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DESIRE, EMOTION AND THE MIND

1. Summary of research plan

We commonly explain emotions by means of desined, explain desires by means of emotions.
For instance, we say things like “He admires Madanuch, he wants to spend most of his time with he
and “Sam wanted to have this book so badly, heve averjoyed”. On the traditional belief-desire rabd
of the mind, however, it is not clear that thera islear distinction between desire and emotioergithat
the so-called category of thpro-attitudestends to lump together many different phenomend,among
these, desires and emotions. This holds also farynphilosophical and psychological accounts of the
emotions in which desires and emotions are notlglestinguished. If so, how are we to make seoise
these very ordinary types of explanations in wharhthe face of it, one type of mental state iseajgd to
in explaining another type of mental state?

In light of these problems, the present projecs stsielf the task of explaining why and how
emotions and desires should be distinguished, amgbpes an account of how the relation between them
should be conceived. The hypothesised accountspositonly that emotions are distinct from desibes,
also that the emotions, conceived as evaluativeereeqees of one’s environment, explain desires —
causally, ontologically and epistemically — andtttias fact has important consequences for our rgéne
understanding of the mental realm.

| start (82.1 State of research) by introducing thgic and aim of the project (82.1a). | first
summarise the research on desire and emotion icotitext of the goals pursued in the project (82.4bd
subsequently discuss part of the debate in moyahgdogy relevant for the explanation of actiorterms
desire (82.1c). On this basis (82.2. Detailed metealan), | motivate and clarify the aforementidne
overarching hypothesis. Because our emotions ac&drs of values, they play a non-eliminable roleur
psychology: they rationalise our desires (stangazdhceived as triggers of action). Next (§82.2ajinble
out four challenges for the hypothesis that operfays directions for research, i.e. four distinctbs
projects. The first concerns the very possibilifyemotions constituting reason-giving states (2.2hg
second is concerned with the different ways in Whitnotional phenomena can be said to rationalise
desires (with a particular focus on temperamemstiments, personality traits, etc.) (82.2c), thiedtis
concerned with how fruitful the proposed hypothdsidn providing a taxonomy of the pro-attitudes
(82.2d), the fourth is concerned with confrontihg tiypothesis and its framework with work conduated
empirical psychology (82.2d).

The crux of the hypothesis put forward in this pobjis not only that emotions have, as it is
often observed, a crucieggulatoryrole to play in our lives, but that without thene would be blind
to a whole dimension of our environment, i.e. it®leative dimension. This, if true, militates in
favour of reconsidering the fundamental architectirthe mind as including emotions in addition to
beliefs and desires. It is thanks to emotions that desires and our (evaluative) beliefs get to be

intelligible from a rational or normative perspeeti
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2. Resear ch plan

2.1. State of research

a. Topic and AimDesire is a key concept in contemporary philosophynind, one which is
fascinatingly understudied. In the framework ofcetled belief-desire psychologipavidson, 1963), also
sometimes referred to &umeanism(Smith, 1994), in which most contemporary phildspf mind is
couched, there is nothing special about desiresir®és regarded as one type of many mental states
perhaps even just a cover term for all the phenantkat motivate and cause action, sometimes called
conations or pro-attitudes drives, instincts, appetites, needs, impulsegesyr desires, wants, values,
motives, will, volitions, strivings and tryings, fefts, obligations, goals, intentions, choices, islens,
principles, normative beliefs, sentiments, charatgts, temperaments, wishes, yearnings, expeontat
hopes AND emotions generally. Of course, these @iena might be different in some way or other, but
for most philosophical purposes within the beliebte model of the mind, they are the same inasraach
they serve to propel us to action. The preseneptag motivated by the following worry about tRigw:
by mixing all the phenomena listed here — note ithlimps together psychological states, proceasels
dispositions, but also states and processes thtiteoface of it might not be psychological at akre we
not missing differences which might ultimately puod a completely different picture of the mind winesn
really attend to them? In particular, and thisrigc@l for this project, the category of “pro-aitie” does
not distinguish between desire and emotion. Thisishgive us pause. Why?

We are familiar with the following folk-psychologit explanations: “She desires to visit her
mother because she misses her”, “He admires MamaLgh, he wants to spend most of his time with, her
“Sam wanted to have this car so badly, he is noarjoyed”, “Maria wanted to go with me on holidays,
what a disappointment it is for her!”. These exaspllustrate a common type of explanation: emation
cause and motivate desires, and desires cause atidhi® emotions. These explanations seem to make
sense of one type of mental states by appeal tthantype. On the belief-desire model of the mind,
however, this might in fact be an illusion. For, mrany popular and important psychological (Brehm,
1999) and philosophical (e.g. Marks, 1982, Sedr883; Gordon, 1987; Green, 1992, Wollheim, 1999,
Gordon, 1987) accounts of emotions, the latterea@icitly or implicitly understood in conative tes. If
this is true, then the type of explanation offeadmbve, contrary to appearances, would not appetieto
occurrence of one type of mental states to exglenoccurrence of another type of mental stateledd,
in the end, it might seem that conative phenomequdaim other conative phenomena. Is this correct?
Couldn’t it be rather that desire is in fact onpeyof emotion; or perhaps more plausibly, thatrdeisi

distinct altogether from emotion?

The hypothesis at the centre of this project restthe claim that emotions and desires are distinct
types of mental phenomena playing radically distiotes in our mental economy. The aim of the psaob

research is thus to provide an account of the \uayrélations between desires and emotions should be
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articulated, together with a theory of the relagidretween these phenomena and action. In a nutkbell
hypothesis is the following: desires, regardedchay fire in the traditional belief-desire modeltod tmind
as inner causes of action, can and do rationatiSenawhen they are grounded, directly or indirgcih
emotions conceived of as reason-sensitive states.pfesent project tries to cash out this hyposhlegi
bringing together three areas of research on désiteare too often insulated from one anotheist(gight
philosophy of mind of the so-called pro-attitudesl ds concern with the nature of mental statesthait
interrelations, (ii) moral psychology with its caro to characterise desire in ways that are retefcan
rational and/or moral action, and (iii) empiricalypghology of emotion and motivation with its concéo
pin down the processes and mechanisms explainimavimair.

