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Table V. Appraisal and Emotion Means for Investigation 1 h 

Appraisal scales 
Human agency 
Situational control 
Certainty 
Predictability 
Attention 
Pleasantness 
Effort 
Obstacle 
Importance 

Emotion scales 
Anger 
Guilt 
Sadness 
Fear 
Resignation 
Hope 
Challenge8 

Surprise 
Interest 

aself-responsibility. 
hSelf-control. 
<other-responsibility. 
dOther-control. 
•situational-control. 

2 
Self-resa Self-conh 

(24f (25) 

5.33 4.61 
5.04 4.33 
6.22 7.90 
4.28 6.83 
6.62 8.08 
2.50 3.19 
7.66 8.60 
7.64 7.63 
8.52 8.63 

4.63 4.39 
5.82 4.17 
5.96 5.13 
5.40 4.75 
2.76 2.96 
4.28 2.88 
3.13 3.57 
5.12 3.91 
4.92 4.50 

1Numbers in parentheses are the cell n's. 
8Challenge/pride. 

Condition 

3 4 5 6 
Other-res< Other-cond Sit-con• Unfair 

(25) (25) (24) (24) 

8.20 8.35 8.01 8.82 
4.28 3.60 7.96 3.38 
6.62 7.20 6.48 7.21 
4.92 6.08 4.52 3.88 
7.06 7.32 7.11 6.21 
2.44 2.32 1.80 2.12 
7.52 8.20 7.57 7.31 
7.06 8.36 8.83 7.06 
8.56 9.60 9.78 8.42 

5.76 5.83 4.96 6.47 
3.38 2.56 3.04 2.27 
5.28 5.64 6.91 4.75 
5.42 5.00 5.74 3.21 
3.68 4.32 4.39 3.33 
3.62 4.04 3.41 2.83 
2.97 3.41 2.57 3.15 
6.40 3.96 5.30 5.17 
4.60 4.88 5.09 4.13 

hFor the appraisal scales, scores increase in the direction of other-agency, and higher levels of 
situational control, certainty, predictability, attention to the situation, pleasantness, anticipated 
effort, and perceived obstacles, respectively. For all of the emotion scales, higher scores indi­
cate increased levels of that emotion. 

two other-agency cells, and the second contrasted the unfair cell with the 
two self-agency cells. We expected that the unfair cell would be very simi­
lar to the other-agency cells. That is, few differences were expected in the 
former contrast, while the latter one was expected to reveal differences simi­
lar to those of the self-agency versus other-agency contrast. 

Each contrast was performed separately on the appraisal and emotion 
data. The analyses of the appraisal data served as manipulation checks to 
confirm that the appraisals varied across the cells in the intended ways. In 
addition, these analyses indicated the extent to which the cells differed sys­
tematically along appraisal dimensions that were not specifically manipulat­
ed in the experimental design. As will become apparent, several such 
differences were found, representing appraisal confounds that potentially ob-
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Table VI. F Ratios for the Planned Comparisons in Investigation 1 a 

Contrast 

Self vs. Human vs. Self-res Other res Unfair Unfair 
other situation vs. con vs. con vs. other vs. self 

1,2 vs. 3,4 1,2,3,4 vs. 5 l vs. 2 3 vs. 4 6 vs. 3,4 6 vs. 1,2 

Appraisal scales 
Multivariate 9.75. 5.87' 2.04c 1.39 9.s5· 

Agency 82.32. IL04d l.91 l.47 72.76. 
Situational control l.65 29,59• 3.31 
Certainty 4.8lc 
Predict 2.25 9.52d 2.01 5.IOc 5.43c 
Attention 3.75 2.23 3.01 
Pleasant 1.81 4.13< L97 1.59 
Effort 1.75 1.73 
Obstacle 5.47c 4.64c 1.49 1.15 
Importance 1.24 3.33 2.64 1.39 

Emotion scales 
Multivariate 4_97• 1.69 2.30c 1.85 2.04c 6.ss· 

Anger 10.94e 2.00 16.64e 
Guilt 22.05· 3.58 7.29d 1.83 1.73 25.99e 
Sadness 5.20c 1.19 1.14 1.42 
Fear 1.17 1 l.46e 9.90d 
Resignation s.osc 2.72 1.14 
Hope 5.J4c 3.43 1.90 
Challengeh 2.94 
Surprise 1.68 2.75 I l.56e 1.05 
Interest 

aAll the multivariate Fs have 9 and 132 df All of the univariate Ps have I and 140 df For 
clarity of presentation, all Fs < 1 have been omitted. 

bChallenge/pride. 
cp < .05. 
dp < .01. 
•p < .001. 

scure the interpretation of the emotion contrast results. Therefore, in order 
to statistically control for these confounds, each of the emotion contrasts 
reported below (for all three investigations) was performed a second time 
with the scores along all of the appraisal dimensions except the one of direct 
interest entered as covariates. Because entering the covariates rarely affect­
ed the interpretation of the analyses, the results of the simple contrasts are 
reported below. However, in those cases where the two analyses yielded sub­
stantially different findings, the results of both are presented. The appraisal 
and emotion means for the six cells of this investigation are presented in 
Tablve V, and the F ratios associated with the planned comparisons are 
presented in Table VI. 

