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Abstract
In this paper, I consider the potential implications of
the observation that epistemic judgment seems to be less
emotional than moral judgment. I argue that regardless
of whether emotions are necessary for blame, blaming
emotions do play an important epistemic role in the
moral domain. They allowus to grasp propositions about
moral blameworthiness and thereby to appreciate their
significance in a special way. Further, I argue that if
we generally lack blaming emotions in the epistemic
domain, then we are unable to grasp propositions about
epistemic blameworthiness. As a result, regardless of
one’s theory of epistemic blame, there emerges a tension
between the claims that we are epistemically blamewor-
thy for our epistemic failings and the claim that we do
not feel epistemic blaming emotions.

1 INTRODUCTION

It seems clear that epistemic judgment is comparatively less emotional thanmoral judgment. I can
judge thatmy friend is epistemically irrational for believing that shewill have a prosperousmonth
on the basis of the alignment of the stars without feeling any sort of blaming emotion toward her.
In contrast, it is rare thatwe judge someone to have committed anunexcusedmoralwrongwithout
feeling blaming emotions. While most theorists of epistemic blame agree with this comparative
claim, there is little consensus regarding the question of whether epistemic judgment and blame
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2 MAGALOTTI

are generally unemotional in nature, much less what an account of epistemic blaming emotions
might look like. However, if blaming emotions are indeed generally absent in the epistemic case,
this could have important implications for the epistemic blameworthiness debate.
Typically, blame theorists think that if the comparative coolness of epistemic judgment is a

problem for the defense of epistemic blameworthiness, this is because of some essential role that
emotions play in blame itself. In this paper, I argue that even if blame does not require emotion,
there remains an important tension between the claims that we are epistemically blameworthy
for our epistemic failings and the claim that epistemic judgment is generally unemotional. I argue
that, in the moral case, regardless of one’s account of moral blame, the moral blaming emotions
allow us to phenomenally grasp propositions about moral blameworthiness and so to appreciate
its significance in an important way. If epistemic judgment is emotionally cool, then we lack this
mode of access to facts about epistemic blameworthiness and, I argue, are therefore unable to
phenomenally grasp them. Thiswould put pressure on defenders of epistemic blameworthiness to
considermore carefully the question ofwhether epistemic blame does sometimes involve blaming
emotions and to provide a picture of what those kinds of emotional responses typically look like.
In Section 2, I discuss the relationship between Epistemic Coolness and Epistemic Blamewor-

thiness and how those two claims might be in tension with one another. In Section 3, I explain
how it is that emotions in general afford phenomenal grasping of evaluative claims. In Section 4,
I provide a series of cases intended to show that the absence of particular emotions prevents phe-
nomenal grasping of a corresponding class of evaluative propositions. In Section 5, I explain how
the moral blaming emotions are particularly well-suited to phenomenally present propositions
about moral blameworthiness and why, if we lack those emotions in the epistemic case, it is
unlikely that there are any other mental states that can play this same epistemic role. The con-
clusion is that if epistemic judgment is emotionally cool, then we are incapable of phenomenally
grasping epistemic blameworthiness. Finally, Section 6 concludes with a brief overview of some
potential implications for the debate over epistemic blameworthiness.

2 EPISTEMIC COOLNESS AND EPISTEMIC BLAMEWORTHINESS

In this section, I consider the relationship between the emotional coolness of epistemic judg-
ment and the existence of epistemic blameworthiness. I will treat defenders of epistemic
blameworthiness as endorsing something like the following:

(Epistemic Blameworthiness): Absent excusing conditions, we are epistemically
blameworthy for our epistemic failings.

We need not worry here about what the epistemic failures are that we are blameworthy for. But,
since it can be helpful to have a target in mind, I will focus on failures to believe in accordance
with the evidence.1
The version of the epistemic coolness thesis that I will consider here is the following:

(Epistemic Coolness): Generally, we do not feel emotions in response to judgments
of epistemic failure.

Again, there is no settled view among defenders of epistemic blameworthiness regarding
whether Epistemic Coolness is true.2 Nor is there a general account of what epistemic blaming
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MAGALOTTI 3

emotions might be like. The question I want to consider is whether there is a problematic ten-
sion between Epistemic Coolness and Epistemic Blameworthiness. If there is, then it would be
important for defenders of Epistemic Blameworthiness to either diffuse that tension or show that
Epistemic Coolness is false.
Themost obvious potential threat that Epistemic Coolness might pose to Epistemic Blamewor-

thiness comes from what I will call emotion-based accounts of blame, according to which blame
centrally involves emotional responses such as anger, indignation, or guilt. I will call these kinds
of emotions, which have typically been called “reactive attitudes” in the Strawsonian tradition,
blaming emotions. Emotion-based accounts of blamehold that blaming emotions are necessary for
blame. To be blameworthy on this view is to be the deserving target of these same emotions.With-
out blaming emotions, it is thought, the notion of blamewill be sucked dry of its significance.3 It is
generally acknowledged that blaming someone requires something beyond merely judging them
to blameworthy. This special feature that sets blaming apart from judging blameworthy accounts
for what I will call, following Boult (2021a), the significance of blame, the thing that makes blame
seem ‘weighty’ in a way that judging blameworthy is not. Much more could be said about what
it takes to properly account for this significance, but since blame itself is not my focus here, this
preliminary characterization will suffice for present purposes.
On the emotion-based account of blame, a fairly clear, albeit slightly indirect, tension arises

between Epistemic Coolness and Epistemic Blameworthiness. If emotions are required for blame,
then the truth of Epistemic Coolness suggests that we do not engage in epistemic blame. This
might indirectly put pressure on Epistemic Blameworthiness. It is true that blaming emotions
might be fitting or appropriate responses to epistemic failure even if we never experience them.
Still, it would be strange if we were epistemically blameworthy even though we never engage in
epistemic blame. As a result, the defender of Epistemic Blameworthiness may wish to pursue a
non-emotional account of blame in order to avoid this unpleasant consequence.
Boult (2021a) adopts precisely this strategy. He concedes that judgments of epistemic failure

are on the whole less emotional than judgments of moral failure. (To be clear, he remains neu-
tral on the question of whether epistemic blame can involve blaming emotions.) Boult aims to
present a theory of epistemic blame that both is compatible with its comparative coolness and
yet also accounts for its significance. The account that he offers is a relationship-based account
of epistemic blame that is modeled on Scanlon’s account of moral blame.4 According to Scanlon,
to blame someone is “to judge him or her to be blameworthy and to take your relationship with
him or her to be modified in a way that this judgment of impaired relations holds to be appro-
priate” (1998, pp. 128–9). To be blameworthy, on this account, is to have done something that is
relationship-impairing and so to be deserving of such a response. For example, if a friend speaks
ill of you, then they impair the friendship. You blame that person just in case you treat the rela-
tionship as being so impaired, perhaps by adjusting your expectations of what actions that friend
will take in the future and being more hesitant to share personal information with them.
For Boult (2021a, 2021b), the nature of epistemic blame is correspondingly found in the role

