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| first began working on emotions as a projecthiigsophy of action, without particular
reference to moral philosophy. My thought was #mabtions have a distinctive role to play in
rationality that tends to be underappreciated bppbphers. Bringing this out was meant to
counter a widespread tendency to treat emotiofisliasl” causes of action (for the general
picture, see Greenspan 2009.) Instead, | thobgihteimotions could be seen as providing
reasons | took their significance as moral motivatordthard to miss. Of course,
philosophers and others sometimes rightly insist We need to put emotions aside in order to
formulate satisfying moral principles, but | wouldve been surprised to hear anyone deny that
moral motivation typically rests on emotion andttive need that basis in early life in order to
get to the stage of acting on moral principles.

However, | have since come to think that none efrttain philosophical approaches to
ethics fully appreciates the significance of emmtio part because of a misconception of
practical reasons. Reasons for action are commakén as prima facie requirements, so that
moral reasons would yield requirements just insafathey outweigh competing reasons such as
reasons of simple self-interest. Someone who rézeg a moral reason as holding “all things
considered” would be irrational not to act onBut | argue in recent work (starting with
Greenspan 2005) that even all-things-consideresbresamay in one sense be optional: a rational
agent can legitimately “discount” them, cancellthgir deliberative weight and their force for

motivation. What keeps us from setting aside nesasd the sort that underlie moral



requirements — what explains the “binding” forcevadral obligation, on the deontological
approach to ethics | favor — is not that moral oeasare necessarily our weightiest. Instead, we
lack authority to discount reasons that rest oticegsm from the standpoints of other agents (see
Greenspan 2007 and forthcoming-b). This argumekas no mention of emotions, though it
leaves important room for them, by weakening thred@scribed to non-emotional reasons. It
rests on what | call the “critical” conception abptical reasons, which interprets reasons as
offering or answering criticism, with reasons indaof something seen in the first instance as
responses to a more basic sort of reason thatsagainstan act or other practical option.

The argument | put forth earlier on emotions (Gspam 1988, ch. 6; cf. Greenspan 2004)
took emotions as supplying us with reasons tharearforce our non-emotional reasons for
doing what we ought, even in some cases where ensotiiverge from warranted judgment.
Anger, for instance, might tip the balance in fagba timely response to an act that calls for
one, though the evidence at hand favors restraiiytaim was to show how emotions figure as
factors in practical reasoning, but the argumetetriwined normative and motivational elements
that later work on reasons has distinguished mleiglg. It sometimes spoke of emotions as
themselvegonstitutingreasons, which fits an interpretation of reasanstates of mind rather
than objective facts. It also was illustrated vathase of anger in response to an insult that did
not bring out the moral significance of emotionaltmation. Indeed, since it interpreted
emotional motivation as driven by a need to imprtheeagent’'s own psychological state, it
raised questions about how a foundation in selzeamncould be compatible with moral
motivation. So | now want to try reformulating talgument in terms of my later interpretation

of reasons, with particular focus on how emoticas einforcanoral reasons.



In general, on my account emotions serve as rdtimaraers to discounting. Within the
moral sphere, they supply reasons against discoypeither moral reasons themselves or the
supplementary reasons we have for taking relialdans to satisfying them. Discounting moral
reasons would exceed our rational authority and@éerould be illicit, though not strictly
irrational. But discounting the instrumental raasthat supplement them would also be
inadvisable insofar as it involves taking a risknadral failure. Later | focus particularly on this
inadvisable-but-licit form of discounting, whichibgs out more fully the rational significance of
emotions. As barriers to the illicit discountingneoral reasons, emotions provide important
motivational backing to reasons sufficient to reguiction on their own. But as barriers to the
inadvisable discounting of reasons serving to smppht moral reasons, emotions actually
supply further normative reasons needed to re@uaitiennow. In slogan form: emotions make
the case against moral delay.

These claims will be explained more fully as theneege in my argument below. For the
moment, though, | want to outline briefly my geneyproach to reasons as | take it to bear on
emotions, at this point focusing on the simplee @i emotions as barriers to illicit discounting.
Essentially, then, | make out emotions as a soairbéggher-order reasons, against setting certain
first-order reasons aside: declining to take tih@maccount in deliberation, in the way I think
we can sometimes can do without compromising ratipn But what that role amounts to will
take different forms, with different implicationsrfmoral motivation, depending on what sorts of
reasons are in question. The critical conceptigoractical reasons makes a basic distinction
between reasons that yield requirements and redisansierely justify or commend (cf. Gert

2004 and Horgan and Timmons forthcoming). Witlhia ioral sphere, this amounts to a



distinction between reasons of the sort that caeigeée moral obligations — or in virtue-ethical
terms, that can capture the requisites of basi@ahwaorth — and reasons for morally good but
nonobligatory acts such as ideal instances ofevirtiucall reasons of the sort that yield
requirements negative, or “critical,” since theynbagainst alternatives to the required act,
offering criticism of it as in some way objectiot@blhe contrast is to (purely) positive, or
“favoring,” reasons, which cite valuable featurésuo act as answers to potential criticism but
imply no significant criticism of alternatives tband hence may be discounted at will.

Now, emotions clearly have a role to play in geftirs to satisfy positive or favoring
reasons that we otherwise might discount. Whatexspendent moral reasons we recognize
for an act of generosity, for instance, will bed&rto ignore if backed up by emotional concern
for the person benefitted by the act. The storpase complicated for critical reasons, but also
more interesting, if we take critical moral reasasssources of binding obligation. All-things-
considered criticahormoralreasons, despite their role as sources of nonmegalrements, will
sometimes be subject to discounting by appealdbéniorder “exclusionary” reasons (cf. Raz
1990) such as those based on decisions to seinceri@rities. For instance, | might decide to
place a priority on single-minded devotion to reskdhat excludes attention to reasons for
service on university committees, even if theseoaa sometimes happen to be weightier than
any opposing reasons, for avoiding distractionmfeoparticular research project. However,
while a rational agent might sometimes be incliteediscount criticamoral reasons on the same
basis — essentially prioritizing self-interest -dtwso would seem to indicate a failure to
appreciate fully their status as reasons whoserlymalg criticism comes from the standpoints of

other agent$. We are authorized to discount only our own dstig, in short. So whatever



emotional qualms we feel about wrongful treatmédrdtbers can help keep us from exceeding
our rational authority with regard to moral reasons