This first part of the project articulates the feamork and prepares the ground necessary to
formulate the aforementioned hypothesis. In sedphmotivate the claim that emotions should reithe
conceived in terms of desires nor desires in teah®motions. This will provide the occasion for
presenting the ideas driving present-day philostgltriesearch on desire and motivation on the one ha
and presenting present-day philosophical researcrerootion on the other hand while introducing
distinctions and themes necessary for motivatiegntiain hypothesis of the project. With these disitims
in hand, | move on to discuss, in section C, debiatenoral psychology on the role desires mighthayht
not play in our ordinary explanations of actiortéenms of reasons. In this section, | motivate th@rcthat
the solutions proposed in the literature on howltekef-desire model of the mind should be modifoed
abandoned to account for our ordinary explanatafrection are not satisfactory as they stand. Tdssye
shall see, opens the door to the idea that a aetiis account of the mind must regard emotionsonbt

as distinct from desires but also as an essemtihhan-eliminable ingredient of our mental economy.

b. Three intuitions about desires and their linkeamotions.In philosophy, research on desire is very
scattered (desires are often treated in passingnarelation to other phenomena) and this is paldity
true of research on desire and its link with emmiolt is fair to say though that three fundamental
intuitions have traditionally driven the theory deésire, intuitions that continue to driygesent-day
research on this topic. And as we shall see, wen sgedhave analogous intuitions with respect to émnet

(1) A first intuition with respect to desire, esly strong when focusing on the experiential digien of
the phenomenon is related to thleasures and pains coming with its satisfaction or its frustration.ewW
might think that desires are essentially statesateoriented towards pleasure and thus thatgheyld be
compared and contrasted with aversions that aemted towards the avoidance of pain (Duncker, 1941;
Dretske, 1966; Gosling, 1969; especially Strawd®94), (2) A second intuition, at the other endhaf
spectrum, would have it that desires are evaluadpeesentations. Thepresent the desired object as
good in some way. This ancient and venerable way of itaplat desire is congenial to the moral
philosopher whose primary objective is to underdtéime link between action and value (Aristotle,
Aquinas, and for instance Stampe, 1987; Helm, 2@addie, 2005). (3) Finally, a third intuition, peyhs
the first that comet mind, insists on the link between desire aaton. Desires are simply those mental

states that dispose subjects to bring about thteobof these states. Accounts based on this imuire
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widespread in contemporary philosophy of mind aad be considered to represent the standard view
(Armstrong, 1968; Searle, 1983; Stalnaker, 1987t5m994).

Now, at the first approximation at least, are thedaitions not precisely those we also have
regarding emotions? If we think of emotion as beimg locus of pleasures and pains (e.g. Russadl) 19
and 2003; Goldstein, 2003), as being forms of etauns of the world and of oneself (e.g. deSou88y1
Tappolet, 2000) and as having intimate links wittican (Frijda, 2003), it is no surprise that desisnd
emotions are often put in the same box. But shthag really? A further look at these intuitions ahd

research that ground them reveal that they shaatld n

(1) The conception of desire/aversion as dispastim feel pleasures or pains is perhaps oneghabst
congenial to the empirically minded philosopheirtgyto think of desire as a ‘natural kind'. For Vehit is
difficult to even start looking for desires in tbeain, the mechanics of pain and pleasure migint tut
easier to detect (e.g. Morillo, 1990). On this viele distinctive feature of desires and aversibeypnd
the various states of affairs towards which theghhbe geared, is the pleasures and pains thatetieed
state of affairs brings to the subject. To desicarais to be disposed to feel pleasure when ggittitio feel
pain when not getting it. This is an elegant amdpé way of conceiving of desire, one that is k&l be
applicable to higher animals as well as humans thnd thought to be easily accommodated within a
naturalist framework of the mind. Note however ac@l feature of the proposed account. On this afay
characterising desire, the link between the lattel motivation/behaviour is indirect at best. dfelsire that
p, | might, if possible, try to bring about that But that is not at all essential to the theoryg®son,
1994). On this view, | can desire that it rains, be disposed to feel pleasure when it does, \dee is
nothing I will or can do to bring it about. Whilkis is a conceivable view of desire, it is not omat will
be congenial to the belief-desire theorist whokkiaf it as essentially propelling action.

Be that as it may, once this conception of desrstated, it might immediately gain plausibility
and appeal when it is realised that a variety akfile theories of the emotions is already incafeat into
it. If we put together the idea that desires aspasitions to pleasures or pains and the very camsnad
intuitive idea that emotions are nothing but pleasuand pains (valence), perhaps felt with various
intensities (arousal) (Russell, 1991), then thk liith emotions might be thought to be immediatéiywW
not say that the positive emotions are pleasurescaded with or representing the satisfaction edigs
and negative emotions are pains associated witrenesenting the frustration of desires (Wollheim,
1999)? Or similarly —and this is for example howe tmost important and empirically informed recent
philosophical publication on desire has it— ematiane conceived of as representations of net ckange
desire satisfactidrrelative to expectation (Schroeder, 2004). Noge the face here one way in which to
articulate the relation between desires and enstig¢hile emotions here are not directly assimilated

desires, they are analysed in terms of their fate.

11t should be stressed that in Schroeder’s thatmyire satisfaction/frustration is associated diyegith reward/punishment,
and that the latter, for empirical reasons, shoolcbe identified straightforwardly with pains goldasures.
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This being said, the view of desires suggestedheyitst intuition cannot be the whole story about
them — nor about emotions for that matter (it malite sense for example to say that an emotion is
satisfied or frustrated). First of all, it is ndear that all states that dispose me to feel happsome
circumstances can be described as desires. Sesapd,something totally unforeseen and not even
imaginable by me happens and makes me really happlyis case, wouldn't it be really strange to Haat
| desired that thing even tacitly or unconscioudfyfou do not think it strange —after all we middve
desires with very general and vague contents— fould think of the converse case. | might very well
desire something whose satisfaction brings indifiee or displeasure. Should we say in this caskeeen
though the desire has not disappeared, that bedawas not a disposition to feel pleasure in thlevant

circumstances, it was not truly a desire at all?

(2) This brings us to the second intuition: theaidleat it is not pleasure that is at the centrdesiire, but
the representation of a state of affairs as fallinder the good (the value of the good), pleasanegbone

of the good that one might represent by desireshdps, what distinguishes the motivations that, say
robot might have from the real desires that mebéihgs might have is that mental beings constree th
desired state of affairs as being worth pursuinglifil 2006). On this view, desires are represemtaiio
states of affairs as being good in some way orrptlepresentations that have the power to movetone
action. To desire a cigarette is to view smokingvagth pursuing, to desire helping your friendasview
this action as a good thing to do. In both cadessd positive representations are thought of asgénto
dispose one to action.

Now here again we face a conception of desire whadsesses all the ingredients for thinking of
desires and emotions as having very similar strastuAlthough the idea of desires as presentatibns
values is more congenial to the philosopher thaheagsychologist, the latter is familiar with tidea that
emotions are presentations of values or at leastsfmf evaluations. Since the cognitive revolution
emotion theory (e.g. Lazarus, 1966; Solomon, 1Stbierer, 1984), it is common to think of emotion as
having as one of its fundamental functions to malagects sensitive to what is significant for thempf
value to them, given what they care about. On Wmesv of the emotions, objects and situations are
affectively presented in evaluative terms, e.g. being dangerous (fear), self-degrading (shame),
obstructive or offensive (anger), etc. Emotions aensitive to the evaluative dimensions of our
environment given our cares, concerns, goals, attl,as such, tend to motivate us to distinct tygfes
actions (Frijda, 2007). In this context, then, mave of course another reason to believe thatedeginis
time understood as representations of objectesstatd processes g@sod are very much like emotions.
This, together with the intuitions that desires dantimate relations with pains and pleasures, tnigh
convince someone that there is no interestingndiitin between emotions and desires.