that it plays in managing our epistemic relationships. This notion of an epistemic relationship
is supposed to be motivated by the observations that, first, we rely on one another for informa-
tional purposes and, second, we have both normative and predictive expectations regarding how
others conduct their intellectual lives. Just as ourmoral relationships can be impairedwhen some-
one violates moral standards, so too our epistemic relationships are supposedly impaired when
someone violates epistemic standards. If we judge someone to be guilty of dogmatism or wishful
thinking, we revoke our epistemic trust in that person’s testimony. This can occur without any
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4 MAGALOTTI

emotional response and yet, Boult thinks, is weighty enough to give epistemic blame the relevant
kind of significance.
In this way, Boult diffuses themost obvious version of the challenge to Epistemic Blameworthi-

ness from Epistemic Coolness. Epistemic blame, he argues, does not require emotional responses
in order to attain significance. And if emotions are not required for epistemic blame, then Epis-
temic Coolness has no implications for whether we engage in epistemic blame or not. Thus, there
is no problematic result for the defender of Epistemic Blameworthiness. My aim in the remainder
of the paper is to show that there is another independent tension that arises between Epistemic
Coolness andEpistemic Blameworthiness, aworry that does not depend on any particular account
of blame. For the purposes of this argument, I will grant that there can be non-emotional forms of
blame and that these forms of blame can possess the relevant kind of significance. Inwhat follows,
I will argue that even if we accept a non-emotion-based account of blame, such as the relationship-
based account, there is still a lingering surprising consequence that follows from the conjunction
of Epistemic Coolness and Epistemic Blameworthiness. This puts pressure on defenders of Epis-
temic Blameworthiness to show that epistemic blamedoes involve blaming emotions at least some
of the time, even if blaming emotions are not necessary for epistemic blame itself.

3 EMOTIONS AND PHENOMENALLY GRASPING THE
EVALUATIVE

In this section, I propose a view of one of the epistemic roles of emotion. Building on Bourget’s
account of phenomenal grasping, I suggest that emotions allow us to phenomenally grasp (the
evaluative aspect of) evaluative propositions, including propositions about blameworthiness.
To “grasp” a proposition in the way I will be discussing is to understand it in a certain way. One

way to see what it is to grasp a proposition is to look at what Bourget (2017) calls “transition cases,”
where one goes from not grasping p to grasping p. In one such case, a student learns in school, and
thereby comes to know, that the Sun is about 1,300,000 times the volume of the Earth (call this
proposition <Sun/Earth>) but does not yet grasp that fact on the basis of her teacher’s testimony
alone. But if the teacher displays to the class an apple seed next to a basketball and explains that
the difference in volume between the two objects is similar to that between the Earth and the
Sun, the child starts to grasp <Sun/Earth>. According to Bourget, what enables the transition
frommere knowledge to grasping is the phenomenal presentation of the proposition, in this case
the visual experience of the ball next to the seed.
A second case is Jackson’s (1986) Mary in her black-and-white room. On Bourget’s interpreta-

tion, what happens when Mary leaves the room is that she comes to grasp that ripe tomatoes are
red when that proposition is phenomenally presented to her in vision. (This is supposed to be in
following with the physicalist reply to Jackson that claims that what Mary gains upon leaving the
room is a new way of knowing.)
I will adopt Bourget’s account of phenomenal grasping on which to grasp a proposition (p) is

to have a phenomenal experience of p. While there are competing accounts of grasping, it is at
least plausible that Bourget’s account successfully identifies one epistemically valuable variety of
grasping even if there are also others. Additionally, this account allows us to isolate an important
epistemic role that emotions play with respect to evaluative propositions, both generally and in
the case of moral blameworthiness.
It is intuitive that phenomenal grasping possesses epistemic value. While a full defense of this

claim is a project for another paper, I will say a few words about why I find it plausible. Mostly, I
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MAGALOTTI 5

think the plausibility comes from cases of comparison. It seems that the person who both knows
and grasps p is in a comparatively better epistemic situation than the person thatmerely knows but
does not grasp p. For example, once the student has the visual experience of the ball and the seed,
she seems to be in a better epistemic position with respect to <Sun/Earth>. So, when paired with
knowledge, grasping seems to possess some epistemic value over and above mere knowledge.5 I
suspect that what is valuable about grasping is that it gives us a special kind of access to facts.
What Mary gains when she leaves the room is not new knowledge. But that does not mean that
what she gains is not epistemically valuable. Certain ways of representing put us in touchwith the
world in a special sort of way. I find it intuitive that these ways of representing are epistemically
superior to others, although saying exactly what “being in touch” consists in andwhy it is valuable
both need a great deal more elaboration.
Just as perception facilitates phenomenal grasping in the two cases above, I want to suggest

that emotions allow us to phenomenally grasp certain evaluative propositions in a way that is
also epistemically valuable. Claire may know that her mother’s death will be a loss for her (call
this proposition <Mom>). But this may not “hit her” until after her mother dies. When it does,
Claire will feel a wave of sadness.6 Indeed, when the loss hits her, it seems to do so by way of the
sadness. When she experiences sadness, the sadness itself phenomenally presents <Mom>. This
transition frommerely knowing that her mother’s death is a loss to the phenomenal presentation
of this fact when she feels sadness closely resembles the child’s transition from merely knowing
that<Sun/Earth> to phenomenally grasping<Sun/Earth>when having the visual experience of
the ball and the seed.
Furthermore, whenClaire grasps<Mom> she is also in a better epistemic positionwith respect

to <Mom>. In particular, what the emotion phenomenally presents is the evaluative aspect of
<Mom>. It puts her in touch with her mother’s death as a loss and the loss-ish quality of the
death becomes phenomenally evident to her. This in turn affords Claire a certain appreciation of
the evaluative significance of her mother’s death that she lacked when she merely believed that
her mother’s death was a loss to her.
This ability of an emotion to present evaluative facts to us in a phenomenal way generalizes

quite well. On one standard view, the objects of emotions can be categorized into formal objects
and particular objects.7 Each emotional attitude type (e.g., sadness, fear, pride, etc.) has its own
formal object, which the emotion “aims at.” It may be helpful to think of the formal object of the
emotion as the particular kind of value property that the emotion type tracks in the world. For
sadness, this is loss. For fear, it is dangerousness. For pride, it is deserved accomplishment. The
particular object, on the other hand, is what the emotion is directed toward in a specific case. I
will allow for both propositional intentional objects (e.g., I am afraid that the bear will hurt me)
as well as what de Sousa (1987) calls “target objects,” or entities (e.g., I am afraid of the bear).
We can then characterize the correctness conditions of emotions in terms of these two kinds of
object: an emotion gets things right just in case the particular object of the emotion is properly
characterized in terms of its formal object. For example, my fear of the bear gets things right
just in case the bear is in fact dangerous to me.8 This is a basic representationalist account of
emotion that is accepted, for example, by perceptualists, judgmentalists, and attitudinalists about
emotion.9 Roughly speaking, it is the proposition identified by these correctness conditions that
an emotion phenomenally presents to the subject.10

(Emotional Grasping): Emotions phenomenally present evaluative propositions. The
proposition presented by an emotion can be modeled as the proposition that o is F,
where o is the emotion’s particular object and F is its formal object.
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6 MAGALOTTI

