be the nature of
the evidence that is the object of our attempts to reject (or
accept) as relevant for our identities, that it must permit the
possibility of reinterpretation, colouring, adjustment, and mani-
pulation while still allowing us to lead our lives more or Jless
as before (i.e., preservinglthe psychological stagus Quo). Which
is to say that in self-deception we are not likely to disavow or
bend basic rules of thinking (é.g., principle of noncontradic-
tion), nor attempt to deny self-evident, intuitive truths like "I
am human,” or "I have a mind,"” or basiq perceptual judgments that
orient us successfully in the physical world. Denials in the for-
mer category mean derangement, hallucinations or serious per-
ceptual apparatus impairement in cases of the latter--but not
self-deception (Szabados 1985, 161-2). Rather, what self-decep-
tion most often exploits is our reflective awareness that the
overwhelming majority of ggjiefs and descriptions by which we

P

orient our lives (and which are constitutive of our emotions) are

PR -
T

inductive 1in character and that as such they always remain to
some extent underdetermined by the experiential evidence on which
they rest. This.contingent quality of our beliefs, as Sartre so
brilliantly demonstrates 1in his account of self-deception, is
precisely what allows for suspending the standards of critical,
dispassionate inquiry when examining matters of import to us. How

easily, on the assumption that no amount of investigative effort
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will prove a belief zairtight, beyond doubt, do we slip intc adop-
ting it on flimsy evidence--exonerated from demanding too much
and being satisfied when barely persuaded (Sartre 1966, 113).
That same belief, when inconvenient, could very well be rejected
by our setting up a "realism of non-persuasiveness,” that is, by
our insisting that this time it is its underdetermination which
really counts. 1In Sartre’s formulation, "bad faith apprehends
evidence but it is resigned in advance %o not being fulfilled by
[it]” (113). Even when the facts appear to inescapably point to
some cbvious conciusion we can, using this sceptical strategy to
the hilt, refuse to draw it by clutching at the slim (indeed per-
haps no more than merely logical) possibility that this particu-
lar constelation of facts is merely coincidental and so warrants
ne strong judgments concerning it. And from this it is but a very
short distance to considering beliefs as mere projections or
“"pure subjective determination[s] without external correlative”
{(114).

But the point to be reiterated and kept in mind is that
these various orientations toward belief and evidence all retain
their ngggiﬁili&g.e Ih Terry Warner's apt description, self-
deception 1is not a matter of concea1ment(jQ;§Qsense of believing
falsely but rather of aveiding a truth through believing "perver-
sely” (Warner 1986{ 164). That 1is, we believe in a manner which
is contrary to conventional understandings of a "best” way to

establish truth. Our inferences seem still supported by the facts
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but not in the most direct or comprehnsive way; they are not, to
use a familiar expression, 1inferences to the best explanation.
But it is precisely the absence of patent falsehoods, along with
the fact that any reflective effort considered as a form of emo-
tional engagement (and now serving as a datum) is itself open to
the ambiguities of play on belief and evidence, which coconsti-
tute the conditions why our deceptions can remain hidden from us
regardliess of what order reflection is carried out to. Naturally,
the Tfarther awéy we get from the original facts to be avoided
while exploiting the skeptical possibilities inherent in progres-
sive reflection, the more difficult will it be to break out of
our dissimulating tactics.

Now I have touched on these "epistemic” features because,
while they are a point of concern for only some of the various
orientations or traditions of approach to se]f—deception7 I be-
lieve that these features are fundamentally operative in all de-
ceptions about what belongs and what does not as part of our
idéntities. And specifically as concerns the emotions, they me-
rit highlighting on two counts. First, beljefs (in their usual
understanding as stateable propositions), although not identifi-
able with emotions, are nonetheless intrinsic to them; beliefs
constitute and sustain emotions via providing focal crystaliza-
tion for patterns of what we attend to and what is salient for
us. Secondly, it is by means of these “more conventionally cogni-

tive premises” that transitions between emotions are effected (de
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Sousa 19890, 146). In short, if beliefs are, to borrow Solomon's
(1988) metaphor, the “"skeleton” of our emotional lives, il seems
important to know the structural basis for less than perfect
inferential strategies among them as this may be exploited 1in
avoiding the truth about our emotions and ourselves.

But if the fundamental “discrepancy” between our beliefs and
sustaining evidence is what provides the escape hatch when we
sense that certain admissions about ourseives would Jjeopardize
our psychological well-being, it {s equally necessary to remember
that this discrepancy lies at the very heart of certain dimen-
sions of human life critical for sustaining that 1ife as meaning-
ful. For 1in what often tufns out (on the evidence) to be a less
than satisfactory world, it 1is precisely our capacity for going
bevyond that evidence in such emotional engagements as hope, love,
or faith which enables us to endure that world and endow it Wwith
significance. Which is to say at the same time that those inca-
péb1e of self-deception would likely be also incapabie of these
latter modes of existing and of receiving the “goods” provided
through them and that, correspondingly therefere, any thought
that self-deception can be eliminated is naive because that would
entail a price we would almost certainly be unwilling to pay.
Moreover, in recognizing in our lives the legitimacy of at least
some emotions, we undermine any assumptions about all emotions as
stétes that are intrinsically deceptive and therefore as some~

thing to be done away with,s as, for example, the $Stoics be-
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lieved. It 1is undeniably often difficult to attain a measure of
objectivity vis a vis our emotions--this being especially so with
the vital engagements of the sort just mentioned, precisely on
account of their import for us but aisc because to experience an
emotion is essentially to be within a certain dramatic structure
that displaces a publicly avaitlable out'look.9 The import’s magni-
tude also ensures that this is an area where errors will carry
for us potentially devastaigng consequences of deep dismay, dis-
appointment, fragile integrity, loss of meaning. But this is
something that we simply have to resign ourselves to; save for a
complete retoo1ing of ourselves as human beings there appears to
be no way of avoiding the condition that attendant with attaining
~our greatest goods is the potential for the greatest of failures.

Seif-deception is thus here to stay, so to speak, and for
reasons additional to the “"structural™ ones adduced in consider-
ing its epistemic aspects and implications. Notwithstanding the
uncompromising condemnation of all aveoidance of the evidence by
such advocates of authenticity as Kirekegaard and Sartre, in a
harsh world a measure of self-deception 15 often necessary and
perhaps even salutary. Consider for example a person who fails to
admit to herself (and blocks out the awareness of any emotions
bearing on) the fact of her poor health Sust because, failing
alternatives, she must continue working in order to support her
family. As serving vital needs, whatever denials pertinent'to her

state surely cannot be condemned as outright irrational or moral-
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ly impermissible, even if such self-deception is not the highest
state of human integrity, and especially as it is not infrequent
that we ourselves support self-deception in others just toc "avoid
the difficulty in providing more substatntial help that the
truth, offered in the right way, would bring“ {Martin 1986, 124).
There may of course "objectively” be much less at stake--the
truly tragic dimensions of l1ife not being 1implicated--and this
will bear importantly on the conventional moral assessments of
self-deceivers. But for all that we cannot neglect the basic fact
of our subjecﬁive psychological reality, namély, how harrowing it
can be for the se1fﬁto squarely face itself. When used in this
context, as it often is, the common enjoinment to drop one’'s
anxieties because "there is-nothing to be afraid of" is no more
than a pathetic gloss over the measure of personal courage the
demand for self-honesty may actually require.

Aside from the unrealistic prospects of its elimination, the
impulse for any blanket condemnation of self-deception shouild
furthermore be tempered in realizing that denying significant
truths that bear on our identity presupposes a measure of person-
al integrity. Almost always, as Fingarette notes, what is threa-
tened 1is an aspect of integrity "rooted in moral concern; [tlhe
less integrity the less is there motive to enter {into self-
deception” (Fingarette 1969, 140). From this vantage pBint self-
deception is ﬁroper1y understandable only if seen as a mask for

one’'s good faith being jeopardized. In short, it indicates both a
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capacity Tor and appreciation of a higher moral vision in imuch
the same way that overt hypocrisy--being proverbially “"the ho-
mage that vice pays to virtue“-~--points toward moral progress.

To say all this, on the other hand, 1is by no means to con-
done-se1f—deception or to suggest that we should spare efforts to
overcome it. And indeed there is much that each of us individual-
1y can accomplish in that direction. Once again our capacities
for reflection are the key. But owing to how easily they can con-
nive in our being deceived, as the discussion of rationalization
and intellectualization showed, a 1ittle more needs to be said
about just what constitutes authentic of engéged reflection.

For one, it is vital not to confuse reflection with self-
consciousness. Whereas the former provides us with a sense of
perspective on ourselves that is the precondition of any change,
the latter is no more than the self’s quantitative compilation of
information about itself. The excessive pursuit of such compila-
tion--regardless of whether the facts gathered are observed beha-
viours or data of introspective peerings into our stream of
consciousness-~-typically does little except c¢reate a screen for
the self to conceal its true character. Genuine seif-knowledge,
on the other hand, has two:principal features. First, it reguires
that .we Tlook outward to the full intersubjectivé context that
gives meaning to our'acts (Martiq_1986,_136). Secondly, as Socra-
tes and Plato argued through their insistence that our really

knowing a moral truth is tantamount to our expressing it in our
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way of 1life, genuine self-understanding is predicated upon a
commitment to change.ourse1ves when this is deemed neccessary.
Barring such a commitment insight gained from reflection is at
best partial.

Of course this deeper, more substantive sort of reflection
does not come eésiiy. Often what blocks it conceptually and
psychologically is that we fail to distinguish confidence (i.e.,
being sure_of our beliefs) from security (i.e., the ability to
leave even our most cherished beliefs open to revision). The for-
mer dupes us into relaxing the demand for further probing. It
does so, however, not solely by itself but rather in complicity
with what virtually all writers touching on self-deception recog-
nize as self-deception’s underlying generic motive: the need for
self-esteem.