Insofar as they reinforce critical moral reasohent emotions serve to block a
sophisticated rational maneuver from being mis&poipio the moral sphere. That, in highly
condensed form, is the basic point | want to defarttis paper, as ascribing a normative role to
emotions that is compatible with both rationalibhdagenuinely moral motivation. The simpler
point about emotions as motivating action on mfealoring” reasons, adding inducements to
virtue, seems fairly obvious. Perhaps this is pathe reason why assigning importance to
emotions in ethics usually tends to be interpreedupport for virtue ethics. A number of
authors understand emotions as ways of perceiahges (see especially Sousa 1987), which fits
particularly well with an Aristotelian approach,daaven recent Kantian arguments against taking
Kant as dismissive of emotions (see, e.g., Shertf80) defend him by bringing out what he
had to say about virtue. But | have wanted to neakeemotions as significant factors in
deontological ethics as well.

My interpretation of practical reasons in termgificism is itself intended to support a
deontological approach: favoring reasons, howewarynand however strong, need not add up to
a requirement on my account, so the binding fofaaaral obligation cannot be explained just
by the weight of reasons in favor of satisfying/ithat | want to say of emotions, then, is not just
that they let us perceive values, and in that sesgster favoring reasons, but also that they give
rise to furtherritical reasons — objective normative reasons, not jusitvest Their weight in
themselves is relatively trivial — as we have tpiseorder to avoid “bootstrapping” problems,

counting action as rational in cases where the iemothey express are misdirected — but they



can add crucial reinforcement to the reasons thdéie moral and other requirements.

My discussion here will be framed in deontologieaims, but the intended contrast to my
understanding of moral requirements in terms adaga is a consequentialist account of them
simply as a function of our weightiest reasons. ddmtral points should also appiy\tatis
mutandi3 to Aristotelian theories that eschew talk ofigalion but still have room for a
threshold of basic moral worth that would demamdaalicum of virtue of all moral agents,
whether or not they attain the status of virtuoeispns or a level of ideal virtue. Taking certain
acts as inappropriate will be enough to yield aamoof requirement — and in fact will fit more
naturally than talk of obligation with my accountterms of reasoregainstaction. But my
treatment of moral requirement would have troulsleaamodating virtue-ethical approaches
that disallow any special place to moral virtue.tHis way and others, | also depart from the
widespread assumption that a stress on the raenofion in ethics is essentially Humean.

Elsewhere (in Greenspan forthcoming-a; cf. Greemd895 and 1998) | argue that the
role of emotions in early moral learning is whatiaily supplies moral judgments with
motivational force, and that the need for this §asinstrains the content of morality, so that
emotions figure indirectly among the grounds forahgudgment. In this paper | instead turn
back to my earlier and more basic argument fordkeeof emotions as sources of reasons in
adult life, but now formulated more explicitly faroral reasons. First, in Sections 1-2, | extend
the argument in light of later work on reasonsydd make better sense of the claim that
emotional reasons can be significant factors ilomat and moral deliberation, even if relatively
trivial in themselves. Then, in Section 3-4, I shoehy it is important that their independent

weight is minimal and that they serve merely toficgice moral and other non-emotional reasons.



The critical conception of practical reasons wdlghme answer two major objections to my 1988

argument, from rational bootstrapping and emotisetftconcern.

1. Reinforcing Reasons

| understand an emotion as a compound of affeceaatliation: pleasant or unpleasant
feelings about valued or disvalued features atiieithtio something that counts as the object of
emotion. The evaluative component of an apprapeatotion, while itself a state of awareness,
can register a fact that amounts to an objectigetmal reason: a reason holding independently
of anyone’s awareness of it. The fact, for ins¢anicat someone has been treated unjustly counts
as a reason against standing idly by, if speakutgraght make a difference, whether or not
anyone recognizes the injustice or is upset alattimdy it go unchallenged. My claim about
emotions is that a further reason is added toiftlise does feel upset — not because that implies
awareness, but rather as a fact about the welgldithe one who undergoes the emotion. lItis a
fact with normative implications insofar as it ditrtes to an agent a bad psychological state: a
state of emotional discomfort.

The fact that one is uncomfortable about sometbmmts in itself as a reason for action
— action to prevent the feeling from continuingpad from any properties attributed to its object.
So an appropriate emotion, besides having an ew#suzomponent that reflects a practical
reason, can add as a further reason a criticigm the agent’s standpoint, of her own state of
feeling. The fact that she is in a state of diskmwtns normative insofar as it actually counts
against her failure to act to relieve it, whethenot the discomfort or her recognition of it also

serves as a motive.



Where the evaluative component of emotion reflact®ral reason, though, one might
ask why it should need any normative reinforceméthat could be stronger than a moral
reason? First, let me say that | do not takerigfanted, as some philosophers do, that moral
considerations necessarily outweigh all othersanycase, moral reasons sometimes compete
among themselves. Reinforcement, even by a reasuparatively trivial — the need to improve
one’s own state of feeling — may sometimes sertgpta precarious balance. But secondly, |
guestion whether weight is the only thing at issueomparing reasons. Another factor that
came into my 1988 argument was “pressuring” statbhe:tendency of emotional discomfort to
demand more or lessimediateaction. An emotion may be said to be slanted tdwaesent
satisfaction to the extent that action is needgutéwent continuation of its element of
discomfort. This need not mean that the weighhefreason or reasons supplied by an emotion
adds up over time to something nontrivial. Pressuwvolves a time-constraint on satisfying a
reason rather than simply its importance. My argainiere will also illustrate how its position
in our overall structure of reasons can give antemnal reason a significance that is not just a
matter of weight.

