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Chapter Four: Emotion, Intelligence and Divine Omniscience

Introduction

The following three chapters have two aims: First, to explore how contemporary
philosophy of emotion can inform our understanding of God’s emotional hfe and.
second. to indicate how the Augustinian-Thomist distinction between passiones and
affectiones can mediate between two seemingly irreconcilable views in philosophy of
emotion. The chapters are structured around three related questions. In this chapter I
discuss the relation between emotion and the intellect. Are emotions cognitive and.
therefore, potentially rational (and potentially irrational), or are they better understood
as feelings that are non-cognitive and arational? Furthermore, do they (as Sarot argues)
contribute to our intelligence? In chapter five I focus on the question of whether and
how emotions are related to the will. Can we choose to have, manipulate or alter certain
emotions, or do they assail us and overtake us involuntarily? In chapter six I look at
how we are to understand the relation between emotions and our bodies. Are
physiological reactions intrinsic to our emotions, or are they an extraneous feature such
that 1t would be meaningful to speak of an incorporeal being experiencing emotions?
These three questions not only engage with some of the main 1ssues in contemporary
philosophy of emotion; they also recall the Augustinian and Thomist distinction
between emotions that are intellective, voluntary and non-physiological (affections).
and those that are non-intellective, involuntary and (according to Thomas) strongly
physiological (passions). In addition, the questions of intellect, will and corporeality
correspond to three perennial and related problems for the impassibility debate: If
emotions are (as they are often thought to be) irrational, involuntary and physiological,
how can a perfectly intelligent, omnipotent and incorporeal God experience them? Thus

our findings 1n these chapters tie together the three primary aspects of the thesis:
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Contemporary philosophy of emotion, Augustinian and Thomist philosophy ot emotion.

and the modern impassibility debate.

Emotion and intelligence in contemporary philosophy

One question that occupies contemporary philosophy of emotion 1s whether emottons
are non-cognitive feelings, sensations or physiological reactions, or whether they are
cognitive and/or evaluative beliefs and judgements. It i1s worth mapping the debate
briefly before we go on to discuss the ways in which emotions are, and the ways 1n
which they are not, mental states and activities. The non-cognitive or ‘feelings’ view
emphasises the idea that emotions are ‘introspective experiences characterized by a

%> and tends towards a strongly physiological view of

quality and intensity of sensation’,
emotion. The cognitive view. which includes. but 1s by no means exhausted by.
‘propositional attitude’ theories, 1s pnmanly a reaction against the “feelings’ or non-
cognitive view, and stresses the role of cognition and belief in emotion. Social
constructionist views of emotion often complement cognitive theories, for they suggest
that emotions can be formed and prescribed by a culture, and show how people can
assume that their emotional responses are involuntary and “natural’ while in fact, like
beliefs, they can be subconsciously produced in conformity to social norms. The
opposing, ‘naturalist’, view that emotional responses are culturally universal®” often
lends itself to the non-cognitive view of emotion, for 1t suggests that emotions are
impulsive feelings common to all humans, and thus distances emotions from culturally

specific and culturally influenced judgements and beliefs. However, the social

constructionist view does not entall and 1s not entailed by the cognitive view; nor 1s

% Paul E. Griffiths, Emotions, p. 2
#% C. Armon-Jones, ‘The Social Function of Emotion’, in R. Harré (ed.), The Social Construction of the
Emotions (LLondon: Oxford University Press, 1986), cited Griffiths, Emotions, p. 8
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there any logical connection between the ‘naturalist’ account and non-cognitive views
of emotion.

The question of the extent to which emotions are cognitive 1s crucial 1n
contemporary philosophy of emotion; as Griffiths remarks, ‘“The opposition between
propositional attitude theories and the feeling theory, and the derivative debates on the
91

rationality and moral status of emotions, have dominated the philosophical literature.

The non-cognitive view of emotions has something in common with Plato’s view that

2 while cognitive views of emotion have as their

passions are in conflict with reason,
precedent Arnstotle’s view that cathartic emotions (such as pity and fear) have a
cognitive as well as an affective aspect.””” and that anger can be overcome by the re-

P4 While the cognitive view of

presentation of the intentional object in a new light.
emotion was, until recently, a minority view, it has become the predominant view 1n the
recent resurgence of literature — and particularly philosophical literature - on emotion.
Representatives of the cognitive school of thought in contemporary philosophy include

> who argues that emotions are judgements or evaluative beliefs.

Martha Nussbaum,
and Solomon, who began to argue for the cognitive view of the emotion nearly thirty
years ago. when the idea was critically received, but who has continued to argue for
(and refine) the 1dea that cognitive judgements are essential to emotion. 2% The

cognitive view is also championed by Ronald de Sousa,”’ who argues that at least some

emotions can be assessed for objectivity and thus rationality, Jerome Neu. who argues

P! Griffiths, Emotions p. 3 sic

®2 Oliver Davies, A Theology of Compassion: Metaphysics of Difference and the Renewal of Tradition
(Grand Rapids, Michigan: William B Eerdmans Publishing Company, 2001), p. 234

®3 Oliver Davies, Theology of Compassion, p. 234

#* ¢f Nussbaum, Upheavals, p 233

2% Nussbaum, Upheavals, 2001, esp. p 35 -6

#° Robert C. Solomon, Not Passion’s Slave;, also The Passions: Emotions and the Meaning of Life
(Cambndge: Hackett Publishing Co.), 1993

" Ronald de Sousa, The Rationality of Emotion (London: MIT Press, 1987)
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that emotions are thoughts”". and Antonio Damasio,””” who suggests that emotions are
essentially neurological (and thus cognitive) with extraneous (physiological) feelings.
Examples of the non-cognitive view of emotions are characteristic of less recent
philosophy of emotion; for instance, Willhlam James, who argues that emotions are
essentially physiological* and, later. Gilbert Ryle, who supports a feelings view of

301 o - *
However, the non-cognitive view has received support from more recent

emotions.
philosophers. For example, Willlam Lyons argues that physiological changes are
essential to emotion,” > Jesse Prinz aims to resurrect the Jamesian view of emotions as
physical feelings incited by primitive physiological responses.’” and Jenefer Robinson
challenges the cognitive view, suggesting instead that emotions are primitive

%% Other proponents of the feelings view include Daniel R.

physiological reactions.
DeNicola,”® F.J. Donceel.*®® and Paul T. Young.*”’ Sarot argues that (bodily) feelings
are essential to emotion and that therefore in order to assert passibilism we ought to
hold that God (in some sense) has a body.>”*

Views that straddle the divide between cognitive and physiological accounts of
emotion include those of Peter Goldie,”” who reacts against the perceived tendency to

over-intellectualise emotions, and draws attention to the importance of feelings, and the

role of intelligibility, appropnateness and proportionality in addition to rationality in

®% Jerome Neu, A Tear is an Intellectual Thing: The Meanings of Emotion (Oxford: Oxford University
Press, 2000)

2% Antonio Damasio, Descartes Error: Emotion, Reason and the Human Brain (London: Picador, 1995);
The Feeling of What Happens: Body, Emotion and the Making of Consciousness (London: Vintage, 2000)
0 William James, *What is an Emotion?’, Mind 9 (1884) 188 - 205

P! Gilbert Ryle, The Concept of Mind (1949, rpt. Harmondsworth 1986); ‘Feelings’, in The Philosophical
Quarterly 1 (1951), 193-205; *Sensation’ in: H.D.Lewis (ed.) Contemporary British Philosophy, Third
Series (London 1956), pp 427 — 43, mpt. In Robert J. Swartz (ed.), Perceiving, Sensing, and Knowing
(Garden City, NY 1965), pp. 187 — 203.