This returns us one more time to the social dimension. For
that the efforts aimed at concealing unpleasant truths about
ourseives are rooted in this fundamental human concern means also
that self-deception, aé an ubiquitous symptom of persconal defen-
siveness and lack of self-acceptance, is in a very real sense a
product of failed jQ;grggbjgg;ivigx.1o In this perspéctive, over-
coming self-deception requires not just personal‘courage and a
modicum of intellectual ability but also moral and cognitive
support from others, and in turn social arrangements conducive
fdr that supporﬁ.‘ We may be sure that as long as self-conscious-

ness (in a neutral sense) and self-identity are principally a
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function of intersubjective relationships, and as long as it re-
mains our (frequently insidious) habit to compare ourselves with
others-~a condition made ever acute by increasing formal equality
concomitant with pervasive social inequities of status, power,
and income--selif-deception will be with us. My intention here is
by no means to argue for some post-capitalist, non-self-aliena-.
ting utopia. I merely wish to reiterate from yet another pers-
pective the truth that self-deception is not‘something intrinsic
to emotions, but an aspect of human predicament more broadly con~
strued.

More of course could be said here. For now, however, I wish
to pass on to a set of issues that self-deception implicitly
brings onto the agenda to the extent that they are precisely what
motivates considering it as more than just a tangential or secon-
dary problem. Our point of departure here is a simple experien-
tial fact: our intuitively beljeving that there is some intrinsic
connection between emotions and the realm of values we live our
1ives by, and that indeed the former are perhaps the mode of
"access” to the latter and hence the constitutive pivot of moral
agency. Our coming to terms with values and being moral agents,
in turn, will obviously be distorted or undermined by self-
deception. In the fTinal chépter of this essay, then, I shall be
looking at the relationship bet;een ethics, values, and emotions

to see exactly just what it is that can potentially be so easily

subverted.
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Chapter Eight

ETHICS, EMOTIONS, AND VALUES

"'Tis not contrary to reason to prefer the destructicn of the
whole world to the scratchipg of my fTinger,” Hume (1888, 416)
tells us, encapsulating in dramatic (if somewhat perverse) fa-
shion his argument thgt it is our emotions that ought' to guide
not just reason but ethical conduct in general. Hume thus harkens
back to the powerfu1 tradition of the ancients who insisted that
our emotions are essential to morality. While Plato (at least in
the psychology developed in the Republic) claimed that the good
life, as expressed 1. the harmony of the .soul, required the
satisfaction of those desires spezific to the latter’s emotional
or spirited part (thumgs), Aristotle saw moral formation as
essentially constituted by the education of our <emotions. But
Hume’s hunches c¢an also be seen as very much confirmed by certain
important contemperary currents in theories of moral psychology
and development. I haye in mind here Carol Gilligan’s (1982)
"~ “care” ethics, ‘a pdﬁé%%i]yfem@jnist chalienge to the notion that
right action is primariiy,' i; not so]e1y,- informed by princi-
ples of will and forﬁa] ratioﬁality. For Gilligan, on the contra-

ry, appropriate response in any given human situation is predi-
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cated on understanding others and being c¢onnected to them 1n ways
that explicitly engage our emotions.

Qur ordinary 1ntuitions tell us there is something right
about any such Hume-like position, at least as cancerns 1Ls8  ge-
neral intent of securing in a positive manner the centrality of
emotions for human conduct--tzken in the generic sense aé activi-
ty guided by norms and values--if not necessarily as regards the
priority over reason that Hume assigns to them. For what we feel
about persons, otjects, and events in our environment is general-
ly 2 reflection of how we assess and value them. and this not
Just in a strictly subjectivistic or (particular) person-relative
sense but, as in Teelings of, e.g., "moral” indignation or appro-
vation, a sense that has its roots in a goncern ‘or the generat
interpersonal welfare, is binding (we think) on us all, and hence
is reflective of the "moral point of view” as standardly con-
strued, i.e., a Qiew f;om a general and steady perspective. Thus,
as cur loves, prides, and admirations concern what we formally
consider as good, what we Tear or are ashamed of g¢isgusted by is
direéted at what is thought of as bad. Conversely, a "value” is
by definiticn something important To our lives, something that
moves us. It i1s this very simpie and basic observation that com-
pels us then to assume an intrinsic connection-bétween emotions
and values; the former, it seems, sustain (and perhaps are no-
thing but) apprehensions of the latter. And aside from any s=ric-

tly epistemic connection between values and emotions, do we not
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typically take the strength of feelings as well as the sincerity
with which they are held and expressed as a natural index that a
value truly engages us? That a norm is adhered to with serious-
ness and commitment and not passing fancy 1is precisely what
allows the stance to be dignified with the term mofai (Williams
1973, 219). The connecticn between expressing an evaluative judg-
ment in a speech-act and'experiencing particular emotions is of
course not a logicail or conceptual one, and so defeasiblie on a
particylar occasion; nevertheless it is sufficiently strong and
generally holding to call it a natural connection—--one exhibiting
a sort of basic experiential datum of ordinary (prephilosophical)
1'ife.1 Then too, grasping the emotional structure of a persoﬁ is
often the indispensitle background for grouniné his or her (appa-
rently) disparate behavioursf%nto some kind of an intelligible
set or unity, without which unity an explicitly moral assessment
of them would seem precliuded (222). Finally, emotions takén as
acts are direct candidates forreva1uations. Shame, for example,
is in some sense an act of admitting responsibility; 1in context,
its presente can be viewed as comﬁendab1e as deplorable can be
its lack.

Still, we are at once reluctant to give unquaiified assent
to the notion that morality is to be grounded in emotions, and
here paradoxically Hume himself bears major, if indirect, respon-
sibility for our hesitations. For what Hume as a good mbdern in-

spired by a nascient natural science looks at is a neutral uni-
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verse shorn of entities grascad through functiconal concepts, that
is, c¢oncepts that dafine objects and organisms in terms of a
purpose or function intrinsic to them and thus make 1mpossible
their apprehension independently of our understanding of what the
paradigm or exemplar, or simply best, instantiation of such
objects or organisms would be. If the ancients and the medievals
considered values as real facts in the world, precisely because
everything either instantiated a movement towards a 1elos (and
hence was good) or away from it (and thus was bad), the strictly
calculative and procedural reason of the moderns that comprehends
no essential natures or any transitions from potentiality to act
{MacIntyre 1984, 54) just has no such howers of value discern-
ment. The former conceptions of health, normalcy, pathology, etc.
involving normative standards that are real and supplied by the
world simply vanish. Here is the background that at once explains
Hume’'s empiricist view of reason as a faculty that makes judge-
ments concerning ho more than matters of fact and conceptual re-
lations, as well as his famous general principle of the strict
separation between the factual and the normative and of fhe ime
possibility of drawing any conclusions of the latter kind on the
basis of facts. As naturally "man" ceased to be a functional
concept as well-—-thereby effecting a cleavage between "man” and
"good man”--Hume found himself in fact unable to fulfill a Ikey
demand imposed by the Enlightenment, namely, to justify (in the

sense of offering reasgng for) morality itself. In what is ob-
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viously a precursor of G.E. Moore’s famous "open question” argu-
ment which exploits the fact that it is certainly not an analytic
truth that certain worldly properties are good, he challenges us
to come up with “"that matter of fact, or real existence, which
[we] call vige"” (1888, 468). He finds instead only the introspec-
tively gained empirical data of our psychology, i.e., our pas-
sions, motives, QoIitions, and. thoughts. There are no other
matte:g of fact in the case except those that lie solely within
us. They are emphatically not in the objective situation itself,
so that any assessment of the latter is completely exiraenous to
it. Thus virtue is more or less just whatever evokes 1in us the
agreeable sentiments of approbation (with vice being the contra-
‘ry). Hume gives more concrete content to this general scheme by
invoking a number of qualities likely to engender approbation in
us. These reflected very much the common sense of his times and
included, among others, discretion, caution, enterprise, prudence
and discernment, as well as (what he took to be) the more univer-
sally recognized positive qualities of patience, sobriety, tempe~
rance, considerateness, and presence of mind.

Hume of course realized the threat of subjectivism and rela-
tivism as attendant on his system, especially if it was (mis)in-
terpreted by emphasizing its quasi-hedonistic aspects. .But adhe-
ring consistently to his profound epistemoiogicai pessimism which
motivafes the commitment to emotions in 'moraT matters 1in the

first place, he beiieves that the objectivity of ethics can be
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secured by appealing to yet another emotion, the emotion of sym-
pathy. Fellow-feeling can perform this important function because
it 1is, Hume thinks, both universally shared and a most general
principle of human nature such that it is capable of countering
reasons Tlowing from our more particular self-centered, fluctua-
ting, and circumstance-governed desires and interests (MacIntyre
1984, 49).

Kant, as is well known, unequivocally rejects this manner of
grounding the objectivity of ethics. In the process of elabora- .
ting what remains to this day the most dominant system of moral
thinking, he a]so successfuly ﬁénages to obscure for us the cri-
tical role of emotions for the guestion of how we ought to live.
Kant apparently shared with Hume the gﬁgumption that morality
muét be a function exclusively eithéF}bgfreason or of the emo-
tions (49). But 1in a move that is the exact reverse of Hume's
estimation of the limits of reason to motivate us and his conse-
guent turning to emotions, it 1is Kant’s very low opinion of the
latter that compels him to seek the grounds of morality in reason
alone. (The scie emotion tha; does make dts way into his scheme-~
respect--is carefu11y' denied any sui generis status. It is only
a product and more precisely an accompanying conscicusness of,
and not the motivation behind, the law’s or rational concept’s
unconditional 1impinging on the rational will {Kant 1987, 26].)