Let us work with an everyday example: John, a depant head, unfairly blocks a salary
increase for Jack, apparently to get back at hmopposition on policy issues. Simply being
aware of an injustice may not give a particularadtpent member, Alice, decisive reason to
speak out on her colleague’s behalf, if othersatolal so instead while she held back. She could
save her response until later, in private convemsstwith other department members, to avoid
risking retaliation from John, but by then his reksawill have had their effect. Even if

challenging the decision would not do Jack muchdgdas called for as a rebuke to John that



would be undermined by postponement, let us suppilezally speaking, it would be wrong for
John’s remarks to go unchallenged. But Alice mitgnte weightier reason to keep silent, at least
for the time being, assuming that only non-emotioeasons are in play. However, suppose she
is upset at so far failing to respond to an inpesto her colleague. In that case, she has arreaso
against waiting for others to respond. The neetl/tid continuing emotional discomfort may
have little weight in itself, but it adds a kindfessure to act now.

My 1988 argument presented a simpler, nonmoraiaed this sort of case, involving a
response to a personal insult, with the emotioe@aon summed up (p. 155) as

| am uncomfortable at the thought that | oughteblzack at X.

Before reformulating this for the salary case, sataédfication is in order. Despite disclaimers,
my representation of the reason by a first-peradgment may have given the impression of an
attempt to capture a step in a passage of reasoniftige part of an agent contemplating action.
But the aim was just a “rational reconstruction’tloé grounds for action, of the sort exemplified
by Aristotle’s practical syllogism: putting intbe form of a first-person argument what in
psychological terms may have been just an automeg@onse to a tacitly accepted reason. Nor
was the self-attribution of emotion meant to captreason in some subjective sense, dependent
on the agent’s state of belief about her emotistate, whether or not mistaken. What the
indented statement attributes to the agent is gectiNe state of emotion, but the fact that
someone is in that state can still be said to sugplobjective reason in the sense of a reason
holding independently of the agent’s acknowledgnudritt

The ought judgment represented as an object ofjtitan the indented statement — “I

ought to get back at X” — asserts what | think ®ftee evaluative content of the relevant emotion.



The emotion in my 1988 example was characterizggeesonal anger, and the parallel for the
salary case would be moral indignation, thoughatigort at so far failing to act on the emotion
might be seen as a form @iilt (cf. Greenspan 1995). The indented statemewinewhat
abbreviated: the object of discomfort is not pselyi the requirement to get back at X, but rather
the fact that | have yet to satisfy that requiretmgmight be spelled out further as “the thought
that Istill ought to get back at X.” My claim was that, ass\gremotional appropriateness
(understood as entailing adequate reason to hatudnd the evaluative component of emotion by
making it an object of discomfort), the fact of dropnal discomfort could reinforce independent
reasons for action on the ought judgment. | nowtw@ask how my later work on critical
reasons might help make further sense of this ¢lmousing on reasons supportingaral

ought judgment, as illustrated by the salary case.

Let me proceed slowly, at the risk of belaborirfgw points. Since | did not undertake
the project on reasons with any thought of bringirig bear on emotions, my task entails
combining two somewhat complex arguments, eachhaéiwturns on some claims at variance
with common assumptions. But a recent extensianyodrgument on reasons to the notion of
imperfect obligation (see Greenspan forthcomingiélds a way of explaining how a need to
relieve emotional discomfort can add somethingiBgant to an agent’s reasons for action
despite its own relatively trivial weight.

My general claim is that emotion can supply, nst pamotivational influence, but also a
normative reason. It can do so even where inapiatep but in that case its force for action
would be negligible: it would provide just as muelason for various other ways of alleviating

discomfort that do not satisfy the ought judgmenthe way that a headache provides reason for
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taking an aspirin. | have more to say later alsoeh cases, but for the moment we may assume
that Alice’s emotion is appropriate. On my 1988amt that means that Alice has adequate
reason to hold in mind its evaluative componeninaking it an object of affect (assumed to be
proportionate in degree). Let us even assumeathatresponding judgment, that an injustice has
been committed and deserves a timely responsegvbauboth warranted and true. The question
is why it should matter to Alice’s deliberationatishe actually feels discomfort at standing idly
by. For it is the affective element of emotionray account that supplies a normative reason.
An understanding of emotions as perceptions ofevalight see our feelings in such
cases simply as serving to make us aware of relegasons, so that emotions have epistemic
rather than direct practical significance. On @atount emotions would not supply but rather
just “track” practical reasons (see Jones 2003280d), reasons that in principle could become
known to us in other ways, even if affect servesike them more salient (cf. Rorty 1980,
Sousa 1987) and thereby affords us more immedratdiable access to them. What | propose
will incorporate elements of a perceptual accobuat,] mean to add something further. Nor is it
just that emotions have moral significance as stfrgood character or praiseworthy motives. |
should also spell out that my talk of “appropria¢eiotion in Greenspan 1988 did not imply or
rest on a judgment ehoral appropriateness (cf. D’Arms and Jacobson 200Q);dther just
“representational rationality,” understood as darobf evidential warrant. Similarly, in my later
work on reasons | extend “criticism” beyond monaticism to any claim that something is bad,
possibly jusfor a given agent. What | want to say about emotithres), is that, besides being
“reason-trackers,” they also should be seen aséreeontributors” Besides alerting us to

moral reasons by registering them in affect — @nethereby backing them up with a further
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motive for action, a practical “push” of the sangggested by psychologists’ talk of the “valence”
of emotions (cf., e.g., Frijda 1986, p. 207) — @omwl discomfort reinforces moral reasons with
nonmoral criticism for failure to act, criticismofn the agent’s standpoint, that yields a further
reason. On this account emotions play an integtalwithin practical rationality, rather than
merely serving as external inducements to it, etlay that feelings of curiosity or worry about
evidence might help promote theoretical rationality

Importantly, emotional discomfort can be seen asrapla layer of criticism to moral
reasons that are not critical themselves. Consigein Alice’s reason to challenge John. A
moral reason against failing to respond to an tigasessentially offers a criticism of failure to
respond, but from a standpoint other than the &gernh the first instance, that of the victim of
injustice. So Alice could not legitimately discawuch a criticism on her own, though she might
counter it with other reasons for remaining silettany rate for the time being. For one thing,
there presumably are other members of the departimernom she might leave the job of
responding, assuming that the requirement plug dédloés of the case do not pick out her in
particular. But the thought that she ought to mekme response may still be appropriate for her
to hold in mind with emotion, even if the corresgong judgment is not strictly warranted in the
terms that apply to belief. Insofar as the thouglain object of discomfort, moreover, the fact
that a failure to respond would keep that feelimglay constitutes a further, nonmoral criticism
of inaction: that it would prolong her state ofatimfort.