This picture of emotion fits especially well with accounts of emotion that emphasize the inten-
tionality of the phenomenal experience of the emotion, such asGoldie’s (2000) “feeling-toward.”11
I think it is also compatible with several other accounts of emotion. I say that the emotion presents
a proposition rather than represents a proposition in order to remain as neutral as possible regard-
ing the metaphysics of emotional states. However, the neutrality only goes so far. In order for
emotions to be capable of phenomenal presentation in the way I describe, it must be the case that
phenomenal aspect of the emotion is itself representational and not, for example, that there is a
representational belief-like part of the emotion and a separate non-representational feeling part.
I am hopeful that there are versions of, for example, judgmentalism, perceptualism, and attitudi-
nalism that can meet this constraint, but ones that do not will be incompatible with my account.
The way that the emotion phenomenally presents its content is through the affective feel of the

emotion. Similarly to how one can “just see” the size relation between two objects in one’s per-
ceptual experience (think of the<Sun/Earth> example), one can “just feel” the loss of a loved one
in one’s emotional experience of sadness. Emotional attitude types have characteristic phenom-
enal feels. Sadness feels one way, and anger feels another. Although sadness and anger are both
negative emotions, one can tell from one’s phenomenal experience whether one is experiencing
sadness or anger.12 If one has an emotional experience that has as its intentional object that one
has been cheated on, it is evident to the subject, in normal circumstances, whether one feels sad
or angry about being cheated on. One can ask oneself which of those things they are feeling, intro-
spect, and come up with an answer on the basis of the emotional experience’s phenomenal feel.
This is consistent with the possibility of error if, for example, one is bad at introspection.
Furthermore, the phenomenal feel of each emotional experience presents the particular object

of the emotional experience in some way. Different emotions take different perspectives toward
the same particular object. If one feels angry about being cheated on, one has the emotional
appearance as of being wronged by the infidelity. If one feels sad about it, one has the emotional
appearance as of the infidelity’s constituting a loss to them. It is because emotions phenomenally
present their particular objects as possessing certain evaluative properties that they are capable
of phenomenally presenting evaluative propositions. So, different emotional attitude types have
different phenomenal feels that present the particular object of the emotion as possessing dif-
ferent evaluative properties. There is a correlation, then, between the phenomenal feel of the
emotion and the intentionality of the emotion. (I remain neutral on the question of whether the
phenomenology or intentionality grounds, or is more fundamental than, the other.)
An emotion’s characteristic phenomenological feel notoriously includes a positive or negative

valence. These valences are experienced as pleasurable or displeasurable qualities of experience
respectively. Happiness, pride, and affection have positive valences (and are pleasurable). Fear,
disgust, and anger have negative valences (and are displeasurable). Furthermore, the felt valence
of the emotion accords with evaluative valence of the phenomenally presented proposition.When
Claire feels sad about the death of her mother, that sadness presents the proposition that the
mother’s death is a loss to her, which evaluates the death as something bad. And the phenomenal
feel of the sadness has a negative valence, which itself feels bad. The ability of emotions to match
up valenced phenomenal feels with the ascription of similarly valenced evaluative properties
seems crucial to their ability to phenomenally present evaluative propositions.13
Here are few additional examples to provide further intuitive support for Emotional Grasping:

∙ A PhD candidate knows that she has worked hard and has written a good dissertation. But, it
is only after her PhD defense when she sees her mentor and family clapping for her that she
phenomenally grasps the deserved achievement by feeling proud of her accomplishment.
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MAGALOTTI 7

∙ A longtime smoker knows that smoking is noxious to the human body. But, it is only when he
sees a photograph of a smoker’s lungs for the first time that he feels disgust and phenomenally
grasps the noxiousness of smoking.

∙ A parent-to-be knows that having a child will present an enormous addition of value to their
life. But it is only when they feel a sense of awe and love, perhaps when they hold the child for
the first time, that they phenomenally grasp the way in which the child matters to them.

Before moving forward, a few clarifications are in order. The first is about the scope of Emo-
tional Grasping, which is purposefully stated as a generic rather than a universal or a mere
existential claim. I have stated it this way, because I think that this is the most plausible ver-
sion of the claim. Thus, if it turns out that some emotions are not consciously experienced, and
thus do not phenomenally present anything, this will not directly contradict Emotional Grasping.
However, if it turns out that emotions only facilitate evaluative phenomenal grasping in a very
few aberrant cases, then this would undermine Emotional Grasping.
Second, Bourget characterizes phenomenal grasping as a non-factive phenomenon; one can

grasp a false proposition. But I think this feature of the theory could be reasonably disputed, par-
ticularly if one wants to claim that grasping has epistemic value. If grasping is non-factive, then
even emotions that are inappropriate in the sense that they get things wrong about the world
can facilitate grasping. If grasping is factive, however, then only appropriate (in the “truth-like”
sense) emotions can facilitate grasping. I myself prefer the factive view. It sounds strange to me
to say that the narcissist who is outraged that her friend missed her birthday party to take his sick
child to the hospital grasps the wrongness of what her friend did. But, I think the issue of whether
grasping is factive is orthogonal to the main issues considered here.
To recap, emotions seem to have the ability to phenomenally present uswith evaluative proposi-

tions.When they do, the subject has a phenomenal experience of the emotion’s particular object as
possessing the evaluative property picked out by the emotion’s formal object. In this experience,
the phenomenal feel that is characteristic of the emotion type is directed toward the emotion’s
particular object, and the evaluative proposition is thereby phenomenally presented to the subject.
What themoral blaming emotions (e.g., anger, indignation, and guilt) seem to have in common

is that they have moral blameworthiness as part of their formal object.14 One might be inclined to
think that moral blaming emotions are concerned with moral wrongness rather than blamewor-
thiness. This temptation should be resisted. One can perform a morally wrong action and remain
blameless, for example when the subject is excused from blame because they were coerced. If and
when excusing circumstances are brought to light, resentment, indignation, and the like tend to
fade. The negative blaming emotions, then, respond to evidence of blameworthiness rather than
wrongdoing. This suggests that, as fear has dangerousness as its formal object, moral blaming
emotions have moral blameworthiness as theirs.
Moral blaming emotions, then, phenomenally present the subject with the proposition that

the target of the emotion is morally blameworthy. When we feel angry with someone for stealing
from us, we feel the offense that they have caused. When one feels guilty for yelling at a child, one
feels one’s own blameworthiness. These phenomenal presentations involve a felt negative valence
which matches up with the negative evaluation made in the ascription of blameworthiness. This
negative valence plays an important part in how the emotion can phenomenally present blame-
worthiness. Furthermore, the emotion brings these two things together in such a way that the felt
negative valence is intentionally directed toward the emotion’s target. It is not just that we judge
someone to be blameworthy and simultaneously feel a negative feeling. It is that the negative feel-
ing seems to be somehow turned toward the blameworthy individual. And this directing of the
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8 MAGALOTTI

negative feeling toward the instance of the negative evaluative property (here, blameworthiness)
is essential to the emotion’s ability to phenomenally present the evaluative.
In this section, I have argued that emotions can allow us to phenomenally grasp evaluative

propositions and that moral blaming emotions allow us to phenomenally grasp propositions
about moral blameworthiness. In the following section, I discuss the implications for epistemic
blameworthiness.