While the present project endorses the claim thadtens are indeed forms of evaluations of the
world, it holds that it is wrong to think of dessrin such terms. To say that desiring somethindié@sjn
some sense that the subject views that thing iredarourable light is probably correct, but it mudbtful

that desires in themselves represent the objetbiainlight. First of all, many desires, instrumérasires
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for example, might be thought not to be in themslvepresentations of state of affairs as beingl.goo
Second, and crucially, on most accounts of desthes; have the wrong nature to have a represeatativ
role. If a desire is a state that has the funditochange the world in the way the desire repraesém be,

it is bizarre to think that it is also and in ifsel representation of the world as good. Desireznym
philosophers would argue, have the world-to-nuliréction of fit(e.g. Searle, 1983; Humberstone, 1992;
Smith, 1994; Zangwill, 1998; the initial intuiticcomes from Anscombe, 1957). Desires, in stark ashtr
with emotions, aim at the realisation of their @nit(see Goldie 2000 for caution on this pointynéikes

no sense to say, for example, that my joy at sethiagake (as opposed to my desire to eat it), airtise
realisation of its content. As a result and witlctsa picture of desire, we end up with an accoumthv

downplays what is usually considered to be the fmgsortant trait of desire: its essential link wian.

(3) Insisting on the third of these intuitions, i.eetlink between desire and action, is perhaps thst mo
secure way of bringing to the fore the differenibesveen desire and emotion. On this view, a désaep
is essentially this state that propels us to dbhgs way of thinking of desire is one that is moatural for
the functionalist philosopher of mind interestedtlie links between belief, desire and action, and o
which grounds the belief-desire model already &ltlitb. The philosopher who insists on the link leem
desire and action will emphasise those featuretesires that make them the natural candidateseioghb
essentially dispositions to action. First, andddition to what has already been said abouttrextion of
fit of desires, she will argue that desires, conttargppearances, are always directedtates of affairs
Indeed, desiring an object (a car) is always, w@tety, desiring that some state of affairs invaiviihe
object obtains (possessing the car) (Searle, 1888)berstone, 1990). Second, she will point out that
desires are always directed at a state of affaatis believed to be non-actual, i.e. future (Kerir963). It
is very bizarre to desire something the subjedebest is already the case. It can be argued inthesd
what looks like desires concerning past eventthay are not the emotional attitudes of regretlt,geic.,
are desires that these events still be ahead ofTdmie is why desires are said to be concerned wiily
future state of affairs. Finally, she would likehsist that the bringing about of the state of iedfanust be
believed to be in the power of the desirer — omenoadesire bringing about something one believes o
has no control over whatsoever (Anscombe 1957; iKeh®63). Hence, this set of claims, combined with
the idea that the performance of an action hageaaeel to it when it is desired, a feel thadssociated
with thefeedbackhe world is exerting on us as a resultrging to make an impact on it, (O’'Shaughnessy,
1980; Bayne, 2006; Pacherie, 2008), lead us tatangi of desire which essentially links it to anti@ll
these features now indeed point towards the idet dhbsires are essentially states of the subjedt th
dispose her to act so as to realise the statefaifsafepresented by the desire. And if this isteen there
are good reasons to think that desires are steéesite very different from emotions. Why?

While emotions certainly have links with motivatiand action, it cannot be as intimate as the link
between desire and action that is suggested hgreRienz, 2004). First, emotions, it is often saidn be
directed at objects rather than states of affétiseems wrong to say, for example, that admirmgeone

can be reduced to a case in which the subject admoine, or a collection of, states of affairs. &d¢o
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although they can and are often directed at fuwents, emotions are often directed at presenast p
events. Regret, guilt, or nostalgia are all exampleemotional phenomena that are essentially coade
with the past. And finally, emotions — unlike desi can be about objects thatroebelieved to be in the
power of the subject. One can feel and often feglstions about things over which one has absolutely
control. In fact, it is often said that what isledl ‘coping potential’, which can vary from ‘veryuch’ to
‘none at all’, is a key determinant in distinguisfpiemotions (e.g. Scherer, 1994). Now, what thesges
point towards is that the link between emotion action is not as intimate as that between desinés a
action. This of course should not come as a swriifiisis we have suggested, emotions present tHd o
evaluative terms, i.e. if they have, contrary teids, the mind-to-world direction of fit.

This quick and partial review of the ideas anditidns regarding desire and their link to emotions
and emotion theories shows at the very least thaenstanding the latter with the help of the formsenot
very promising. Now, if looking at the structure tbese two types of mental states should makeink th
that it might be a mistake to lump them togethethia pro-attitude category, looking at them frore th

perspective of action explanation in moral psycgglprovides further and different reasons not t@adlo

c. Desire in Moral Psychology.here is one area of philosophy, often called mpsgthology, which has
long insisted that there is something wrong with thelief-desire model’ as it stands, and insisteat
lumping all these states together under the unaboélthe conative or pro-attitude will not do. Ttheught
in this literature is that there must be restrittion the kind of behaviour that can be evaluateah the
point of view of morality or rational behaviour,dthat these restrictions are likely to have tondh the
type of state that brought about the behaviour. (dagel, 1970; Dancy, 1993; Schueler, 1995, 20013
point is often put like this: actions, at leastdbahat are relevant for morality are done reasons
However, not all the states that we lump togetheahé pro-attitude box will count as reasons fdroas.
My impulse to eat as opposed to my intention tdaya gourmet restaurant, for example, might nontou
as a reason for my action and might therefore déferently with respect to evaluations from tharpaf
rationality or morality. If a desire that p, say,juist a propeller of action, i.etrégggering cause as opposed
to astructuring cause (Dretske, 1988) that just happens to beatpelin the subject, then the intuition is
that the desire in question will perhaps explainsedly the action, but will fail to provide a ratial
explanation or justification for it. People at leasmetimes act for reasons that are not redutobéemply
desiring performing the action. The idea is often this way: it is only when the desire is apprataiy
connected to the world, that is, connected to &uoh a way that the projected action is intellgifsom
the point of view of rationality or morality thatrnow might count as a reason for the action, gosgd to
just a brute tendency towards performing it. Myieso help Jack is perhaps intelligible as a reatso
help him if it is, or is grounded in, an understagdof Jack’s plight and the role | see myself hgwvith
regard to Jack’s fate.

This debate, which traditionally opposes the Humead the Non-Humean with regard to
motivation, is a rare domain of philosophy in whaphasis is put on the fact that the crucial mti$tons

must be made within different types of pro-attitild8ut the truth is that for obvious and legitimate
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reasons, this debate has not gone very far in piogwan interesting taxonomy of the conative reahs.
things stand now, fundamentally, mainly two stregego get out of the limitations of the belief-ules
model for the purpose of the explanation of ackiame surfaced.