*? William Lyons, Emotion (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1980), The Disappearance of
Introspection (Cambndge, Mass: MIT Press, 1986), Matters of the Mind (Edinburgh: Edinburgh
University Press, 2001)

93 Jesse Prinz, Gut Reactions (New York: Oxtord University Press, 2004)

%4 Jenefer Robinson, Deeper than Reason (New York: Oxtord University Press, 2005)

*> Daniel R. DeNicola, ‘Education of the Emotions’, in Philosophy of Education 35 (1979), 210 — 219
(esp. pp. 211-213)

Yo F.J. Donceel, Philosophical Anthropology (Kansas City, 1967)

*"Paul T. Young, ‘Emotion’ in Sills (ed.), International Encyclopedia V, pp. 35 - 41

3% Marcel Sarot, Passibility, pp. 103-242
% peter Goldie, Emotions: A Philosophical Exploration (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2000)
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emotional life. Similarly, Michael Stocker’ " utilises the concept of ‘psychic feelings’ to
argue that affects cannot be eliminated from our understanding of emotion, while
arguing that emotions also have a cognitive aspect. Justin Oakley argues for the

cogency of this middle-ground position when he writes that:

Instead of claiming that emotions are either exclusively bodily or psychic feelings, one may hold
that emotions are bodily and/or psychic feelings. That 1s, the view here would be that emotions
are feelings which are sometimes bodily, sometimes psychic, and on some occasions a

combination of both.*"’

Philosophy of emotion and divine impassibility

The debate in the philosophy of emotion is interesting for the impassibility debate,
particularly where the impassibility debate 1s defined in terms of whether God has, 1s
able to have, or cannot help but have, emotions. Modern theological’'? discussions of
divine impassibility have for the most part adopted the rather vague and psychologically
dubious view that emotions are neither cognitive nor primarily physiological but are
‘psychological” feelings, a default position or assumption which they share with
contemporary popular culture. Thus, for many modern theologians. the question about
divine impassibility 1s seen to be a question about whether God is like a person who is

purely intellectual but devoid of feeling and warmth and so incapable of real

relationships; a God who is rich in IQ but deficient in ‘EQ’.>" But if emotions are in

fact cognitive, then the impassibility question has a bearing not only on God’s feelings,
but also on God’s intellect. Moreover, if emotions can be, in De Sousa’s terms,

‘objective’, giving us some information about the way the world actually is, and if

*® Michael Stocker (with Elizabeth Hegeman), Valuing Emotions (Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 1996)

Y Justin Oakley, Morality and the Emotions (London: Routledge, 1992), p. 196 fn 31

*'* As distinct from primarily philosophical discussions, such as Marcel Sarot’s and Richard Creel’s

313 “‘Emotional (Intelligence) Quotient. The problem with the 1dea of EQ 1s not that emotions do not reveal
to us things about the world, for, as I shall suggest, they can and often do; rather, the problem with EQ as
a separate category 1s that the perceptiveness that arises from emotion is an aspect of ‘normal’ or
cognitive intelligence, and not something distinct from it.
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Nussbaum and Mark Wynn are right that emotions might actually give us insight into
the way the world actually is that we cannot get from non-emotional sources, then the
question of impassibility also becomes a question about God’s intelligence, wisdom and
omniscience.

The cognitive/non-cognitive question 1s also interesting in terms of our
discussion of ancient philosophy of ‘emotion’ and divine impassibility in the early
church, for cognitive views of emotion have something in common with Augustine's
view of affects or affections, which are intellective, have significant elements ot choice.
and are potentially rational (and, therefore, potentially irrational). Non-cognitive views
of emotion strike some chords with Augustine’s view of the passions, which are
involuntary and non-intellective (and thus arational), and which, in Thomas, are also
defined in terms of physiology. I do not want to press the parallels too far and over-
simplify either Augustinian or modern philosophy of emotion (not least because they
assume very different views of what constitutes a human person), but if the concept of
emotion 1s, at least in some contexts, too broad a category to be useful, then the
cognitive/non-cognitive and affectiones/passiones distinctions may provide us with
more discemning concepts with which to approach both the philosophy of (human)
emotion, and the theological impassibility debate.

As with the distinction between passiones and affectiones, the question of
whether emotions are cognitive or not 1s closely associated in recent philosophy of
emotion with questions about whether emotions are voluntary, bodily and rational. On
the whole, 1If emotions are seen as being cognitive, they are more likely to be seen as
being voluntary to some extent (we can, to some extent, choose whether to adopt
beliefs), not intrinsically bodily (except in as far as intellectual activity, for corporeal
beings, requires a physical bramn), and potentially rational. Accounts that stress the

"feelings’ element of emotions take this to mean bodily feelings, and thus see emotions
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as essentially physiological, and therefore involuntary and neither rational or irrational

(therefore, arational).”'*

Are emotions intelligent?

Rather than attempt an abstract analysis of the cognitive view of emotions, in order to
approach the question of whether emotions are intelligent or not I shall examine one
recent example of the cognitive view, and analyse some of the cniticisms that have been,
and might be, levelled against it. Martha Nussbaum, who re-appropnates the Stoic
contention that emotions are judgements, argues contra non-cognitive accounts that
beliefs are a constituent part of an emotion, and thus that emotions are cognitive and
intelligent in the same way that beliefs are cognitive and intelligent.”"> Given the
identification of emotions with judgements, we might well ask, what makes emotions
distinct from (other) beliefs and judgements? Why is someone’s desire for their beloved
an emotion, and their assent to the proposition that it is raining in Brazil not an
emotion? For Nussbaum, part of the answer to this lies in the fact that emotions not only
have beliefs or judgements as constituent parts (that x i1s the case), but that these
judgements or beliefs are value suffused: That x is pertinent to the subject’s own
eudaimonia.’’® Judgements are necessary for the emotion, and are sufficient for the
emotion if they have the requisite eudaimonistic evaluative content.”!” In other words, a
judgement becomes an emotion when the subject perceives the significance of the
object for their own personal flourishing. Emotions are judgements that concern our

own values in life, our particular sets of goals, and how we i1magine ourselves

314 This is more true of psychological accounts of emotion than philosophical ones, particularly where

psychology is based on empirical studies of emotion, and philosophical accounts based on personal
experiences of emotion (of both the writer and the experiences of those they draw upon.) ‘Feelings’
accounts of emotion are not necessarily reductive of the human person, though they frequently are.

1> Nussbaum, Upheavals, p. 35 - 5

31 Nussbaum, Upheavals, p. 41

I Nussbaum, Upheavals, p. 56 - 7

120



accomplishing our eudaimonia. The Stoic idea of emotions Nussbaum adopts involves
the i1dea that "Emotions contain an ineliminable reference to me, to the fact that 1t 1s my
scheme of goals and projects... the evaluations associated with emotion are evaluations
from my perspective, not from some impartial perspective; they contain an ineliminable
reference to the self *'® Emotions. though not necessarily selfish or egotistical, are
nevertheless localised in the sense of relevant to oneself, one’s own goals and values:*"”
and 1t seems to be this localisation and value-laden quality that distinguishes them from
other forms of judgement. Thus the desire for the beloved 1s an emotion not only
because the lover believes that the beloved 1s beautiful, amusing and sensitive (surely
they might also believe all these things without experiencing love). they also perceive
(for example) that being with the beloved is necessary for their happiness and
flourishing, and that being without the beloved is likely to induce ennui or dejection.”*
The assent to the proposition that it is raining in Brazil, on the other hand, remains a
non-emotional judgement unless the weather in Brazil has some personal significance
(for example, if one lives there, or has friends there, or has imaginatively entered into
the concerns of farmers in Brazil, for whom the weather 1s crucial).

Judgements, therefore, are not an external cause of an emotion, but a constituent
part of it. But we may well ask, are there other constituent parts of the emotion that are
not part of the judgement, so that there is something intrinsic to an emotion that
separates emotions from judgements? Nussbaum replies that this question ought to be

put to one side, since it 1s impossible to distinguish between some things that occur

contemporaneously with an emotion that are not intrinsic to it, from other aspects that

318

Nussbaum, U/pheavals, p. 52

1 As distinct from localised in the spatial sense, which, as we shall see in chapter six, is used by Sarot.

2% Not all emotions are localised and subject-specific, or at least not all to the same extent. The emotion
of wonder, Nussbaum observes, does not seem particularly bound up with the subject’s goals, but
responds rather to the pull of the object. In wonder, the subject 1s maximally aware of the value of the
object, and only minimally aware, 1t at all, of the relationship between the object and the subject’s own
plans (Upheavals, p. 54). Perhaps, however, one might respond that being open to the expenence of
wonder requires that one have some belief 1n the importance of surprise and wonder to a full and valuable
life.
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are intrinsic to it. Since we are speaking of living sentient beings for whom having some
type of bodily feeling seems to be a necessary condition of waking life, we could assert
that the presence of some feeling or other is a necessary precondition of an emotion
(since 1t 1s an aspect of waking mental life for sentient beings). However, this does not
mean that we should say that these bodily feelings are part of the emotion itself: A
pumping heart may well be a necessary precondition of an emotion, but that does not
make it a constituent part of the emotion.”*' Thus bodily feelings might be intrinsic to
emotion, but they might also just be something that accompanies emotion, or are caused
by emotion.