Self-Agency Versus Other-Agency. The results of the contrast compar­
ing self-agency with other-agency are presented in the first column of Table 
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VI. Analysis of the appraisal data indicated that the cells differed, as intended, 
along the human agency dimension; Table V reveals that the two self-agency 
cells were associated with clear appraisals of self-agency (combined M = 

4.96), and the two other-agency cells were associated with strong appraisals 
of other-agency (combined M = 8.28). None of the other appraisal differ­
ences reached significance. Examination of the emotion data indicates that 
the self-agency and other-agency cells differed significantly in their associat­
ed levels of anger and guilt as predicted: Significantly higher levels of anger 
were reported in the two other-agency cells (combined M == 5.80) than in 
the two self-agency cells (combined M = 4.51), while, conversely, higher 
levels of guilt were experienced in the two self-agency cells (combined M = 
5.00) than in the two other-agency cells (combined M = 2.97). Subjects also 
reported experiencing significantly higher levels of resignation under condi­
tions of other-agency (combined M = 4.00) than under conditions of self-
agency (combined M 2.86). 

Human Agency versus Situational Control. The results of the contrast 
comparing human agency and situational control appears in the second 
column of Table VI. Examination of Tables V and VI indicates that, as in­
tended, appraisals of situational control were much stronger in the situational 
control cells (M = 7 .96) than in the four human agency cells (combined M 
= 4.30). However, the appraisal of situational control was partially con­
founded with appraisals along other dimensions. Relative to the four hu­
man agency cells, the situations described in the situational control cell were 
appraised as involving more other-agency (M = 8.01 versus combined M 
= 6.62), being less pleasant (M 1.80 versus combined M = 2.61), involv­
ing greater obstacles (M = 8.83 versus combined M = 7 .67), and tending 
to be more important (M = 9.78 versus combined M = 8.82). 

As predicted, subjects in the situational control cell reported experienc­
ing higher levels of sadness (M = 6.91 versus combined M = 5.50), and 
tended to experience lower levels of guilt (M = 3.00 versus combined M = 
3.98; F(l, 140) = 3.58, p = .06) than subjects in the four human agency 
conditions. However, contrary to predictions, the levels of anger reported 
in the situational control cell (M = 4.96) and the four human agency cells 
(combined M = 5.15) did not differ significantly. The absence of this predict­
ed difference was most likely due to the partial confound between appraisals 
of situational control and (human) other-agency in the situational control 
cell. When all of the appraisal scales except situational control were entered 
as covariates, the predicted difference in anger emerged; the adjusted level 
of anger in the situational control cell (adjusted M = 4.49) was less than 
that in the combined four human agency cells (adjusted M = 5.39; F(l, 132) 
= 4.70, p < .05). 

However, entering these appraisal scales as covariates also removed the 
predicted difference in sadness between the situational control (adjusted M 
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= 6.19) and human agency conditions (adjusted combined M = 5.52; F(l, 
132) = 1.09, p = .28). Follow-up analyses indicated that this result was due 
to the combined effects of appraisals of pleasantness, perceived obstacle, 
and importance (but, notably, not human agency), which were partially con­
founded with the appraisals of situational control. Entering all of the ap­
praisal scales expect these three and situational control as covariates did not 
significantly alter the predicted difference (situational control M = 6.98, com­
bined human agency M = 5.42; F(l, 135) = 5.95, p < .05); however, en­
tering any one of the scales of pleasantness, perceived obstacle, or importance 
reduce the difference to a trend (F's(l, 139) = 2.59 to 2.86, p's = .09 to 
.11). Entering just the situational control scale as a covariate essentially re­
moved the predicted difference (F(l, 139) = 1.12, p = .21). These results 
suggest that the high levels of sadness in the situational control condition 
may not have been due to situational control per se but may have been due 
instead to some closely related property of the situations described in that 
condition that was also related to appraisals of unpleasantness, importance, 
and high perceived obstacles. 

Responsibility versus Control. The results of the two contrasts examin­
ing differences between appraisals of responsibility and control are present­
ed in the third and fourth columns of Table VI. Although we sampled 
experiences associated with appraisals of responsibility and of control 
separately, the items intended to measure responsibility and control loaded 
on a single human agency dimension, as they had in our previous studies, 
indicating that appraisals of responsibility and control are generally correlat­
ed. Even though the presence of this relationship in our data minimizes the 
chances of observing possible differences in the emotions associated primar­
ily with the two appraisals, the contrasts reveal some systematic differences. 