Coming out of the Protestant tradition that puts a premium on

duty, will, and autonomous deliberation, but also considers these
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defining features of selfhood as ever-endangered by (and in con-
flict with) the emotions, Kant must anchor our obligations and
interpersonal dealings in the sturdier medium of reason. Only the
latter can induce action that is consistent, reliable, principled
and not arbitrary, and so capable by virtue of these qualities to
unconditionally trumb motivations from any other source. There
is a1so.another important consideration. As Williams (1873, 228)
points out, Kant’s ambition is a consistent working out of the
essentially Christian idea that moral worth is to be asessed com-
'p1ete1y independentTy of any natural advantages whatsoever and so
must have its locus gutside the empirically conditioned self. But
the emotions are clearly part of the self so conditioned--indeed
that is precise?y what makes them in Kant's judgment disruptive,
weak, capricious, passively experienced (and thus undermining of
personal autonomy) and above all, 1in this context, fortuitiously
distributed; and thus not amenable either to that requisite test
of ethical objectivity: uniVersa1izabi11ty. On pain of scandal
though, that objectivity could not be in jeopardy for Kant, and
it is not. It exists because morality is (potentially) e@erywhere
the same, built 1into those structures of the human mind that
constitute the faculty of pure practical Feason. Actual objecti-
vity that tréﬁscends the gap between individual subjectivities
and universally binding norms can be secured merely through a
proper cultivation of that faculty by each person. Each one of

us, left to our own rational wits, will come up with the same
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morally relevant conclusions, will “legislate” the same ends of
action. We will do so, however, only on condition that the emo-
tions play no part in the process.

For a romantic enthusiast abcut emotions (even a sober one)
it 1is all too easy to be dismissivé of Kant on account of this
extreme position. But we must guard against such a move since
there are important truths to acknowledge here. For one, our
concrete responses to situations are typically a product of both
context-speciftic factors that engage features of individual cha-
racter as well as general princiﬁ]es, and we would surely find
1ife precarious if it was informed solely by how one felt_at the
moment and without any imput of the kind of disengaged and.impar—
tial! perspective that Kantianism emphasizes. An elaboration of
formal principles of conduct is properly dispensed with within
the sphere of intimate relationships, as Aristotle observed in
his discussion of friendship in the Ethigcs. But that sphere makes
up only a minor portion of a 1ife of a typical citizen of highly
rationalized, bureaucratized societies like ours, wherein inter-
personal relationships are necessarily structured to be at arms
length. Moreover, 1in an)increasinQTy interconnected world it is
unavoidabie that ever more of our action at the micro-level has
impact on others whom we shall have no occasion to meet and
develop first~hand ties of identification with but who, on accout
of such impact, surely must be considered in any moral equation.

In this context, formal rules and principles and universally
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prociaimed declarations (e.g., human rights} that make a strong
appeal to “reason” seem indispensible. Here we appreciate the
practical value of Kant's push for a rationally grounded objecti-
vity.

Admitting all this, and as admirable as the motives of
Kant's project may be, we nevertheless rightly remain sceptical
about its viability. Sympathy, at least 1in its role of carrying
out the herculean task assigned to it by Hume, may indeed be a
“philosophical fiction"—--trying to bridge a gap between types of
action-grounding reasons that are logically incommensurable (Mac-
Intyre 1984, 49). (Only by stretching the notion far beyond
recognizable application éould I claim that that is what moved me
toA keep 2 promise or to not tell a 1ie'in circumstances that had
no bearing whatsoever on my self-interest and had no further
negative conseguences.) But the outright rejection of emotions
from morality cuts too deepiy against ocur intuitions. To keep
with the strong sense of the orientation-to-others that explicit-
1y informs the formuTation of Kantian maxims of conduct, 1in the
absence of emotionally grounded personal attachments, a charity
that “"begins at home,"” no respect for humans in general (and
strangers in particular) and likewise no principles codifying
them as ends-in-themselves and hence as beings worthy of respect
would psychologically be possible. These general rules of conduct
'are ultimately developmentally rooted in the mushy (for Kant)

soil of the emotion-infused empirical self; any elementary text-—
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book on psycho- or sociopathology can tell us that. Less dramati-
cally, as Williams (1973) and Stocker (1976) argue, is it not the
case that what matters to us mest in many a situation, what 1in
fact 4is the mark of a proper moral response {(i.e., one that ca-
ters to our true needs as humans), 1s that we are addressed in
the particularity of our individuality and not as members of a
category which attains the status of a candidate for such a
response by virtue of some formal derivation. 0n1y7"1nsanity,“ in
Williams's strong formulation, could make us consistently prefer
the ministrations of the Kantian moral man over the spontaneous
human gesture, the "truth” of which as a moral response lies
precisely 1in the meode of its conveyance and not jn the correct
recognition of (abstract) propositions about the situation in
question. From this angle emotions are, as it were, the essential
mediym of moral interaction.

Emotions, it seems then, must be factored into elaborating a
viable ethics. Strictly from the standpoint of their power to mo-=
tivate specifically moral actions, however, not aill emotions will
be fit candidates for this inclusion. At the same time, the his-
torical and cultural diversity of lists of traits that make up
good character, as well as the radically dissimilar éxpefientia]
contents of terminologically identical traits located in dif-

ferent contexts and cultures, allows for but the most cautious

generalizations. Any__brief comparison between two of the Occi-

[GmamtSe

dent’s best known lists of virtue’s--Aristotle’s and Christ’s—-

.
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guickly drives this point home. For example, the anger which Ari-
stotle found to be (in an appropriate measure) an emminently ra-
tional ard good response, turns up as a serious vice on the Chri-
stian account. While the humility propagated in the latter would
be found pathetic by any $e1f—respecting Athenian who cared
little for its egalitarian inspifation. The Athenian’'s “natural”
pride, iﬁ turn, becomes the de§d1iest of sins within the Chris-
tian ethos. Spanning yet gréatef gaps between forms of 1ife, we
can be sure of Humean sympathy as having had no chancerpf pur-
chase among:Homeric warriors. But even when the ;u]tura1 distan-
ces are apparently not as great as this, important experiqq;iaI
differences need to be noted. The boisterous courage of those Ho-
meric warriors is not the same (and thus cannot function in mora-
1ity in the same way) as the measured incurring of risk to physi-
cal and psychological well-being that is the mean between fool-
ishness and cowardice -that Aristotle has in mind Just a few
hundred years later. Closer to home, Locke-inspired strong feel-
ings about possession of property can be helid by a community con-
sidering itself no less Christian than another which, less threa-
tened by arbitrary power and infused with a more communitarian
spirit, finds :such feelings utteriy repugnhant and not at altl
ennobled by some abstract (individualistic) aspiration to autono-
my. To provide just one more exampile: shame, a virtue 1in timeé
not that long in the past, seems to be passing out of style in

our “therapedtic" culture-—frequently interpreted away as unjus-
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tified guilt, a useless passion and a hangup that stands in the
way of happiness and self-realization.

Cne could go on here but the point, I hope, has been made.
_We must remember, as MacIntyre (1984) insists, that those traits
submitted as virtues are goods or excellences intrinsic to speci-
fic practices and ways of 1ife contextualized by geography and
history. (Which of course is not to say that they are all equally
valid). And the reasonable conclusion here, it seems to me, is
that we can be sure of perhaps only very few, clearly negative,
emotions that are ethically worthless. There is nothing in such
obviously self-absorbing and degrading emotions as envy, resent~
ment, or despair, for example, which could conceivably lead (at
least directly) to another’s good. (Envy in particular, because
it is so destructive of the social fabric, seems to have been
historically universally recognized as an unequivocal evil, as
evidenced by the existence of taboos against it in all known
cultures [see Schoeck 1966].)

Now the above remarks concerned those emotions that are di-
rectly motivational of interpersonal action and this seems ob-
viously correct as a dominant focus insofar as--given especially
the Kantian and traditional Christian (and to some extent even
utilitarian) insistence on duty--for us the first connotations pf
the notion of the moral is that it involves action that bears on
others 1in some type of an "ought” reTétionship to them. But on a

broader conception of the ethical, one that takes its inspiration
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from the Aristotelian notion of thriving or self-realization
{though far less aristocratic than his}), there are good grounds
for 1dincluding a whole range of emotions and interests that are
strictly speaking self-related and, from a deontological perspec-
tive at least, at best tangentially linked to morality. And again
I do not mean to refer here to just those emotions and interests
that are the obviogus psychological preconditions of developing
moral motives such as those mentioned above in the discussion of
presuppositions of (Kantian) fespect for persons. Rather, we muﬁt
attend to the vast range of things thaﬁ can actually const;£ute
persons’ "ground projects” (Williams 1976), that is, basic com-
mitments that are central to character and self-esteem and that
give meaning to people’s lives and pfﬁvide reasons for their
wanting to continue to live, and from which thus everything
starts. Occasionally even sqmething as (from an outside perspec-
tive) trivial as a pursuit of a hobby can fulfill this function,
which cannot therefore be dogmatically restricted only to such
noblest of (other-oriented) desires as, for exampie, that for
universal justice. Typically, it is the "intermediate” goals of
perfecting a skill, being a good professibna1 or a good family
person and the emotions generated with these gogls that do the
job. In her arguments against an over&y abstract conception of
the person in our most influential moral theories Susan Woif

(1982) also makes, somewhat more dramatically, much the same

point. Engaging in a speculation about a contemporarily proferred
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“moral saint,” she paints a picture of a dull and defficient hu-
man being, one whose incessant preoccupation with helping others
necessarily leads to excluding intellectual inguiry, art, or
sport, or other such clearly life-enhancing activities. The moral
saint ends up as a thoroughly unattractive, if not downright
repugnant, figure. While not many are willing perhaps to employ
the extreme tactic of iogically reducing our moral theories to
absurdity, the relevant issue posed has to be faced: we are much
in need of moral ideals that will be worth aspiring to partly
because they reflect real-life possibilities of self-enhancement
and not the self-immolation such as is ultimately pointed to by
any rationalistic rejection of emotions. As intrinsically valu-
able experiences emotions cannot (and at the level of ethical
theory should not) be done away with.

