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On the Sociality of Emotion-Eliciting Appraisals

There is a notable dialectic in current emotion theory and research.  On the one hand, and as the contributions to this volume attest, emotions are highly social.  One of the basic functions commonly ascribed to emotion (e.g., Scherer, 1984) is that of social communication.  Through their observable, expressive manifestations (postural, facial, vocal, etc.) emotions are thought to communicate much members of the social environment about the emotional person’s thoughts, feelings, and likely behaviors – for instance, whether the person is likely to strike out in anger, whether he or she is likely to give up and withdraw in sadness; or whether he or she is perceiving a serious danger in fear.   This information can then be used by the perceiver to regulate his or her actions to both the expressive individual and the affect-eliciting circumstances – for instance to apologize to the angry person, to offer support and comfort to the sad one, or to become more vigilant to potential danger in the fear-inducing circumstances.  In addition, as several contributions in this volume emphasize (e.g., Forgas; Fiedler & Bless; Clore & Storbeck; Baumeister, Vohs, & Tice; Huppert; and Sedikides) our own emotional states affect our perceptions and cognitions in ways that influence decision making (e.g., Baumeister, Vohs, & Tice, this Volume), interpersonal behaviors (e.g.,  Holmes & Anthony, this volume; Ciarrochi & Blackledge, this volume), and a broad array of other social behaviors.  

On the other hand, within appraisal theory, currently the dominant theoretical perspective concerned with the antecedents of emotion, the elicitation of emotions is viewed as a largely intrapersonal, self-centered process.  On this view, emotions are elicited by appraisals, or evaluations of what one’s circumstances imply for personal well-being (see, Smith & Lazarus, 1990).  How one’s circumstances are appraised is hypothesized to determine one’s emotional state, with different appraisals leading to the experience of different emotions.  Much of the research conducted to date on appraisal theory has been directed toward describing both the structural contents of the appraisals that differentiate emotional experience (e.g., Roseman, 1984, 1991, 2001; Scherer, 1984, 2001; Smith & Ellsworth, 1985; Smith & Lazarus, 1990), and the cognitive processes underlying these appraisals (e.g., Smith & Kirby, 2000; Scherer, 2001; van Reekum & Scherer, 1997).  These efforts have largely, but not exclusively, maintained the self-centered focus evident in the above definition of appraisal.

For instance, within one prominent structural model of the contents of appraisal (Smith & Lazarus, 1990), appraisals can be categorized into two distinct types:  Primary appraisals are concerned with the relevance of one’s circumstances for one’s personal well being, whereas secondary appraisals are concerned with the assessment of one’s options and resources for coping with those circumstances (e.g., Lazarus & Folkman, 1984; Smith & Lazarus, 1990).  In this model, there are proposed to be two subcomponents of primary appraisal, and the self-centered nature of appraisal is highly evident in these components.  The first, motivational relevance, is an assessment of the degree to which one’s circumstances touch upon or are relevant to one’s personal motivations and goals; or, colloquially, this component asks: “How important to me is what is happening in this situation?”  The second, motivational congruence, is an assessment of the degree to which one’s circumstances are consistent versus inconsistent with one’s goals and motives; or, colloquially, it asks: “To what extent is this situation good or bad for me?”

Although we believe that the self-centered nature of appraisal, as depicted in most appraisal models, is largely accurate, it is also very clear to us that these appraisals do not occur in a social vacuum.  For modern humans, virtually all emotion-eliciting situations we encounter are social creations, and are often highly interpersonal.  Even deeply personal events, such as losing one’s job, or learning that one has a serious chronic illness; and natural disasters, such as losing one’s home in a flood, have important and wide-ranging interpersonal implications for friends, family, and the broader community.  Therefore, we believe that in its future development and testing, it is vital that appraisal theory more explicitly embrace the highly social nature of both appraisal and emotion.