The first consists in rejecting the model altogethéh its distinction between two states (desire
and belief) to which two different functions arecidised, and reverting to the ancient and veneralde
(corresponding to one possible reading of the sgaumition presented above in section B) that eative
cognitions are in themselves sufficient for mofiwat Believing that x is good is enough for motinagt
one to pursue x (e.g. Nagel, 1970; McDowell, 1978 4979; Smith, 1994; Dancy, 2000). Although the
motivations for this view are extremely varied,dtfair to say that the driving idea is the follogi a
rational explanation of action must make referenoeasons. And whether we are internalist or exfest
about reasons (Williams, 1981), only so-caltedgjnitive states —such as believing that x is a good thing—
can put us into contact with reasons and ratioralbtivate action. The picture (sometimes callede “th
deliberative model”) is one in which we deliberateout the various reasons there are/we have, dretie
of which we form intentions or make decisions. Ahd upshot of this view (admittedly barely sketched
here) has generally been to put aside efforts doige an account of motivation which tries to reciten
our Humean mechanistic picture of the mind with tlaet that action explanations are rational
explanations. In light of the many reasons we adduor thinking that desires have an essential tmle
play in our understanding of how action comes abaldndoning altogether the belief desire-modehinig
be considered to be too much of a price to pay.

The second strategy, one that can be endorsedgdtiar to the first, has consisted in accepting the
framework of the belief-desire model — desires l@guired because evaluative cognitions are not in
themselves sufficient for having the motivationaict in accordance with what they recommend — while
supplementing it by reconfiguring desires so améke them apt to play the double role of propedied
reason-giver. That is how strange and new mengést such as ‘Besires’ (Altham, 1986), ‘motivated
desires’ (e.g. Nagel, 1970; Schueler, 1995), ‘sdamder desires’ (Frankfurt, 1988), ‘reason pravidi
desires’ (Platts, 1991), etc. were born. Thesesi@tes that in themselves can play the doubleofaigving
a reason for an action and causally propelling it.

This latter idea is very attractive since it congsirthe two intuitions according to which desires
must represent the thing desired as good in sonyewhie disposing one to act. It promises that iesi
will be able to play the double role of giving asen for the action (the state of affairs is peretito be
good in some way) while also performing its dutypadpelling the subject to action. It is an attrazidea,
but there are good reasons to resist it at leasbime versions of the view. Some of these reasams h
already been adduced. Many desires, we said, m@hh themselves be representations of stateBaifsa
as good and, and could not even be so, as thedevatons regarding their direction of fit have gested.
But perhaps most importantly, desires seem to bamtong kind of state to represent the world in enor
diverse evaluative terms. Although we might perhapst to say that desires are experiences of trasgs
desirable they are definitely not experiences of thingekegant asadmirable asfunny, asmajesti¢ as

offensive etc. But for desires to play the kind of reasoning role we want them to play, we would expect
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them to be sensitive to a wide range of evaluginoperties, a sensitivity that it would be venyifanigl to
ascribe to them. Even when we think of those deshiat have a phenomenological dimension to them, i
makes little sense to say that their phenomenakgych that it makes differences between thedmclis
values. Finally and most importantly, the idea irestion rules out the possibility of a type of exaltion
we constantly have recourse to. We say things aslre this cloth because | experience/judge,itstc.
elegance”, “| want to eat it because it looks tastyplanations that are not available if the dedself is

an experience of the elegant or of the tasty.

The arguments sketched here militate thus in fawdudistinguishing what | desire from what
motivates me to desire something. And this takebagck to square one: if we are not ready to abandon
altogether the Humean model of the mind for theswea adduced, and if we are not happy with the
proposed amendments to it that have been proposewdke it suitable to account for the fact thatoact
explanations are rational forms of explanationsatndre we to do? In the next part of the presemtadf
this project | propose a solution which emphastlesepistemic role emotions plays in desire antbact

explanation.

2.2 Detailed resear ch plan

The presentation of this part of the project isidtired around a broad hypothesis (section (a)) tha
provides the framework for four distinct sub-prage¢section (b), (c), (d) and (e)) each treatirgpacific

issue or challenge arising from trying to build tase for the hypothesis.

a. The hypothesis: Emotions as causes and reasomeines.The starting point of the presentation of the
state of research regarding the topic of this ptojeas the following: not all the phenomena that hkelief-
desire model of the mind puts under fire-attitude category appear to be playing the same role in our
mental economy. A rationale for this claim was jided on the basis of the sketch of two unrelated
arguments emanating from two different areas oéassh. From straight philosophy of mind, we found
good reasons to distinguish within the categorthefpro-attitudesthose that are emotions from those that
are desires. From moral psychology, we found g@adons to distinguish within the category of dssire
those that might count agsasonsfor actions from those that are justusesof actions, leaving room,
perhaps, for those that might play both rolesh# tonclusions of these two arguments are to bentak
seriously, then a natural manner of combining tiremone single and coherent picture presentd.iEeé
hypothesis at the centre of this picture is thabtms and desires have radically distinct roldse ea in

a nutshell is that desires, conceived of as theytraditionally as triggering causes of action ead do
rationalise action when they are grounded, direotlyindirectly, in emotions conceived of as reason-
sensitive sates. This radical division of laboumtz®n emotions and desires makes sense in theolighj

the epistemic status of the two types of mentassgb) the way they are both connected with actiod

(c) the epistemic and metaphysical relations exgdietween the two types of states.
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(a) First, the epistemic status of emotions andreesre distinct. Emotions, conceived as expeegruf
the world in evaluative terms may be claimed todason-sensitive states, and as such provide r®&son
both axiological judgements and for desires to Bloese desires to act, by contrast and insofdiegsdare
essentially geared towards their realisation, dgonesent the world in any given way and as sucinatin
themselves rationalise actionshis is the sense in which they are very diffefeoin an epistemic
standpoint.(b) Because emotions are cognitive states, napregentations of the world in axiological
terms, they have only an indirect link with actioe can characterise it by saying that emotions can
present at most possibilities for action, constrainthrough the axiological properties it revealfat it
makes sense to desire in the circumstances. Thesléorn of these emotional experiences, by cstitra
have a direct, in fact necessary, link with actgimce they are in themselves dispositions to redligir
content.This is the sense in which emotions and desirdsr difith respect to their link with actioric)
Now, the following understanding of the epistemia anetaphysical relations existing between the two
naturally suggests itself: when a desire to aetady stems from an emotion or an emotional in¢lorg as
when | desire to hit Jack because | felt offendgthib remark, then we have good reasons to thiaktte
desire can inherit its rationalising role from tlaionalising role of the emotion that gave risattdVy
desire to take revenge on Jack can rationaliseittigghhim when it is understood that it is borrnt @fi my
having been offended by his unfair treatment of Aiehe centre of the present picture, the casehithv
our desires are caused and justified by our emetemoys a privileged explanatory status