- Of course this admission of the overall need for emotion in
ethics construed more broadly than in the deontological perspec-
tive says nothing yet about the comparative value of various in-
terests and emotionslthemse1ves. Surely not all "ground projects”
are on par. Within the space afforded here, however, I am able
only to gesture in the direction of how this very complex 1issue
is to be pursued. Most obviously, the level of our admittedly
general and abstract observations quickly needs to be supplanted
by a full-blown theory of human nature in conjunction with

detailed empirical studies of whether the various specific inte-

rests and emotions as found in particular contextis promote that
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thecry's view of self-realization. Of course that theory itsel?®
will have normative presuppositions, will not be value-neutral,
and here we run into an apparently huge preblem of (non-circular-
1y) Justifying it and its vision of human thriving without being
able to prescind compietely from the concrete evaluative intui-
tions about life and character that it affords us.2 Perhaps the
least controversial direﬁﬁive——such because it synchrohizes with
the prevailing pldra1ism of notions of human good-;that can be
put' upon that theory is that it should minimally set out the
experientiai conditions for the development of a gohesive sense
of self, since this is a prereguisite for humanity3 (ohe in fact
articulated 1long age in the ancients’ insistence on the harmony
of the soul and freedom from conflict.) This will need the deve-
lopment of desires that are "relevantly consistent”™ and that
aj]ow for deep-seated dispositions to reflect a general unity in
what the person values. A further condition would be that a
person ;zggggnizgg her own unity of character as an individual
self, and this is secured by a personal narrative:that enablies us
to see our lives as unified wholes. The narrative both depends on
and creates the psychological conditions for experiencing the
activities and events of a Tife as natural concomitants of our

charzcters rather than random and disparate intrusions and alien

';ﬁkgqf natures. Finally, cbhesiye selfhood can endure only with

P

;interna1_ requisites to act on the dispositions that make us

cohesive, that is, with "the practical wisdom to figure out Qhat
. . % )

1
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Kings of means sult one's encds anc the self-control! to 2Ct  when
1T 15 practically feasiole” (Conly 1933, 89-90).

Arguably this st1l71 remains tToc general--a delineatien of 2
sense of a suitable background., bput compatible with oo many
Kinds of dispositions, projects, attachments, ampitions. etc. and
hence teo bread to inform adeguately the normative exclusions and
mnclusions of experiences that would lead to good character Aand
moral virtue. So that our empirical studies of the functions of
specific emotions in particular contexts will appear, if not ar-
bitrary, at least unlikely as a source cf any strong generali-
zable concliusicns. ©Or so 1t will seem to those who emghasize the
diversity in ways of 1ife, their contingency, their embeddedness
in and structuring by differing ccn;eptual systems. But this pre-
dicament, I believe, can be avoided. We need not subscribe to the
opposite but untenable supposition that there is some uninterpre-
ted, bedrcck Thuman nature” the knowledge of which would found
and ticense ali evaluative claims. We mgre1y‘have to ackncocwledge
that beyond the cbvious diversities in how 1ife expresses itself
there are basic (family resembling) spheres of needs and cdesires
which deserve being considered as essential for any good human
1ife by virtue of their relatively greater universaiity (see
Nussbaum 1988b; Maslow 1968). We should not concede to relativism
and incommensurabilism too quickly just because particular emo-
tions--anger. or romantic love, for examp!e--are not everywhere

present. Consider the TAtter; it surely is a vital good for us
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cecause, as a form of attachment (ideologically) oriented to the
uniqueness of 1ndividual qualities of character, it 1integrates
ang enhances selves socialized to interpret themselves as consti-
tuted by\these quaTities.4 Of course it is incomprehensible and
not a good in a society of persons—-as-social-roles, wherein
marriages are dictated by an official "destiny” or perhaps econo-
mic necessity. But just as surely its spebificity as a phenomenon
of the modern West should not obscure recognition that it is a
species of a generic desire of humans for affiliation and reflec-
tive of our commonality as social animals. The examples here
could be multiplied, but ﬁhe simple point is that "differences
notwithstanding, we are more human than otherwise . . . [that in-
deed] there are wayc in which every human being is almost exactly
1ike every other human being that has ever lived: in his feelings
of fear and insecurity, of inadequacy and aggression, of lust and
loneliness” (Smith 1988, 285-6). Specifics of upbfinging, histo-
ry, context, genetics, etc. all do count. But is the anxiety.
about death or loss of loved ones that different the world over
as to lie beyond any common experiential horizon? Why should we
not take experiences ciustering around (and promoting or hinde-
ring the resq1utiom of; prob1ems brought forth by..such focal hu-
man concerns ;2 a basis for evaluating dif%eréntia] contributions
of ways of living éhd of spgcifiC'emqt%ons to the overall goal of
integratfon, the honest comins to érips with our céndition in-all

of 1its happy and tragic dimensions?
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I will not pursue further these considerations. Rather, and
for the remainder of the present discussion. I wish to turn to
a broader axiological issue, namely, what I have very briefly
identified at the outset of this chapter as the epistemic connec-
tion between emotions and values. For in a sense it is the assum-
ption of emotions as epistemologically important human capacities
which is really critical for their relevance in ethics. Indeed it
stands as a premise of any differential assessment of emotions of
the kKind discussed above and of appraisal of people in general.
For when we admire a person’s character, 1i.e., their having
specific emotions, this is precisely because they possess certain
capacities to take in reality and orient themselves in a way
vhich we find worthy of attention, and not because they happen to
be good company. Were emotions just somatic agitations or self-
enclosed feels or impressions, assessing character would be an
unintelligible activity and asking which emotions are “better”
would make as mucﬁ sense as trying to figure out whether diges-
tion is superior to blood circulation; attempting an eva]uaﬁivg
comparison here has no point, is irrational, because its terms
are not fit candidates for anything 1ike a process of comparing.
If, on the other hénd, there is something 1ike a learning and
cu1t1vatihg of emotioné—-whether_other-oriented_or more imme-
diately self-interested--with a view to have certain ones consti-
tute our characters, then this imﬁlies a capacity to grasp cer-

tain imports on the basis of which these emotions can be sus-
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tained, modified, abandoned, etc. This would at once aisc license
calling emotions rational 1in at least one dominant sense of
rationality, namely, the sense derivative of something being a
mode of cognition.

Yet however convinced we may be about our ordinary intuitions
that emotions open us up to a world of values, to theoretically
defend this is contemporarily extremely problematic. The fact-
value dichotomylhas by now attained the status of a "culturail in-
stitution™ (Putnam 1981, 127), a received posture strongly immune
to rational reappraisal--the background combination of scientism
and relativism having given rise to some powerful sceptical
queeries. Can we rationa1iy confirm our value judgements? Do
values indeed exist? And even if they do, how reliable can our
emotions be anyway in apprehending them?

Thelcontemporary followers of Hume gave of course a negative
answer to the first question. Following G. E. Moore’'s “open gues-
tion” argument (to the é?fect that value judgements cannot be
. substantiated by facts), but rejecting his intuitionism of some
non-natural property of goodness, the emotivists insisted that
ethics has no cognitive content. Value claims as non-factual, and
so not fit either for truth-functional assessment, simply cannot
be accomoaated within the standard empiricist understanding of
knowiedge. To be sure ;he emot{ons, on the emotiQist picture,
strongly figure in ethics--indeed they constitute it; but ethics

is severely discounted as rationally unjustifiable and as having
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only a pragmatic function of expressing or inducing emotions,
which themselves end up as more or less inert, non-assessible
states. They are certainiy not any mode of cognition. For the
emotivist there is nothing to argue about either with regard to
ethics or the emotions. In de Sousa’s (1987, 304) apt criticism,
emotivism simply fails tc-take both seriousiy: it also runs di-
rectly against our ordinary evaluative practices.

;But emotivism is ﬁot alone in generating scepticism about
the cognitive capacities of emotion. That skepticism is also
strongly supported by a re1atjvism which gets its raison gd'etre
from the fact that the objects we value and feel strongly about
may be complietely out of line with their real worth--the emo-
tions’ cognitivity becoming undermined here simply because they
do not seem to always (or neccessarily) put us in contact with
values in a reliable manner; the assessments we make may be
unwarranted or just plain wrong. This is a point driven home es-
pecially by Nietzsche’s (1956) devastating critique of tradition-
al morality. Focusing 1n'His genealogy on the motives behind cer-
tain value frameworks held as objectively true, he argues that
'these motives are in fact diametrically opposed to the publicly
enunciated reasons that ostensibly ground those frameworks. Rat-
her than being the embédiment of.our most profound‘spiritua1 and
meral insights, the value judgements held out as objectively tr?g
are no more than arbitrary expressions of é;wi11‘to power and

self-assertion--"morality” being erected in particular by the
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weak TC exacl & revenge cver tnose who are psychologically stron-
ger and superior 1n social status.

Now this gets us close in fact to a final sort of rejection
of any cognitivity of emotion, one accomplished simply by denying
that the conventionally assumed term of emotion has any ontologi-
cal status. For in effect, though their ontolcgies may differ,
the Nietzschean construal of morality and values is 1n essence
the same as that of certain empiricists who see all values as
projections onto a neutral worlid. Thus John Mackie denies the ex-
istence of values on the grounds that it would reguire the ad-
mission of "entities or gualities or relations of a very strange
sort, utterly different from anything else in the universe” (Ma-
ckie 1977, 40). The obvious standard of normalcy that licences
here this negation of these “"queer” entities and gqualities is the
one set by the physicalistic ontology of natural science. And
commen sense ethical systems become for Mackie "error theories”
{35) because they (faisely) impute values as properties inheking
in objects themselves, much as we (faIse}y) believe that such
secondary -properties as colour inhere independentily in the wor1dl
and are not relative to our perceptual apparatus. In this picture
there is nothing "out there” with prescriptive force that enjoins
us to do ﬁnythjng.