Therefore, in this chapter we identify and briefly review several literatures that we believe are relevant for better understanding the sociality of emotion-eliciting appraisals.  First we start with appraisal theory itself.  At least some of the emotions commonly featured in this theory, specifically anger and guilt, are inherently interpersonal.  Thus, we review how these two emotions are conceptualized within appraisal theory, as well as how their interpersonal aspects have been handled.  Second, building upon our treatment of guilt, we will consider a couple of emotions closely related to, but distinct from, guilt, specifically shame and embarrassment, that appraisal theory currently has difficulty accounting for.  We will consider how appraisal theory might be modified to allow it to better handle such states.  Third, moving beyond the contents of appraisal and the experience of specific emotions, we will consider how the appraisal process itself is, or at least can be, a highly social process, with considerable give and take between the person appraising his or her circumstances and others within the social environment.  Finally, we will come full circle, and consider ways in which the very self-centered nature of appraisal is actually much more social than it first appears.
Inherently interpersonal appraisals and emotions handled by appraisal theory:  Anger and Guilt

At least two of the emotions commonly considered by appraisal theory are inherently interpersonal, both in their functions and in their appraisals.  For instance, the function commonly proposed for anger has been to remove an external source of harm (usually in the form of a problem that is being caused by another person) from the environment, and to undo the harm if possible (e.g., Ellsworth & Smith, 1988; Izard, 1977; Plutchik, 1980; Smith & Lazarus, 1990; Tomkins, 1963), whereas in guilt the focus is on the self, and the functions of guilt have been proposed to be to motivate the person to make reparations for harms that he or she has caused, and more generally to motivate pro-social behavior (e.g., Ellsworth & Smith, 1988; Izard, 1977; Plutchik, 1980; Smith & Lazarus, 1990; Tomkins, 1963).  In the Smith and Lazarus (1990) model, both emotions are associated with primary appraisals of high motivational relevance (importance) and high motivational incongruence (bad), and it is secondary appraisals of accountability, or who is to be held responsible for the stressful circumstances, that differentiate between the emotions.  In anger, the relevant appraisal is one of other-accountability, which combines with the primary appraisals to produce an evaluation of other-blame.  In contrast, for guilt, the relevant appraisal is one of self-accountability, to yield an evaluation of self-blame
.  These evaluations of accountability, and hence of blame, serve to provide the person with a target for coping with the emotion-eliciting situation.  In anger, the target is the other who is held accountable, and the goal is to get this person or thing to stop whatever it is doing to cause the harm, and to undo the harm, if possible.  In guilt the target is oneself, and one is motivated to make amends for the harm one believes one has caused.

Several things should be noted about the appraisal patterns associated with guilt and anger, as described above.  First, although these descriptions have been derived from one specific appraisal model (Smith & Lazarus, 1990), the self- versus other- distinction between guilt and anger is shared by virtually all contemporary appraisal models.  For example, Weiner’s (1985) attributional theory of emotion associates anger with an attribution of an external locus of causality, and guilt with an internal one.  Similarly, for both Roseman (1984, 1991, 2001) and Scherer (1984, 2001), anger is associated with situations that are other-caused, and guilt with ones that are self-caused.

Although the distinction between self- versus other-accountability is shared by virtually all contemporary appraisal models, there is considerable theoretical disagreement as to whether these appraisals are necessary or sufficient to evoke guilt versus anger, respectively.  For instance Kuppens (2003), has recently provided data suggesting that, although appraisals of other-accountability bear an especially strong relation to anger, they are neither necessary nor sufficient to evoke anger.  Other appraisal theorists, perhaps in anticipation of this finding, have posited additional appraisals, beyond accountability, that are associated with these emotions.  These elaborations help highlight the social nature of both anger and guilt, and of the appraisals hypothesized to underlie them
.

In evaluating the cause of the situation, Scherer (1984, 2001) distinguishes between the causal agent (the self- vs. other distinction discussed above) and the causal agent’s motivations.  Specifically, Scherer’s (2001) model includes an evaluation of whether the causal agent’s actions were intentional and/or whether they were negligent.  For both anger and guilt, Scherer posits that the agent’s actions were intentional, and that for anger, they are viewed as negligent as well. Both Roseman (1984, 1991) and Scherer (1984, 2001) have posited that an additional key appraisal associated with the elicitation of anger is that the situation confronting the person is viewed as unfair or unjust.  Although rather extensively discussed by Roseman (1984), this evaluation has proven to be difficult to represent directly in his structural model of appraisal.  Scherer (1984, 2001), on the other hand, includes a very socially-oriented appraisal component corresponding to a “norm/self-compatibility check,” to capture this distinction.  This component includes evaluations of the extent to which norms and values of either the person (internal compatibility check) or the social environment (such as reference groups, external compatibility check) are being met or violated.  Scherer (2001) hypothesizes that anger is associated with a violation of external standards (i.e., societal or group norms), whereas guilt is associated with a violation of one’s own internal norms and standards.