Furthermore, we should resist the urge to restrict the cognitive dimension of
emotion to being just one aspect of emotion and so introduce physiological feelings and
movements to emotion because judgement, according to Nussbaum, 1s dynamic rather
than static and, as such, can house not only reason but also the ‘disorderly motions’ of
emotion.”** Thus, ‘The recognizing and the upheaval... belong to one and the same part
of me, the part with which I make sense of the world.”>* It is tempting to think that
Nussbaum’s argument risks becoming another semantic one: Ought judgement to be
defined in terms of impartial and disinterested thought processes, or can judgements

also Include subjective, partial and value-suffused states? To go down this path.

however, 1s to miss the point that, according to Nussbaum, the emotional is rooted not
In some other, non-intellective part of the human person, but in the same cognitive part
of ourselves In which are also seated non-evaluative and impartial beliefs and
judgements. Emotions, then, are for Nussbaum distinctly cognitive states., and not
founded in some non-intellective “other’ aspect of the human person.

Having defined emotion as judgement, and judgement as assent to an

appearance, we are left with the question, is the emotion the act of assenting to an

il

2! Nussbaum, Upheavals, p. 56 - 7
22 Nussbaum. Upheavals, p. 45
**3 Nussbaum, Upheavals, p. 45
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appearance itself, or is it a state that results from the act?’** Nussbaum argues that this
Issue 1S not particular to emotion, but that it applies to all kinds of judgement and belief.
Judgements of all sorts are dynamic in that they change over time, and while they may
initially be the act of acceptance of an appearance, there are continual acts of acceptance
which become a part of our cognitive make-up. Thus judgements — including emotions
— have a two-fold character: They are both the act of assent, and the state or states that
arise from that act. There 1s a related question about why, if emotions are judgements,
there 1s a diminution of the emotion while the judgement remains the same. In order to
sharpen and clanfy the question Nussbaum rephrases it: Is the difference between a
person’s calmed state in t2, and their affectively-intense state in t1 (at the outset of the
initial event), a cognitive difference, or a non-cognitive difference?’* Nussbaum argues
that 1t 1s 1n fact a cognitive difference, and in four different respects. First (taking
Nussbaum’s expernience of grief at the death of her mother as a case study), as the
mourning progresses the grief is likely to become a background emotion rather than a
situational emotion: As things change and the subject gets used to the lack of their
beloved, fewer situations bring the object’s death to mind. Second, the process of
mourning 1S an experience of repeatedly encountering cognitive frustrations and
reweaving one’s cognitive fabric in consequence: As a result of mourning ‘I no longer
have the belief that I will see my mother at Thanksgiving dinner; I no longer think of
the end of a busy day as a time when I can call her up and enjoy a long talk; I no longer
think of a trip abroad as an occasion to buy presents from her; I no longer expect to
make happy plans to celebrate her birthday.’>*® Third, there is a change of judgement:
At t2 the judgement becomes ‘This person was an important part in my

life/flourishing.”**” Fourth, it is common (though not necessary) in grief to focus on the

*2% Nussbaum, Upheavals, p. 46
2> Nussbaum, Upheavals, p. 80
2% Nussbaum, Upheavals, p. 80
327 Nussbaum, Upheavals, p. 82
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object in perceptual imagination, but imagination fades in the object’s absence. As a
result, the emotion’s content shifts: ‘it i1s because I no longer see my mother before me
that I no longer make her such an important part of my life”.***

On Nussbaum’s account then, emotions could be defined solely by therr
evaluative-eudaimonistic thought content, and in this respect Nussbaum’s view comes
close to the propositional attitude theories of emotion. However, as Nussbaum
recognises, propositional attitude theories provide a rather reductive account of emotion
that do not take into account the fact that experiences of emotion tend to contain, in
addition to the evaluative-eudaimonistic content, perceptions of the object that are
highly concrete and rich with detail’” For example, grief is not just an abstract
judgement that someone has gone or died with the localising element that this someone
1s relevant to oneself 1In some way, but, rather, a very rich particular: ‘Even 1if 1ts
propositional content 1s, “my wonderful mother i1s dead’, the expenence itself involves a
storm of memories and concrete perceptions that swarm around that content, but add
more than is present in it.”>" As a result, emotions usually have a connection to
imagination, and to the concrete picturing of events in 1magimnation — and this
differentiates emotions from other, more abstract judgements. Typically emotions have
a sensory richness, though there is no way of making this a part of the definition of
emotion — an emotion remains the cognitive acceptance of a certain content, usually
accompanied by relevant acts of the imagination.”' Thus Nussbaum’s cognitive account
of emotion allows far more scope for the rich, subjective, and experiential nature of

emotions than i1s given by the more simplistic and potentially reductive propositional

attitude theories.

28 Nussbaum, Upheavals, p. 84
2 Nussbaum, Upheavals, p. 65
39 Nussbaum, Upheavals, p. 65
*! Nussbaum, Upheavals, p. 66
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Is Nussbaum nght that emotions are essentially judgements. capable of the
intelligence and rationality we might attribute to other human judgements and beliefs?
Robert C. Roberts criticises Nussbaum’s 1dea of emotions as judgements as she
articulates 1t in her earlier works, ‘Love’s Knowledge’ and ‘Therapy of Desire’.
Roberts™ objection to the idea of emotions as judgements focuses in large part on the
idea that judgements are propositional>>* while, in his view, emotions involve
appearances but often occur 1n the absence of a judgement, where judgement 1s defined
as (propositional) assent to that appearance.” Judgements are propositional, emotions
are not. Furthermore, emotions generally assert something about a situation, 1ts
character (what kind of situation 1t 1s), and its importance to the subject. However, what
the emotion ‘says’ 1s not always agreed to by the subject of the emotion, and so the
emotion 1S not the subject’s judgement. Thus, “Speaking metaphorically, we might say
that the emotion makes a judgement (a proposal about reality); but this ‘judgement’ is
just an appearance or phantasia. > The subject’s judgement often coincides with the
emotion’s ‘judgement’, but, equally, often 1t does not. This makes emotions unlike
judgements, and closer to other perceptions: Usually people believe what they see and
hear, but sometimes they have reasons not to. For example, in the case of the optical
lllusion of a straight stick in a bucket of water looking bent ‘Our perception tells us that
the stick 1n the water 1s bent (this 1s how we perceive 1t), but we judge otherwise,
disagreeing with our eyes. Similarly, I may know that my anger 1s unjustified — not a
correct perception of my situation. In that sort of case, it 1s wrong to say that my anger
is my judgement. We might say that it ‘has a mind of its own.””>>> The emotion’s
‘ljudgement’ may not be identical to the subject’s ‘judgement’, and this makes emotions

more like perceptions or appearances than like judgements or assents to the appearance.

2 Robert C. Roberts, Emotions: An Essay in Aid of Moral Psychology (Cambnidge: Cambridge
University Press, 2003) p. 85

33 Roberts, Emotions, p. 89

134 Roberts, Emotions, p. 89

> Roberts, Emotions, p. 89
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In response to Roberts’ objection 1t 1s worth noting first that Nussbaum
argues that the 1dea of emotions as evaluative judgements and as cognifive requires a
broader account of cognition than that of propositional thought or thought suitable for
linguistic formulation, and opts instead for a definition of cognitive as “concerned with
recelving and processing information’, and not necessarily calculation, computation, or
even reflexive self-awareness.”® By extension, in response to Roberts, we might say
that judgements are not necessarily propositional: We may make judgements that are
sub-conscious and pre-linguistic. This seems to be the case when, for example, [ see a
large heavy ball come hurtling towards me and judge that I ought to move two feet to
the left in order to avoid being hit by it. I have made a judgement — that the ball 1s large
and heavy and I am likely to get hurt if 1t coincides with my body, and that, since I
judge that not getting hurt is important for my personal flourishing, I also judge that
moving out of the way would be a prudent course of action. I have also judged where
the ball is likely to fall (currently it 1s set to fall where I am standing), and made
calculations about where 1 will be safe and where I can get to in time (I can get two feet
to my left before the ball lands, and this ought to be sufficient for me to avoid the ball).
Yet none of these judgements are propositional: At the conscious level I simply
perceive the ball, feel apprehensive, and move two feet to my left, before I have
registered any of these things consciously, let alone articulated them linguistically
(either ‘in my head’ or out loud), though I may make some expressive but non-
propositional noise. Thus Roberts’ objection to the idea of emotions as judgements 1s
not conclusive, for it presupposes that judgements are propositional, whereas, I suggest,
in fact they may not be. This of course makes the idea of emotions as judgements far
closer to Roberts’ 1dea of emotions as perceptions or appearances, for we may have

judgements without propositionally assenting to an appearance.