To .meet such scepticisms head on we must first of all deny
the rational sﬁpportabi1ipy'of the faﬁt-va1ue dichotohy. In this

context, one certainly relevant consideration pertains to the
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manner of presenting each term of the distinction. 1If, as is ty-
picaily done for the purposes of establishing it, “facts” are de-
scribed by means of a physicalistic or bureaucratic jargon while
“"values” are referred to with the most abstract categories of
"good” and “"bad,” the independence of the latter from the former
will be seen as obvious and psychologically all but impossible to
deny, and with anti-realism about values ensuing as a coherént
metaphysical stance. But this (already value-laden) choice of
descriptions neglects the pervasive use in our daily discourses
of what Bernard Williams has called substantive cor “thick™ con-
cepts, that is, concepts which at once both provide reasons for
raction and say something factual in the sense that their applica-
tion 1is from the start “"guided by the world” (Williams 1985,
140). This 1is not to deny that such cohcepts-—"coward," "lie, "
"brutality,” “considerate,” “gratitude,” etc.--can and often do
function 1in strictly causal accounts that seek to explain or
predict behaviour {(e.g., doing something “out of gratitude”). But
this neutral usage ig,secondary to and derivative of their more
original meaning wherein the abstraction and subsequent indepen-
dence of a factual componnent (e.g., that someone lies) and a
normative ocne (e.g., this ocught to be condemned) is very diffi-
cult, if not impossible, to sustain. And we would have no idea to
begin with how to apply these concepts in a diveréity of contexﬁs
“unless we understood the evaluative perspective from which each

one of them draws its point (141). Wwhat this suggests is that the.

275



fact-value distinction is not something that arises at all on the
basis of our vocabulary; rather, it seems more of an imposition
of philosophical reflection on everyday language and as such does
not license‘any firm ontological conclusions about values.

Nor should we so easily concede the validity of empiricist/
scientific realist argumen;ation‘about the queerness of values.
First, as the Gestalt-inspired research has especially well
shown, what we experience in visual percepﬁioh far outstrihs ({and
is sometimes directly contradictory of) the “"raw data"” posited
from & more disengaged, analytical perspective. The objectively
parallel 1lines 1lock crooked; the instrument-measured equal-
length segments are taken’in as uneven; the two concentric cir-
cles superimposed over a straight line plausibly represent a
sombrero-clad bicycle rider, etc. {see Hanson, 1869). In noéé of
the cases such as these can the experiential content be strictly
accounted for by the visual data and independently of our minds’
capacities to actively organize and interprgt what we observe.
But is this sufficient grounds to say that the gualities of e.g.,
oddnass, symmetry, or magnitude that we are “"taking in” 'are
therefore not.rea1,:“not part of the fabric of the world” (Mackie
1977, 15)? If so, then therg are also devastating consequences
here for many of our currently favoured scientific theories. For
. these, as ii has become so common to assert, are ailso radically
underdetermined by the evidence--positing all sorts of st?énge

‘entities the existence of which we are committed to in spite of
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having no powers to discern them. To be sure we do this to en-
hance the coherence and explanatory power of the theories but, as
the history of science makes abundantly clear, the success in
fulfilling these requirements gives no absolute guarantees that
these things really exist.

The empiricist-inspired sceptic about values will no doubt
remain unperturbed. He or she will not deny the involvement of
our pragmatic and speculative intelligence in positing strange
entities but insist rather that the lack of direct evidence for
them indicates merely a limitation of our current apparatus, and
that given the perfectibility of the latter the entities in ques-
tion will turn out as real as anything and completely independent
of any theory about them. For after all, though presently unkno-
wable, we are still talking about nothing else but natural pheno-
mena that are all part of (and cohering with all other known
phenomena of the same Kind in) “"the one world.” And if this
exhausts the sense of what is real, because the only other onto-
logical aiternative is some version of an untenable Platonism of
jdeal entities, then the only viable explanation for the non-
sensible qualities we think we encounter and call values ‘s that
they are our projections and not real. Besides, sémething 1ike
our above éppeal to "thick” concepts is an illegitimate 1loading
of dice in Fayour of positing values; a choice of Jess .agent-
relative notions would pofni to no such things. Or so goes the

argument.
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In formulating a genial of this pcsition a simple thought-
exercise proves most helpful. Considering a range of different
“objects” (e.g., the computer I am writing on, a number, a Trien-
dship, a recent heacdache, someone’s ideas, molases, electrons,
the theory of relativity, etc.) and assigning a numerical value
such that it 1is to reflect each thing’s status as reals shows
easily how value-laden and commitment-infused are our general
notions of objectivity and reality. And proceeding more radicaltly
in this direction we caﬁ éee how value presuppositions show
themselves up even in the (apparently) simplest and most neutral
" of perceptual facts. For example, our taking in of the proverbial
¢at on the mat, as Hilary Putnam {1981) cogently demonstrates,
depends on our powers to employ a variety of categories without
which there would be no such "fact” before us. It is because we
care to distinguish: the animate from the inanimate, artifacts
with purpose from natural objects, spatial relations (as grasped
by the ;ategor} "on"), etec. that the situation is described in
just the terms used and that this description is accepted by
oneself_ and others as adequate and perspicuous or Jjust plain
true. And the critical point here of course is that to a mind
lacking dispositions_ to regard the above-mentioned categories as
relevant the banal assertion of a cat’s presence on a mat would
be completely irratjona1 in the sense of being unintelligible; it
would not be saying anything “about the worid.” In Putnam’s radi-

cal summary, “"a being with no values (i.e., criteria of rele-

278



vance) would have no facts either” (Putnmam 1981, 201).

Surely, if this is true of our encountering such “natural
kinds"” as cats, it holds even more so of more complex objects.
The critical issue here can be stated in several mutually impli-
cating ways, all grounded in the essentially Kantian intuition
that denies that we can know anything of the world beyond what is
structured by our concepts. For instance Putnam (1981, ch. 3),
echoing some vital phenomenological themes, insists that the only
viable realism 1is of an "internalist” variety wherein what is
denied is of course not tne existence of extra-mental reality but
rather the possibility of meaningfully raising ontological ques-
tions--what objects the world consists of--ocutside of any theory
about (or general description of) the wor1d.6 The “one real
world” asserted in opposition to the plurality of our beliefs and
which is to make them true by virtue of their correspondence to
it is simply an objectivist myth, and untenable for the scepti-
cal conclusions Hume so brilliantly demonstrated. Without access
téi God’s perspective objectivity can mean only objectivity-for-
us, that is, an objectivity that is relative to beings with our
particular physioiogicaf and psychological constitution. we can
still maintain the intuitively necessary notion of correspondence
tb facts as a criterion of truth, provided that we not forget
that it is we who (collectively) set up the world of those facts
and the correspondences that are to obtain within it. Our oriéi-

nal prereflective situation, as Hegel (1977) and Heidegger (1962)
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have especially insisted, 1is one wherein experientially there 1is
no mind-world division and no issue of correspondence of the for-
mer to the latter; on the contrary, there is just a simple biden-
Ltity: the world-as-experienced. And far from being the starting
point, the very capacity to entertain objects (in the sense of
mind-independent entities that are ciearly recognized as such)
is, psychologically, very much a developmental accomplishment
(see Keller, 1978).

But once we accept that the only viable notions of reality,
objectivity, tfuth, etc. are thﬁse that are internal to our acti-
vities and capacities as human égents then there are no a priori
grounds to accept the claims of a physicalistic ontology as ex-
clusively valid; the fact that the latter meshes in with the do-
minant and, by some lights, hugely successful worldview is surely
insufficient. Once, that is——and this I believe puts the issue in
the clearest way, given our concerns here--we realize that there
are no objects we know of in gur world without some, however mi-
nimal, psychological gqualifications, then any notion of a massive
or general projecting of such gualities onto a neutral world
(such as would have to be asserted for the pervasive experiencing
of colours and values) is non-sensical to begin with, useful oniy
in pathological contexts, and a consequence of an ontological
anxiety fueled by the straw-man alternative of FTatonism. The
argument for projection and value anti-realism loses its force

because the sense of what is real required to carry it through is
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simply untenable. Of course it would be absurd to claim, on the
other hand, that values could exist independently of beings like
us. They are essentially agent-relative properties constituted by
a specific form of 1ife with particular powers of discernment and
caring--yet no less real for that matter: -we can énly go on  on
what we have and what we have is, foi1ow1ng Locke’s distinction,
only secondary (i.e., agent-relative) properties. From this point
on in our understanding our ontology--if indeed we must concern
curselves with it; it seems perhaps more profitable to forget it
altogether given the sorts of impasse of never ending dialectics
of realism/anti-realism such concerns typically lead to7——has to
be set and justified by our experience.

That experience argues for the reality of values. Just as in
ordinary object-perceptions we sense that these are gaused by the
very object encountered--and this self-referential causa]iﬁf—ap—
pears in fact to be part of the mental content gained in refilec-
ting on those perceptions (see Searle 1983, ch. 2)--so too it is
a phenomenological feature of our value-experiencing that we are
moved by something in itself valuable, rather than that thing ac-
cruing value just because we are reacting to it in this particu-
tar fashion. Put differently, our emotions are not inferential
evidence for a subsequent value‘judgement; we do not conclude
that something is valuablie on the basis of an occurrence of cer-
tain feelings within us. Rather, in directing us to what is valu-

able our emotions point to what we take to be real features of
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the world, part of its fabric as we find it. But values are also
real in the deeper pragmatic sense of being necessary or 1inesca-
pable for beings like us. If there are no extensional equiva-
lents for the meanings-for-us we call values that will figure in
an account that mgkes as good or better sense of our exper'ience8
and how we actually lead ocur lives then values are real: they
cannot be denied as viable explanatory factors. As Taylor in his
most recent book expresses it, "what is real is what [wé] have to
deal with, what won’t go away just because it does not fit with
four] prejudices. . . . what [we)] can’'t help having recourse to
in 1ife is real, or as near to reality as {we] can get a grasp of
at present. [Our] general metaphysical picture of ’'values’ and
their place in 'reality’ ought to be based on what [wel find real
in this way. It couldn’t conceivably be the basis of an gbjection
to 1ts reality” (Taylior 1989, 59).