4 EMOTIONAL ABSENCE CASES

This section and the following defend the claim that without epistemic blaming emotions, we
would not be in a position to grasp propositions about epistemic blameworthiness. In this section,
I will present two cases (one real and one imaginary) in which subjects seem to lack phenomenal
access to certain evaluative propositions in virtue of lacking a certain kind of emotional response.
This section can be interpreted as an argument by analogy: If such-and-such subjects lack phe-
nomenal access to propositions about V-values in virtue of lacking E-emotions, and if we are in
a relevantly similar position to those subjects with respect to epistemic blameworthiness and
epistemic blaming emotions, then we have reason to think that we lack phenomenal access to
propositions about epistemic blameworthiness. Here are the cases.

4.1 The woman with no fear

There are rare real life cases of individualswho lack a particular emotion type.One such individual
is known in the literature as SM, who, due to damage to her amygdala is unable to experience fear
in nearly all circumstances (Feinstein et al., 2011).15 Researchers exposed SM to various stimuli
that are fear-inducing in normal subjects: dangerous animals at an exotic pet shop, a notoriously
scary haunted house, and several horror films. SM displayed no behavioral signs of fear and, when
questioned about her reaction to these stimuli, SM reported feeling excitement and curiosity but
not fear.
Researchers also asked SM to complete an emotion diary in which she was asked to record her

emotional state three times per day over a three month period. She only ever registered aminimal
level of fear response, and scored a 0% for fear on a quantitative affective scale. Additionally, SM
had experienced numerous highly dangerous incidents—such as being held up at knifepoint and
gunpoint—toward which she experienced no fear (corroborated by police reports).
When SM viewed the horror films provided by the researchers, she remarked that most people

would likely feel fear in response to the films. So she appears to have at least aminimal capacity to
predict when others will feel fear even though she does not herself experience fear in such cases.
Unfortunately for philosophers, researchers did not ask SMwhether she has phenomenal expe-

riences of propositions about dangerousness. But it is very difficult to imagine how she could.
It seems that, with respect to the dangerous, SM is very much like the student who knows
<Sun/Earth> but does not phenomenally grasp it. When SM is held up at gunpoint, she pre-
sumably knows that this is a dangerous situation. She knows, after all, that the gun can kill her.
But the negativity of the dangerousness is not presented to her, because she does not experience
a negatively valenced emotion.
We can generate a transition case of the sort that Bourget describes if we imagine that SM has

an operation that restores her fear response.When this happens, she will begin not only to believe
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MAGALOTTI 9

that she is in danger when she is held at gunpoint, but she will also grasp that she is in danger.
She will come to have a phenomenal experience of the dangerousness of her situation, and this
experience will allow her to appreciate the dangerousness in a new way.

4.2 Angerless aliens

Now consider the following hypothetical scenario. Imagine a world of social aliens that are very
much like us except that they lack blaming emotions. I call them angerless aliens for short, but it’s
crucial that they lack all blaming emotions (including, e.g., indignation, guilt, etc.). They possess
other emotions including happiness, sadness, fear, disgust, and even empathy. They also have
social practices of, for example: revoking trust in a friend who breaks a promise, engaging in
deterrence-motivated punishment, and preventing their children from spending timewith people
who harm or disrespect others.
We can assume, for the sake of argument, that the angerless aliens are in fact blamewor-

thy when they act wrongly without excuse. We can even allow that they have a theory about
blameworthiness, which they interpret as the appropriate application of the sort of relationship
modifications described above (revoking trust and so on). They might also be entirely reliable in
their application of their blameworthiness concept. What the aliens cannot do, however, is phe-
nomenally grasp these facts about their blameworthiness.16 And this seems to be a direct result of
the fact that they lack blaming emotions.
Like SM with respect to dangerousness, the angerless aliens, while they (on assumption) have

knowledge of their blameworthiness, their blameworthiness is not phenomenally presented to
them. And if for some reason they were to study humans and develop some sort of neural implant
that allowed them to experience blaming emotions like ours, they would then—like SM—come to
have a new appreciation for these evaluative facts about blameworthiness that they already knew
but did not yet grasp. They would experience the offensiveness of their friend’s betrayal in a new
way upon feeling angry about it. And, once again, this emotional response seems to put them in
touch with that evaluation in a way that is epistemically valuable.

4.3 Us

Now, suppose that it is true that we do not experience emotional responses to epistemic failures.
Suppose also, following relationship-based accounts, that we engage in epistemic blame by mod-
ifying our epistemic relationships with others. And suppose even that—similarly to the angerless
aliens—these acts of blame are by and large warranted and that Epistemic Blameworthiness is
true. Even if we grant all of this, thenwe are still in no better position than that of SM or the anger-
less aliens. We may be able to attribute epistemic blameworthiness to one another on the basis of
the application of a theory (perhaps one extrapolated from our theory of moral blameworthiness).
But we are not in a position to phenomenally grasp facts about epistemic blameworthiness. In
virtue of this, we are not in a position to appreciate the significance of these facts in the same way
that we would be if we did phenomenally grasp them.
If Epistemic Coolness is true, then there remains an important difference between the moral

and epistemic cases of blameworthiness. Even if a non-emotional account of blame, such as the
relationship-based account, is true in both cases, in the moral case we still have blaming emo-
tions, and these allow us to grasp facts about moral blameworthiness even if the neither the
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10 MAGALOTTI

notions of blame or blameworthiness themselves depend in any importantway on emotions. But if
Epistemic Coolness is true, then we are not in a position to phenomenally grasp facts about
epistemic blameworthiness.

5 THE PHENOMENAL PRESENTATION OF EPISTEMIC
BLAMEWORTHINESS

In the previous section, I argued on the basis of analogy with the case of SM and the angerless
aliens that if we do not experience blaming emotions in response to epistemic blamewor-
thiness, then we are not in a position to phenomenally grasp propositions about epistemic
blameworthiness. I will call this claim Emotional Exclusivity.

(Emotional Exclusivity): If we do not possess epistemic blaming emotions, then
we are not in a position to phenomenally grasp propositions about epistemic
blameworthiness.17

Emotional Exclusivity is restricted to the property of epistemic blameworthiness. If Emotional
Exclusivity is true, this might be explained by some broader principle that is restricted only to
evaluative properties more generally, for example: if we do not possess emotions, then we are
not in a position to phenomenally grasp evaluative propositions. But Emotional Exclusivity does
not depend on the truth of this more general, and thus stronger, principle. I will focus here on
defending the narrower claim since that will suffice for present purposes.
I use “not in a position to” rather than “cannot” because I want to refrain from any strong

impossibility claims. If it is possible that we could have a chip installed in our brains that would
suddenly allow for a range of epistemic blaming emotions, then it may be (metaphysically and
nomologically) possible for us to phenomenally grasp epistemic blameworthiness. But, for those
of us who lack such a chip, I maintain that we are not currently in a position to do so.
Before I continue with my defense of Emotional Exclusivity, it is worth distinguishing it from

some other nearby claims that readers might be familiar with. First, Emotional Exclusivity is dis-
tinct from the claim thatwithout emotion one cannotmaster the extension of an evaluative term.18
It is compatible with my claim that SM, for example, may learn how tomasterfully apply the term
“dangerous.” Similarly, I am granting here that even if we lack epistemic blaming emotions, we
may still be able to correctly apply the term “epistemically blameworthy.”
Furthermore, Emotional Exclusivity is not meant to rule out that we could know facts about