In general, then, in a case of collective obligatemotion can add a critical reason to
what amounts merely to a favoring reason for acesmapplied to an individual agent, with no

criticism specifically other failure to act. It would not just add weight tpreexisting reason,
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but rather introduce a different sort of reasorreby getting a general moral requirement to
devolve on a particular agehtl. now want to apply this model to what might ladled “multi-

temporal”’ cases, in which the agent gets to chadsnto act to satisfy an obligation.

2. Rational Pressure

What we have in both collective and multi-tempaades is aimperfectobligation,
which yields reasons, but merely favoring reastorsyarious particular ways of satisfying it (see
Greenspan forthcoming-b), restricting criticismatéailure to satisfy it at all. A collective
obligation can be satisfied by different individsiavhereas in multi-temporal cases there are
several differentimesfor satisfying an obligation. Let me now use tmigdel to explain the
sense in which emotions introduce a slant towagdotiesent into individual practical reasoning.
Even if a response to John’s comments in the saksg were required of Alice in particular, an
immediate response might not be specifically resliirAny delay is risky — besides the threat of
postponement until too late, it might weaken thedaf the response — but any of several times
during a certain period would be acceptable, letuppose. However, the prospect of emotional
discomfort introduces a further criticism of evdiglst postponement and in that sense adds an
element of urgency or pressure to Alice’s reasons.

Taking action right away may be advisable for Alinet just commendable, in this multi-
temporal case, if otherwise she would risk compsimgi the effectiveness of her response. Even
before introducing the element of emotion, thatis,might suppose that Alice would be subject
to rational criticism for failing to respond immatkly, if she would thereby risk failing to

respond in time. She would not be subjecntwal criticism, since all she is morally required to
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do is to fulfill the obligation somehow, not necasly to take reliable means to fulfilling it. She
can be said to have a morahsonto take reliable means, but in my terms this an®tma
favoring rather than a critical reason. Howewestiumental considerations do suffice to yield a
critical normoral reason that might be said to supplement thi@lmeasons in play, apart from
any emotional reinforcement.

Even where it is not needed to supply a criticabam, though, emotion may still add
reinforcement to one in the form of a further catireason, appealing to the agent’s own
psychological state as a barrier to discountingolleer reasons. Discounting, remember,
amounts to setting a reason aside, cancellingeltbatative weight while still acknowledging it
as a reason:. deciding not to be moved by somadmasion. For instance, in assigning grades,
you ignore a student’s need for a passing gradeder to graduate; or during last-minute
preparations for a class, you put out of mind theous other tasks pressing for attention. In
such cases discounting involves a refusal to takimio reasons into consideration, but not
necessarily a low estimate of their importancesiatron to competing reasons, or their
preexisting weight. In some cases, you might aal@dge that the discounted reason is
weightier but simply be exercising an option, rasithy speaking, of imposing your own structure
on the relevant reasons: setting priorities, orsh

Discounting on this basis involves appeal to highreler considerations: reasons for
setting certain priorities, favoring certain fistder reasons above othér&ut you cannot
legitimately set aside others’ criticisms whileigiang to recognize them as reasons that would
otherwise require action on your part. To the eixtieat we sometimes might be inclined to

discount moral reasons illegitimately, however, @ons that make this harder have a role to

14



play in moral reasoning, just insofar as they helkeep it on course.

However, my treatment of emotional reasons in casesving imperfect obligation
extends the role of emotions beyond correctingreor @ moral reasoning. In multi-temporal
cases emotions provid®tha further reason for action and a further higheleoreason against
discounting the reasons that supplenwgitical moral reasons, bringing them to bear on a
specific moment of action. Discounting is legitimahere it is applied to either noncritical or
nonmoral reasons: either reasons that count or fafvsome particular way of satisfying an
obligation but imply no criticism of alternativess in cases of collective obligation, or reasons
that imply a rational but not a moral criticismadfernatives, as in multi-temporal cases. So
besides making it harder to shift responsibilitpotions provide reasons against moral delay.

This amounts to more than simply spurring or gogdis to act, as | often put the matter
in 1988. Emotional pressure on my account is miabé part of th@ustificationfor immediate
action, not just part of its cause. Alice’s emntio the salary case, for instance, gives her éurth
reason for an immediate response to John, ratharrtterely increasing the probability of a
response that may be justified on other groundi riot take this point to be incompatible with
perceptual or other accounts of emotions, but btl@hether existing accounts can
accommodate it as they stand.

| explain the legitimacy of discounting criticalsons in terms of higher-order
“exclusionary” reasons, in Raz’s (1990) term, whiepply to reasons based on an agent’s
decision to exclude certain first-order reasonmfomnsideration. That decision in turn may be
made on the basis of further reasons — possiblygusring reasons, where discounting is

optional rather than requirédin the salary case, for instance, Alice might fbak she could
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phrase her comments better (though let us assweyevbuld not be more effective) if she took
more time to respond. Her reason for discountimaukl not be confused with the exclusionary
reason she would have by virtue of having discaliotewith the first-order reason that
discounting would give her reason to set asidehhdlp make such distinctions clearer, | have
provided a sketch in Figure 1 of the various reasorplay in a case where Alice does discount.
The figure assumes that Alice acts in accordande lar reasons; her primary (moral) reason
appears in capitals, and space is left to fillatet her emotional reasons against discounting in a
figure set up for contrast.