At the same time, while making use of the notion of agent-
relative properties to argue for value realism, it is critical
not to assimiiate or conflate the various species the notion sub-
sumes. If, in drawing above on the idea of self-referential cau-
sality found in ordinary perception and value experiencing, I in-
advertently gave the impression of such confiation, this must be
immediately corrected. For there is a (phenomenologically discer-
nible) crucial disanalogy between values and other agent-relative
properties such as colours. Whereas the latter are felt as simply

causing the colour-experience the former, over and above elici-
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ting a particular response, are considered also as justifying or

ritin it (McDowell 1985, 118). But this is possible only if
there exist certain intersubjectively shared norms or standards
that bear on the form of life we lead and the practices that take
place within it, and which thus stipulate what is or is not an
appropriate response in relation to specific objects or situa-
tions. In this sense values contain something intrinsically re-
flexive about them for which there is no comparable equivalent in
the case of colours. The latter, reiative only to a well-functio-
ning mode of perception, depend solely on there being certain
sensory experiences the capacity for which is universally distri-
buted among‘ugf' what they do not reguire is the grasping of the

evaTuative-éHyﬁér—the standards by which persons l1ive and define

themse1vqﬁif5f’the cutture they are experiencedrin.

At:&ch%g jﬁncture I believe a number of significant conclu-
sions;léffer themselves and I should l1ike to point these out.
FirsﬁQ we have here grounds for second thoughts about the overall
usefulness of perceptual parailels in accounting for value expe-
rience, especially if they are relied on too heavily. Scheler
(1973), TFor instance, seems to be guiity of the latter move--
insisting that we take in values via emotions in just the way
that we perceive colours énd sounds. The danger here is that in
failing to note the disana1oéy we are a1§o very easily led to

thinking that emotions are some sort of special organs or faculty

that we can train and improve as we can do with perceptual
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skills. This weculd be just plain wrong. For while emctions are
surely critical for value experiencing, it is now clear that the
“organ” of value appr=hension is not some discrete faculty but
rather our whole minds-as-they-are-emotionally-attunecd-to-the-
world. For similar reasons, but this time attending to the object
-pole of experience, we might do better to reject talk of value
properties (which gets some of us scurrying around 1ooking for
mysterious discrete entities as the putative formal objects of
the special faculty of feeling) in favour of simply considering
them as motivating reasgns that animate our experience of the
worid. For some highly engaged individuals, perhaps even for
entire communities {e.g., a zealous religious sect), value appre-
hension and perception are indeed experientially indistingui-
shable; their world is continually charged with emotional tone
and not informed at 211 by any distancing, second-order perspec-
tive. For many of us though, given the empiricist baggage accrued
to our ordinary conception cf perception as well as the extent to
which scientifically oriented, highly rationalized settings per-
vade our lives and neutralize the world, to say that we perceive
values seems strange, perhaps even totally unintelligible. The
proposed reformulation of values in terms of reasons makes the
issue less contentious and at the same time it has the virtue of
expressly keeping with the "internalistic” sense of reality we
had arrived at—--the sense delimited by what is "there to be expe-

rienced” by beings 1ike us. value cognition is simply an emotion-
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grounded recognition of actual and potential reasons to act occa-

sioned by our interaction with the world. There is no verigical

feeling of a value as there is a veridical seeing of something in

front of us. Rather, the cognitivity of emotions is much like the

cognitivity of literature and art. It functions through enlarged
sensibilities and repertoires of meaning and metaphor as well as
enhanced modes of expreséion and self-realization; &ll these open

us up on progressively more nuanced aspects of experience or
"objects” with potential to move us. Needless to say it will make
even less sense here than in case of perception to speak of the
truth of value apprehensions within the na}row parameters of the
standard epistemic notion of truth (i.e., . a matching of tran-

scendent reality). What we need is closer .. . the guasi-pragmatic
Hegelian idea of truth as a property satisfying the intrinsic
standards or point of each activity, form of conscicusness,

desire, etc.; truth in relation to emotions and values can only
mean their potential for fulfilling the aim of human 1ife (what-

ever that may be).

Now Just as we have come to a more sophisticated understan-
ding of'what it means to be aware of values so, correspondingly,
we must modify our thinking about their objectivity. Fer a fur-
ther aspect of the disanalogy between paradigmatic secondary’
qualities 1ike colours and values--one that is really the comple-
ment of the objects’ of emotion meriting particular responses--is

the contentiousness that usually surrounds values, a contentious-
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ness which in turn undermines claims of their objectivity as well
as of cognitivity of emotions. The 1mplicating of standards as an
integral f{eature of an emotion’'s directedness to something valu-
able readily explains this contentiousness. For the standards in
question are essentialiy ingerpretations, hence almost alwavs in
dispute, or at least in principle disputable. And so we can
appreciate toco how skewed motivations can parade under the ban-
ners of what is good and noble whi?g not being recognized for
what they are even by those who have them; this is not a domain
where things stand out on their own as black and white for our
recogrnition. Yet just because a worthless emotion (e.g., resent-
ment) can metivate a value judgement this is no reason for dis-
counting emotions as grounding value judgments in general; patho-
legical cases (of defficiency or excess) can be found for any
emotion, inciuding the most edifying of them (Moore 1987, 191).
We must distinguish between the overall structuring of situations
because of emotional valences on the one hand, and the confusing
or distracting roles which emotions can play on any particular
occasion, on the cther (see Mandelbaum 1955, ch. §).

Once we understand ail this, it seems absurd to cemand of
values the sort of objectivity which is held as paradigmatic and
which science provides, and to discount them because they canndt
attain such objectivity. For the convergence or agreement on what
there 1is that science provides is possible principally ' because

its "facts"” are relative, on the cne hand, to the wuniversally
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shared features of our perceptual apparatus and, on the other
hand, to certain constructions of thought which by virtue of
their abstractnes and analycity are difficult if not impossitie
for human.reason to deny.9 But value discernment demands some-
thing guite the opposite because its objects are relative to fac-
tors of culture and l1ife history. It demands being part of, or at
least empathically understanding, the actual way of life in which
given values are affirmed or negated. To spell this out a bit
more, it involves a mulitidimensional "emotional competence” that
is perhaps best delineated negatively by some obvious chara-
cteristics that can block it: prejudice; lack of experience, edu-
cation, skill; coarseness, insensibility, callousness; holding
false, misleading, one-sided, or scanty beliefs about the objects
of one's emotions: lacking familiarity with the objects of emo-
tions that “comes through acting in social contexts, exercising
skills and performing tasks, laboring, creating and enjcoying
works of art, playing games, physical enjoyments and sufferings,
and so on" {Kerner 1971, 187). Only when we have removed from our
emotions such impediments as above can we claim objectivity in
our valuations.

Are there any “"true” universal values, that is, reasons that
would constitute "a series of possible steps in the development
of human motivation which would jmprove the way we lead our
Tives, whether or not we actually take thém?" (Nagel 1986, 140).

I do not know. What I am quite certain of is that there is nc a
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Zriori answer te the guestion. As in everything else., there 15 neo
standard of truth for values cutside of human 131te -1tse1f. The
"ultimate goodness of fit" (Putnam 1981, 64) of any particular
value with life can only be determined empirically anc within a
continually wunfolding historical perspective that allows {or as-
sessment of gains and losses; the here and now is both the star-
ting point as well as the foundation of this process. In any ev-
ent, the possibility of necessary ('wired in”) universal values
is left entirely open as is the further guestion of whether or

not these are conducive to human thriving.
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NOTes

Chapter One

1. For a more detailed discussion of drives see Heller (1879,
pt. 1, ch. 2).

2. One way to see this shift is as a movement away from the un-
derstanding of rationality that we predominantly accept and re-
ceive from the Latin ratig (to deliberate or recken) and toward
the older Greek-inspired idea of reason as tied to speech and ar-
ticulation in general.

Chapter Two

1. For two very good discussions of Hume's difficulties see Gar-
diner (1963) and Solomon (1879). The most telling point against
Hume's ncn-intentional analysis is that--the relation of emoticn
to object remaining causal and hence contingeng--it allows for
such experiential absurdities as e.g., being proud of something
that bears no relation to oneself, or afraid of something taken
simultaneously as harmless.

2. I am indebted here to Strasser’s (1977, ch.3) account of the
Gestalt school.

3. Even later, in the transition to genetic phenomenoliogy, Hus-
serl's "existentialist turn” is limited. Fearing that the fliux of
consciousness would submerge us, "he never undertakes to consider
the creativity of consciocusness unless led by a ’transcendental
guide,’ the object . . . an egology must make a detour through a
theory of the ¢ogitatum” (Ricoeur 1867, 99-100}.

4. This is what should iie, it seems to me, behind Solomon’s pro-
vocative claim that bodily feelings are not essential to emotion
(Solomon 1876, 158) or “not even components of emotion” (178).
That is , their presence is so pervasive, obvious, and unexcep-
tional that they can be just taken for granted. Instead, Solomon
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vases his argument on the fact that for many “calm”™ passicns
there is apparently little bedily inveolvement. But we cannot ab-
stract from the body completely. I think his argument would be
more successful if he claimed the obverse by showing that even
the most “cerebral” states involve some feelings and so make the
latter inconsequential for analyzing that which allegedly distin-’
guishes emotion. For other criticisms of Solomon on this as well
as a general discussion of the issue see the very good essay by
Koch (1987b).

5. Sartre of course is able to arrive at his view because, even
though emotions are for him reactions to situations in which we
are impotent, those responses are essentially set (as all acts of
consciousness are) in the context of action. He thus takes an im-
portant step toward denying the orthodox view that emotions are
passive phenomena, or at least toward undermining the validity of
the active/passive distinction which has informed so much think~
ing about emotions, and whose users feel somehow compelled to opt
for either of its poles. Put differently, the cognitive aspect of
emotion 1is understood by Sartre as an activity in a sufficiently
strong sense to counterbalance the obvious passivity—--usually
considered emotions’ defining feature--that ensues from the in-
volvement 1in emotion of many autonomous self-affecting responses
over which we have little control. Likewise, even if he does not
develop a full-blown theory of emotions, Paul Ricoeur’s (1965;
1966) views hold interest precisely because he sees emotions as
occupying an intermediate, 1if not indeed ambiguous, ground be-
tween the voluntary and the involuntary.  Like Sartre, Ricoeur is
interested 1in the whole phenomenon and is thus unwilling to
commit himself to either pole; 1in his view emotion arises from
the complementarity of the voluntary and the involuntary, rather
than from their dichotomic relation.