Smith and colleagues (e.g., Smith & Noser, 1998) have also attempted to capture these additional distinctions, but have done so in a way that attempts to integrate them with appraisals of accountability and blame.  In their analysis, Smith and Noser (1998) follow the lead of Smith and Lazarus (1990; Lazarus & Smith, 1988; Smith, Pope, Haynes, & Lazarus, 1993) and draw a distinction between attributions, such as that of causal locus as discussed by Winer (1985) and appraisals, such as those of accountability and blame.  For these investigators, identifying someone as the causal locus of a situation is not the same as holding them accountable for the situation, and they argue that it is the latter accountability judgment that defines blame, and thus contributes directly to the elicitation of anger or guilt.  In what they refer to as a “Heiderian” (Heider, 1958) attributional analysis, Smith and Noser (1998) argue that all else being equal, attributed causal locus will determine appraised accountability.  However, several mitigating factors including evaluations of intentionality, foreeability, and controllability can moderate this relationship through their influence on the perceived justifiability of the situation.  Specifically, to the extent to which the negative effects produced by the perceived causal agent (whether oneself or someone else) are evaluated as unintentional, unforeseeable, and/or uncontrollable, the situation will be appraised as more justifiable, and with increased justifiability the causal agent will be held less accountable, resulting in lower levels of blame and reduced anger or guilt.  Conversely, with increasing levels of controllability, foreseeability, and intentionality, the negative effects produced by the causal agent will be seen as less justifiable, and the agent will be appraised as more accountable, resulting in higher levels of blame and increased levels of anger or guilt.    Using structural equation modeling on data involving both remembered past experiences, and responses to learning one’s grades on a midterm exam, Smith and Noser’s (1998) Heiderian account was largely supported.  Specifically, both justifiability and causal locus were found to contribute to appraisals of accountability, and the influences of justifiability and causal locus on blame and the relevant emotion were mediated through the appraisals of other-accountability, as hypothesized.  In addition, any effects of the mitigating factors of controllability, foreseeability, and intentionality on accountability, blame, or emotion were mediated through the assessment of justifiability.  A representative model, that emerged from the analysis of anger in response to the midterm exam is depicted in Figure 1.

To summarize, the appraisals associated with anger and guilt are inherently social, in that these appraisals involve an evaluation of who or what in the social environment– oneself, or some other entity  -- is to blame for an undesirable situation.  The determination of blame itself can be quite complicated and appears to be influenced systematically by an attributional analysis that considers such socially-oriented factors as inferences about the perceived causal agent’s intentions, motives, and abilities, as well as the degree to which the situation is justifiable or not.
Accounting for differences among Guilt, Shame, Humiliation, and Embarrassment:  The need to extend appraisal theory
Although, as indicated above, appraisal theory has more of a social orientation than may at first appear to be the case, it is nonetheless true that appraisal theory needs to be extended to be able to better take the social context of emotional experience into account.  We have identified two distinct issues that we believe it is important to address in extending appraisal theory.  First, there is a need to increase the range of emotions handled by the theory; and, second, appraisal theory needs to do a better job of taking into account the social environment as a contributor to the appraisal process.  We consider both of these issues, in turn. 