First, subjects were generally more certain about their circumstances 
when they described experiences associated with appraisals of self-control 
than those of self-responsibility; relative to subjects in the self-responsibility 
cell, those in the self~control cell reported both that their situations were more 
predictable (M = 6.83 versus M 4.28), and that they were more certain 
about what was happening (M 7.90 versus M = 6.22). Under conditions 
of other-agency, subjects reported higher perceived obstacles when some­
one else was in control of the situation (M = 8. 36) than when someone else 
was seen as responsible for the situation (M == 7 .06). The emotion analyses 
indicated that in the self-responsibility condition subjects experienced higher 
levels of both guilt (M == 5.82 versus M 4.17) and hope (M = 4.28 versus 
M = 2.88) than those in the self-control condition. Situations associated with 
appraisals of other-responsibility yielded stronger feelings of surprise (M = 

6.40) than situations associated with appraisals of other-control (M = 3.96). 
Unfairness versus Other-Agency and Self-Agency. The last two columns 

of Table VI present the results of the contrasts comparing the situations as-
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sociated with appraisals of unfairness with those associated with appraisals 
of other-agency and of self-agency, respectively. In general, these analyses 
support the hypothesis that for unpleasant experiences appraisals of other­
agency and unfairness are functionally similar; very few differences emerged 
between the unfair and other-agency cells, and the differences between the 
unfair and self-agency cells largely mirrored those between the other- and 
self-agency cells. As in the other-agency cells, subjects in the unfair cell report­
ed strong appraisals of other-agency (M = 8.82 versus combined M = 4.97), 
high anger (M = 6.47 versus combined M = 4.51), and low guilt (M = 2.27 
versus combined M = 5.00), relative to those in the self-agency cells. In­
terestingly, subjects in the unfair cell appraised their situations as less predic-

Table Vil. Appraisal and Emotion Means and Planned Comparisons for Investigations 2 and 3h 

Investigation 2 Investigation 3 

Certain Uncertain Attend Shut out 
(24)" (24) F' (22) (24) p 

Appraisal scales 
Multivariate 3.011 1.88" 

Human agency 6.53 6.63 5.95 6.76 1.56 
Situational control 5.04 6.17 l.36 5.18 6.33 1.28 
Certainty 8.27 5.15 18.26" 6.52 6.69 
Predictability 6.13 4.25 3.89 6.05 4.88 1.88 
Attention 6.56 7.65 2.26 8.07 5.88 8.64' 
Pleasantness 1.71 1.83 2.55 2.08 
Effort 7.85 8.00 7.91 7.56 
Obstacle 8.25 7.73 7.07 8.44 3.64 
Importance 9.46 10.13 1.97 9.68 9.75 

Emotional scales 
Multivariate 

Anger 4.69 3.90 1.86 4.17 4.90 1.26 
Guilt 3.94 3.50 3.23 3.27 
Sadness 5.92 6.33 6.05 7.00 1.71 
Fear 5.08 6.15 2.54 5.25 6.06 1.47 
Resignation 3.83 2.92 1.86 3.27 3.88 
Hope 3.02 4.00 2.57 3.50 3.31 
Challenged 2.94 2.89 3.12 2.78 
Surprise 4.83 4.67 4.68 5.21 
Interest 4.46 5.92 3.56 5.64 4.50 1.74 

a1n Investigation 2 all multivariate F's have df of (9, 38), and all univariate F's have dfof (1, 46). 
bin Investigation 3 all multivariate F's have df of (9, 36), and all univariate F's have df of (1, 44). 
cNumbers in parentheses are the cell n's. 
dChallenge/pride. 
•p < .05. 
Ip < .01. 
•p < .001. 
hFor the appraisal scales, scores increase in the direction of other-agency, and higher levels of 
situational control, certainty, predictability, attention to the situation, pleasantness, anticipated 
effort, and perceived obstacles, respectively. For all of that emotion components, higher scores 
indicate increased levels of that emotion. For clarity of presentation, all F's < 1 have been omitted. 
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table (M = 3.88 versus combined M = 5.53) but reported experiencing 
substantially less fear (M 3 .21 versus combined M = 5 .14) than subjects 
in any of human-agency cells. The finding for fear indicates that appraisals 
of legitimacy and agency are not equivalent. The reduced fear in the unfair 
cell is consistent with a proposal by Roseman (1984) that the appraisal of 
an unpleasant situation as undeserved confers a sense of moral strength, or 
power, upon the person (which in turn reduces the likelihood of being fear­
ful) that is not necessarily conferred by appraising someone else as responsi­
ble for, and/or in control of, the situation. 

Investigation 2: Certainty 

The appraisal and emotion means for the certain and uncertain cells, 
as well as the results of the comparisons of these cells, are presented in Ta­
ble VII. Examination of the appraisal data indicates that, as intended, the 
situations described in the certainty cell were associated with substantially 
stronger appraisals of certainty (M = 8.27) than those described in the un­
certain cell (M = 5 .15). In addition, higher levels of predictability were report­
ed in the certain cell (M = 6.13) than in the uncertain cell (M 4.25; F(l, 
46) = 3.89,p = .05). However, contrary to predictions, there were no relia­
ble differences in the emotions experienced in the two cells. In particular, 
although the means are in the predicted direction, subjects in the uncertain 
cell did not report experiencing significantly more fear (M = 6.15) than sub-
jects in the certain cell (M = 5.08; F(l, 46) 2.54, p = .12). 