Now the following clarifications are in order. Wieas the case in which a desire to act is caused
and rationalised by an emotion enjoys a privilegeplanatory status within the present picture, tlues
not amount to claiming that all desires to act emasally and rationally grounded in actual emotiona
experiences. First, nothing in what has been saliek rthe possibility of (a) desires being caused an
rationalised by other types of mental states, bpitiat desires might cause and rationalise emetiom
other states, for example other desires. The draci simple idea is that the explanation of soreé&on
desire proceeds in terms of what she takes to ioéogically the case and this leaves room for aeparof
possible scenarios. The attitude of taking somgtkinbe axiologically the case can be an emotion,tb
can also be and often is, an axiological beliefagiological memory or an axiological imaginingc.e©n
the present hypothesis, however, given that a perssmotions or emotional profile is what gives him
access to the evaluative properties of the worisl,beliefs, memories and imaginings with axiologica
content will ultimately (if at all) be rationalisédrough this person’s emotion or emotional tendencrhe
point here is not (or not only) that many presea-desires can still be rationalised by long game even
forgotten emotional experiences, but that desiresoften made intelligiblevia reference to a person’s
possible or likely emotional response. My desiré tbcaccompany you to this exhibition is intelliglin
the light of my contempt for contemporary art. Mairig disposed to feel contempt in this case cé#rbsti
invoked to explain my (negative) desire in the aloseof any felt emotional experience. (b) For thme
reasons, if a desire causes and rationalises atiocemfor example my disappointment at the cantelta
of this or that professor’s lecture, then the diaptment is made sense of through the mention yof m

desire to attend the lecture, which is in turn aftonately rationalised through the mention of, ;sthe
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admiration | feel for the professor in questions@la desire for a certain end (an intrinsic desiwid)
typically cause and rationalise the desires forntteans (extrinsic desire) for this end as londhaditial
desire is rationalised by an emotion or an emotiteraency.

Note too that the present hypothesigigna facie compatible with the idea that some of our
desires have no grounding at all, be it in emotimnis other types of mental states. These wilidgiy be
difficult or impossible to consider from a rationabint of view, i.e. regarded as reason-sensitivé a
reason-giving. Conversely, the hypothesis is coiblgabr even encourages the idea that an emotightmi
cause and rationalise many different desires irséimee subject at the same time. My admiration/dwieeo
professor has caused both my desire to greet amd @ but also my desire to stay at a respectable
distance, etc. In addition, while the model of desias dispositions to act, as we have seen, dyopats
many constraints on what can be desired (only sfattates, that are viewed as non-actual, futebeved
to be in the power of the subject, etc.) the candéthe desire can be as ‘open’ as we want. Jatistaste
of this journalist's question might cause and radise her desire to stop this very interview rigbtv
and/or also and more generally stop talking tonjalists altogether.

On the present hypothesis, emotions are claimddhte a non-eliminable role within our mental
economy. Insofar as it is what givesaus-generisaccess to a world of axiological properties, eordiare
said to justify our axiological judgements and aation through our desires that could not be predidy
other means. It is also in virtue of this role ttte hypothesised model can accommodate the onainf
both the Humean who thinks of desires as inneresaataction with a world-to-mind direction fit, el
as the intuitions of the anti-Humean who insistt {froper explanations of actions must appeal totahe
states that are sensitive to reasons. The hypsthesbmmodates these intuitions by avoiding thelpur
mechanistic picture of the Humean (emotions carstttoree reasons for our desires) while steeringrote
the over-intellectualist picture of the mind tygiggrovided by the anti-Humean (acting for a reaseed
not result from a deliberative process in which axiological or normative beliefs play the esséntia
reason-providing role). In its present state, hawevhe hypothesis constitgtenly a framework for

research. Here are four crucial areas in whichhtipsthesis can be put to the test.

b. Emotions as reasonA.crucial and foundational claim motivates the prashypothesis: emotions track
objects’ values and as such can be said to tradons for judging and desiring. This claim is cowrsial
and one aim of this project is to defend it in sodetails. The point of departure here is usefully
apprehended with the help of an analogy with peigepThe idea is that in the same way that peroept
track objects’ perceptual properties for us, enm#tivack evaluative properties (De Sousa, 1987pdlap
2000, Deonna, 2006, Doering, 2007). In the same thay perception gives us sli-generisand non-
eliminable access to the perceptual environmenttiens gives us aui-generisand non-eliminable access
to the evaluative properties of our environment.il@/this has to be true for the hypothesis of gigject

to get off the ground, it faces a number of chatsn The main one can be stated as follows. While i
makes no sense to ask why (in a normative sensajvithis or that object in front of me, it often (or

perhaps always) does make sense to ask vibl this or that emotion over this or that object. Athd
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thought behind this observation is that the disagais to be explained by the fact that, contraryhe
claim, emotions are natccesdo reasons, butactionsto them. It makes sense to ask why you are afraid
of the dog, because the danger represented bpdcessed to independently of and prior to the iemeit
reaction. If this is the case then emotions areti@as to reasons and not detectors of reasonsasral
result will not be apt to play any reason-givintero

A good strategy to answer this challenge shouldcg®d in the following way. If there is a
disanalogy between perception and emotion in #gpect, it is not because oneaessand the other
reaction The fact is that emotions have indeed non-evigkiaiognitive bases (a perception, a belief, a
testimony, a memory, etc.) and are metaphysicaity epistemically dependent on them. My fear of the
dog depends metaphysically and epistemically onpergeption of the dog. This however does not rule
out, far from it, the fact that it is through myafethat | become aware of the danger of the dagves in
my perception of it (Teroni, 2007). If the disarg@Jds now explained in this new and different wtngn
another explanation can be given perhaps of whyskereasons for emotions in a way that we do not fo
perceptions. Because emotions have non-evaluadsesh many questions can arise with regard to tbat
non-evaluative facts are. Have you met the dogrb&fDo you know him for being vindictive and einat

Etc. Developing this two-tier strategy to answex ¢hallenge is the central aim of this sub-project.

c. Emotional reasons and affective dispositidigen if it can be shown that emotions have thet rigid

of structure to be reason-giving states ratiorraigiur desires, judgements and actions, the vey a a
world imbued with evaluative properties which wodld given through our emotion and which would
justify our judgements and desires for actions seéede elaborated and clarified. In particulae amght
think that our emotions are so dependent on whabeacalled our motivational set (and in particdar
personality traits, our sentiments and other idiosstic tendencies) that they might be the wrong
candidates for rationalising our desires and judges How should this challenge be addressed? To
explain a person’s judgement, desire or an actiombntioning an emotion is to make reference te thi
person’s affective sensitivity to certain values.&xplain for example his desire to flee by refeseto her
fear is to explain the desire through this persamstivity to danger. To explain someone’s desir&elp
through mention of his compassion is to explaindasire through his sensitivity to the plight dfiets. To
explain his desire to go and see this exhibitiofPollock through mention of his enthusiasm or Iéme
conceptual art is to explain the desire throughshissitivity to some aesthetical properties of thisn of

art. Hence to explain a judgement, a desire, @céion in terms of distinct emotions is always xplain in
terms of distinct inclinations to see the worldistinctive evaluative terms. What these exampligstiate

is that the weight and intelligibility of the explation might rest variously either on the sidehd world
and its evaluative properties or on the side ofpgeson’s emotions or emotional profile. What dtied
mean? In many cases, such as when we explain Jdesiie to flee from the lion by mentioning hisrfea
the emotions are entirely intelligible solely inethight of the relation existing between some
objects/situations and their obvious axiologicahensions. It is just a fact that lions are for mofsus

dangerous. At other times, however, the particefaotional profile of the person’s whose desire ryad
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understand has to be invoked. My desire to go gealack exhibition might make sense only givent tha
am the kind of person who has a particular attachnwePollock or a general interest in contempokeaty
While explanations in terms of emotions on the whltionalise judgements, desires, and behaviours i
the same way for all of us — distinct emotions gigeaccess to distinct families of values —, appealur
idiosyncratic emotional profiles (personality teaisentiments, affective dispositions) explain desires,
action and judgments in terms of our axiologicabfiies, i.e. in terms of the distinct weight watpn
distinct values (see Goldie, 2000; Deonna & TeRa)t19).