epistemic blameworthiness without blaming emotions. Again, SM might have knowledge about
which things are dangerous and which are not, knowledge that could be based on testimony,
some sort of theory about dangerousness, etc. My point is that we would lack the phenomenal
presentation of those evaluative facts. It is thus compatible with Emotional Exclusivity, contra
certain versions of moral sentimentalism, that we can know facts about blameworthiness without
emotions.
With these clarifications in place, we are ready to get into the argument. The remainder of

the section will proceed as follows. First, I attempt to isolate the features of emotions that make
them apt for the phenomenal presentation of evaluative propositions. And second, I consider a
series of other candidate mental state types that might be thought to be capable of phenomenally
presenting facts about epistemic blameworthiness. I argue that in the end none of these other
mental state types are promising candidates and thus we are left with no reason to think that
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MAGALOTTI 11

without blaming emotions we would be in a position to phenomenally grasp propositions about
epistemic blameworthiness.
I will begin with some considerations about what is required for a mental state to be capa-

ble of phenomenally presenting evaluative propositions in the way that matters here. In order to
be capable of phenomenally presenting evaluative propositions, a mental state must be able to
both (a) present evaluative propositions and (b) do (a) in such a way that the evaluative prop-
erty is phenomenally presented. In order for a mental state type to allow for the possibility of
phenomenally grasping facts about blameworthiness, it must be the case that the mental state
can (a) present evaluative propositions and (b) do (a) in such a way that the blameworthiness (as
an evaluative property) is phenomenally presented. When it comes to the particular property of
blameworthiness, the blaming emotions are perfectly suited to this role.
Consider again the moral blaming emotions. If emotions like anger, indignation, and guilt

phenomenally present us with propositions aboutmoral blameworthiness, then this satisfies con-
dition (a). Moral blaming emotions also seem to satisfy condition (b). In my previous discussion
of moral blaming emotions, I emphasized that the mere co-occurrence of the presentation of an
evaluative presentation and a negatively valenced feeling would not suffice for phenomenal pre-
sentation of the evaluative. The feeling must be turned toward the evaluative claim in the right
way. For example, if I have the thought that <the war is bad> and simultaneously have a pain in
my elbow, the pain is negatively valenced but it does not phenomenally present the badness of
the war. To the contrary, when I feel indignant toward someone for acting wrongly, the negative
feeling experienced with the indignation is turned toward the moral blameworthiness that the
emotion represents. This satisfies condition (b).
There are, if any, few mental states besides emotions that meet these two conditions. When we

narrow our focus to consider evaluative propositions about blameworthiness (whether moral or
epistemic), it seems that we lack reason for thinking that any mental states aside from blaming
emotions satisfy both conditions (a) and (b). In the remainder of this section, I will consider var-
ious potential mental state types that may seem to be promising candidates for satisfying both
conditions. I argue that none of them are likely to be successful and, thus, that we are justified in
accepting Emotional Exclusivity.

5.1 What about evaluative beliefs?

There are, of course, non-emotional mental states that present evaluative propositions, most
notably beliefs: moral beliefs, prudential beliefs, aesthetic beliefs, epistemic beliefs, and many
others (e.g., the belief that my pen is a good pen). If there is such thing as cognitive phenomenol-
ogy, then beliefs may present these propositions in a phenomenal way. Nonetheless, I do not think
that the cognitive phenomenology associated with occurrent beliefs or judgments is capable on
its own of phenomenally presenting the proposition that one is (epistemically) blameworthy in
the right way.
There are two reasons for doubting that the cognitive phenomenology associated with judging

blameworthy is sufficient for the phenomenal presentation of blameworthiness. The first is that,
even in non-evaluative cases one can judge that p without phenomenally grasping p. This is pre-
cisely what the student in the<Sun/Earth> example does when they form the initial belief on the
basis of testimony. If we can judge that p without grasping that p, then whatever phenomenol-
ogy is associated with judging that p is insufficient for grasping p. Thus, whatever cognitive
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12 MAGALOTTI

phenomenology is associated with judging blameworthy is insufficient for grasping propositions
about blameworthiness.
But, things are even more dubious in the evaluative case. In order to phenomenally grasp an

evaluative proposition in the way that matters here, the proposition must be presented in such
a way that the evaluative aspect or component of the proposition is part of what is phenom-
enally presented. Imagine that you have in front of you a choropleth map of the world where
lighter shades of red indicate lower rates of child hunger and darker shades indicate higher lev-
els. It is true that the visual experience of this map phenomenally presents one with different
relative magnitudes, but it does not phenomenally present the relative badness of these mag-
nitudes. The phenomenal presentation of this evaluative aspect matters. Suppose that someone
looked at such a map and had the corresponding visual experience. They claim on this basis to
understand the proposition that child hunger in Madagascar is much worse than it is in France
(<Madagascar/France>). On the face of it, this seems like an evaluative proposition. It features
the word “worse,” and the context makes clear that the way in which it is worse is moral. But, if
the person feels no relevant moral emotion (perhaps sympathy, pity, or even guilt), it is hard to
think of them as grasping <Madagascar/France> qua evaluative proposition.
Even if there is something that it is like to judge that S is epistemically blameworthy, and even

if this feeling could present the subject with some sort of phenomenal grasp of that proposition, it
is implausible that the relevant phenomenal feeling is capable of phenomenally presenting the
evaluative aspect of the blameworthiness evaluation, just as the visual experience of the map
is incapable of presenting one with the evaluative aspect of <Madagascar/France>. As I have
argued, the blaming emotions are well-placed to phenomenally represent this evaluative aspect
because the negative valence of the emotion matches up with the negative evaluative valence
of the blameworthiness attribution. But the cognitive phenomenology associated with judging
someone blameworthy (assuming that there is some such thing) lacks a corresponding negative
felt valence. We know this since, if Epistemic Coolness is true, then one can judge epistemically
blameworthy without feeling an emotion. And it is difficult to see what other purely cognitive
feeling would be capable of playing this role. If the angerless aliens took themselves to phenom-
enally grasp facts about moral blameworthiness on the basis of the cognitive phenomenology of
their judgments of moral blameworthiness, we would be skeptical. In the moral case, it seems to
be the emotion that does that work. We should expect the same in the epistemic case.
For these two reasons, it is implausible that the cognitive phenomenology associated with

a judgment of blameworthiness, on its own, can phenomenally present propositions about
blameworthiness (whether moral or epistemic).