Investigation 3: Attentional Activity 

The appraisal and emotion means for the attend and shut out cells, as 
well as the results of the comparisons of these cells, are also presented in 
Table VII. As intended, the experiences reported in the attend cell were as­
sociated with substantially greater levels of attentional activity (M = 8.07) 
than those reported in the shut out cell (M 5.88; F(l, 44) == 8.64, p < 
.01). In addition, the experiences in the shut out cell tended to be associated 
with greater perceived obstacles (M = 8.44) than those in the attend cell (M 
= 7.07; F(l, 44) = 3.64, p = .06). However, none of the emotions differed 
across the two conditions. One possible reason for this may be that the items 
intended to measure the two emotions expected to be most strongly affected 
by appraisals of attentional activity, disgust and frustration, were both sub­
sumed by the anger scale, and thus, systematic effects due to attention may 
have canceled one another out. However, separate analyses of the frustra­
tion and disgust items provided no support for the predictions. In fact, con-
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trary to predictions, subjects reported experiencing significantly higher levels 
of frustration in the shut out cell (M 7 .50) than in the attend cell (M = 
5.13; F(l, 44) 9.71, p < .01). Thus, for the unpleasant experiences exa­
mined in this investigation, selecting experiences based on differences in at­
tention did not particularly distinguish the emotions that subjects reported 
experiencing. 

Single States or Mixed Emotions? 

One reason for defining the situations in terms of appraisals rather than 
in terms of particular emotions was to allow subjects to describe situations 
in which they had experienced mixed emotions. In order to assess the degree 
to which subjects reported feeling single or mixed emotions, we coded a sub­
ject as experiencing a particular emotion if his or her score for the appropri­
ate emotion was at or above the scale midpoint (i.e., was 5 or greater). 7 Using 
this criterion, we found that sadness (N = 174), fear (N 133), interest 
(N 133), surprise (N = 132), and anger (N = 118) were each experienced 
by roughly half or more of the subjects; resignation (N = 73), guilt (N = 
69), and hope (N = 65) were experienced by between a quarter and a third 
of the subjects; and challenge/pride (N = 40) was experienced by a sixth 
of the subjects. 

Examination of the patterns of emotions experienced by individual sub­
jects indicated substantial emotional blending. Only 15 (6.3%) of the sub­
jects were coded as experiencing a single, unblended emotion. The mean 
number of emotions reported by each subject was 3.90; almost two-thirds 
of the subjects (N = 153) were coded as experiencing three, four, or five 
emotions; and each of the unpleasant emotions (i.e., anger, fear, guilt, sad­
ness, and resignation) combined with each of the other unpleasant emotions 
more than 25% of the time it was experienced (but not necessarily with all 
of them simultaneously). 

Patterns of Appraisal Characterizing the Individual Emotions 

The characteristic patterns of appraisal associated with the experience 
of the individual emotions were examined via simple correlations between 

7This is the same conservative coding strategy we used previously (Smith & Ellsworth, 1987). 
Obviously a less conservative criterion would have revealed even more blending than we report. 
Because the purpose of this analysis was to test for clear evidence of blending, we felt that 
a conservative strategy was called for. It should be noted that our choice of criterion affected 
only our qualitative description of the subjects' patterns of blending; it in no way affected the 
results of the regression analyses. 
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the appraisals and the emotions, and a series of nine multiple regression ana­
lyses. In each of the latter, the scale score for a single emotion was regressed 
on the nine appraisal scales using the combined data from all three investi­
gations (N = 240). The results of both the correlation and regression ana­
lyses are presented in Table VIII. 

Both sets of analyses indicated highly characteristic patterns of appraisal 
for all of the emotions except hope. These patterns were largely consistent 
with our previous studies (Smith & Ellsworth, 1985, 1987). In line with the 
results of Investigation 1, sadness, anger, and guilt were highly differentiat­
ed by appraisals along the two agency dimensions. Both the correlation and 
regression analyses indicated that sadness was reliably predicted by appraisals 
of situational control, guilt by the perception of oneself as agent, and anger 
by perceptions of some other person as agent. The experience of anger was 
further predicted by appraisals of extreme unpleasantness and substantial 
obstacles; the experience of sadness shared the appraisals of unpleasantness 
and obstacles, and was also predicted by the perceived importance of the 
situation; and guilt was associated with a desire to shut out what was hap­
pening in the situation. 

Although the manipulation of certainty in Investigation 2 did not result 
in the predicted differences in fear, fear was associated with appraisals of 
uncertainty in both the correlation and regression analyses. It was also gener­
ally associated with appraisals of perceived obstacles and importance. The 
experience of resignation was predicted by appraisals that the situation had 
a predictable outcome, and that little effort was anticipated. The experience 
of challenge/pride was generally associated with appraisals of relative 
pleasantness, certainty about the situation, high levels of attentional activi­
ty, and high anticipated effort. Surprise was associated with appraisals that 
the situation was unpredictable and due to someone else. Finally, interest 
was generally associated with a desire to attend to a situation perceived as 
important. 

DISCUSSION 

A primary purpose of this study was to examine relations between ap­
praisals and emotions in the context of emotional blending across a broad 
range of emotional situations. Our experimental design permitted us to exa­
mine the appraisal/emotion relations in two convergent ways; the results of 
both kinds of analysis indicated strong relations between our subjects' ap­
praisals of their circumstances and the emotions they felt and, further, iden­
tified particular appraisals as being especially important in the experience 
of certain emotions. 