Discounting means putting on blinders of a sortkinm@oneself insensitive to certain
first-order reasons, as indicated by the line &t in the figure. While still acknowledging it
as a reason, Alice would decline to take it intocamt in her current deliberation — as distinct
from taking it to be outweighed by opposing firstler reasons, reasons in favor of
postponement. If anything, her decision woulddogut greater weight on opposing reasons — by
discounting the reasons they oppose — rather ihglysacting in accordance with their pre-
given weights. Unless she leans on the scalesyase, by discounting — which the case
assumes to be rationally as well as morally perbiessbut not required — she might be thought
to havelessreason to phrase her response better than to suaéét comes in time. She is
within her rights to accept a certain risk of wagtitoo long for the sake of abiding by a
commitment to verbal clarity or the like, as lorggshe indeed manages to respond in time.

As thus described, discounting amounts to a legtnmaneuvewithin practical
reasoning, not a failure to abide by its conclusjar an instance of weakness of will, of the sort

that is often involved in procrastination. Thisst to deny that there are limits to how much

16



risk Alice should accept — and of course there alag be reasons for revising a commitment in
some cases (cf. esp. Bratman 1987). Let me alswadedge that, if emotions serve as barriers
to discounting, they can sometimes have the effieghderminingrationality. One may also
have reason to discouatotions or the practical reasons based on emotions,idsreed by
many familiar cases.0One common example is jealous rage — usuallyessuo be
inappropriate, though there also may be reasorstmudnt it in cases where the reaction itself is
warranted but action on it would make matters woildg claim is not that emotions are always,
or even mainly, supportive of rationality, but rathust that they play a unique supportive role
inter alia.

Let me spell out explicitly for the multi-temporedse an analogue to the first-person
reconstruction of practical reasoning in my 198fuarent. We now have, as a third-person
attribution of an emotional reason for action:

R(em) Alice is uncomfortable at the thought that shehtug challenge

John.
The following abbreviations should help keep stiaihe several reasons involved in my current
discussion: R(em) for “emotional reason,” R(man) ‘imoral reason,” R(sup) for
“supplementary reason,” and R(disc) for “reasodiscount” (understood as grounding the
decision to discount, as distinct from action ic@dance with it). Putting R(em) in the third
person should help prevent misinterpretation ofstaéement as a report of the agent’s thought-
processes. Itis meant to convey something Aligghtracknowledge as her reason, though she
need not reflect on it before or during action.

R(em) reinforces critical moral reasons that thenagn some cases might not be
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motivated to act on, the sorts of reasons thatidta@hind the ought judgment in R(em), on the
order of

R(mor) John’s treatment of Jack deserves challenge.

But it also reinforces supplementary critical nomahoeasons incorporating rational advice
about how to satisfy the ought judgment, as sumnpeic

R(sup) Postponement would risk making action on R(moegjfective.

Even if R(mor) is true, warranted, and acknowledggdlice, that is, she might be inclined to
put off acting on it, or on the ought judgment i(eR), by discounting R(sup) — perhaps quite
legitimately, on the basis of reasons such as

R(disc) Discounting reasons against postponement wouldlliee phrase

her response better.
The legitimacy of discounting need not reflect thenparative weights of preexisting reasons: a
well-phrased response may be less important thsurieig a timely response. The decision to
discount may be optional, then, but once madeottldgive rise to a further, critical reason,
against failing to abide by it.

R(em) gives a reason against making the decisiba:tiireat of continuing discomfort
until Alice acts, besides reinforcing the oughtgotent in R(em), or the reasons given for it in
R(mor), also figures as a reason against discogiR{gup) whose significance also does not
depend solely on weight. Here is where we can nelkeg use of the perceptual theorists’
point that emotions affect salience: given #raency of emotional discomfort to absorb
attention, emotional reasons are not so easilgsde. We may sometimes have good reason for

excluding them from deliberation, as noted, buspneably that applies to cases where they pull
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against other practical or moral requirements, @&gion our assumption discounting R(sup) is
optional, not required.What is at issue at this level is the comparisR(em) as a higher-

order reason with other reasons operating at tme $avel, such as R(disc). Since by hypothesis
these are not decisive, even weak reinforcementaaay the day.

In short: it is the position of emotional reasanithin an overall structure of reasons,
rather than their independent weight, that givesitla significant role on my account. Emotions
yield reinforcing reasons on two levels (cf. theamt of decision in Raz 1990, pp. 37-45).
Besides reinforcing first-order moral reasons waitimotivational barrier to discounting them
illicitly, they also yield higher-order reasons aggh a form of discounting that is licit but
inadvisable: discounting the supplementary reatfmatsnarrow our options for fulfilling moral
reasons, such as reasons against delay. A roaghgof the role of emotional reasons as
reasons against discounting is given in Figur§\& should note that their role also depends on
theoretical reasons that do not appear in thedigtine fact that emotional discomfort tends to
absorb attention is a reason for thinking it hardltide by a decision to discount reasons against
postponement. But the upshot is a practical reagamst making the decision — against an act
of self-legislation that would yield an unworkaldev.

The third-party formulation of the salary case nsakelear that its conclusion is not just
a claim about what is likely to motivate Alice ayva she is likely to assess her reasons while in
the grips of an emotion. Anyone in a positionttoilaute the emotion to Alice can attribute to
her the same reason for action. One might obpattthis would give other members of the
department a reason not to speak up themselvesAtioe be the one to address the issue, since

she feels so strongly about it.” In fact, thatslogake sense, though it ignores the question
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whether others really ought to share Alice’s emwlaeaction. In any case, we should bear in
mind that even Alice’s reinforced reason need modiécisive: it might be countered, say, by
reasons against allowing her to be exploited begrsth for her heightened moral sensitivity, in
effect. Or alternatively, if others did share Alfig reaction, there might also be reasons against
too manypeople responding. But let me bypass further ptssomplications in order to see

how the general idea this case is meant to illtestan deal with major objections.