In terms of accounting for a broader range of emotions, and building upon the preceding discussion of the appraisals associated with guilt, consider the emotions of guilt, shame, and embarrassment.  All three emotions are often referred to as “self-conscious” emotions (e.g., Tangney, 1990, 1992), and all three arise in negative circumstances appraised as having been brought about by oneself.  Thus, all three emotions share some strong “family resemblances.”  In fact, historically, shame and guilt have often been treated as synonyms referring to the same underlying emotion, and there is a long tradition of considering embarrassment to be a mild form of shame (e.g., Borg, Staufenbiel, & Scherer, 1988; Tomkins, 1987). However, although the exact differences among these emotions  remains somewhat controversial, there is a growing theoretical consensus emerging regarding the key differences among them (e.g., Tangney, 1990, 1992; Parkinson, Fischer, & Manstead, 2005; Sabini & Silver, 1997; Sabini, Garvey, & Hall, 2001).
First, there is a fair degree of consensus that guilt focuses on a specific event or transgression committed by the person that violates internal standards (e.g., Tangney, 1990), whereas in shame the focus appears to be more on a more general problem regarding the self – often a perceived character flaw (e.g., Tangney, 1990; Parkinson et al., 2005).  Second, in both shame and embarrassment there appears to be a focus on the evaluation of the (flawed) self by others that does not seem to characterize guilt (Tangney, 1990; Parkinson et al. 2005; Sabini et al., 2001).  However, in shame the negative evaluation by others need not have occurred, but can be simply anticipated if others were to find out about the perceived flaw (Tangney, 1990; Parkinson et al., 2005).  In contrast, in embarrassment actual public exposure of the perceived flaw is more central (Parkinson et al., 2005).  A further distinction between shame and embarrassment is that in shame the person believes that the flaw he or she is concerned about revealing is real and reflects a true short-coming in his or her character, whereas in embarrassment the person views the perceived flaw as something that might lower his or her esteem in the eyes of observers, but which in his or her own eyes does not reflect a true personal shortcoming (Sabini & Silver, 1997; Sabini et al., 2001).  For example, a woman who trips while walking across a stage to receive an award will likely feel embarrassed, but not ashamed, because although worried that the audience might think that she is clumsy, she knows that this is not the case, but that it was a momentary distraction, not general clumsiness that led her to trip.
None of the three major appraisal models we have considered in this chapter (i.e., Scherer, 1984, 2001; Roseman, 1984, 1991, 2001; Smith & Lazarus, 1990) currently do a terribly good job of capturing the differences among these three emotions.  None of the models even consider embarrassment, and thus have not attempted to differentiate it from the other two.  The three models differ somewhat in whether and how they attempt to differentiate between shame and guilt, but none of them appear to fully capture the distinctions between these two emotions.  The Smith and Lazarus (1990) model does not attempt to differentiate between the two, and posits that appraisals of self-blame (importance, motivational incongruence, and self-accountability) characterize both emotions.  The models of Scherer (1984, 2001) and Roseman (2001) do allow for some differentiation between guilt and shame.  However, although the distinctions allowed do sometimes correspond to the differences between shame and guilt as described above, sometimes they do not.  For instance, Roseman (2001) holds both shame and guilt to reflect appraisals that the situation is self-caused and motive-inconsistent.  In addition, Roseman (2001) also distinguishes between whether the motive-inconsistency or problem is an instrumental problem or and intrinsic one.  That is, does the problem reflect something blocking the attainment of a goal, or is the problem something that is intrinsically aversive due to some inherent characteristic?  Roseman (2001) proposes that in guilt the problem is appraised as instrumental whereas in shame it is appraised as intrinsic.  This distinction appears to correspond well to the claim by Tangney (1990) and others that in guilt the focus is on a behavior or transgression, whereas in shame the focus is more on a more general character flaw.  For Scherer, the appraisal profiles for shame and guilt are very similar, and both involve intentionally self-caused situations that violate one’s own norms.  In addition, in shame the self is also appraised as having been negligent in a way that is not evident in guilt, and in guilt there is also a violation of external standards that is not predicted for shame. Of these latter two predictions, the presence of negligence in shame suggests that the transgression in shame is more serious than in guilt, but it does not clearly capture the idea common in current theorizing that the transgression reflects a character flaw.   The hypothesis that in guilt, but not shame, there has been a violation of external standards seems to run directly counter to the view that, in shame, but not guilt, there is a concern about one’s flaws being revealed to others.