Table VIII. Predicting Emotion Scores from Appraisal Scores-Simple Correlations and Multiple Regression 
Analyses0 

Appraisal scales 

Emotion Agen" Sit-Cob Certc Predd Atten• Pleas! EfftC Obsth Imp1 Adj. R 2 

Simple eorrelations 

Anger .43" -.27" - - - -.23" .12 .22" 
Guilt -.39" -.16m -.12 -.131 - - - .11 
Sadness - .22" - - - - .31" .27" .39" 
Fear - .2orn -.2om - .IO -.25" .l8m .23" .39" 
Resign; - .131 - .2orn -.12 -.IO -.131 .161 

Hope - - - .12 - - .11 .12 
Challk - -.13' .22" - .27" .22" .27" 
Surprise .24" - -.27" 
Interest - .11 .28" - - .27" 

Multiple regression analyses 

Anger .41" -.29" - - - -.23" .141 .20" .22m .36" 
Guilt -.48" -.20" - .21" - -.12· -.141 - .16m .12 .25" 
Sadness - .121 - - - -.161 -.141 .151 .32" .21" 
Fear -.21" -.2om - - -.JO - .141 .31" .23" 
Resign - .11 - .2Jm -.IO - -.20m .12 .JO" 
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Hope 
Chall 
Surprise .22n 
Interest 

aHuman agency. 
hSituational control. 
<certainty. 
aPredictability. 
e Attentional activity. 
1Pleasantness. 
cAnticipated effort. 
hPerceived obstacle. 
;Importance. 
iResignation. 
kChallenge/pride. 
Ip < .01. 
mp< .005. 
np < .001. 
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- .14 -- .15' .201 .041 

.17m .24n ,33n -.10 - .22n 

- .10 - - .11" 
.21n .19m - .33n .14" 

°For the appraisal scales, scores increase in the direction of other-agency, and higher levels of situational 
control, certainty, predictability, attention to the situation, pleasantness, anticipated effort, and perceived 
obstacles, respectively. For all of the emotion scales, higher scores indicate increased levels of that emo­
tion. The coefficients in the regression analyses are standardized regression coefficients (Beta weights). 
For clarity of presentation, all correlations and beta weights less than .10 have been omitted. 
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The results of Investigation 1 strongly affirmed the importance of agency 
in the differentiation of anger, guilt, and sadness. As predicted, the report­
ed levels of anger were strongest when subjects described unpleasant situa­
tions in which they had attributed agency to someone else; guilt was highest 
when they described situations in which they had attributed agency to them­
selves. These results were not changed by statistically controlling the ap­
praisals along other dimensions. In addition, subjects reported experiencing 
considerably more sadness when they attributed the unpleasant situation to 
impersonal circumstances than when they saw it as caused by some human 
agent (either oneself or someone else). However, the analyses of covariance 
indicated that as an alternative to situational control, this difference was at­
tributable to the combined appraisals of unpleasantness, high obstacles, and 
importance. This result suggests that the increased sadness in the situational 
control condition may have been due to some appraisal closely related, but 
not identical, to situational control-a possibility that will be considered 
below. 

As anticipated, the vast majority of subjects reported experiencing mixed 
emotions. Regression analyses of the patterns of appraisal associated with 
the experience of individual emotions in this context of blending indicated 
clear relations between the experience of specific emotions and particular 
patterns of appraisal, highly similar to those we observed previously (Smith 
& Ellsworth, 1985, 1987). For instance, in line with the results of Investiga­
tion 1, the regression analyses clearly replicated the associations between sad­
ness and appraisals of situational control, anger and appraisals of (human) 
other-agency, and guilt and appraisals of self-agency (and low attentional 
activity). In addition, further paralleling the findings of our original study, 
fear was predicted by appraisals of low certainty, surprise was associated 
with unpredictable situations appraised as due to someone else, interest was 
predicted by appraisals of high attentional activity, and challenge/pride was 
associated with high levels of both attention and certainty. 

Nevertheless, the patterns of appraisal characterizing the individual emo­
tions in this study were not identical to those observed in our original study 
of pure emotions (Smith & Ellsworth, 1985). For example, in the original 
study anger and interest were both associated with moderate levels of cer­
tainty, and interest was further associated with moderate levels of both an­
ticipated effort and situational control; guilt and fear were both associated 
with high levels of anticipated effort; sadness with appraisals of low atten­
tional activity, moderately low certainty, and other-agency; surprise with ap­
praisals of pleasantness, low effort, and high attention; and challenge and 
pride with appraisals of self-agency. None of these relations were observed 
in the present study. 

These discrepancies support the hypothesis that not all of the appraisals 
typically associated with relatively pure instances of a given emotion are equal-
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ly important to the experience of that emotion. Thus, although the experience 
of sadness may typically involve a desire to shut out the situation, and 
although surprise may often be evoked under pleasant circumstances, the 
present findings indicate that it is quite possible to feel sad under conditions 
in which one wants to attend closely to the situation, or to be surprised by 
unexpected unpleasant events. Further, the dimensions reliably associated 
with particular emotions vary considerably from emotion to emotion. Thus, 
appraisals of agency are central to the experience of anger, guilt, and sad­
ness but are not as important to the experience of the other emotions we 
examined. Appraisals of uncertainty are important in the experience of fear; 
high attentional activity is central to the experience of interest; effort, atten­
tion, and certainty are important to the experience of challenge/pride; and 
appraisals along the predictability dimension are important in the experience 
of resignation and surprise. 