5.2 What about (rich) perception?

Moral perceptualists think that moral properties can be represented in perceptual experience. For
example, we can “just see” what is the right thing to do in a certain situation or “just hear” the
offensiveness in an sexist remark.19 Proponents of moral perceptualism might also be inclined
to accept a corresponding theory in the epistemic domain, which we can call epistemic per-
ceptualism. On such a view, it might be suggested, we can “just hear” the faulty reasoning in
our colleague’s argument or “just see” the student’s mistake in the logic proof. Perhaps, then,
epistemic blameworthiness could be one of the properties that gets perceptually represented.
First, it is worth pointing out that the kind of moral perceptualism according to which moral

properties are literally presented in perception, what Werner (2020) calls “contentful moral
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MAGALOTTI 13

perception” is already a minority view. There are many versions of moral perceptualism. One
view, fromMcGrath (2004), holds that perceptions can provide immediate justification for moral
beliefs. This view has no direct implications for whether perception can phenomenally present
moral concepts. On another view, which Werner calls “affect-based” moral perception, the way
that we perceive moral properties is by way of our emotional responses. This sort of view, of
course, presents no counterexample and indeed even fits nicely with my claim that there is no
phenomenal presentation of epistemic blameworthiness without epistemic blaming emotions.
Let us restrict our focus, then, to versions of moral perceptualism according to which moral

properties are represented in perception.One compelling argument against this sort of view comes
fromHuemer (2005). Huemer claims that in order to (visually) perceive something, theremust be
a way that thing looks. But, there is no way that wrongful actions look. And so, wrongful action
cannot be (literally) perceived. Although defenders of moral perception have provided responses,
I findHuemer’s objection convincing.20 But the problem is evenmore salient in the case of blame-
worthiness. This is because if it is implausible that there is a look that wrongful actions have, it is
even less plausible that there is a look that blameworthy actions have. This is because in order for
a person to be blameworthy for an action, in addition to the action being wrong, it must be the
case that the person does not meet any excusing conditions. And there is good reason to think
that in many cases evidence of these excusing conditions will not be visually available.
One final problem for the strategy of extending moral perceptualism to account for the

perceptual representation of epistemic blameworthiness is that even if perception can present
moral properties, it would need to be shown that the perception of moral properties is not
mediated by the emotional presentation of those same properties. For example, we would need
to be capable of phenomenally presenting moral blameworthiness in perceptual experience even
if we did not have moral blaming emotions. If this is not the case, then there is little precedent
for thinking that evaluative properties that are not first presented in emotional experience can
be perceptually phenomenally presented. And this is what would be necessary in the case of
epistemic blameworthiness (assuming that Epistemic Coolness is true). For these reasons, the
case for perceptual presentation of epistemic blameworthiness is weak.

5.3 What about (frustrated) desires?

Another suggestion is that frustrated desiresmay allow us to phenomenally grasp facts about epis-
temic blameworthiness. For this suggestion to succeed, it would have to be the case that desires
both (a) present propositions about epistemic blameworthiness and (b) do so in a way that epis-
temic blameworthiness (as an evaluative property) is phenomenally presented. Let’s start with
(a). According to some views, desires are representations of value. Oddie (2005), for example,
argues that desires are appearances of goodness. These appearances are distinct from beliefs but
nonetheless present their contents as being good. This, Oddie thinks, can explainwhy there seems
to be some tension (though not a contradiction) in believing that a course of action is the best
one without desiring to take it. Perhaps on this sort of view, desires could represent epistemic
blameworthiness as bad in cases where one desires that someone would not have believed badly.
This representational account of desire could then be paired with a two-tier account of blame.

According to Sher (2006), moral blame occurs when the subject believes that someone behaved
badly and desires that they hadn’t behaved badly. Brown (2020b) argues for a parallel account of
epistemic blame according to which epistemic blame occurs when the subject believes that some-
one believed badly and desires that they hadn’t believed badly. For both Sher and Brown, blame
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14 MAGALOTTI

typically involves certain characteristic dispositions, e.g., to feel certain emotions, perform certain
behaviors, etc. But what unifies these dispositions is that they are the ordinary consequences of
these key belief-desire pairs. Someone who accepts both a two-tier account of blame and a rep-
resentational account of desire may be happy to say that when has a desire that so-and-so had
not believed badly, that they represent that person as being epistemically blameworthy, thereby
fulfilling condition (a).
Although this pair of positions is already controversial, I will accept for the sake of argument

that desires are capable of satisfying condition (a). What I will contest is that desires can satisfy
condition (b), the ability to phenomenally present blameworthiness as an evaluative property.
First, it is important to distinguish between what Heathwood (2019) calls “desire in the genuine-
attraction sense” and “behavioral desire.”21 The first, which I will call phenomenal desire, involves
feeling attracted to the object of desire and being excited by it. The second, which I will call func-
tional desire, is the kind of desire that is directly connected with action in the sense that it disposes
the person to act in a way that fulfills the desire. Since the latter need not even be the sort of
thing that is experienced by the subject, it is clear that if desire is going to phenomenally present
anything, it must be a phenomenal desire.
Given that we are allowing that frustrated phenomenal desires represent the absence of the

desired object as bad, I think that it is probably correct to say that phenomenal desires could
allow for the phenomenal grasping of certain evaluative facts.22 For example, suppose that I have
a strong phenomenal desire to drink some coffee. And suppose that, having woken up early in
the morning before the shops open to find my coffee container empty, I am in a position where I
have no access to coffee. The frustration of this phenomenal desire represents my lack of access to
coffee as bad, and it also does this in a way such that the evaluative property, badness, is presented
in a phenomenal way, since the frustration of the desire has a felt negative valence.23 And so it
seems that a desire theorist of this sort can account for phenomenal grasping of some evaluative
propositions.
But can the desire theorist account for the phenomenal grasping of evaluative propositions

about blameworthiness specifically? It seems to me that they cannot. According to the representa-
tional account of desire that we have been working with, the only evaluative properties that can
be presented by the desire are general goodness for the subject (in the case of satisfied desire)
or badness for the subject (in the case of frustrated desire). It seems that goodness and badness,
then, are the only evaluative properties that desire is capable of phenomenally presenting.24 In
particular, it does not seem that desires are in a position to phenomenally present the property
of blameworthiness, whether moral or epistemic. Of course, as Sher (ibid., 104) points out, in
many cases the frustration of desire will in fact elicit various negative emotions which are capable
of phenomenally presenting more specific evaluative properties, but these emotions are distinct
from the frustrated desire itself.
Consider again the angerless aliens. Suppose that one of the angerless aliens, let’s call her

Eileen, has a phenomenal desire that her brother not act badly. She learns that her brother has
assaulted someone, and so her desire is frustrated. On our working account of desire, Eileen’s
frustrated desire phenomenally presents her brother’s assaulting someone as bad, but it does
not phenomenally present it as blameworthy. This is true even if Eileen has a theory of moral
blameworthiness according to which her brother clearly counts as blameworthy for the assault,
and even if she has successfully applied that theory and formed the belief that her brother is
blameworthy. This is because frustrated desire can only phenomenally present the evaluative prop-
erty of badness. In order to phenomenally present the evaluative property of blameworthiness
specifically, we need a mental attitude type that is capable of phenomenally presenting more
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MAGALOTTI 15

specific evaluative properties. In the case of moral blameworthiness, these are the blaming
emotions.
In sum, with the right combination of views, it may be possible that frustrated desires can facil-

itate the phenomenal grasping of badness. But, they cannot facilitate grasping of more specific
evaluative properties such as blameworthiness.
I have now considered and dismissed the most plausible options for non-emotional phenom-

enal presentations of epistemic blameworthiness. Absent other promising candidates, it seems
that we are justified in accepting Emotional Exclusivity. We have no reason to think that without
epistemic blaming emotions we would be capable of phenomenally grasping propositions about
epistemic blameworthiness.