336

Nussbaum, Upheavals, p. 23
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The other aspect of Roberts™ objection to Nussbaum that we discussed above is
that people often find that, figuratively speaking, their own judgement conflicts with
their emotion’s ‘judgement’. This seems to be particularly the case with fear. Someone
who 1s scared of flying may still feel terrified in a flight simulator, despite the fact that
they know that they are not really at a great height and are not at risk of falling or
crashing, and someone who is scared of snakes may still run away when they see a grass
snake, despite their knowledge that the grass snake 1s not venomous and 1s in fact shy
and retiring. To give some other examples, someone may still feel guilty for drinking
alcohol despite the fact that they rejected their parentally-inculcated belief that alcohol
consumption is sinful some years ago. someone may feel anger for the broken arm
inflicted upon them by a child’s careless play, despite their judgement that the child 1s
too young to be morally culpable, and someone may feel humiliation or embarrassment
when they fall over in the snow despite the fact that they judge that the incident would
not lessen others’ regard for them. Thus, Roberts argues, emotions cannot really be
judgements, because our judgements often conflict with our emotions.

Roberts’ objection to the judgement theory of emotion 1s not conclusive
because, I suggest, he presupposes that rational people cannot and do not hold
contradictory beliefs and judgements simultaneously, and this presupposition does not
accurately reflect the complexity of the human mind and the many beliefs and
judgements that occur at different levels of the human mind. Thus, while part of the
person who is scared of flying judges that he i1s in a flight simulator and not at a great
height, the optical illusion of flying is enough to make another part of him believe at
every moment that he 1s in fact flying, that he i1s at risk of crashing or falling from a
great height. (He may, perhaps, be less frightened than he would 1n an actual ’plane,

since one belief may modify the other.) In the case of the person who has embraced

alcohol consumption despite the prohibitions of his puritanical parents, we may suppose
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that while at the conscious level he has justified his alcohol consumption in the light of.
say, 1ts biblical precedence and monastic associations, or the positive health benefits
suggested by modern science. or an atheistic rejection of the irrational moral norms
based on religion, at a less conscious level he still assents to the judgement that has been
inculcated into him that alcohol consumption is sinful, or that the consequences of

drinking 1t are ruinous.

That normally rational people can hold conflicting beliets and judgements 1s
shown by the death scene of Lord Marchmain in Evelyn Waugh’s Brideshead Revisited,
in which the lapsed Catholic Lord Marchmain receives absolution before he dies, and
the recalcitrantly a-religious Charles, who narrates the event, prays before Marchmain’s
death-bed. At the beginning of the scene Marchmain’s mistress tries to persuade
Marchmain to see the pnest, while Julia remains indecisive and Charles obtains the

support of the doctor to oppose the priest’s visit. But then:

Julia, who had been standing still and silent, suddenly moved.

‘Thank you for your advice, doctor,” she said. ‘I take full responsibility for whatever happens.
Father Mackay, will you please come and see my father now,” and without looking at me, led him to
the door.

We all followed. Lord Marchmain was lying as I had seen him that moming, but his eyes were now
shut; his hands lay, palms upwards, above the bed-clothes; the nurse had her fingers on the pulse of
one of them. ‘Come in,” she said brightly, "'you won’t disturb him now.

‘D’you mean...?’

‘No, no, but he’s past noticing anything.’

She held the oxygen apparatus to hus face and the hiss of escaping gas was the only sound at the
bedside.

The priest bent over Lord Marchmain and blessed him. Julia and Cara knelt at the foot of the bed.
The doctor, the nurse, and [ stood beside them.

‘Now,’ said the priest, ‘I know you are sorry for all the sins of your life, aren’t you? Make a sign, 1f
you can. You’re sorry, aren’t you? But there was no sign. ‘Try and remember your sins, tell God you
are sorry. | am going to give you absolution. While I am giving 1t, tell God you are sorry you
offended him.” He began to speak in Latin. I recognized the words ‘ego te absolvo in nomine
Parris... ' and saw the priest make the sign of the cross. Then I knelt, too, and prayed: *O God, 1f
there 1s a God, forgive him his sins, if there is such a thing as sin,” and the man on the bed opened
his eyes and gave a sigh, the sort of sigh I had imagined people made at the moment of death, but his
eyes moved so that we knew there was still life tn him.

[ suddenly felt the longing for a sign, if only of courtesy, if only for the sake of the woman I loved,
who knelt in front of me, praying, I knew, for a sign. It seemed so small a thing that was asked, the
bare acknowledgement of a present, a nod in the crowd. I prayed more simply; ‘God forgive him his
sins’ and ‘Please God, make him accept your forgiveness.

So small a thing to ask.

The priest took the little silver box from his pocket and spoke again in Latin, touching the dying
man with an o1l wad; he finished what he had to do, put the box away and gave the final blessing.
Suddenly Lord Marchmain moved his hand to his forehead, I thought he had felt the touch of the
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chrism and was wiping it away. O God," I prayed, ‘don’t let him do that.” But there was no need for
fear, the hand moved slowly down his breast, then to his shoulder, and Lord Marchmain made the
sign of the cross. Then I knew that the sign I had asked for was not a little thing, not a passing nod
of recognition, and a phrase came back to me from my childhood of the veil of the temple being rent
from top to bottom.>’

Notably, while this might appear to be a scene in which Charles converts from
agnosticism to Catholic Christianity, after this scene Charles continues to be a-religious
for several years. It 1s not the case that Charles moves from one belief to another in this
scene — that 1s, from the belief that God does not exist to the belief that God does exist.
Rather, Charles continues to believe what he has always believed, but his belief that God
does not exist, which up until that time had been at the forefront, diminishes in a time of
famuly crisis, and his belief that God does exist, which has only ever been submerged and
sub-conscious during his adult life, comes to the fore and becomes the belief that
motivates his actions (in this case, his deciston to pray), helped by his Chnistian
upbringing and, in particular, his latent familiarity with the rending of the veil of the
Temple. This suggests that there can be contradictory beliefs and judgements within a
person, implying that some beliefs and judgements might be held at the conscious,
propositional level, while others become submerged and only re-emerge during a point at
which they become relevant.

Furthermore, 1t 1s notable that Charles’ decision to kneel and pray is not based in
a perception or construal that God exists to which his judgement does not assent: There
1s no new thing that gives Charles the impression that God exists after all, and no sense
that this conflicts with his nitial judgement or belief about God’s lack of existence.
Rather, there is a submerging of a formerly prominent belief (that God does not exist)
and a re-emerging of a formerly latent belief or judgement (that God exists, that there is
such a thing as sin, that sin can be forgiven). In this case at least, therefore, emotion is

closer to belief or judgement than to perception or appearance. Finally, holding two

¥ Evelyn Waugh, Brideshead Revisited: the Sacred and Profane Memories of Captain Charles Ryder

(New York: Penguin Books, 1982), p. 383 -5
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beliefs (emotional or otherwise) at once may make Charles irrational, but there is no
reason to suppose that it makes Charles abnormally irrational. Regardless of religious
afthation, excepting the pugnacious, the reader does not come away from the narrative
thinking, “Charles 1s clearly not a rational person, for if he were, he would not be able to
hold both that God does not exist. and that God does exist. at the same time’. Rather. the
reader recognises that Charles™ experience of realising that at some level they believe
something they did not know they believed 1s an accurate reflection of human life. Thus.
I suggest, Nussbaum’s description of emotions as a type of judgement 1s not made less
plausible by Roberts™ criticisms.

Ought we then to conclude that Nussbaum’s account of emotions i1s accurate? Is it
true to our experience of emotion? I suggest that the answer to this is both “yes’ and ‘no’.
Yes. in that many emotions, including the example of grief that Nussbaum relates, are. at
root, evaluative beliefs, and capable of the same kind of intelligence, rationality (and
irrationality) that are found in other beliefs and judgements. But, I suggest, this will not
do as an account of all the phenomena we call emotions, for there are also emotional
experiences that are far more physiological and non-cognitive in nature. For example, the
lust-infused love an hormonal adolescent boy might have for a woman he hardly knows
and whose particular qualities (of character, appearance, or abilities) he does not in fact
think attractive; or the anger and jealousy a naturally jealous and insecure man might feel
when seeing his wife talk innocently to another man; or the drug-induced state of
happiness and relaxation despite the awful circumstances of the subject’s life, might all
be regarded as exceptions to Nussbaum’s understanding of emotions as judgements.