The fact that appraisals along any one dimension are more central to 
the experience of some emotions than of others may partially underlie the 
prevalence of emotional blending we and others (e.g., Folkman & Lazarus, 
1985; Izard, 1972; Schwartz & Weinberger, 1980; Smith & Ellsworth, 1987) 
have observed (see Scherer, 1984, for a similar proposal). Appraisals along 
certain dimensions are likely to be accompanied by the experience of a par­
ticular emotion, while other appraisals along other dimensions are likely to 
be accompanied by the experience of different emotions; emotional blend­
ing often may occur when appraisals central to different emotions, along 
different dimensions, cooccur. For instance, given unpleasant circumstances, 
we would expect that if the person appraises someone else as being responsi­
ble for the situation, then the person would likely feel angry. If the situation 
is also unexpected, then we would predict the person to feel both surprised 
and angry; conversely, if the person sees the situation as having been inevita­
ble, then the anger might blend with a feeling of resignation. If the person 
feels uncertain about some aspect of the situation, then the anger might also 
blend with fear. 

Central Appraisals and Adaptive Functions 

Why do certain appraisals bear special relations to particular emotions? 
One theoretical reason is that such appraisals have important implications 
for the person's well-being, and that the emotions associated with these ap­
praisals prepare the person to cope adaptively with these implications. Each 
emotion is hypothesized to serve a particular set of adaptive functions: Anger 
prepares and motives the person to attack and remove an irritant or obsta­
cle; fear prepares and motivates the person to flee a danger; sadness serves 
as an appeal for support when the person is helpless; and guilt motivates 
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the person to adhere to personal and social norms, and to behave in a respon­
sible manner when faced with temptations to do otherwise (cf. Cannon, 1927, 
1929; Izard, 1977; Lazarus, Kanner, & Folkman, 1980; Plutchik, 1980). In 
this light, it is important to compare the appraisals we have found to be cen­
tral to the experience of particular emotions with the functions those emo­
tions are believed to serve. Our discussion deals only with unpleasant emotions 
because they were the focus of the study. 

Anger- Perceived Obstacle and Other-Agency. Anger is the emotion 
of "fight" or attack (e.g., Cannon, 1929; Izard, 1977; Plutchik, 1980; Tom­
kins, 1963). The proposed function of anger is to prepare and motivate the 
person to remove an obstacle to his or her well-being from the environment. 
Thus, it makes sense that one of the appraisals central to anger is the per­
ception of a goal-obstacle. Further, if anger-motivated attempts to remove 
the obstacle are to be successful, they should be directed at the source of 
irritation, and this source should be something that the person has the poten­
tial to influence and change. A human agent can be intimidated by angry 
behavior; against impersonal forces the same behavior is likely to be fruit­
less. Functionally, therefore, it makes considerable sense that the experience 
of anger is closely associated with the appraisal that an unpleasant situation 
is due to human agents other than oneself. This appraisal allows the person 
to direct his or her efforts toward a likely target, and, because this target 
is human, it is often possible for the person to influence and improve the 
situation. 

Guilt-Perceived Obstacle and Self-Agency. Izard (1977) has proposed 
that the experience of guilt is important both in the development of one's 
conscience and in the maintenance of social order. Guilt serves to hold the 
person accountable for his or her actions. People who feel guilty may often 
castigate themselves (Wallington, 1973) and are often motivated to make repa­
ration for any harm brought about by their behavior (e.g., Carlsmith & Gross, 
1969; Freedman, Wallington, & Bless, 1967; Koneeni, 1972; Regan, Williams, 
& Sparling, 1972). Self-punishment reduces the likelihood that the unaccept­
able behavior will recur, and attempts to repair the damages tend to restore 
social harmony. Clearly, the conditions under which such guilt-motivated 
actions are most appropriate are when the person has done something to cause 
or perpetuate an unpleasant situation (i.e., has introduced goal-obstacles to 
the situation). Thus the functional relation between guilt and appraisals of 
self-agency (under unpleasant circumstances involving obstacles) is obvious. 

Given this functional relation, the differences between appraisals of self­
responsibi!ity and self-control in the experience of guilt, suggested by the 
results of Investigation 1, are intriguing. They suggest that it is not so much 
whether one can influence what is happening in an unpleasant situation, but 
whether one feels personally responsible or blameworthy, that is central to 
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the experience of guilt. McGraw (1987) has similarly found attributions of 
self-blame to be much more closely related to guilt than attributions of self­
causality. Thus, techniques that minimize attributions of personal account­
ability are often effective in inducing people to perform behaviors they would 
otherwise find reprehensible (e.g., Milgram, 1974; Zimbardo, 1970); these 
techniques minimize the guilt associated with such actions. The current find­
ings, combined with those of McGraw (1987), suggest that the conceptual 
distinction between responsibility and control should be maintained, even 
though the two are highly correlated. 