6. From a methodological perspective, this last point seems to me
especially significant in the light of something like Husserl’s
ambition to describe experience (including emotions) by means of
a transcendental reduction, that is, by appealing only to the in-
ternal features of our intentional states while systematically
abstracting from any empirical beliefs we may hold about them or
about the objects to which they are directed. Recently John
Searle (1983) appears to also take this approach but in contrast
to Husserl, and very much in 1ine with Heidegger’s views, he sug-
gests that meaning and intentionality are possible at all only a-
gainst a non-intentional background of shared skills and practi-
ces. The latter are the "enabling conditions” that allow inten-
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Tional  states to have the sense that they co. an¢ 1In fact
Searie’'s description of how they function 1s pretty much in line
with the dispositional picture of consciousness. But this was
precisely the point of contention between Husserl and He1ildegger
who attacked the methodology of transcendentatl reduction en the
basis that the internalist approach to consciousness ang exper-
1ence could not be maintained, if indeed intentionality is condi-~
tional wupon such a background of skills and practices. And the
issue being raised here is that the compatibility of the thesis
of the background and the methodology of transcendental reducticn
turns on whether the skills and practices in gquestion have any
appropriately ‘“mental” (i.e., "internal™) component {McIntyre
1984, n. 12). As long as this issue is not settied in the affir-
mative--Searie himself does not seem to sufficiently appreciate
it-~a serious consideration of consciousness as dispositional
precludes, in my judgement, a strictly transcendental approach to
experience, and a fortiori to emotions. |

7. For an excellent discussion of various strategies and protblems
involved in cognitivist attempts to square "emotion” and “"belief”
see Calthoun (1984).

Chapter Three

1. Which of course is not to suggest that there is a typical id-
entity between our psychological states and our brain-states. In
Tact, the emergent research points 1in the opposite direction; id-
entical mind-states may be realized in geveral different brain-
states. :

2. This alsc means that there are no animal analogues for our
emotions. However anthropomorphically we may be inclined, the si-
milarity of behavioural postures of some animals and ours cannot
mean a similarity of emotions; our possession of language ensures
that, appearances notwithstanding, our experience must be radij-
cally different.

Chapter Four

1. An interesting paraliel suggests itself here with Sartre's
treatment of shame as an instantiation of man’s radically social
nature. Aristotle’s shrewd observations suggest that in “proving”
the existence of others via a phenomenological ontology of affec-
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Tive Lates one neel nct contine oreselt e the examination af
SUCh Ccbvicus cther-acependent cancicdates as shame or love. In Tact

I am preparec to argue that any emouion will do.

2. The wusual counterexamples to this definitien (or pernaps
more accurately to its claim to comprehensiveness) point to  our
aggressive actions towards gblegis which it would be wholly ap-
surd to accuse of malicious intent and transgressions of norms.
B8ut when I curse at or even kick that flat tire--1tT being surely
the immecdiate object or target of my wrath--1 Qo so because I
have personalized it, or because it embodies poor workmansnip on
the part of those who should have produced a hbetter proauct, or
simply because I don't deserve this fate and the world “owes me
better.” In all! these instances my adversary is an “agent.” To be
sure, as Sabini and Silver (1982, ch. 9) note, the Aristotelian
account clearly reflects more the mgg&gﬁgg (1.e., reascn-motiva-
ted) response of a civilized Athenian than the spontanecus and
irrationail outbursts that we typically associate with anger 1in
q;rticu?ar and emotions in general. But then this 1n large part
is what the cefinitiornal battle is all about: what instances of
an "emoticn” will we accept as paradigmatic.

3. The rapidity with which the natural responses of the infant
are taken wup and develcpped (or suppressed simply by virtue of
neglect) within a cultural scheme, as well as the necessity of
this cuitural amplificaticn for the continued existence of the
original response--e.g., a lack of visual reinforcement of the
child’'s 1innate smile will ensue 1in its lecsing the capacity to
smile-~adds further weight te the neotiorn of emoticns as interpre-
tative stances, insofar as the differentiation and development of
all of our experience seems initially conditicnal on the 1Inter-
pretations of gthers. This does not mean that we should reject
data from neurophysiolegy ancd early motor develcpment theory that
delineate principles of perceptual salience anc sensitivice
thresholds relevant for natural responses. But the extent to
which these will be seen as more "explanatcry” than intenticnal
ancd interpretive accounts will hang cn negotiating cr estaplish-
ing precise boundaries of the extent to which eariy cevelopment
can be reasonably considered as individualistic, as coposed to
dyadic or social. A related issue here clearly is that of the
gradiation of intentionality of psychological attitudes. For how
such gradiation itself engenders ambiguities Tor attempts tc ac-
count for genesis of emotions see A. Rorty (1980) esg. pp.111-
114.

4. As may happen when a child encounters an (objectively) harm-
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Tess opject at just the instance of reacting sirongly tc scme-
thing else. e.g., being frightened by a loud noise, thereby
subsequently associating strongly the latter with the former anc
developing a kind of a nameless or belief-free dread, reactivated
each time that sort of object is met again. {Peters, 1874},

5. In any event, seizing on the differences in the systems cf
thought and feeling among different peoples may yet pay off Gtet-
ter dividends in our seif-understanding and have superior expla-
natory value than focusing on the similarities; we have not done
too well with the latter option which wa have espoused mainly on
the (uncritical) belief that it is the only alternative to unras-
trained reiativism. The point of ccurse is not to analogously err
in the opposite direction and stipulate that there there are no
essential commonalities among peoples, but, To reiterate once
more, that an in depth appreciation of what these commonalities
may be can come only through an exhaustive 1ook at the differen-
ces. What is reguired then is a methodology that will selr-con-
sciously pricritize--to adopt the existentionalist Tormulation--
experience and existence over essence, regardiess of which human
sciences {(e.g., anthropology, socioclogy, psychoicgy) inform its
perspective.

6. The details of this position, with a wealth of concrete ex-
amples, are worked out by Johnson and Lakoff (1980). The key lies
in abanuoning the categories as unanalyzable primitives in favecur
of a genetic account of their formation. For “"causation”™ the view
postulates a prototypical and directly emergent experiential ge-
stalt  “"direct manipulation” (itself composed of indefTinitely
analyzable cooccurring properties) which serves as the core that
is subsequently elabcrated by metaphor teo yield the broad catego-
ry (of “causation”) that covers so many special cases in our
experience (ch. 14). For an excellent account of the manner in
which metaphors are “cognitive” see Yoos (1972).

7. Writing about metaphor in diaiegical contexts, Cochen (1380)
seizes on metaphor’s power to create a certain intimacy of under-
standing between participating interiocuters. Something analo-
gously similar seems to me as ocurring in our emotional self-
understanding. Metaphor engages emotion precisely because of its
capacity to adresss what is experientiaily close to the self in
terms with which that self is already familiar. It draws us in by
making us at home, as it were, with the contents of our (initial-
ly vague) experiences of engagement. ‘
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. Tnus I cannot agree with Harré's view that members of cultures
hat refer to or identify theilr emotions via codily organs (e.3.,
ne Chempoy or the Maori)--and for whom thus the social-moral
component of emotions’' causality apparently does not exX1St--Just
do not have emotions (Harré 1984, 126). Not only does this view
assume that such identifications are univocal and net metaphori-
cal (which they may very well be), but also that for having emo-
tions one must be able to distinguish between their phenomenal
anc intentional features, between "feelings” and "meaning.” But,
as I have already suggested on several occasions, this is an il-
legitimate distinction consegquent of an all too thin idea of in-
tentionality, 1i.e., one discounting the constitutive role of be-
haviocural know-how. Besides, ultimately those peoples’ "insides”
may be as public and part of the cosmoliogical order--indeed they
probably are--as ours are individual and private. If anything, 1t
1s we who are the more likely candidates for being emoticnless.

2
-
-
-
[

Chapter Five

1. Henceforth I shall be using "self” and "person” interchangeab-
1y to avoid any “"homuncular” interpretation of the former. This
may appear evasive, shifting a problem that ultimately has to be
faced as TJTong as we recognize some, indeed if only minimal,
distinction between organic and psychological 1ife. From wonder-
ing whether persons are coextensive with selves we come to gues-
tions about the equivalence of person with "human being,” with
the former now threatening to become analogously the new inner
little man. But if person {or self) is urderstond functionally
i.e., as as structured and hierarchical system of (psychological)
capacities, the 1inner little man can take a rest. Whether atl
human beings are persons can then be treated empirically: does
the being 1in guestion possess or not the relevant capacities.
Still, what constitutes personal capacities is a conceptual issue
demanding negotiation among those to be affected by the arrived
at self-understanding. Thus what persons and selves are termi-
nates as an inescapably mgoral question.

2. That nection, however underplayed in the history of ghilosophy
through emphasis on reason, 1is of course not new and with a home
in diverse (and often surprising) quarters. Contemporarily, it
belongs perhaps to Scheler (1973) to have presented its strongest
version. On Scheler’s account persons are “"value essences” whose
identity 1is constituted by the hierarchical structure of their
emotional (i.e., value-oriented) acts, or what he also calls the
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cerson’s ¢rgo amorig, the orcder of love.

2. The contrast itself as well as the possiblie content of these
beliefs is suggested by Stephen Lukes (1985, 285-6).

4. This wurgency for expression-recocgnition can perhaps best and
prototypically be wittnessed in the passion with which children
attempt to stand out and be acknowledged, and this quite often
prior to any elaborately (i.e., propositionally) developed on
their part consciousness of being singls and "alcone.”

5. As in fact anyone who has been labeled an in-valid, which is a
common term designating those with impaired mobility, may be ex-
pected tc feel.

6. Here I believe we alsoc glimpse the reascn why, try hard as he
did to “alienate” the body from the mind by identifying it with
pure extension, Descartes nevertheless held ocut for a more than a
merely accidental relation between the two, as if sensing that
without the body his own refiexivity would furnish indeed nothing
but a "ghost” existence.

7. Thus I could not disagree more with de Sousa’s (1978) claim
{against Sartre and Solomon in particular) that self-esteem can-
not motivate our emotions because it is "too abstract.” what, one
is tempted to ask, could be more concrete?