3. Misdirected Emotions

The general idea is that of emotionsesvings It is important that we can capture their
force for action, then, without assigning any digant weight to them as independent reasons,
just because, like cravings, they can often be in@stéd. They do have normative force — a
craving for a certain snack counts as a reasomsigaassing it up, just insofar as leaving the
craving unsatisfied would tend to be uncomfortatid distracting — but how much it amounts to
depends on that of other reasons for action. mimgafor ahealthfulsnack would add a reason
for having it now to the fact that it is good faywy But instead of acting to satisfy a craving for
junk food, say, you would have a reason, in lightsodistracting aspect, to do what you can to
get rid of itwithoutsatisfying it. Similarly for an inappropriate enaut.

Suppose that, in the salary case, Alice’s thouggit John is treating Jack unjustly
amounts to an unfounded suspicion. If we tookféelings of outrage to give her a serious
reason for action, that would threaten to “bootstrato rationality (cf. Bratman 1987) a
response that intuitively would be both irratioaatl unjusé. The emotion itself would remain

irrational in the sense of inappropriate, but atba it might seem to be rationally justified as a
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way of alleviating discomfort. Instead, on thegaet account, we can say that whatever reason
Alice has for venting her feelings would be so wdak it would be reasonable to act on only in
the absence of serious reasons to the contraryythBdact that an emotion is inappropriate
would itself constitute a reason not to expressrnormally supplementing further reasons in
situations like the one envisioned, where expressiould be unwise or unjust.

Moreover, even if these opposing reasons balang®poii we imagine a case in which a
reason based on an inappropriate emotion is unegp@sreason for venting when no one is
around, say, which presumably will do no harm),ahetional reason will not be decisive — will
not make action on it rational in the sense obradlly required— given that the critical
conception of practical reasons allows the optibdigcounting nonmoral reasons. The most
anyone could bootstrap into on the basis of anpr@gpiate emotion, then, is a rational
permission: it is “within reason” to vent one’l@gs in cases where there is no reason not to.
Surely that claim sits perfectly well with intuitio

It might initially seem odd to suggest that one hawe a reason for discounting an
emotional reason that one has no reason not macEmotional discomfort is supposed to
supply a critical reason, after all, and discoumtrcritical reason requires appeal to a higher-
order exclusionary reason on my account. Howelierfact that an emotion is inappropriate
also seems to be a reason to discount whatevem®ésyields — but a favoring reason, so that
discounting would merely be an option. (Remembat it is the affective element of emotion
one would thereby be discounting.) Note, too,,théh reasons understood as objective facts,
the higher-order reason to discount is not limiteédmotions the agentcognizesas

inappropriate. So we can say both that an agenthieaoption of discounting an inappropriate
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emotion and that the emotion gives her a reasoinstdailing to act on it, albeit of only minimal
weight. In the rare case where she has no opposaspns, she can take her choice.

This assumes that discounting is something shenzarage to do. Discounting requires
control of attention, but in a practical sense Iaway, not just awareness of the emotion, but also
control over its influence on deliberation: attergito itas a reason The analogy to cravings
might help here. Even if you cannot get rid of yoraving for a Big Mac and fries when you
pass McDonald’s in the shopping mall, you might s¢fuse to assign it any weight as a reason
to stop for lunch there. My argument in the pregigection appealed to the difficulty of
discounting emotional discomfort insofar as it tetolabsorb attention, and the transition from
awareness to practical attention is natural and twaresist. But it is not impossible. You can
refuse to be moved by an urge you cannot ignotet i what it would mean to discount the
reason based on an inappropriate emotion thatspees a state of discomfort.

Instead, as with a food craving, emotional discamfmuld seem to yield a reason for
doing something else to get rid of the emotiomrmitairly, the discomfort of a headache is a
reason to take an aspirin. However, we need nuatlede from this that an emotion is reason-
giving only in the unfocused way that than a hehdas. We can take an emotion as yielding a
reason specifically for action to satisfy its exalue component, but a reason that will normally
be overridden, and can always be discounted, scabere the emotion is inappropriate.

The analogy between emotions and cravings needfutarterpretation in light of the
concern in recent literature with the question Wwhetesires can be reason-giving. Cravings are
desires, of course, but they involve more than wbatemporary philosophers typically have in

mind by desire. Desire in the philosopher’s senadat my 1988 argument calls “affectless
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desire” — amounts just to another propositionaluate figuring alongside belief in the
explanation of action. It is often said to diffesm belief in “direction of fit”: whereas beliefs
are supposed to fit the world, the world is suppds€fit our desires, or if not, to be modified by
action on our desires. But it should be evideomfthe role of emotional discomfort in my
argument that this is not all | think there is tbeamotion, or to the practical reason based on
emotion. (For that matter, | argue in Greenspd@blfat emotions exhibitrmixeddirection of

fit, insofar as their evaluative elements are fidt) An affective element is essential to a
craving, as an instance of the commonsense conoegitidesire as involving felt discomfort
unless satisfied..

The reference to discomfort provides a basis fasoas in facts that may be independent
of desires in the philosopher’'s sense. My 1988raent interpreted discomfort as a state an
agent would naturally want to escape, but everhanreading it would remain open whether an
agent on a particular occasion wants to escape swtamce of discomfort. | take discomfort to
be a state of feeling that is picked out as sughidonot therefore constituted, by the desire, on
typical occasions, to escape it. We can seept@sading areasonfor action to escape it, even if
we would deny that the mere fact of wanting sormgthivithout discomfort at not yet having it,
would provide a reason for action to attain it.tHe absence of discomfort, what provides a
reason for satisfying a desire might instead bevéthge attributed to its object, or to the
experience of attaining its object, rather thangdiresent state of desire.

One thing emotions and cravings have in commonghpin contrast to standard states
of desire (cf. Pettit and Smith 1990, esp. pp §78& that they yield reasons only as long as they

continue. My current desire (in the philosopheesse) to finish this paper by the deadline is a
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desire that | meet the deadline whether or nataimehe desire. If desires were reason-giving, it
would presumably yield a reason | now have for ingahe deadline even if | should change my
mind as the deadline approaches. Batry about missing the deadline, considered just as a
state of discomfort, apart from any independergara why | ought to meet the deadline, would
yield only a reason conditional on continuing tareyo So in the case of an inappropriate
emotion, reason-giving force would not extend belythe emotion’s element of discomfort —
just as a craving for a Big Mac and fries while kuad) past McDonald’s would give you no
reason to go back there later, if the craving getgis after you walk by.