Overall, then, it appears that all three models (Smith & Lazarus, 1990; Scherer, 2001; Roseman, 2001) most adequately capture the distinguishing appraisals associated with guilt, but currently are not well equipped to capture the antecedent appraisals that differentiate shame and embarrassment from guilt and from each other.  The norm/self-compatiblity check in Scherer’s (2001) might be useful in differentiating embarrassment from shame and guilt, in that it might be predicted that embarrassment would involve a violation of external standards, but not internal ones, whereas (contrary to what Scherer proposes), shame might be associated with an appraised violation of both internal and external standards, and guilt primarily with a violation of internal ones.  However, none of the models appear to have the constructs available to adequately capture the concern, seemingly central to both shame and embarrassment that one may be, or is in the process of being judged by others in the social environment and is likely to be found lacking.  We are not yet sure of the best way to build such an evaluation into any of these appraisal models without giving the models too much of an ad hoc feel.  However, we believe that efforts to do so will reflect an important extension to appraisal theory that will increase the theory’s ability to account for the social aspects of emotional experience.
Appraisal as a Social Process
A second way that appraisal theory can be extended to better take the social context of appraisal and emotion into account is to begin to consider appraisal as a social process, rather than as a purely intrapersonal one.  Although consideration of the descriptions of existing appraisal models might lead one to suspect that most emotion-eliciting appraisals are made by lone individuals with little or no input from others in the social environment, this is clearly not the case.  We are a gregarious species and we talk to one another about the important things (which are likely to be accompanied by considerable emotion) that are happening in our lives.  The information we extract from such conversations very likely systematically influences and shapes the appraisals, and hence the emotions we experience in various situations as they unfold in time.  Although, to our knowledge appraisal theorists have not yet considered how input from the social environment might affect appraisal, we believe that it is important for appraisal theory to develop in this direction.  Below we call attention to several literatures that we believe provide important leads as to how appraisals are likely to be influenced through social interaction.

First, seeking social support is a common coping response to stressful events (Carver, Weintraub, & Scheier, 1989; Ptacek, Smith, & Dodge, 1994; Stober, 2004; Dukel-Schetter, Folkman, & Lazarus, 1987).  In addition to seeking help, or instrumental support, individuals often also seek informational and emotional support.  That is, they talk with their friends about the stressful events gaining information about them that might change their appraisals of, and hence their emotional reactions to, the situation.  Although, to our knowledge, relatively few studies of social support have examined the process of social support to document what is said, and what is accomplished by receiving informational and emotional support, there is good evidence that perceiving that adequate emotional support is available to oneself is associated with relatively good outcomes in response to a variety of stressors, including chronic illness (e.g., Smith & Wallston, 1989) and life stress more generally (e.g., Delongis, Folkman, & Lazarus, 1988).

In a related literature, Rimé and colleagues (e.g., Luminet, Bouts, Delie, Manstead, & Rimé, 2000; Rimé, Mesquita, Philippot, & Boca, 1992) have documented that an extremely common, almost ubiquitous response to strong emotional experiences is to engage in what the authors call the “social sharing of emotion.”  In general, following an episode in which strong emotion, particularly negative emotion, was experienced, the person experiencing the emotion seeks out opportunities to talk about the emotional experience with others in his or her social environment.  In these conversations the person will talk about the circumstances leading up to the emotional reaction, his or her feelings in the situation, and his or her reactions to the experience more generally.  In reviewing their work on the social sharingof emotion, Rimé, Corsini, and Herbette (2002) note that this ubiquitous social sharing of emotion appears to be related to a need to “search for meaning” and/or to come to terms with the emotional event.  Much of the work on social sharing conducted to date has been primarily directed toward documenting the existence and prevalence of the social sharing of emotion, and only recently have investigators begun to examine closely the information that is shared, and the effects of the sharing on the person’s subsequent emotions (e.g., Zech, Rimé, & Nils, 2004).