6 CONCLUSION

Even if we accept a non-emotion-based account of epistemic blame, there is still a sort of dis-
comfort that onemight feel toward the conjunction of Epistemic Blameworthiness and Epistemic
Coolness. I have tried in this paper to articulate the source of that discomfort. My suggestion is
that what we feel uneasy about is that if Epistemic Coolness is true, thenwe cannot phenomenally
grasp facts about epistemic blameworthiness, just as Mary cannot grasp facts about redness, SM
about dangerousness, and the angerless aliens about moral blameworthiness.
Of course, it does not follow directly that either Epistemic Coolness or Epistemic Blameworthi-

ness must be rationally rejected or that relationship-based accounts (or other non-emotion-based
accounts) of epistemic blame are false. How best to react to my conclusion will depend on one’s
prior theoretical commitments.
For someonewho holds strongly both Epistemic Blameworthiness and Epistemic Coolness, the

rational response may be to bite the bullet and deny that we can phenomenally grasp epistemic
blameworthiness even though we are epistemically blameworthy.
Someone who holds strongly Epistemic Blameworthiness but is more uncertain about Epis-

temic Coolness may wish to reconsider the latter claim and investigate whether it might be the
case that we do in fact experience epistemic blaming emotions of some sort.25 More work would
then need to be done to provide an account of those blaming emotions. Or else, theywould need to
show that phenomenal presentation of propositions about epistemic blameworthiness is possible
without blaming emotions.
Someone who holds strongly Epistemic Coolness but who is less convinced about Epistemic

Blameworthiness might, in conjunction with a prior expectation that epistemic blameworthiness
would come with a means for phenomenally grasping its significance, be inclined to reduce their
confidence in the claim that we are epistemically blameworthy.26 One possibility here would
be to accept Kauppinen’s (2018) suggestion that we opt for epistemic accountability in lieu of
epistemic blame.
Part of the issue, I expect, comes down to the role that one takes the notion of epistemic blame-

worthiness to play. If epistemic blameworthiness is merely some sort of conceptual placeholder
in one’s overall epistemic theory that seems necessary in order to get the theory going (e.g., in a
deontological theory of epistemic norms), then it may not seem to be a major concession to admit
that we are unable to grasp facts about epistemic blameworthiness. But if epistemic blameworthi-
ness is supposed to be somethingmore robust, something that one takes to be part of our ordinary
practices and something that we care about, then the thought that we do not phenomenally grasp
epistemic blameworthiness might start to seem more perplexing. And this may push one toward
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16 MAGALOTTI

exploring one of the latter two options outlined above—either rejecting Epistemic Coolness or
Epistemic Blameworthiness.
It is not my aim in this paper to argue for one of these approaches over the others. But,

two upshots do strike me as notable. The first is that there is something curious about the
idea that there is a kind of blameworthiness that we regularly instantiate but are incapable of
phenomenally grasping. It is strange to think of ourselves as being just like the angerless aliens
in the epistemic domain.
The second is that is that if Epistemic Coolness implies that we cannot phenomenally grasp

facts about epistemic blameworthiness, this extends the disanalogy between moral and epistemic
blameworthiness. Not only is it the case that moral blame is typically emotional and epistemic
blame is not, but it is also the case that moral blameworthiness is graspable (by us) and epis-
temic blameworthiness is not. This may call into question certain parallels that one may wish to
draw between the moral and epistemic domains. Both of these points are, I think, interesting and
deserving of further consideration.
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ENDNOTES
1Cf. Brown (2020b).
2Brown (2020a) and Schmidt (2024) suggest that epistemic blame, like moral blame, can be accompanied by emo-
tional responses, whereas Boult (2021a, 2021b) seems more open the possibility that Epistemic Coolness is true.
Kauppinen (2018) argues that emotions are not part of the characteristic response to epistemic accountability and
that this is dissimilar to moral blame.

3Cf Wallace (2011).
4Schmidt (2021, 2024) also defends a relationship-based account of epistemic blame, and Kauppinen (2018) has a
similar account of epistemic accountability.

5Grasping may additionally have some instrumental epistemic benefit. For example, the student who has
grasped <Sun/Earth> may be in a better position to form further true beliefs than the one who merely knows
<Sun/Earth>. This is an interesting idea, but it amore speculative empirical claim that I will set aside for present
purposes.

6 I use sadness rather than grief because it is controversial whether grief is an emotion.
7This view goes back to Kenny (1963). The basics of this characterization are widely accepted among emotion
theorists.

8One might also think that the particular object also needs to exist (in the target case) or be true (in the proposi-
tional case). De Sousa (2002) argues against this extra condition. I will set this question aside for the purposes of
this article.

9Defenders of perceptualism include Prinz (2004) and Tappolet (2016). Defenders of judgmentalism and neo-
judgmentalism include Solomon (1973), Nussbaum (2001), and Brady (2013). Deonna and Teroni (2012) defend
attitudinalism. The view I aim to articulate here does not require judgmentalism so long as there is some sense in
which perceptions can present a proposition to the subject. Indeed, something along these lines will need to be
the case in order for Bourget’s view of perceptual grasping to get off the ground. If propositions can be phenom-
enally presented in perception, then a perceptual theory of emotion should be able to model the presentation of
evaluative propositions on this.

10This is a bit of an oversimplification since the contents of emotional experience are probably more fine-grained
than this, just as the contents of perceptual experience aremore fine-grained than perceptual beliefs. Cf Tappolet
(2020).
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11 See also Helm (2009) and Mitchell (2021).
12Cf. Mitchell (2021) on emotions as “experiential modes.”
13There may also be some atypical emotions that have both positive and negative felt valences, e.g., nostalgia. This
is fine so long as the evaluative proposition made by the emotion also contains a double valence, as is plausible
with nostalgia.

14 I say “part of” because there will also need to be additional parts that distinguish those emotions from one
another, for example, that guilt is self-directed.

15The one exception that researchers found was the fear of asphyxiation when exposed to CO2. The explanation
for this is that this particular fear response bypasses the normal fear pathway involving the amygdala (Feinstein
et al., 2013).

16One might wonder whether some other mental state, such as a desire to not be blameworthy, could facilitate
grasping here. This suggestion is addressed in the following section.

17An alternative here would be to talk about the inability to grasp the concept of epistemic blameworthiness. I have
chosen to follow Bourget in talking in terms of grasping propositions.

18Cf. McDowell (1981)
19SeeWerner (2020) for an overview ofmoral perceptualism. This is connected to views about cognitive penetration
and rich perception. See, for example, Siegel (2016).

20For responses, see Cullison (2010) and McBrayer (2010).
21Elsewhere, Heathwood (2022) uses “experiential” and “behavioral.”
22 I am using “frustrated phenomenal desire” to indicate the phenomenal state of feeling badly about how things
are due to the actual state-of-affairs being contrary to one’s desires. Heathwood (2022) has argued that we must
introduce a notion of “aversion satisfaction” to properly characterize this phenomenon for the purposes of desire
satisfaction theories of well-being. For those who share this concern “frustrated desire” can be easily swapped
for “satisfied aversion.”