The conclusion that some emotions are intelligent and/or cognitive while others
are far more visceral and non-intellective is interesting with respect to the passions and
affections distinction and, in the context of contemporary philosophy of emotion, also

suggests that accounts of what emotions are may be polarised because they are actually
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describing and analysing very different phenomena. As Roberts notes, philosophers who
claim that all emotions are cognitive or that all emotions are non-cognitive tend to
provide a partial account by looking at only some emotions, against which counter-

examples might be cited:

...|o]ne kind of theonst fixes on cases of emotion that have highly definite conceptual content,
that respond flexibly to changes of information and reasoning, and that are highly integrated into
the individual’s conscious purposes and explicit worldview. Another kind of theorist fixes on
cases of emotion that respond poorly or not at all to information and reasoming, have a strong
component of bodily arousal, and have close analogues in beasts and babies. Both theorists then
ignore the ‘opposite’ kinds of cases as long as they can, or they authorize their theones by
finding clever ways to explain away the counterexamples or assimilate them to their own

paradigm, or they just deny that those are ‘really’ emotions.™

Amelie Rorty goes further in her article, ‘Anstotle on the Metaphysical Status of
Pathé™*”, arguing that the current conceptual analysis of emotions are ‘puzzlingly

** and that these ‘persistent and

pulled in what appear to be opposing directions,™
unresolvable contemporary polemical debates carry an airr of a chimaenal
construction.**' Griffiths attempts to resolve the polarisation of accounts of emotion by
distinguishing between non-cognitive phenomena (such as Paul Ekman’s ‘“affect
programs’: Short-term. reflex-like, culturally-insensitive responses®*?). and ‘higher
cognitive emotions’, which potentially involve a greater degree of choice and

rationality. In fact, Gnffiths goes even further, arguing that what we know about the

experiences we call emotion suggests that “there is no rich collection of generalizations
about this range of phenomena that distinguishes them from other psychological

phenomena.... The proper response to current knowledge is that there is no object of

Y 343

scientific knowledge which corresponds to ‘emotion I suggest that this conclusion

38 Roberts, Emotions, p. 7

Y% Amélie Rorty, *Aristotle’, pp. 521 - 546

0~ Aristotle, p. 521

M- Aristotle’, p. 545

32 Paul Ekman, ‘An Argument for Basic Emotions’, in Cognition and Emotion v.6, 168 — 678, 1992;
Nature of Emotion: Fundamental Questions (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1995)

3 Griffiths, Emotions, p. 14, 16
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1S too extreme, for there are sufficient family resemblances between cognmtive and non-
cognitive emotions to bind them together and, in addition, it 1s the case that all
emotional experiences are on a spectrum of cognitive involvement rather than that all
emotions fall clearly and neatly into the cognitive (‘higher cognitive’) or non-cognitive
(“affect-program’) categonies. However, where Griffiths seems to me to be correct is
that while we might conclude that Nussbaum is right to define some emotions in terms
of judgement and cognition, other emotions are more properly described in terms of
non-cognitive physiological feelings. These latter will emerge as the subject of chapter
six. The concem of the remainder of this chapter will be with the emotional experiences
we would regard as (to a greater or lesser degree) cognitive and potentially intelligent.
and which we may associate with the atfections of Augustine and Thomas discussed 1n

chapter three.

What does it mean to say that _emotions are intelligent?

One helpful approach to an understanding of the ways in which emotions can be
intelligent 1s through a consideration of whether emotions are, in De Sousa’s terms,
‘objective’ or ‘subjective’. In the Euthyphro (as De Sousa interprets it), Plato asks
whether we love something because 1t i1s lovable, or whether we call it lovable because
we love 1it. The former 1s defined as the “objective’ answer, because it implies that the
emotion apprehends something in the world that exists independently of our reaction to
it. The latter 1s defined as the subjective answer, which implies that the properties that
appear to evoke our emotions are in fact projections or shadows cast by the emotions
themselves. The former view of emotions could be considered as ascribing intelligence

to emotions, because it asserts that emotions are either based on, or even have as a

component, a perception (accurate or erroneous) of a value in the world, while the latter
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(the ‘subjective’) view of emotions could be seen as implying that emotions are not
intelhgent, because they neither reflect, nor provide us with, any information about the
way the world actually 1s. De Sousa thinks that, while some emotions are subjective
(such as moods, because they don’t have a specific object), some others are objective.
Notably, objective emotions don’t necessarily impart or reflect information about the
real world since, like beliefs, they might be mistaken. Thus, for example, Elizabeth
Bennet 1s open to the possibility of falling in love with Mr. Wickham because she
believes he 1s noble, forgiving and honest, whereas in fact he is dishonest, opportunistic
and selfish. The important point here is that an emotion with an objective but mistaken
basis 1s not the same as a subjective emotion: The former involves a misreading of
evidence about the way the world actually 1s or the presentation of partial or faulty
evidence. while the latter makes no attempt to read the way the world actually is at all.

[ think that the question of whether emotions are objective and thus intelligent
needs to be split into two further questions. First, can emotions be based on things in the
world, such that the emotion 1s extraneous to the initial belief or perception? Second.
might intelligence be intrinsic to emotions, so that emotions actually help us to perceive
some value 1n the world? The answer to the first question seems, quite clearly, to be
‘'ves'. We may love someone because they embody some qualities we regard as good
(whether these are qualities of intelligence, kindness, good looks, or whatever), and we
might become happy when we believe that they reciprocate our feelings, or sad or
jealous when provided with some indication that they don’t like us, or prefer someone

else. Similarly, we can become angry because we perceive that someone really has

wronged us 1n some respect, or fearful because we observe some threat to us. Thus,
emotions can be intelligent and ‘objective’ in that they can be based on beliefs and

perceptions about the way the world really 1s.
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The second question, about whether emotions might actually enable us to
perceive something about the way the world really 1s, is far more difficult, yet I think
that we can still provide an affirmative answer, though this will need careful definition
and qualification. I think that the key point to emphasise here is not that we can know
things through emotion that we cannot know without emotion but, rather, that we can
know things through emotion in a way that is far more significant, deep-rooted and
valuable than the way in which we might know things without emotion. Thus the
epistemological value of emotion is not about the content of a belief, but is about the
sort of way in which we can know something. I will try to explain this further, drawing
on an illustration used and observations made by Gaita and developed by Wynn. Wynn
cites Gaita’s first-hand account of the contrasting way in which patients in a psychiatric
ward were treated by both doctors and a nun, which i1llustrates how our moral
understanding (in this case, of the value of the patients) might be rooted in our
emotional response as well as in more traditionally intellective, cognitive or

propositionally-held beliefs:

The patients were judged to be incurable and they appeared to have irretrievably lost everything
which gives meaning to our lives. They had no grounds for self-respect insofar as we connect
that with self-esteem; or, none which could be based on qualities or achievements for which we
could admire or congratulate them without condescension.... A small number of psychiatrists
did, however, work devotedly to improve their conditions. They spoke, against all appearances,
of the inalienable dignity of even those patients. 1 admired them enormously... One day a nun
came to the ward. In her middle years, only her vivacity made an impression on me until she
talked to the patients. Then everything in her demeanour towards them — the way she spoke
towards them, her facial expressions, the inflexions of her body — contrasted with and showed up
the behaviour of those noble psychiatrists. She showed that they were, despite their best efforts,
condescending, as | too had been. She thereby revealed that even such patients were, as the

psychiatrists and 1 had sincerely and generously professed, the equals of those who wanted to
help them; but she also revealed that in our hearts we did not believe this.***

Gaita makes two claims here: First, that the nun’s behaviour towards the patients

demonstrates the equality of the patients to their carers, and, second, that despite their