In a third literature Snyder and colleagues (e.g., Snyder, 1989; Snyder & Higgins, 1988, 1997) have examined the role of excuses in a process that they refer to as “reality negotiation.”  They have found that when caught in a situation involving a personal transgression (i.e., as discussed above, a situation that should elicit guilt or shame), individuals will engage in a “negotiation” with others in the social environment, through the use of excuses they seek to minimize the negative impact of the situation on themselves.  Notably the excuses that are proferred are typically designed to reduce the perceived seriousness of the transgression (referred to as “valence-of-act” by the authors, but essentially the appraised motivational incongruence of the situation), or the person’s perceived accountability for the situation (refered to by the authors as “linkage-to-act”; e.g.,  Snyder & Higgins, 1990).  Thus, through the excuses the person who committed the transgression seeks to minimize the appraisals leading to shame or guilt.  The investigators note that the persons in the social environment often serve as active co-conspiritors in the reality negotiation process, and often work with the person to support the modified appraisals meant to be produced through the offered excuses (Snyder & Higgins, 1988).

Together, these three literatures combine to indicate that emotional experiences are very social in a way that surely must strongly influence the person’s appraisals of emotion-eliciting circumstances, however self-centered those appraisals may be.  Whether it is conceptualized as support seeking, emotional sharing, or reality negotiation, individuals appear to talk extensively with others in their social environment about their emotional experiences, and especially their unpleasant ones.  Often this discussion of their emotions appears to be directed toward better understanding, modifying, or mitigating the negative emotional reaction.  The processes by which this occurs are relatively clear in the case of using excuses in the context of reality negotiation (e.g., Snyder & Higgins, 1988).  However, the processes by which either seeking emotional support or sharing one’s emotions might alter one’s appraisals  have not yet been clearly documented.

A) However, there are a number of intriguing possibilities of what might occur in these discussions of one’s emotional responses.  To list just a few possibilities: others could help to validate one’s emotional reactions by confirming that the person’s appraisals and reactions were justified by the circumstances; in a somewhat different form of “reality negotiation” than that discussed by Snyder and colleagues, they could offer the person alternative ways of appraising the situation that might lessen its negative impact; or they could help the person to adjust to the negative situation by helping him or her modify his or her goals and commitments related to the situation, etc (see for instance, Smith & Lazarus, 1990, on the varieties of “emotion-focused coping). 
Given the evidence that appraisals often occur, or are modified in an active and responsive social environment, a very important and promising direction for the development of appraisal theory is to make more meaningful contact with the literatures alluded to above, and to begin to explicitly model the influences of the social environment on the appraisal process.

Social Extensions to the Self and Self-Interest
Although, as we have been arguing thus far in this chapter, both the contents and processes of appraisal are more socially oriented than current appraisal models suggest, it is still the case that, ultimately, we agree with the theoretical characterization of appraisal as being highly self-centered.  That is we still maintain that appraisal is an evaluation of what one’s circumstances imply for personal well-being.  However, in this final section, we want to argue that even this self-centeredness can be subject to considerable social influence.  More specifically, we want to consider two distinct ways in which our self-centeredness in appraisal is actually quite social in nature.  First, our sense of self does not develop in a vacuum , but rather in a social context.  We come to identify with certain individuals and groups (e.g., in-group members) and differentiate ourselves from others, and as we discuss below this identification process can have profound effects on our self-concept, and thus on how we appraise our social environment.  Second, our self-interest is not purely about our own individual self.  Instead, when we are in very close relationships, or when we very strongly identify with another person or group, we can incorporate these others into our self-concept, such that their well-being becomes an extension of our own personal well-being.   We will consider each of these possibilities in turn.

First, it is now generally accepted that people’s identities are shaped in part through their relationships with others (Hogg, 2001; Hogg, Abrams, Otten and Hinkle, 2004; Aron and Aron, 1986; Aron and McLaughlin-Volpe, 2001; Lancaster and Foddy, 1988; Sedikides and Brewer, 2001; Smith, Coats and Walling, 1999; Onorato and Turner, 2001).  As individuals enter into close relationships with other individuals at the dyadic level, as they join or identify with the members of small groups, or come to identify with larger groups and group identities, these relationships help the individual to define his or he goals, values, and expectations in ways that help determine what the individual will appraise as important, what he or she will appraise as good or bad, what is blameworthy and so on.  And thus, by helping to shape the individual’s identity and beliefs, these sources of social influence also help to shape the individual’s personal appraisals and emotions.