This limitation applies in the absence of furthemgons for retaining an emotion or
craving. In some cases there may be such reasesygite the intrinsic disvalue of discomfort.
An emotion or craving may be valued for its motiwaal effect or its tendency to heighten
enjoyment of attaining the desired object. Constaeiosity of the “driven” sort, involving an
itch to know that would be frustrating not to stisather than just pleasure at satisfaction.
There also may be non-instrumental reasons, maéablyanoral reasons, for emotion — for guilt
in response to wrongful action (or even just wromaking features of action that are serious
enough to hold in mind with affect) or for grief ®&ympathetic sorrow or some other instance of
the kind of concern for others that is essentiahtwal virtue.

A different sort of problem besides rational bo@tgping might seem to be raised by the
possibility that appropriate emotions (in the sesee again, of rationally appropriate) might
sometimes reinforceontramoral reasons. In a conflict between moral aridisterested
reasons, could a stronger emotion on the sidellinderest manage to tip the balance in its

favor, when otherwise moral reasons would have bleersive? The relatively trivial weight of
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emotional reasons counts against this in genemaithiere might be cases where weighty enough
self-interested considerations, such as reasomssagédandoning or interrupting one’s life-
project, have enough weight as supplemented byiemtat carry the day against moral
considerations. However, the kinds of moral reagonemotion that were just mentioned
presumably include requirements to feel stronglyugih about fulfilling our more serious moral
obligations. The fact that the agent in a paréicehse might happen not to care whether she
harms others, say, will not mean that she ougfavor self-interest at their expense. But let me
now address another objection to my account, fagusn the role of self-concern in cases where

emotions reinforce moral reasons.

4. Nonmoral Motivation

If emotions motivate by way of a need to alleviate’s own discomfort, that might seem
to mean that agents acting out of emotion to saishoral obligation are acting on the basis of
“ulterior” motives of a sort that undermine morabdith. Emotions may merely serve to reinforce
moral reasons, but cases where they are essentraittvation — for instance, if Alice in the
salary case would not have spoken up in time withioeipressure to improve her own state of
feeling — might seem analogous to familiar exampfespparent moral virtue that really
manifests morally unworthy motives: honesty orrithanotivated by a desire to look good in
others’ eyes, say, rather than by concern witlnitelling for its own sake or with others’
welfare. Or at best, the agent would have mixetivas, some of them moral but compromised
by others that bring in self-interest.

One response available to us immediately, on teeslod the preceding discussion, is an

25



appeal to the slight weight of emotional reasonsoimparison to the moral reasons that
primarily motivate the agent in such cases. ItM@@em to take an over-scrupulous concern
with purity of moral motive to object to an agentlsicing even minimal weight on her own state
of feeling. But I think we can also see that the#ons in play in such casase moralmotives
even though they supply us with nonmoral reasorth@mccount | have defended. | understand
an emotion as a compound of affect and evaluasind,R(em) should make it clear how
integrally the two components are connected: thectae state of discomfort ebouta moral
evaluation that amounts to the content of the esnotiThe result is a moral emotion — an
emotion with a moral content — that motivates @Hl-esoncern. The mechanism is complex:
what we have is an emotion incorporating a morasoa but reinforcing it with a nonmoral
reason — the fact of emotional discomfort — thfphgive rise to action. But this is not to say
that the agent thus motivated will be focusing andwn state of feeling rather than on moral
considerations (cf. Pugmire 2007). The point obgamal affect is to convey attention to what it
is about: in this case, a moral reason.

| see emotions in such cases as the way we edbehtidd awareness of moral reasons
into our individual motivational resources. An agdeserves moral credit for being open to the
emotions in question — for indeed feeling discométrout unsatisfied moral requirements,
instead of being emotionally indifferent to themtaking steps to get rid of any emotional
discomfort at them without satisfying them, in thanner appropriate to a headache. This
depends on acknowledging that we have a degreentrfat over what we feel, but | think that
claim can be defended (cf. Greenspan 2000). Thd fani present purposes is just that moral

credit does not depend on keeping our motives lumedl by self-interest but rather on being
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ready to harness our complete stock of motivatioesburces to moral ends.

So the problem raised for moral motivation by te-mterested nature of emotional
reasons seems to evaporate on closer analysisonBunight think that a different problem
about emotions as nonmoral motivators arises iascasconflict between moral and emotional
reasons, of the sort that came up briefly at tltea#nmy previous section, but viewed from the
opposite angle. That is, some might want to dewk conceded too much to the moralists in
working to explain the moral relevance of emotiamgsons without assigning them more than
minimal weight in comparison to moral reasons. balder” view would allow for cases where
strong enough feelings rightly rule the day aga@déast some nontrivial moral requirements.

| am reminded particularly of an example in McH&B7 of an adulterer who might still
be seen as acting out of integrity (personal, ratien moral, integrity) insofar as she acts in
obedience to her principles rather than impulsivéter principles demand even moral sacrifice
for the sake of a great love. However, | think coald grant this — and even that she might
thereby be acting in accordance with her all-thiogssidered reasons — without assigning any
great weight to emotional reasons per se. Thathaf might be held to justify her act is
presumably not just the fact that she would unddigocomfort if she failed to follow her
principles. It is the value the principles atttdto romantic relationships that bears the weight
here. Alternatively, one might cite some ill etleof romantic frustration — a debilitating sense
of personal conflict, say, possibly even underngrtimre marital relationship — as serious enough
to warrant compromising moral integrity. But agdims goes beyond the fact of current
discomfort, which is the source of the emotionakins at issue in this paper.