The upshot of all this for the project is thus taldf first, (a) the reason-providing nature of the
emotions that ground our desires appears to camne tiivo different sources. To put it bluntly, thewihe
world is constrains what axiological properties banin it given, on the one hand, the kind of aresg we
are, and given, on other hand, the kind of speoifilmdividual person we are understood in termsuof
specific emotional profiles, i.e. our axiologicaiquities. Now, making sense of these explanatiarterms
of these two sources of axiological pressures, taeddynamics between them, is the aim of this sub-
project. Second, (b) the emotional profiles which laere claimed to be one source of justificatmmadur
desires to act have been cashed out in terms etta# phenomena such as people’s sentiments,
personality traits and other affective dispositidNew you will remember that all these had prideplaice
in the list of the pro-attitudes with which we stk This confirms that not everything that thisegary
contains should be apprehended in the same maameethis observation favours a more refined treatme

of the various phenomena being lumped together.

d. A taxonomy of the conative domaidle embarked on this project by observing that titegory of the
pro-attitudes lumps together a great variety ofnpineena (mental states and non-mental states; ambtio
and conative phenomena). The framework of the ptelgpothesis naturally suggests means through
which some order can be brought to the categonyjlé/d course the present effort at classificatinast
leave room for the inherent fuzziness of ordinanguage —many of the terms listed (such as ‘madivat

for example) have very ambiguous or vague meanittys-hypothesis driving it indicates clearly how to
proceed in this effort. Here are a few importargregles.

First of all, and in the spirit of the belief-desimodel, some of the terms listed there are n&jural
understood as being equivalent to the way the tlgsirehas been used throughout this documéfants
andvolitions but also perhaps crucialigyings andstrivingsare cases in hand (for tryings, see in particular
O’Shaugnessy, 1980; Hornsby, 1980). They are staidscontent that dispose subjects to act so as to
make these contents true. Other phenomena listed,asprinciplesor obligationsor rules of conductare
naturally interpreted within the present perspectg being types of evaluative or normative beli€fey
have the mind-to-world direction of fit.

More interestingly, other phenomena often assatiatéh the lower or animal parts of our
motivational structure and commonly classified lie tonative domain, might on the present hypothesis
best be regarded on the model of the emotionswaasitsketched here. Indeed, it is fair to say dhdtast

some of the phenomena that we refer to using teuol asappetitesor urgesseem emotional in nature.
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The idea here is that we often want to distingbistween, for example, a general positive attitoseatds
eating or sex in general (having appetite or a)ufiggm wanting to eat some patrticular piece ofdfao
wanting to indulge in some specific sexual act ifd¢sFrom the perspective of the present hypoghesi
reference to appetites and urges so understood ik reference to states that present the warld i
evaluative terms, i.e. attention seems to be fatwsethe actual world construed as offering poks#s
for causing and grounding particular desires (fomecount of appetitive desires, see Davis, 198, far
emotional desires, Goldie, 2000).

At the other hand of the spectrum in the list @& fino-attitudes, we have all these states —of which
we have said very little— that we variously refenith the termsantentions choices decisions and the
like. As Bratman (e.g. Bratman, 1987), for exampkes shown, these should not be confused withedgsir
or a mix of beliefs and desires. While | can eakdye two desires that | know are incompatiblearirot
form two intentions that | know are incompatiblendithis is because intentions, in contrast withrdes
are not only dispositions to act, but commitmeatadt. Now the present hypothesis is entirely méwtith
respect to this, and can thus be accommodatedmwatiy philosophical project which looks at motiwati
from a broader perspective. In fact, the studyatioa from the perspective of a person’s short kamgj-
terms plans, life-driving projects, etc., the manimewhich deliberation and intentions are formadhe
process of acting out these plans and project pguticular interest given the emphasis on ematiand
emotional profiles within the present framework. gige just one example, Bratman’s notion of ‘peedon
policies’ - which is associated to the desires withich the subject identifies (see in particulantBran,
1989 and 2000) - underpinning people’s acting dustoategies and plans might be enlightened if
understood in the framework of what | called ouroéonal profiles (sentiments, personality traitsdan
other affective dispositions). Other refinementstla# taxonomy can focus on the status of imagirativ
desires, wishes or fictional desires insofar asdhattitudes can be described as specific coumttudl
dispositions to act.

What these examples illustrate is that the hyp@hdriving this project offers a potentially very
powerful tool for providing an appealing taxononfitlee conative domain, which is the central ainthis

sub-project.

e. Emotion, desire and empirical psycholo@he proposed hypothesis faces numerous philosdphica
challenges, as we have just seen, but it also feltaglfenges of an empirical nature. In this sectlgpin
down areas which illustrate the necessity of waghkiithin an interdisciplinary framework for progse®
emerge with regard to the central topic of thisjgmb (1) First, for emotions to play their reaggining

role, as has been already emphasised, they musinoeived as states that are sensitive to a céaitadnof
information in the world: evaluative informationh@y thus cannot simply be a mix of pleasures aispa
as, for example, both ttltmensionalis{Russell, 1995) and theonstructionisi{Barrett 2006), conceive of
them, nor can they easily be understood in termsepfesentation of desire satisfaction and desire
frustration (Schroeder, 2006; Wollheim, 1999). Now the philosophical theories of the emotions, the

various options within thigvaluative modehre well-known and the same can be said abowtdtealled
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appraisal modebf the emotion in empirical psychology. When tisisinderstood, it is obvious that there
are roads for mutual exploration that would be Meepeficial for both philosophy and psychology. Two
areas in particular are worth mentioning: (i) witlsippraisal theory (Scherer, 1984), or so the pbpber
would think, it is unclear whether emotions areamved directly as experiences of values or whettey

are reactions to antecedently perceived values. sthealledappraisal checkswithin the sequence of
evaluations constituting an emotion within appraigeeory are not clearly singled out as affective
phenomena describable as experiences of valugsr@im the other direction, the idea within appahis
theory that an emotion isdynamicalprocess (going from checks to checks and reappgailse eliciting
condition on the basis of these checks while tleegss unfolds) is something that does not have much
echo in philosophical theories of the emotions, that should be taken into account. The theory of
emotions grounding this project can thus both mfoand be informed by extensive collaborations,
including empirical means to decide these issuéth thiose directly working in appraisal theory. (2)
Second, it might be thought that the suggestedusxtar desire promotes a picture of desire thaticed it