23There is a genuine question here regarding whether the positive and negative valences accompanied by desire
satisfaction and frustration can be fully accounted for without appeal to emotion states, but I set this question
aside for present purposes.

24This observation points toward the suggestion that perhaps what is so special about emotions in general, at least
from an epistemic standpoint, is that they facilitate the phenomenal grasping of thick evaluative properties. If
frustrated desires can phenomenally present any evaluative properties at all, they seem to be only thin evaluative
properties.

25Cf. Brown (2020a, 2020b).
26See Smartt (2023) for an argument for skepticism about epistemic blame.

REFERENCES
Boult, C. (2021a). The significance of epistemic blame. Erkenntnis, 1–22.
Boult, C. (2021b). There is a distinctively epistemic kind of blame. Philosophy and Phenomenological Research,
103(3), 518–534.

Bourget, D. (2017). The Role of Consciousness in Grasping and Understanding. Philosophy and Phenomenological
Research, 95(2), 285–318.

Brady, M. (2013). Emotional Insight: The Epistemic Role of Emotional Experience. Oxford University Press.
Brown, J. (2020a). Epistemically blameworthy belief. Philosophical Studies, 177(12), 3595–3614.
Brown, J. (2020b). What is epistemic blame? Nous, 54(2), 389–407.
Cullison, A. (2010). Moral perception. European Journal of Philosophy, 18(2), 159–175.
Deonna, J., & Teroni, F. (2012). The Emotions: A Philosophical Introduction. Routledge.
Feinstein, J. S., Adolphs, R., Damasio, A., & Tranel, D. (2011). The human amygdala and the induction and
experience of fear. Curr Biol, 21(1), 34–8.

Feinstein, J. S., Buzza, C., Hurlemann, R., Follmer, R. L., Dahdaleh, N. S., Coryell, W. H., Welsh, M. J., Tranel, D.,
& Wemmie, J. A. (2013). Fear and panic in humans with bilateral amygdala damage. Nat Neurosci, 16(3), 270–2.

Goldie, P. (2000). The Emotions: A Philosophical Exploration. Oxford University Press.
Heathwood, C. (2019). Which Desires Are Relevant to Well-Being? Noûs, 53(3), 664–688.
Heathwood, C. (2022). Ill-Being for desire satisfactionists.Midwest Studies in Philosophy, 46, 33–54.

 17582237, 0, D
ow

nloaded from
 https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/doi/10.1111/phis.12277 by T

ricia M
agalotti - C

ochrane Sw
eden , W

iley O
nline L

ibrary on [17/09/2024]. See the T
erm

s and C
onditions (https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/term

s-and-conditions) on W
iley O

nline L
ibrary for rules of use; O

A
 articles are governed by the applicable C

reative C
om

m
ons L

icense



18 MAGALOTTI

Helm, B. W. (2009). Emotions as evaluative feelings. Emotion Review, 1(3), 248–55.
Huemer, M. (2005). Reductionism. In Ethical Intuitionism. Palgrave Macmillan.
Jackson, F. (1986). What Mary didn’t know. Journal of Philosophy, 83(May), 291–5.
Kauppinen, A. (2018). Epistemic norms and epistemic accountability. Philosopher’s Imprint, 18, 1–16.
Kenny, A. (1963). Action, Emotion, and Will. Routledge & Kegan Paul.
McBrayer, J. (2010). A limited defense of moral perception. Philosophical Studies, 149(3), 305–320.
McDowell, J. (1981). Non-cognitivism and rule-following. In S. Holtzman & C. M. Leich (Eds.), Wittgenstein: To
Follow A Rule (pp. 141–62). Routledge.

McGrath, S. (2004). Moral knowledge by perception. Philosophical Perspectives, 18(1), 209–228.
Mitchell, J. (2021). Emotion as Feeling Towards Value: A Theory of Emotional Experience. Oxford University Press.
Nussbaum, M. C. (2001). Upheavals of Thought: The Intelligence of Emotions. Cambridge University Press.
Oddie, G. (2005). Value, reality, and desire. Clarendon Press.
Prinz, J. (2004). Gut Reactions: a Perceptual Theory of Emotion. Oxford University Press.
Scanlon, T. (1998).What We Owe to Each Other. Belknap Press of Harvard University Press.
Schmidt, S. (2021). Epistemic blame and the normativity of evidence. Erkenntnis, 1–24.
Schmidt, S. (2024). Doxastic Dilemmas and Epistemic Blame, Philosophical Issues, 34.
Sher, G. (2006). In Praise of Blame. Oxford University Press.
Siegel, S. (2016). The Rationality of Perception. Oxford University Press.
Smartt, T. (2023). Scepticism about epistemic blame. Philosophical Studies, 180(5), 1813–1828.
Solomon, R. C. (1973). Emotions and choice. Review of Metaphysics, 27(1), 20–41.
de Sousa, R. (1987). The Rationality of Emotion. MIT Press.
de Sousa, R., &Morton, A. (2002). Emotional Truth. Proceedings of the Aristotelian Society, Supplementary Volumes,
76, 247–263. http://www.jstor.org/stable/4106969

Tappolet, C. (2016). Emotions, Values, and Agency. Oxford University Press.
Tappolet, C. (2020). Emotions Inside Out: The Content of Emotions. In Concepts in Thought, Action, and Emotion:
New Essays. Routledge.

Wallace, R. J. (2011). Dispassionate opprobrium: On blame and the reactive sentiments’’, in Wallace Kumar, &
Freeman (Eds.), Reasons and Recognition: Essays on the Philosophy of T. M. Scanlon (pp. 348–372). Oxford
University Press.

Werner, P. J. (2020). Moral perception. Philosophy Compass, 15(1).

How to cite this article: Magalotti, T. (2024). Emotions and the phenomenal grasping of
epistemic blameworthiness. Philosophical Issues, 1–18. https://doi.org/10.1111/phis.12277

 17582237, 0, D
ow

nloaded from
 https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/doi/10.1111/phis.12277 by T

ricia M
agalotti - C

ochrane Sw
eden , W

iley O
nline L

ibrary on [17/09/2024]. See the T
erm

s and C
onditions (https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/term

s-and-conditions) on W
iley O

nline L
ibrary for rules of use; O

A
 articles are governed by the applicable C

reative C
om

m
ons L

icense

http://www.jstor.org/stable/4106969
https://doi.org/10.1111/phis.12277

	Emotions and the phenomenal grasping of epistemic blameworthiness
	Abstract
	1 | INTRODUCTION
	2 | EPISTEMIC COOLNESS AND EPISTEMIC BLAMEWORTHINESS
	3 | EMOTIONS AND PHENOMENALLY GRASPING THE EVALUATIVE
	4 | EMOTIONAL ABSENCE CASES
	4.1 | The woman with no fear
	4.2 | Angerless aliens
	4.3 | Us

	5 | THE PHENOMENAL PRESENTATION OF EPISTEMIC BLAMEWORTHINESS
	5.1 | What about evaluative beliefs?
	5.2 | What about (rich) perception?
	5.3 | What about (frustrated) desires?

	6 | CONCLUSION
	ACKNOWLEDGMENTS
	ENDNOTES
	REFERENCES