We also sometimes place non-instrumental valuenaotiens themselves, considered not
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just as aspects of our well-being or as accompantsre valued relationships, but also as
manifesting a valued sensitivity. Feelings ofdpgven where painful, might be encouraged as
signs of a kind of vulnerability to others that vegard highly: being “a person who needs
people,” in the words of the popular song. Othia tase of driven curiosity mentioned earlier,
the very craving for knowledge may be seen as anldimg trait, quite apart from its effects.
Moral emotions as states of discomfort also hagergeral moral value just insofar as they are
directed at the right objects. One ought to feehsthing for those in need, say, even where one
can do nothing to help them. Presumably, thoughentnobling quality of such feelings should
not prompt us to maintain them by withholding abtstcould help others. There will be enough
occasions for sympathy later on.

Some who value emotions as aspects of moral vayparently mean to favor only the
more pleasurable manifestations of love or symptahgthers, without the element of emotional
discomfort that my argument turns on. But in treythat active love of learning involves a
craving to find out, the impact of feelings likeeie on moral action would seem to depend at
least on an element of envisioned discomfort ag Esone fails to satisfy them. As with
ordinary cravings, they might not entail actuagling discomfort in situations where one can
satisfy them easily, without thought or effort (uding moral debate). But in normal cases, they
would seem to be unalloyed states of pleasureampassive states, whereas a propensity to act
is surely an essential part of moral virtue. Whabtonal discomfort does on my account is to
back up the propensity with a felt need.

It is indeed a kind of self-concern that gets ugbd passivity to moral action. | do not

see this as morally compromising. Instead, it addaturalistic motivational base to conceptions
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of morality framed in terms of reasons or othelti@as normative notions. Part of what
motivates a behaving organism is the bettermeits @iwn state, simultaneously with a focus on
changing the external situation. We are beingsptexnenough to combine inner and outer
sources of action. | have argued accordingly¢nadtions add to moral motivation what amount
to cravings for the right: moral motives reinfargimoral reasons with weak but crucially

positioned nonmoral reasons against moral delay.
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Figure 1

DISCOUNTING REASONS AGAINST POSTPONEMENT

Discounting reasons against postponement
would let Alice phrase her remarks better

[Alice decides to discount reasons against
postponement.]

l

Alice has decided to discount reasons against
postponement.

e ricl " bee's
response-tneffective
+

Only Alice is in a position to challenge John
effectively

+

JOHN'S TREATMENT OBACK DESERVES
CHALLENGE.

!

[Alice challenges John later.]

Bracketed entries amount to acts, rather than nsasBame-level reasons are separated by “+”,
with vertical arrows between reasons indicatinp@nge in level (from second- to first-order
reasons or the like). The diagonal arrow indic#teseffect of discounting.
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Figure 2

EMOTIONS AS REASONS AGAINST DISCOUNTING

Alice is uncomfortable at the thought that Discounting reasons against postponement
she ought to challenge John would let Alice phrase her remarks better.

!

A decision to discount reasons against
postponement would probably be ineffective.

N

[Alice-decidesto-discountreasons-against
postponemeriR

Postponement would risk making Alice’s
response ineffective.

+

Only Alice is in a position to challenge John
effectively.

+

JOHN'S TREATMENT OBPACK DESERVES
CHALLENGE

!

[Alice challenges John now.]

The reason given on the upper left amounts to R(&iite’s emotional reason; the horizontal
arrow indicates its bearing on a decision to distowith R(disc), the reason for making that
decision, at the upper right. Among the first-ordmsons given below on the left, the topmost
corresponds to R(sup), which gives nonmoral adagct how the satisfy the moral reason
R(mor), appearing in capitals. Though not indicaiedhe chart, R(em) also counts directly in
favor of immediate action but adds little in terafsveight to R(mor) and R(sup).
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1. The final version of this paper benefitted froomments on early drafts from Karen Jones,
Samuel Kerstein, Stephen Leighton, and Christoptweris, and David Wasserman. | owe
particular thanks to Karen Jones for extended dsoun of the relevant issues, particularly on a
visit to Melbourne in July 2008 supported by Aukéita Research Council Discovery Project

Grant DP0557651.

2. My account here is in broad sympathy with thectnd-personal” view of moral reasons in

Darwall 2006; it was originally based on reflectimm Thompson 2004.

3. Note that | do not hold that critical reasonsassarily outweigh favoring reasons — consider
the reasons someone with a reasonable memory hmaghktfor taking a slightly bitter memory-
enhancing tonic — but just that only critical reasacan yield requirements. Indeed, the division

into critical and favoring reasons in itself couatminst a weighting model; cf. Gert 2007.

4. This may sometimes just involve lessening tHibertive weight of opposing reasons rather
than completely cancelling it: degrees of discaumton the model of economists’ talk of a
“discount rate” for value over time (see esp. Am4l992), or in familiar terms a bias toward the
present that sometimes prompts us to give inadequaight to future harms. In my treatment of
reasons | rely on an all-or-nothing notion of “disating.” | should note, though, that my
argument here for moral reasons might have a ptiad@malogue, in which emotions serve as a
check on the tendency to discount future harmsjdloicing a present bias in the opposite

direction — if we now feel anxiety about them (gadpout ill health or indigence in old age).

5. A simple example, on the level of first-ordessens, may help motivate the view of favoring
reasons that | take for granted in this paperdktended discussion see Greenspan 2005 and

Greenspan 2007): a good movie is showing on TV msow,have a reason to turn the TV on; but
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| do not need a strong enough competing reasarstiyj not turning it on. That | have no need
to be entertained right now would be adequatefjcation, even if there were nothing else | had

reason to do, and | had no objections to watcHiegiovie.

6. Note, however, that on my account one wouldeddeeed a reason to justify discounting the
sort of critical emotional reason that is at issumy argument here. That would not be so, | take

it, if emotions served merely as motivational b&sito discounting, without supplying reasons.

7. 1 do assign value to discounting as a genesarisn of control over our decision-making by
imposing a distinctive structure on our reasoredtireg our own priorities, in short. One might
think emotional discomfort would have little weighgainst this, but normally there would be no
reason to weigh it against this. We can retainvtliee of a general practice while declining to

apply it to particular cases, at any rate up toiatp

8. A difference from Bratman’s bootstrapping wasrabout intention, though, is that emotions

and other cravings do seem to rationalize acte/foch there is otherwise no reason.
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