Fear-Perceived Obstacles and Uncertainty? Fear is the emotion of 
"flight" (e.g., Cannon, 1929; Izard, 1977; Plutchik, 1980; Tomkins, 1963). 
Fear prepares and motivates the person to escape danger. Consistent with 
this function, fear is associated with appraisals of obstacles, indicating that 
the situation is one that seems harmful to one's well-being. In addition, fear 
is also associated with appraisals of uncertainty. However, this latter rela­
tion is not as clear as it might be: Although uncertainty was important both 
in the regression analyses and in our original study (Smith & Ellsworth, 1985), 
the direct manipulation of certainty in Investigation 2 did not produce the 
predicted differences in fear. 

We suspect that these discrepant results indicate that the certainty dimen­
sion needs to be refined. We have already distinguished between predictabil­
ity of the outcome and certainty about the present situation. The regression 
results indicate that of the two, uncertainty about the present situation is 
more closely related to fear than the situation's predictability. However, not 
all kinds of uncertainty about the present situation are likely to be helpful 
in assessing whether it is dangerous. Instead, more specific appraisals, directly 
related to coping, such as uncertainty about the person's ability to escape 
or to deal with the threat, are most likely to be emotionally relevant. We 
suspect that uncertainty about coping is very important in the experience of 
fear and is captured to some extent by the certainty items on the appraisal 
questionnaire, but that it may not have been the type of certainty manipu­
lated in Investigation 2 (subjects were asked to recall experiences when they 
"were (un)certain about what was happening in the situation"). 

Sadness- Perceived Obstacles and Situational Control? The results for 
sadness, like fear, were a little ambiguous. As predicted, subjects in the situ­
ational control condition (Investigation 1) reported experiencing more sad­
ness than those in the other conditions, and in the regression analyses 
appraisals of situational control were reliable predictors of sadness. Neverthe­
less, the covariance analyses suggested that some dimension other than situ­
ational control may be central to experience of sadness, and a consideration 
of the theoretical functions served by sadness suggests a candidate for this 
appraisal. 
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Sadness serves as an appeal for aid under conditions in which the per­
son is helpless. The expression of distress is a signal that something is very 
wrong with the person's situation, and it is often effective in eliciting help 
and concern from others (Izard, 1977), which in turn often makes the harm 
or loss easier to bear and helps to reintegrate the individual into a social net­
work (e.g., Cohen, Sherrod, & Clark, 1986; Plutchik, 1980). However, this 
type of aid is expensive because it draws heavily upon the resources of others 
(cf. Coyne, 1976). Therefore, it is likely that sadness would be most effec­
tive as an appeal for help if it were largely limited to situations in which the 
person was unable to cope effectively with the situation. Thus, in contrast 
to anger or guilt, which can motivate the person to change the situation, sad­
ness appears to be most functional under conditions in which the person feels 
helpless to do so. 

Thus, the appraisal central to sadness, instead of being an attribution 
of the situation to impersonal circumstances, may be an appraisal that the 
situation is essentially uncontrollable. The relevant appraisal dimension, then, 
may be one of controllability, perhaps similar to the one discussed by Wein­
er and his colleagues (e.g., Russell, 1982; Russell & McAuley, 1986; Weiner, 
1985; Weiner, Graham, & Chandler, 1982). We suspect that appraisals of 
situational control and controllability are highly correlated in adults, espe­
cially in our college student sample, and thus that situations appraised as 
due to impersonal circumstances are also appraised as less controllable than 
those appraised as due to a human agent (either oneself or someone else). 

Resignation - Predictability and Low Effort. A feeling of resignation 
is likely to be experienced in aversive situations with predictable outcomes. 
Although the situation is unpleasant, the person does not anticipate expend­
ing much effort. This pattern {see Table VIII) suggests that resignation may 
"motivate" the person to avoid futile struggles against the inevitable, and 
to accept and adapt to permanent difficulties, or to endure more temporary 
unavoidable unpleasantness. Thus, although both sadness and resignation 
tend to occur under uncontrollable circumstances, they may serve different 
functions. Whereas sadness serves as an appeal for help, resignation may 
motivate acceptance of that which cannot be changed. 

Further Issues 

The Emotional Relevance of Attentional Activity. Like certainty in In­
vestigation 2, the manipulation of attentional activity in Investigation 3 failed 
to produce the predicted emotional differences. One reason for this failure 
appears to be that our instructions did not lead subjects to recall situations 
strongly associated with the experience of boredom, or with distinct states 
of disgust or frustration -the three unpleasant emotions for which appraisals 
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of attentional activity are likely to be important. Thus, whether or not ap­
praisals along the attentional activity dimension are central to the experience 
of these three emotions remains an open question. Nevertheless, it is interest­
ing that all of the emotions we observed were experienced at comparable levels 
in situations associated with either high or low attention. One possibility is 
that unpleasant experiences often involve considerable tension along the at­
tention dimension. Although people may not want to think about unpleasant 
situations, they may have to pay close attention in order to find a way to 
escape or end the unpleasantness. Thus, as Investigation 3 suggests, many 
unpleasant emotions may be commonly associated with situations in which 
the person wants to attend to the situation, to avoid thinking about it, or both. 