M R. Gaita, A Common Humanity: Thinking about Love and Truth and Justice (Melbourne: The Text
Publishing Company, 2000), p. 17 — 19, cited in Wynn, Emotional Experience, p. 30
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professing a beliet in the patients’ equality, the nun reveals through a contrast with her
own behaviour that the doctors do not believe in the equality of the patients ‘in their
hearts’. These claims need careful consideration. Concerning the first, I am not sure that
the nun’s behaviour reveals that the patients are the equals of the nun and psychiatrist; it

seems to me that no epistemological status can be given to the nun’s behaviour with

respect to the value of the patients, as her beliefs, regardless of the fact that they are
aftectively as well as intellectually held, might be mistaken. To use an analogy: I might
deeply and personally be persuaded that pigs can fly, and live as though pigs can fly,
launching them from the top of my roof in an attempt to help them realise their ability.
However, my behaviour towards the pigs does not ‘prove’ that pigs can fly; similarly,
the nun’s behaviour towards the patients does not prove either that they are or that they
are not the equals of everyone else. What the account does highlight, which is implicit
In the second point Gaita makes, is that there is a distinction to be made between what
people believe in the sense of assenting to a belief propositionally, and what they really
believe ‘in their hearts’. The psychiatrists assent to the belief that, despite the patients’
condition, the patients are valuable people. However, the actions of the nun reveal the
real attitude of the psychiatrists: By virtue of a contrast, the nun shows that the
psychiatrists’ belief does not penetrate their person in any way except as intellectual
assent: It does not pervade their whole being, and they do not really understand or
perceive the patients’ value. While they assent intellectually to the idea that the patients
are of equal value to themselves, the fact that this belief is not affectively toned or
emotionally enriched prevents them from realising this fully. Thus, the situation of the
psychiatrists 1s rather like that of someone who assents to the proposition that God
exists, without having faith, or someone who assents to the proposition that all objects

are drawn towards the earth with an equal and constant force, but for whom the

proposition has no personal significance. Inverting this reading of Gaita’s account, we
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can also see that this account suggests that there are some instances in which emotional
experience 1s not only based on real things in the world, but can actually enable us to
know things 1n a way that we cannot know otherwise. The nun knows that the patients
are valuable in a way that the psychiatnsts do not because she does not just assent to
this belief intellectually, but believes it in an intellective-affectively integrated way (or,
In colloquial terms, she believes 1t both with her ‘head” and with her “heart’). The issue
here is not so much that her emotional involvement means that the nun ‘knows’ the
value of the patients while the psychiatrists do not (for they also assent to the patients’
value): 1t 1s rather that the nun ‘knows’ the value of the patients in a way that the
psychiatrists do not — and that this way of knowing has a greater level of understanding
than that of the psychiatrists: She ‘really’ believes 1t rather than just assenting to the
proposition. Perhaps the most illuminating thing about this conclustion is that 1t means
that there 1s a certain way of knowing or perceiving or believing that can be experienced
through emotional experience — and that cannot be expenienced in any way except
through emotional experience. Augustine’s exploration of faith through the Psalms
provides a dynamic illustration of the way in which objects (in this case, God and

honey) can be known only through experience; here, we might understand Augustine’s

"taste’ as an analogy for emotionally enriched experience:

‘I shall look out for your name, because it is delightful.” And to whom will you show its
delights? Give me the palate to sense its delicacy. Praise honey as much as you like, overstate its
sweetness with what words you can: a man who doesn’t know what honey 1s doesn’t know what
you're saying until he tastes 1it. So what does the psalm say when it invites you to try 1t? ‘Taste
and see how sweet 1s the master.” You don’t want to taste it and say ‘It’s delightful? How 1s 1t
delightful?” If you tasted it, you would find 1t in your own pleasure, not just in words, no more
than you would find 1t in sprouting leaves — you could deserve to be shnveled up by the master’s
curse like that fig tree. ‘Taste,’ he says, ‘and see how sweet 1s the master.” Taste and see: you'll
see, if you taste. But how will you prove it to a man who doesn’t taste 1t? By praising the
delightfulness of the name of god. Whatever you say, it’s just words: taste 1s something else. The
impious hear the words of his praise, but they don’t taste how sweet he 1s — only the blessed do
that.

So this author senses the sweetness of the name of God and wants to explain 1t and wants to
demonstrate 1t, and he can’t find who to do it for. For the blessed don’t need to be shown, for
they taste for themselves and they know. But the impious can’t sense what they won’t taste. So

what does he do about the delightfulness of the name of god? He took himself away from the
crowds of the impious: I will look out for, he says, your name, because it 1s dehighttul 1n the sight
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of your holy ones. Delightful is your name, but not in the sight of the impious: I know how sweet
it is, but only to thosc who taste it.**

Similarly, we might understand the value of a person we love 1n a more ‘real’” way than
the way in which someone who does not love that person might agree to the proposition
that they are valuable. Compassion, as an aspect of love, can also reveal to us the
object’s value: As Nussbaum observes, ‘compassion itself is the eye through which
people see the good and ill of others, and its full meaning. Without it, the abstract sight

d.** Love and compassion may also help us to

of the calculating intellect 1s blin
understand others and, in particular, enable us to understand (through both empathy and
by analogy) the emotions of others.>*’ Again, in the case of anger we might appreciate
or understand the wrongness of a person’s action because we feel anger in a way that
someone who agrees that their action 1s wrong, but who 1s not emotionally involved,
may not be able to appreciate or understand. As Roberts argues, ‘emotions are a kind of
eve for value and the import of situations, a mode of spiritual perception which may be
deep and wise, or shallow and foolish’.”*® Speaking of love, Briimmer points out that
love is a kind of knowledge about the beloved that we cannot have without love. In fact,

‘Love is not the source of this kind of knowledge, it is this kind of knowledge. To know

someone in this sense is to have fellowship with or to love that person. The antithesis of

this kind of knowledge is not ignorance but estrangement. Thus the stranger who says ‘I

don’t know anyone around here’ is not ignorant but isolated.”**

The 1dea that emotions reveal values raises the question of whether we should
trust emotions as vehicles of truth, or whether they are deceptive about reality. Clearly

there are times at which emotions can deceive us about the real world. Someone’s

34 Augustine, En Ps 51:18, translated by and cited in James O’Donnell, Augustine: A New Biography
(New York: Harper Collins, 2005), p. 131 —132)

*° Nussbaum, Upheavals, p. 392

17 Stocker (with Hegeman), Valuing Emotions, pp. 188, 192, 201 - 3

18 Robert C. Roberts, Emotions, p. 2

* Vincent Brismmer, The Model of Love: A Study in Philosophical Theology (Cambridge: Cambridge
Umversity Press, 1993), p. 180
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jealousy of the wife of the man they love may prevent them from seeing that the wife 1s
a kKind, honest human being, and someone’s insecurity about themselves may prevent
them from perceiving the attractive qualities that others perceive in them. Sartre writes
of the illogical arguments of the anti-Semites who say things like “You see, there must
be something about the Jews; they upset me physically’. Sartre continues that “This
argument. which I have heard a hundred times, 1s worth examining. First of all, 1t
derives from the logic of passion. For, really, now, can we imagine anyone’s saying
seriously: “There must be something about tomatoes, for I have a horror of eating

themj‘?jBSD

Sartre’s point 1s clearly correct, since we cannot simply deduce from our
emotional reactions that certain things or people are good or evil. But are there some
circumstances in which emotions might be revelatory of the world? One mught, for
example, concelve of a case in which an affective reaction of fear to a large hairy sabre-
toothed sharp-clawed beast reflected accurately the savagery of the beast in question.
even prior to the intellective perception that the beast was both present and a threat.*’
As I have already suggested, 1t can also be true of religiously-pertinent emotions such
as love (and emotions related to love, such as compassion and anger) that i1t i1s not the
case in every instance that ‘love 1s blind’; rather, love can allow us to see in an object
some real value in a way that 1t 1s not possible to see unless we love. It is this revelatory
nature of emotions that 1s of primary interest for our current purposes, because if
emotions are revelatory then it 1s possible that passibility — and particularly the capacity
to or susceptibtlity for love - 1s a significant aspect of our — and, potentially, God’s —
understanding, wisdom and intelligence. However, we must ask, how can we know

when emotions such as love are revelatory, and how can we discern when they are

actually deceptive or misleading?