Aron and Aron (1997; Aron, Mashek, & Aron, 2004) have noted that people who are in close relationships with others tend to incorporate the other’s ideas, values, perspectives, identities and emotions in their own self-concept.  As reviewed by Aron and McLaughlin-Volpe (2001), people experience their selves as overlapping with the selves of close others, and they come to see themselves as sharing very similar traits, beliefs, and goals as the close others.  For example, when asked to assign traits to themselves, to a person with whom they are in a close relationship, and to a celebrity, participants made more errors in recalling the traits they had assigned to themselves versus those they had assigned to close others, than they did in recalling the traits they had assigned to themselves versus those they had assigned to the celebrity (Mashek, Aron, & Boncimino, 2003).  In a similar vein, Smith, Coats, and Walling (1999) found that in endorsing traits that characterized a close other, participants were faster to endorse traits that they felt also characterized themselves than they were to endorse traits that did not characterize themselves.  Conversely, they were slower to reject traits for the other person that they felt characterized themselves than they were to reject traits that they did not feel characterized either themselves or the close other (see also, Aron, Aron, Tudor, & Nelson, 1991).  Moreover, the size of these effects were found to increase with increasing reported relationship closeness.  These findings support the idea that people incorporate into their self-concepts traits and values associated with person’s with whom they share close relationships in ways that should influence their personal appraisals and emotional responses. 
Beyond close dyadic relationships, the social groups of which we are members, as well as those of which we are not, are also important sources of self-concept.  The social groups to which one belongs are often referred to as “in-groups,” whereas those to which one does not belong are referred to as “out-groups.”  Two members of the same social group conceive themselves in a similar vein, use the same standards to judge others’ and their own behavior and act according to certain group specific norms and values. These norms differentiate the in-group from out-groups since members of the latter follow a different set of standards.  Hogg (2001) claims that there can be no in-group identity in the absence of an out-group.  Social comparison and differentiation from those who define themselves differently are needed to identify the in-group. This social categorization is the basis of our social identity, that is, we are defined in terms of the characteristics that are typically associated with our in-groups and we distance ourselves from out-group attributes.   Hogg et al. (2004) have distinguished ‘social identity’ from ‘personal identity’ – the unique part the self that comprises one’s idiosyncratic characteristics and close personal relationships.  Like our personal identities, our social identities represent a way that our social environment can influence our self-centered appraisals:  The norms and values emphasized by our in-groups contribute to the goals, values, and beliefs that we use to evaluate the personal significance of our environment. 
Another way that the social environment helps to shape and define our personal self-concept is through the social roles we take on in life, and the responsibilities linked to those roles (Lancaster & Foddy, 1988).  People assume several different roles throughout the course of a day, a year, their life such as child, student, parent, teacher, supervisor and so forth. In our society, there are certain expectations about the behavior of the self/actor in a particular role.  The responsibilities and expectations associated the various social roles a person assumes can become integrated into the self-concept, such that they become the person’s own responsibilities and expectations and thus are viewed by the person as reflecting his or her own self-interest. 

Thus far in this section we have been considering different routes  (i.e., significant others, in-groups, and social roles) through which the goals, values, needs, and beliefs held by others in one’s social environment can contribute to an individual’s self-interest.  As alluded to at the start of this section, there appears to be a second sense in which the attributes of others in the social environment can come to define one’s self-interest.  Specifically, the boundaries of one’s self-concept can be expanded to incorporate certain others, such that their interests become one’s self-interest as well.  This type of expanding one’s self-concept has been less studied than the formation of one’s social identity, but it has received some attention.