Hope. Of the nine emotions we examined, hope was least well predict­
ed by the appraisal dimensions. We suspect that our relative failure to cap­
ture the patterns of appraisal associated with hope highlights an important 
limitation of the present study. In comparison with the other emotions, hope 
is not tightly bound to the person's present circumstances. Instead, hope is 
linked to expectations for the future; people are able to feel hopeful under 
extremely adverse conditions if they can maintain the belief that "in the end" 
things may work out (Abelson, 1983; Lazarus et al., 1980). The appraisal 
ratings in the present study were designed to provide us with a "still photo­
graph" of the person's appraisals and emotions at a single time. This metho­
dology was very successful in providing us with relatively clear views of the 
appraisals associated with a number of emotions, but it did not really assess 
the person's past expectations or beliefs about the future. The failure to cap­
ture the appraisals associated with hope emphasizes the need to examine the 
appraisal/ emotion relations in a more dynamic context that more fully cap­
tures these aspects of the appraisal process. 

CONCLUSIONS AND FUTURE DIRECTIONS 

Working from a theoretical perspective that holds emotions to be adap­
tive products of our evolution, we have replicated previous observations 
of strong relations between people's appraisal of their circumstances and their 
emotional state. The data suggest that certain of these appraisals are central 
to the experience of particular emotions. Comparing these central appraisals 
to the hypothetical functions of their related emotions, we have argued that 
the appraisals and functions are consistent. In general, the central appraisals 
tend to ensure that the emotion will be experienced when it adaptively guides 
the person's coping efforts. Examination of the central appraisals for resig­
nation, an emotion not typically considered in traditional theories, led us 
to propose plausible functions for this emotion that can be explored in fu­
ture studies. Conversely, examination of the functions of fear and sadness 
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led us to propose reconceptualizations of the appraisal dimensions central 
to these emotions. These results suggest the heuristic value of considering 
emotions from a functional perspective. 

At the same time, however, we would be remiss if we did not join our 
predecessors and colleagues (e.g., Arnold, 1960; Izard, 1977; Lazarus, 1968; 
Tomkins, 1963) in admitting that emotional experiences are not always adap­
tive. People may often misperceive their situations and respond with "inap­
propriate" emotions, and even when the appraisals and emotional responses 
are "appropriate," the associated coping activities may often have very harm­
ful consequences if they are not modulated by knowledge of social context 
and norms. Thus, if a person barges in front of you while you are standing 
in a long line at the grocery store, sternly suggesting that the person be fair 
and go to the end of the line might well be appropriate and adaptive, but 
physically attacking the person would not be. Nevertheless, we strongly be­
lieve that the emotional system is fundamentally designed to, and often does, 
serve adaptive functions. 

Like any single study, this one leaves several questions unanswered and 
indicates new directions for future research. First, the appraisal view implies 
clear causal directions between appraisal and emotion: Appraisal determines 
emotion. However, this causality has yet to be clearly demonstrated. That 
our selection of experiences according to their appraisal characteristics 
produced predicted differences in emotional experience, combined with the 
finding that the central appraisals for particular emotions are related to the 
functions those emotions are believed to serve, increases the logical grounds 
for suspecting that appraisal leads to emotion. Nonetheless, as we have stat­
ed previously (Smith & Ellsworth, 1987), it is still very important to demon­
strate, through either experimental or longitudinal analysis, that changes in 
a person's appraisal of his or her circumstances produce systematic changes 
in that person's emotional state. Also, although our theory is a theory of 
the role of situational appraisals in the actual experience of emotions, much 
of our work (though not all, cf. Ellsworth & Smith, 1987; Smith, 1987; 
Smith & Ellsworth, 1987) has used retrospective verbal reports and thus could 
conceivably relate more to ideas about emotions than to emotions themselves. 

Further, the present findings indicate that it is premature to conclude 
that the dimensional structure we have outlined here is the "correct" one. 
To the contrary, our results indicate several areas in which the dimensional 
structure needs to be further refined and elaborated (e.g., potential differ­
ences between appraisals of responsibility and control, and between situa­
tional control and controllability, need to be investigated, and the certainty 
dimension needs to be better defined). 

Finally, we believe that one of the most important new directions for 
future research is to examine the appraisal/ emotion relations in the context 
of the behaviors they motivate and produce. The relations between emotions 
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and modes of coping need to be better delineated. In this regard, we feel 
that it is especially important to examine appraisal/ emotion/ coping relations 
in the context of emotional blending. We suspect that the coping tendencies 
motivated by individual emotions interact in emotional blends to produce 
even more adaptive coping than would be produced by single emotions in 
isolation. For instance, fear of retaliation (or of social sanctions, or of guilt) 
may often prevent us from assaulting those who anger us and, instead, may 
motivate us to modulate the anger, and to seek less overtly aggressive, more 
socially acceptable ways of eliminating the problem. In any case, we feel that 
it is of vital importance to bring an examination of action tendencies (Frij­
da, 1987) and coping activities (e.g., Folkman & Lazarus, 1980; Folkman, 
Lazarus, Dunkel-Schetter, DeLongis, & Gruen, 1986) into the study of ap­
praisal/emotion relations. We believe that it is through such analyses that 
we will begin to firmly grasp the nature of the functions- and the failings - of 
human emotions. 
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