to an empty shell. That is, once the emotions erappetites have done their job of presenting anasn
worth pursuing or avoiding, what role, if any, &tlfor desires to play except satisfying the uof§ehe
Humean to postulate such states ? This challeng¢ohlae met by the Humean. The fact that desires ar
essentially dispositions for actions is indeed eeseary condition but not a sufficient one to digtish it
from other motivational states. But here the Humdaas not lack resources: there might be rational
constraints on what can qualify as the content ofesire —the desire is not only directed towards th
desired state of affairs, the state of affair;miended by the subject (Dretske, 1988)— as wedkpsriential

or phenomenal constraints linked to the alreadytimead feedbacknherent in the idea of desire as trying
or a striving to accomplish something (Armstrong§64, O’'Shaughnessy, 1980; Bayne, 20B&cherie,
2008). And here exchange and collaboration with igogb scientists working on the motivational
dimension of emotion should be of much help. Withppraisal theory, psychologists distinguish betwee
a subject’'s detection of ‘intrinsic pleasantnegenf the detection of ‘goal conduciveness’ (Frijda &
Zellenberg, 2003), a distinction that, on one iotetation at least, could be mapped onto the disim
made here between emotion (and appetite?) on thédrand and intentions and plans on the other. Here,
emotions and appetites detect positive and negaéikees and/or saliencies (intrinsic pleasantnebégh

are then either confronted with existing generteritions or plans (goal-conduciveness). Howevés, nbt
clear within this picture of motivation, articuldtaround the distinction between intrinsic pleasass and
goal-conduciveness, what room is left for desi@msceived as dispositions to make true their coatetith
their characteristic feedback. Ways to test emgiigicthis manner of conceptualising the structuir¢he
motivational processes, in particular by exhibitghavioural dissociations between the manifestataf
these alleged processes, are presently soughth{®), recent empirical data (e.g. Berridge & Raioin,
1998; Berridge, 2003) strongly suggest that distisiging between the conative and the affective make
sense. Although the evidence is very difficultriteipret, the data suggest that in pathologiesativation

of various sorts, either artificially induced inilssals or naturally occurring in human (e.g. drugliadon),

neural structures associated with ‘wanting’ (rewaygbtem) and neural structure associated with
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‘liking’(valence), two structures that work usuallytandem start to operate in isolation. Whilesthelata
certainly seem to favour the general hypothesi®ryitig this project, i.e. that conation and affarm not
to be identified with one another, at this stages ihot clear at all that these data fit into te thodel
proposed here. This kind of evidence and in pdeiduow pathologies of motivation can inform theahy
of motivation must be integrated in a general thedithe relations between emotion and desire.

In these three areas, researchers within the NQCERffective sciences, scientists with whom
existing collaborations on other issues have prargter very successful or very promising havedatid

their interest in pursuing the questions and probléey raise.
2.3. State of personal Research

My interests have always been principally in thdalggophy of mind, and more particularly in the
philosophy of emotion. My focus in this and relatackas started during my undergraduate studies
(University of Geneva, 1992-1996 and one yearatthiversity of St-Andrews), and became the priakip
subject of my work during my PhD years at the Ursitg of Bristol (1998-2002) where | wrote my
dissertation on the subject of empathy. As a postid Cambridge (UK), in UC Berkeley, and in Oxford
(2002-2004), | continued working, writing, and theiag in the philosophy of mind, the philosophy of
psychology and moral psychology with particulaeation paid to the nature of emotions and thek tm
morality. | mention this trajectory because thiseasive travelling between universities and phiftgo
departments in various parts of the world has gh#pe specific brand of philosopher of mind | armhil&/
there are many ways of philosophising about thedmimlo not privilege any particular one, aparthagrs
from a residual concern to practice philosophy vaitheye to respect our ordinary ways of thinkinguab
the topic at hand. | believe the present projdidcets this general attitude.

| returned to Switzerland towards the end of mytyolos years (2004) to take up a non-permanent
teaching and research position at 'EPFL which ill étold (a position directly affiliated with the
philosophy departments of the Universities of Geneand Lausanne) with the title d¥aitre
d’enseignement et de Recher@wuppléantmore or less equivalent gupply assistant profesgoiwWhile
occupying this position, | was also enrolled asd atill am, a (part-time) researcher @entre
Interfacultaire en Sciences Affectives (CIS#),inter-faculty centre of the University of Geneviich is
the leading institution of the FNS funded NatioBGaintre of Competence in Research (NCCR) in Affectiv

Sciences. This still characterises my presentpdafessional situation.

The core of my research and the publicafioassociated to it have thus been concerned witkethr
interrelated topics: (1) the subject efhpathy and more generally the manner in which we come to
attribute psychological states to one another [Daphhe Transparency of EmotionBhD Dissertation,

2002; DeonnaThe structure of Empath2007;Deonna&NanayThe simulation vs. Theory-theory debate:

? Details of all the references mentioned are of seim the bibliography.

16



FNS Professorship Application (phase Il) - Julien Deonna/Scientific Part

plea for an epistemological tursubmitted]; (2) the subject afiental content, and in particular the idea
that we may represent the world in non-conceptumlsyDeonna&Creesé,es Liaisons Dangereuses or
How not to construe non-conceptual content, 2({@8pJand the nature and structureenfiotions [Most
relevant publications are: Deonri&notion, Perception and Perspective, 20D8onna&TeroniQu’est-ce
gu'une emotion 72008, Deonna&Schereilhe intentional object disappearing act: constrairdin a
definition of Emotion2009 Deonna&Teroni,Taking affective explanations to hea2009], the links of
emotions to morality [Most important are, DeonEaplution, émotion et morgle007, Deonna&Teroni,
Distinguishing Shame from Gyi2008]

Although the topics of research (1), (2) andl#@ye obvious and important connections with the
material and arguments at the centre of this projetall focus here on the research accomplistiredtly
on the topic of the emotions as it obviously cdosts the groundwork for the concerns of the priesen
project. All the publications listed under (3) dedefrom various perspectives the conception of the
emotion that is presupposed by the hypothesis isf ghoject. First, they all develop on the ideat tha
emotions are intentional states with content tkeatrgsent the world in evaluative terms. The artide
written with psychologist K. Scherer, a leadiagpraisal theorist of the emotions, constitutes one of the
rare efforts existing in the literature on the mamim which philosophy and psychology speak of éomst
as states that indicate the significance the enmient has for us. More importantly, my arti@motion,
Perception and Perspectiy2006) is of crucial importance for the present projettisl an attempt at
defending an analogy between perception and ematioarious levels, the most important one beirzg th
they can be both conceived sis-generismeans of picking up information about the worlkelspectively
perceptual and evaluative information. This artities constitutes important groundwork for sub-gcboj
(a), although it does not directly address the rohadlenge at its core. My boo®u’'est-ce qu'une emotion
?, co-written with F. Teroni and now contracted wiRbutledge for an English translation, is a verylwe
received and broadly used (in the francophone wanttoduction to the philosophical theories of the
emotions. It is particularly relevant for the prafsproject as it contains an important discussiothe links
between emotion, desire and motivation. Startintp \&i criticism of the so-called belief-desire theof
emotion, it goes on to show that no theory of theoton that presupposes that desire is an essential
component of it can explain the ordinary structfreur folk-explanations in terms of emotions. Tlame
extent, then, this discussion in the book congt#tuhe point of departure of the overarching clafrthe
present project. Finally, the articl@king affective explanations to he§2009), again co-written with F.
Teroni, provides the basic distinctions relevamtsiob-project (b) which is concerned with the erplaon
of our desires in terms of our emotional disposiioor our emotional profiles. It proposes a
characterisation of the phenomena of emotions, sidethperaments, personally traits, and sentinzeris
how they relate to one another. The work accomgdisim this article can constitute a springboard for
meeting the challenge of understanding why explanaiof desire, action and judgement in termsaohe
but not all, of these phenomena, do constitutematior normative explanation of action.