For instance, Smith et al. (1999) state that “close relationships and group membership both involve some sort of merging of self and of other” and that “this process may deeply influence cognition, affect, and behavior in relationships and group contexts” (pp. 881).  Although Aron and Aron (1997) considers a number of different ways that one can expand oneself, one way they consider is by including a significant other’s self in one’s self-concept. Aron and McLaughlin-Volpe (2001) note that part of what this entails is that people to some degree assume their close other’s motives and cognitions.  Thus, in appraising the relevance of one’s circumstances for personal well-being, the other’s motives and cognition can be explicitly taken into account.  As one example of this, Aron, Aron, Tudor, & Nelson (1991) fount that in a game allocation task, participants tended to award themselves with more money than their game-partner when they didn’t know this other person. However, when the other person was a close friend, people did not serve their own interests, but considered their friend’s motives and tended to allocate an equal amount of the award to their friend and to themselves, even when they knew that their friend would never be informed of their allocation.
 The boundaries of the self also can be extended to encompass others through the social roles we assume (Lancaster & Foddy, 1988).  These roles are almost always connected to a significant role-other: mothers have children, husbands have a wife, graduate mentors have a graduate student, and so on.  Often in the eyes of the social environment, due to the role relationship, the way in which the role-other behaves is in part perceived as the responsibility of the actor.  For example, a young child’s behavior in public is often seen as being the responsibility of the child’s parents. Thus, when the child acts out in public (e.g., in a grocery store, or in a restaurant), the parent is often viewed with disapproval.  Thus, it becomes part of the parent’s direct self-interest to help the child to successfully navigate the particular public encounter.  There are numerous social roles that a person might assume (parent, teacher, caregiver, etc.), in which by taking on the role, the person becomes directly responsible for another’s well being.  In such cases it is very natural and adaptive for the self-interests of the parties involved in the role relationships to become heavily merged

Conclusions
We started out this contribution by noting a dialectic in emotion theory and research:  Whereas emotional reactions are commonly viewed  theoretically as being socially-elicited events that serve important social functions, such as social communication, the appraisal processes theoretically responsible for eliciting emotions have been theoretically treated as if they were largely non-social, intrapersonal and highly self-centered.  Over the course of this review we do not believe that we have eliminated the dialectic, but we do believe we have argued for changing its terms.  Emotion-eliciting appraisals are self-centered, as proposed by Smith and Lazarus (1990) and others, the represent evaluations of the implications of one’s circumstances for personal well being.  At the same time, we believe this review has indicated that appraisals are also highly social:  Some appraisal components are inherently social in the  evaluative issues they represent (e.g., appraisals of accountability); all often occur in an dynamic social environment, in which the person’s appraisals are discussed and refined through conversations with others in the social environment; and even the self-centeredness of appraisal is highly social in that one’s self-interest has been and continues to be shaped and modified by socialization agents and other significant individuals and groups in the person’s social environment; and that  the self-interest can be, and often is, expanded to incorporate the needs and desires of important others.  To date, though, appraisal theory has not yet addressed the social nature of appraisal.  Throughout our review we have attempted to point out ways in which appraisal theory might be further developed to take this important issue into account.  We hope that some of the leads we have offered here will be followed, as an appraisal theory that more adequately addresses the social nature of appraisal will surely provide an even richer and more useful account of emotion than the highly successful account that appraisal theory has provided thus far.
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Figure Captions

Figure 1.  A “Heiderian” model of attributions, accountability, and anger in response to an exam.
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� Although seemingly redundant in these examples, it is important to differentiate between accountability and blame.  Theoretically, accountability only translates to blame when accompanied by appraisals of motivational relevance and motivational incongruence.  Under circumstances appraised as motivationally congruent, appraisals of self-accountability would translate into self-credit, theoretically associated with pride, and appraisals of other-accountability would translate into other-credit, theoretically associated with gratitude (See Smith, 1991).


� In the interest of thoroughness, it should be noted that both Scherer (1984, 2001) and Roseman (1991, 2001) have posited that an appraisal of high coping potential – the evaluation that one can effectively alter the situation and remove the source of harm -- is important in eliciting anger.  This hypothesis is not shared by Smith and colleagues (e.g., Smith & Lazarus, 1990; Smith & Kirby, in press).  Roseman, but not Scherer, further posits that the appraisal of high coping potential is also associated with guilt.  Although these proposals are highly relevant to the study of the appraisal bases of anger and guilt, they are not especially germane to the current consideration of the sociality of the appraisal process, and thus will not be considered further here.