P9 Jean-Paul Sartre, Anti-Semite and Jew (New York: Schoken Books, 1976), p. 10
] cf. Joseph LeDoux, The Emotional Brain: The Mysterious Underpinnings of Emotional Life (New
York: Simon & Schuster, 1996)
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Wynn suggests two criteria for the epistemological reliability of emotion. First.
there should be no difficulty with the [emotional] experience itselt or 1ts context; 1n
Nussbaum’s terms. with its context. history, and relationship to other feelings and
actions.”* For the emotion to be epistemologically reliable it must be part of the
narrative structure of the subject’s life. To develop this further, the emotion must be
consistent with the person’s life and character as a whole, and not an incongruous or
‘out of character’ phenomenon that suggests that the subject 1s emotionally unstable and
that something different 1s actually going on ‘beneath the surface’. If something
different 1s going on beneath the surface then, in a sense, the “evidence’ has been

tampered with or made faulty: The values the subject appears to reveal about the world

are not the values that would actually be revealed 1if the observer had all the facts, and
we would need to know what was going on at the deeper level of the subject in order to
ascertain what sorts of values their emotions really conveyed. In the example of the nun,
Wynn argues that in Gaita’s account of the event the nun satisfies this criterion: ‘Her
experience i1s not merely i1solated. but integrated with her epistemic commitments in
other respects: since this kind of sensitivity is grounded in her character, the experience
fits with experiences she has had at other times, and it is consistent with her use of the

language of divine parental love in her prayers.’*>’

The second criterion for judging the epistemological reliability of an emotional
or affectively toned experience concerns how one evaluates the emotional experience
epistemologically when that which 1t reveals conflicts with the information disclosed by
other sources or media which have as much or more claim to reliability. What happens
when the value of an object as suggested by my emotional response conflicts with the

value of an object suggested by phenomena such as empirical evidence? In the case of

Gaita’s account, Wynn appeals to the fact that, apart from the example of people like

2 Wynn, Emotional Experience, p 74; Nussbaum, Love’s Knowledge, p. 269 — 70. See also Nussbaum,
Upheavals, p. 174 - 176
Y Wynn, Emotional Experience, p. 75
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the nun who perceive the (real or imaginary) value of each person. we have no
independent source for ascertaining the value of persons, or the quality of ‘humanity” *>*
In other words, the emotional experience ought to be believed because we have no other
basis for evaluation. In general terms, I think it would be difficult to make any hard-
and-fast rules about whether emotionally enriched beliefs ought or ought not to take
priority over non-affective beliefs, such that it is probably necessary to judge each case
separately; but I do think that there are situations in which affectively toned beliefs
might justifiably be given priority over non-affectively toned beliefs. For example, my
affectively toned belief that my friend would not commit murder (built upon years of
acquaintance with my friend and a knowledge of his history to date), might have a
greater epistemological value, despite my friend’s presence at the scene of the crime,
than a law court would be able to take into account.

This discussion suggests that there are at least some emotions, or rather, some
instantiations of emotion, that are intelligent, in the sense that they are potentially
revelatory of value and of things about the world. Thts does not, of course, mean that all
emotions (or all instantiations of emotion) have epistemological value or are intelligent.
What 1t does tell us is that some instantiations of emotion are not only epistemologically
rooted in truths about the world, but that they also reveal truths about the world such
that we could not know these things in the same way if we did not have emotions. This
may be crucial for the debate about divine impassibility, for if there i1s a certain type of
knowledge that 1s only accessible through emotionally enriched expernience, then it
means that, like us, there 1s a certain type of knowledge God can only have if he
experiences the world emotionally.

In addition, we might note that the sorts of knowledge that are revealed by

emotional experience are particularly pertinent to God’s wisdom and intelligence, since

354

Wynn, Emotional Experience, p. 75
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a real appreciation of the full value of the object of one’s love, for example. is more
important to wisdom and intelligence than the purely propositional knowledge often
conjured up by the term ‘omniscience’. To use an analogy. a human being who knows
very few facts about physics, or geography, or literature, but who 1s able both to discern
his own emotions and recognise, through emotion, the value of others, may be more
intelligent and wise than a human who knows a lots of facts but i1s emotionally
backward or deficient or who cannot perceive the value of others. In this respect, a
consideration of the epistemological value of emotion may also lead us to a more
nuanced appreciation of the divine intelligence than ‘omniscience’ (when interpreted to
mean primarily knowledge of propositions or facts) suggests.

So, what kinds of emotional experience are intelligent and revelatory of value?
And are there kinds of emotional experience we might not want to attribute to God? I do

>> and not others

not think that we can attribute revelatory value to some emotion types3
— for instance, we would not want to say that love i1s always revelatory and anger always
deceptive, for there are surely instances in which love i1s “blind’, and instances in which
the response of anger reveals a real wrong or offence to the injured party. Rather. I
suggest, there are some instances in which most emotions are intelligent and potentially
revelatory, and other instances in which we may well distrust emotion and suspect it to
be misleading. For the purposes of theology, we might want to speculate that God
would have emotional experiences that are intelligent and revelatory of value, rather
than ones that would be musleading or deceptive. What follows, therefore, is a
discussion of several emotions, in which we shall consider whether and to what extent

and in what ways these specific emotion types might be revelatory, and in what ways

they might be deceptive. In this way, 1 hope we might come closer to an understanding

> Roberts makes a useful distinction between what he terms “emotion category concepts’ — things that
have roughly the same generality as ‘emotion’, such as pathos, sentiment, passio, affect, passion, etc. —
and ‘emotion type concepts’ — concepts of subclasses within categories of emotion, such as anger,

dismay, sorrow and so on (Roberts, Emotions, p. 13)
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of the sorts of emotional experiences we might want to attribute to God. and the kinds
of emotional experiences we might wish to exclude from the divine life.

The three emotion types I shall examine are compassion. jealousy and anger; I
choose these three emotions for two reasons. First, all three have been attributed to God.
both in the Bible and in (some) later Christian thought. Second, all three can be taken as
being (at least potentially) rooted in love, which is, in Christian theology. considered the

first-order divine emotion or attitude (that is, the emotion or attitude upon which all
other divine emotions/attitudes depend).356 The questions we shall be asking are. In
what respects are these emotions intelligent and revelatory of value? Concomitantly, is
It appropnate to attribute these emotions to God? Conversely, in what way might these
emotions be deceptive or misleading of value? If they can be deceptive or misleading,

would we want to qualify our attribution of them to God, and in what way?

Compassion

It 1s important to begin by sorting out precisely what we mean we talk about

compassion, or at least when we talk about compassion in this context. Compassion 1s,

h**>” someone. Compassion 1s thus not pity (since

at root, “sutfering with’ or ‘feeling wit
suffering with someone is different to feeling sorry for them); nor is it benevolence,
which 1s a good will towards someone without (necessarily) suffering with them. The
novelist Milan Kundera notes the distinction between feeling with and pitying someone,
arguing that in languages derived from Latin compassion often has overtones of pity

and thus condescension, and that we ought to be wary of seeing this kind of compassion

as rooted 1n love:

¥ see Brimmer, Model of Love, who comments on 1 John 4.7 — 9, 16 that *...in the Christian faith, love
1s not merely an aspect of God’s relation to us humans and to the world in which we live, but rather the
very key to understanding what this relation is all about’ (p. 3)

¥’ While passio came to have the specific implication of suffering, in the ancient world it could also
mean ‘feeling’ more generally
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In languages that derive from Latin, ‘compassion’ means: we cannot look on coolly as others
suffer; or, we sympathize with those who suffer. Another word with approximately the same

meaning, ‘pity’,... connotes a certain condescension towards the sufferer. ‘To take pity on a
woman means that we are better off than she, that we stoop to her level, lower ourselves.

That 1s why the word ‘compassion’ generally inspires suspicion; it designates what 1s considered

an inferior, second-rate sentiment that has little to do with love. To love someone out of
compassion means not really to love.”™

Whether we concur with Kundera’s etymological and linguistic claim i1s not important for our
purposes. What 1s important is that it 1s precisely the kind of emotional expenence that is
labelled ‘compassion’ in the English translation of Kundera’s work, and which compassion
undoubtedly often connotes, that we would want to exclude from the divine life, since this sort
of experience has everything to do with condescension and, as Kundera observes, nothing to
do with love. Should we therefore exclude the emotion of compassion from the divine life on
moral grounds, because 1t does not spring from love, betore we even begin to consider whether
compassion might be appropriate to God on the basis of its revelatory or epistemological
value? Or might there be another kind of compassion that carries the same idea of feeling with
someone, without the implications of pity and condescension?