Chapter Six

1. The issue of justification being particularily poignant in re-
gard to such “retributive” emotions as anger because any ensuing
punishment 1is all too often energized by mixed, and including
the basest of, motives {e.g., resentment, envy, sadism).

2. Typically, we naively assume that being good and having the
"right” emotions is mostly a function of grace or good fFortune
rather than discipline, effort, and o¢ccasionally perhaps even
great sorrow. '

3. Additionally there is a problem of generalizing about capaci-
ties for self-intervention; such capacities, as W. and H. Mischel
suggest (1977), appear to be highly idiosyncratic.

4. The analogy of perceptual and emotional passivity is sugges-
ted in de Sousa (1987, 43).



5. A similar distinction 1is insisted on by Merleau-Ponty who,
following Husserl, differentiates between “intentionality of act”
contained in our judgments and voluntary taking up of a position,
and “"operative intentionality” as that which governs the “"natural

and antepredicative unity of the world” (Merleau-Ponty 1962,
XVIII).

6. An analogous situation exists for "beliefs.” We may volunta-
rily attend to different sorts of (especially new) evidence that
ground them, but once on the "path of discovery" we can hardly
choose to reject what we learn, except for reasons extringsic to
the process of belief formation itself. There is a )egitimate
sense then in which beliefs in their obviousness can be said to
“force” themselves onto us--i.e., barring standing the world on
its head we just cannot think otherwise, this being especially so
Tfor perceptual knowledge (Clarke 1986).

7. One possible response to the issue of "unchosen” negative cha-
racteristics is to treat them as objects of aesthetic-type judge-
ments (see Sabini and Silver 1987). On this picture we avoid the
repugnant person on account of their simply being that way and
independently of how they have become such. This approach allows
for abstaining from such strong measures as punishing someone for
their character, while still providing justification for with-
drawing from them, warning friends against them, and hoping our
children do not turn out l1ike that (174). While attractive in its
apparent disposal of sericus difficulties, my sense is that we
would need a2 far stronger 1ink between the ethical and the aes-
thetic than is currently in vogue, for the approach to stand up.
In other words, we need something more robust than "merely” aes-
thetic judgments to ground acts which, even if they are not puni-
shable, are nonetheless of a very serious nature.

8. This 1is a point essentially tied to intentionality; as with
any other "object,” the choice of the evaluative description of
an emotion will open up on the range of "premises” available to
us on the basis of which we can orient oursealves to it now and in
the TFuture. It also makes us appreciate how immensely correct
Sartre is in the general linking of consciousness to freedom even
if he misses its "mechanism” and so makes the 1ink for the "wrong
reasons. For it is not that consciousness freely chooses wholly
independently of any causal determinants but rather that the
descriptions it provides allow for alternative perspectives and
distance that partially de-actualize the immediacy of the present
moment and the constraints that follow from this immediacy.

296



&. For scme excellent descriptions of this process of self-
transformation as informed by a second-order norm (i.e., an ethi-
cal ideal) as well as the experiential place of "will® and
“choice” within 1it, see “The Idea of Perfection” in Murdoch
(1970).

10. Another way of making the same point is to point out the lo-
gical impossibility of any distincticn between truth and false-
hood were we implanted in falsehood to begin with. Yet another
way is hinted by the colloguialism: “We could be fooled most of
the time but not all of the time.”

11. There will of course be huge differences among the competing
informing perspectives. For example, orthodox Freudians’' “child
as father to the adult” motto will contrast sharpiy with a huma-
nistic-existential vision more optimistic about the capacities of
the self to change.

12. This "intuition” must be tempered, however, by the fact that
the 1idea of childhood as a cognitively and morally rudimentary
stage of human 1ife is a "relatively recent cuitural innovation”
(Harre 1984, 22). It is one of the more unfortunate results of
the darker side of our religious heritage that we regard children
as far less generous and moral than they are actually capabie of
being.

Chapter Seven

1. These alternative "neutral” perspectives on the possibilities
of being mistaken about ourselves do not of course minimize
Freud's contribution. Even if Freud overgeneralizes that being so
mistaken is always motivated (in the strong sense of motivation)
and <ndeed to some extent pathological, or even if he has his
finger on the wrong sort of motivation or treats it in unaccepta-
bly mechanistic terms, his insistence that self-deception is
motivated 1is nevertheless precisely the salient point to be
gathered from him. For it is through this emphasis on motivation
that I believe Freud succeeds at least in establiishing the crite-
rion which allows us to mark off the relevant and 1interesting
instances- of self-deception, regardless of our view of human
nature, and this in itself is an outstanding accomplishment.

2. This also makes ‘intelligible the compiaint of certain existen-
tially oriented psychotherapists (e.g., Rollo May) that psycho-
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analysis is a systematic training in indecision. Without clear
assertion of personal agency and responsibility the active steps
a patient can take to get better get postponed by the endeless
regressive search for the various determinants of one's psycholo-
gy.

3. Hence his most famous examples concentrate on that form of
self-deception enacted in perscnal claims to sincerity on the ba-
sis of a perfect congruence of intentions and behaviour--irrespe-
ctive of any other evaluation one may bring on them=--~claims which
thereby deny humans’ transcendence (i.e., their "not being what
they are”).

4. The case mentioned belongs to the most familiar. There are,
however, far more subtle variants within this type of deception,
not all of which have conflict and accusation as a premise. By
taking advantage of "self-presentational feedback loops” we can
also manipulate in Gofmanesque fashion the interpersonal environ-
ment in such a way that others will see us in just the positive
light we wish to be seen by ourselves (see Gilbert and Cooper,
1985).

5. Examples such as this one make it all the more clearer Just
why grasping emotional deception demands Tooking at many concrete
cases. Differently socialized emotions will, it seems, have their
own specific patterns of generating misunderstandings, in diffe-
rent individuals, groups, epochs, etc. There are also different
metaviews about individual emotions that need to be considered.
Not all emotions are given the same evaluation as regards their
ethical and cognitive dimensions; some (e.g., love) are regarded
as 1intrinsically blind, others as somewhat more perspicuous.
These evaluations engender different potentials for deceiving
ourselves about emotions.

6.This 1is an insight that Kant articulated perhaps most clearly
in delineating the famous antinomies of reason. In considering
something that involved going beyond the certainties offered by
experience (e.g., the nature of the cosmos, the existence of God

or the seif) opposite conclusions regarding it could ratienally
be still asserted.

7. On this see Martin (1986). I have chiefly in mind here the
"authenticity” tradition of Sartre and Kierkegaard; both most
strongly insist on the autonomy of shaping our characters by
refusing to ossify any evidence that may in turn lead to passive
acceptance of conventicnally established roles or of the past as
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wholly definitive of our identity.

8. Another way to state this point is to insist that it is not
emotions as such that are rational or irrational. That evaluation
can be only made with respect to persgons. That is, 1t is people
who, on particular occasions, are rational or irrational in being
frightened, grieving, jealous, etc. (Rorty 1985, 344).

g. Hence also the frequent futility of settling emotional argu-
ments by “the evidence.” For a good (and humorous) example of
such failure see de Sousa (1987, ch. 10).

10. Without identifying self-deception with neurosis, my thinking
here is along the lines of such neo-Freudians as Karen Horney
(1950) who considers neurosis as grounded in a disturbance in our
relation to others.

Chapter Eight

1. What is needed to pin down this connection are some criteria
for authentically holding emotions. I shall just mention two that
seem minimally required. One, related to the emotions motivation-
al aspect, 1is that given recurring opportunitioes for action we
must at least occasionally do what an emotion motivates us to do;
otherwise it turns out to be just a species of self-indulgence
(de Sousa 1987, 320)--"entertaining” the emotion (as in sentimen-
tality) for the satisfactions feeling it brings (e.g., because we
look good in the eyes of another) and not for any reasons groun-—
ded in the objective situation. Another criterion of authenticity
is whether it survives the "test of reflection,” that is, whether
it engages our core as persons and is not a mere passing Tancy.

2. The probiem is merely apparent because ultimately all of our
evaluations are from within a certain perspective; we cannot

leave our skins. So that the theory’s justification lies simply
in the conviction that it is the "best” theory we have so far,
one that 1in a spirit of fallibilism we maintain as subject to
revision by future experience and insight.

3. I am relying here on Sarah Coniy’s (1988) summary of a "broad
conception of flourishing” as espoused by such writers as Wil-
liams and MacIntyre.

4. which is not automatically to say that it is good that we pay
such an inordinate amount of attention to it. Our culture’s
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skewad "ecology” of emetions, whereiln love 1s burdened with being
a solution to all of one’s problems, may perhaps be more sSympto-
matic of deep lacunae in other dimensions of our life.

5. I have adopted this excellent exercise from Solomen (199¢, 82-

3). It is of course, in essence, the same exercise Platoc gives us
in his allegory of the cave.

§. This sort of realism is, I take it, the key ontolegical as-
sumption of Husserl's device of bracketing any beliefs about the
existence or nature of the actual referents of experience--one in
Tact that sustains the viability of a phenomenocliocgist’s procedure
as a method that gives acces tc what is real.

7. Much the same thought i1s expressed by Bruner: “[I]lt is far
more important, for appreciatieong the human condition, to under-
stand the ways human beings construct their worlds than it is to
establish the ontological status ¢f the products of these proces-~
ses” (Bruner 1986, 46).

8. @Given that we can’'t even find such equivalents for colours
this is an unlikely prospect. No physiological or psychological
description of vision can tell us whether we are seeing certain
colours “correctly.” That 1is only ascertained in relation to
what gthers (idealized as the “"standard observer under standard
observing conditicns”) refer to.

9. Once again this position is different from an objectivism that
would 1insist that convergence is a conseguence of the way the
werld 1s acting on us. That may be the best possible explanation
for convergence, but prior to explanation there 1is experience. It
is because of the regularity and similarity of an experience of
“seeing X" in conjunction with no evidence of any agency acting
upcn X that I can assert its icentity over time and existence
independent of my seeing it. Only then comes the conviction that

I am having the same experience because I am seeing the same
thing. .
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