The accomplished research and the ongoing ongheeoublication just described as well as the

numerous participations at workshop and meetingthersame or related topics (see complete CV) over
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the years puts me, | believe, in a excellent pmsito attain the aims set out in the present projdus
belief is reinforced by the fact that it will beructed in the same context in which the work e most
recent portion of these publications has been otedy i.e. theCentre Interfacultaire en Sciences
Affectives (CISA)The NCCR “Affective Sciences: Emotions in individlbehaviour and social processes”,
directed by Klaus Scherer, is one of the first niteciplinary research networks worldwide to study
emotions in a comprehensive manner. Its very acégearch teams in the neuroscience and psychofogy
emotion and motivation, and in particular its pedphy unit (theThumosgroup) of which | am already a
member with its direct connection with the veryiaetand productive philosophy department of the

University of Geneva, is the ideal setting for suecessful pursuit of such a project.

2.4 Schedule

The detailed research plan of this project (2.33tisictured around a broad hypothesis (a. The
hypothesis: Emotions as causes and reasons faeshesind four distinct sub-projects (b. Emotions as
reasons; c. Emotional reasons and affective disposj d. A taxonomy of the conative domain; e.
Emotion, desire and empirical psychology) eachtitigaa specific aspect of the framework generated b
the hypothesis. As a general fact, it must be ergeibhat progress in all the sub-projects will citwite to
build the case in favour of the broad hypothesideulying this project. More specifically, while twaf
them ground the hypothesis at the centre of thgegrrgsub-projects (b) and sub-project (c)), anothe
explore the fruitfulness of the account in relaggdas of the philosophy of mind (sub-project dyb-S
project (e) has a distinct status as progress mwithiis directly dependent on ongoing or emerging
collaborations within the NCCR iffective Sciences

The overarching long-term aim of the project (afteryears) is to be ready to publish a
philosophical monograph on the relation betweentemand motivation along the lines sketched in the
present document. Consistent with my being embeddedh interdisciplinary setting for the duratioh o
this project, the intended audience for this bo®khe philosophical and non-philosophical academic
community interested in these issues. Given tmg-@rm aim, here is how | foresee the schedulhef
work to be accomplished in all of the sub-proje8isb-projects (b) and (c), which ground the clairtha
centre of the project, will naturally be tackledsfi Although crucial to the aims of the projetistcan be
completed quickly given that the material and lioésrguments in each of them, resting as theyndmart
on already published material (Deonna, 2006, Dectingeroni, 2009), are at an advanced stage of
preparation. | should thus be in a position to j@btwo articles (one in each of the sub-projertg)eer-
reviewed international philosophy journals by tmel @f the first year (autumn 2011). Preparationhef
material and lines of argument for the overarclulagm of the project, with particular focus on guinject
(c) and (d), should also start immediately at theetd of the project. However, progress here is @rgeto
be slower especially given that the lines of exgeaand understanding between our team and the other
scientist of the NCCR and elsewhere, although diré@ato place, must be firmly anchored. Neverthelés
expect the publication of a major article in onetted top philosophy journal on the overarching dogf

this by project (on the relation between emotiod arotivation) between the second and third yeahef
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project (2012-2013), and another article on théctopsub-project (d), i.e. on the way the conatiggnain
should be conceptually reconfigured, around theespariod. These journal articles should serve as th
groundwork culminating in the publication of theomentioned monograph at the end of the grant
(2014).

The viability of the present schedule depends emptbssibility of operating within a team of both
young and more experienced researchers, presethtiigwork on a regular basis, and meeting with
academics interested in this or related topics fotimer universities. Regarding the team, my intergiare
that the two doctoral students supervised withis groject will be attached to sub-projects (c) #&dyd
respectively. International comptitions will be op#or both positions. The doctoral student attacteed
sub-project (d) is expected to be a straight pbpber working on the various aspects of motivatiom a
philosophical perspective, while the doctoral shidstached to project (e) should have a backgronnd
empirical psychology with a focus on psychologitiaories of motivation. There shall be two regular
formal seminars a week. One semirtamption and Desinewill consist in either a meeting of the restritte
team working directly within the project and prefsg their work or in meetings with the empirical
scientists working in related areas or common ptsjevithin the CISA. The other semin&grdialogical
problem3 consists in the ongoing weekly regular meetinghef philosophy team of the NCCR (Thumos
group) on various topics touching philosophicaleasp of the affective sciences. In addition, | ptan
organise at least four international gatheringee@hnternational workshops during the first thyears and
one major conference the fourth year on the relabetween emotion and motivation). The doctoral
students will play some part in the organisatiorthelse gatherings, and more generally will parditggan
the numerous events, activities and conferencdseotISA in order to broaden their horizon in theddf of

the affective sciences.

2.5. Importance of theresearch

Many aspects of the importance of the project rebelaave already been mentioned and | will not
go over them again. Also, the expected form in Whi&sults will be published has already been meatio
in the previous section (2.4. Schedule). Let me Istness two very different aspects which constigubig
part of the motivation for pursuing it. (a) Whileere has been obviously great interest in the em®tnd
related phenomena in recent years, and corresmipdingreat many publications surrounding this ¢ppi
the present project focuses on emotions to defarmfyabold conception of the mind in which theyypémn
indispensible role. It is not only that emotionséaas it is often observed, a cruciadjulatoryrole to play
in our lives, but that without them weould be blind to a whole dimension of our envirenini.e. its
evaluative dimensiorThis, if true, militates in favour of reconsidagithe fundamental architecture of the
mind as including emotions in addition to beliefglalesires. (b) A second important aspect of teegt
research which was not perhaps sufficiently browgittin this document and which is difficult to rsese
concerns the interdisciplinary setting in whichwitl be conducted. Although philosophical throughda

through, the thinking and motivation behind thejgcb has been enormously influenced by working and
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communicating with scientists tackling the sameetated issues from an empirical perspective. Ansl t
influence not only consists in integrating materdtjuments, distinctions or ideas coming fromrtiark,
but also manifests itself in what philosophy habriag to research on these topics in general badalue
it (sometimes and increasingly) has for those wuylan these issues in other disciplines. Workinipiwi
the philosophy unit of thBICCR in Affective sciencéisus provides a fertile environment for collabomat

and dissemination of ideas and results acrosspilises. This is not quantifiable but extremely imjpaot.
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