Kundera observes that there i1s a group of words (though there seems to be no

equivalent for them in English) that connotes the idea of ‘feeling with’, but which 1s to do with

imaginative empathy, and 1s devoid of pity and condescension:

In languages that form the word ‘compassion’ not from the root ‘suffering’ but from the root
‘feeling’, the word 1s used in approximately the same way, but to contend that it designates a
bad or inferior sentiment is difficult. The secret strength of its etymology tloods the word with

another light and gives 1t a broader meaning: to have compassion (co-feeling) means not only to
be able to live with other’s misfortune but also to feel with him any emotion — joy, anxiety,
happiness, pain. This kind of compassion (in the sense of soucit, wspolczucie, Mitgetuhl,

medkinsla) therefore signifies the maximal capacity of affective imagination, the art of
emotional telepathy. In the hierarchy of sentiments, then, it is supreme.™”

Since there 1s no equivalent to these words in English, I shall continue to use the words
‘compassion’ and ‘empathy’ to mean feeling with, but shall understand these emotional

experiences in Kundera’s non-Latinate sense; that 1s, as distinct from the experience of

»% Milan Kundera, The Unbearable Lightness of Being, trans. Michael Henry Heim (London: Faber and
Faber, 1984), p. 19

¥ Kundera, Unbearable Lightness, p. 19
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condescension that we may well find 1n instances of sympathy (‘feeling for’) or non-
empathetic pity. Compassion in the narrower sense of ‘suffering with’ (as distinct from
the broader sense of feeling a range of emotions with) is of particular importance to
Christian theology, since suffering has often had a central place, and yet suffering with
humanity has traditionally been something that has been excluded as a possibility from
God 1n Godself. For this reason, while encompassing the notion of empathetically
sharing the emotions of other people, the focus of this discussion of the possibility of
divine compassion will be on the idea of compassion as ‘suffering with’.

Compassion 1s a particularly interesting example for our discussion of whether
emotions can be intelligent and revelatory, for, as Nussbaum argues, Greco-Roman
philosophical traditions, and (denving from these) some early Christian theology, as
well as some early modemn philosophers such as Kant and Spinoza, have held that
compassion should be discouraged because it tends to be irrational and to make us
behave misanthropically rather than benevolently. This anti-compassion tradition has
been matched by an equally vehement pro-compassion tradition, both within and
without the Christian — and, surprisingly, Stoic - traditions. As Nussbaum remarks:
“Compassion 1s controversial. For about twenty-five hundred years it has found both
ardent defenders, who consider it to be the bedrock of the ethical life, and equally
determined opponents, who denounce it as ‘irrational’ and a bad guide to action’.”®”

The anti-compassion tradition holds that compassion 1s not intelligent.
revelatory and epistemologically valuable, but deceptive, misleading and irrational. 1
shall now look closely at why compassion has been considered to be irrational and
deceptive, for if irrationality and deceptiveness are intrinsic to compassion, it may be

incompatible with divine omniscience. I shall argue that compassion can be misleading

and deceptive but 1s not necessarily so, and go on to examine the instances and ways In

Y Nussbaum, Upheavals, p. 354
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which compassion can be deceptive and misleading, and so begin to qualify the
attribution of compassion to the divine life, suggesting that some instances of
compassion might be experienced by God, while others would be inappropriate or
superfluous. In taking this approach, I hope to come to a fuller understanding of the
sorts of emotional experience that might be appropriate, and the sorts that might be
inappropriate, to a wise, omnipotent and intelligent God.

One objection the anti-compassion tradition has levelled against compassionate
emotional experience is that compassion does not respect the dignity of the human
person; in this respect, blame, rather than pity, is a more respectful response to a
person’s bad fortune. Nussbaum notes that the Socratic i1dea that compassion is
unworthy of the dignity of both giver and recipient gave rise to the Stoic belief that to
treat someone with compassion is to treat them as a victim or subordinate rather than as
a dignified person.’®' I think that an answer to this objection might be made by an
appeal to the distinction we developed from Kundera between a condescending ‘feeling
for’ and an empathetic ‘feeling with’. Compassion might fail to appreciate the dignity of
the human person if it is the sort of condescending pity that Kundera notes has nothing
in common with love; but if it is the sort of compassion that allows us to share the
feelings of the beloved, then there is no reason why it should not respéct their dignity;
indeed, it may even lead to a far greater appreciation both of their dignity and their
value.

Nussbaum notes that a second, related, objection to compassion is that it
assumes that contingencies are important to our happiness because it requires that we
place value, and therefore root our happiness, in external goods such as matenal

possession, health, and family and friends. In fact, the anti-compassion tradition would

claim, a happiness based on finite and transient goods is bound to be precarious, and i1s

‘¢! Nussbaum, Upheavals, p. 357
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rather shallow and not really worth having. This is, 1n general, the view of the Stoics.
for whom the ethical life involves cutting off (as far as possible) one’s attachments to
anything that might disappear, die or change. It is also the attitude we see Augustine
expressing when he reprimands himself for his severe grief at the death of his friend. on
the basis that he had poured out his soul on the sand ‘by loving a person sure to die as if

-362

he would never die.””” For both the Stoics and Augustine, the answer to this problem is

to create an emotional distance between oneself and transient or mortal things, and root
one’s happiness in something that cannot change or die, or at least in something over
which one has complete control. For the Stoics, this is one’s own virtue, since one’s
ethical behaviour 1s always within one’s control, regardless of the worldly
circumstances in which one finds oneself. For Augustine, this 1s love of God, for no one
loses God unless he abandons him.*®

This sort of view clearly had a lot of followers in the early Christian ascetic

movement, and modern thought is not completely devoid of the idea. However, most
philosophers would now agree that some degree of material security, health and. in
particular, emotionally enriched relationships with other people, are all important to
human flourishing, and many theologians would want to relate the experience of loving
others to our salvation, and would depart from Augustine’s assessment that the grief he

experienced at the death of his friend was somehow repugnant or inappropriate. At any
rate, 1t 1s surely naively romantic to believe that a person can concentrate fully on
prayer, or contemplate divine mystenies, or flourish fully as a human being, when they
are starving to death or dying from thirst.

Thus I would depart from the opponents of compassion who claim that the
attitude or experience of compassion erroneously attaches value to ‘external’ objects

that are not in fact valuable, simply on the grounds that (while things such as matenial

2 Confessions, 4.viii.13, trans. Chadwick, p. 60
303 Confessions, 4.1x.14, trans. Chadwick, p. 61
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security might only have a relative value and should not have too much value placed on
them), external goods are important, and some. such as our love of family and friends.
may be essential both to our eudaimonia and, in Christian terms. even to our salvation.
For this reason, I suggest we should not exclude compassion from the divine nature
simply on the basis of the attachment it presupposes to external objects; departing from
both the Anstotelian and the Platonic traditions, I suggest that God’s love for humanity
means that emotional attachment to us (perhaps by choice) 1s a part of God’s joy and
happiness.

A third, and potentially more problematic, objection against compassion is that
while the attitude of benevolence 1s rational and can be directed equally towards the

whole of humanity, compassion tends to be discriminatory and tmbalanced because it

%% In particular, its objects are

has as 1ts intentional objects some people and not others.
often people who are close to the subject, whom the subject knows: it ‘binds us to our
own immediate sphere of life, to what has affected us, to what we can see before us or
can easily imagine’.*®” rather than having as its object those whom the subject has never
met but who have equal or greater need of compassion. In addition, people often feel
more compassionate to those who are /ike them 1n race, class, colour, sex and sexuality
(precisely because compassion requires imaginative empathy, and 1t 1s easier to put
oneselt in the shoes of someone one has something in common with), and also towards
those who are appealing or attractive in some way (it is far easier to feel compassion for
a good-looking youth than for a fetid vagrant). It is possible for people to fail to feel
compassion for someone for whom compassion would be appropriate, simply on the

basis of class or race differences (because this might cause one to fail to make the

imaginative leap necessary for compassion), or because the object is unattractive, and

*** One might note the reverse phenomenon as an objection to benevolence without compassion: People
can be generous to charitable causes they have never met, while being unable to love those around them.
Thus the objection to compassion 1s matched by the reverse objection to non-compassionate benevolence.
> Nussbaum, Upheavals, p. 360
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one wishes to distance oneself rather than to enter into their world. Charitable
benevolence, on the other hand. can be umversal, for it requires only that we assert a
desire to help someone. we do not need imaginatively to enter into their world (we do
not even have to admit that they are people and like us). Thus compassion can be
deceptive about reality because it can hide truths about the real value of people (that the
vagrant 1s as valuable as the youth), and can also lead us to less ethical behaviour (we
1ignore the vagrant’s requests for help because we have not imaginatively entered into
his world).

This 1s a serious objection to compassion for, if this partiality and discrimination
are Intrinsic to compassion, it means that compassion 1s both misleading of real values
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