
Concepts of Emotion: ``Emotionness’ ’, and

Dimensional Ratings of Italian Emotion Words

Vanda Lucia Zammuner

University of Padua, Italy

Italian emotion terms (N = 153) were judged by samples of Italian university
students in eight studies, two of which were replications. The studies
collected normative ratings (a) on the dimensions of Valence, Intensity,
and Duration, and (b) on `̀ emotionness’ ’ (i .e. prototypicality judgements,
frequencies in a spontaneous production task, and reaction times in word
categorisation). Two sets of multiple regression analyses showed that Inten-
sity, Duration, and Valence ratings signi® cantly predicted, but to a varying
degree, individual `̀ emotionness’ ’ ratings, as well as `̀ emotionness’ ’ factor
scores, a compound index. Intensity appeared to be a dimension that can
subsume information about other emotion features, especially duration.
Additional predictors included word length, and, less often, frequency of
words in the language. The results were interpreted as supporting the
hypothesis that `̀ emotionness’ ’ judgements are summary-like statements of
a complex computation that considers emotional features denoted by a word.
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INTRODUCTION

In many Western languages, English and Italian included, several hundred

words supposedly refer to emotions (e.g. Averill , 1975; Galati , 1986;

Ortony, Clore, & Foss, 1987; Russell, 1983; Scherer, 1984). Can this

variety of words tell us how people conceptualise emotions, and/or inform

us on the nature of emotions themselves? I shall assume that emotional

experiences are multicomponential phenomena (Scherer, 1984) , and that

most people have a rich knowledge of emotions (i.e. detailed information

about aspects such as their typical antecedents and how they are appraised,

typical physiologi cal, expressive, and behavioural reactions, etc., e.g.

Shaver, Schwartz, Kirson, & O’ Connor, 1987, study 2; Zammuner,

1995a± c). If the lexicon is a functional tool, then we might expect emotion

words to refer to emotional experiences or states, such as joy, fear, pride,

and panic, by denoting : (1) a speci® c feature or component of the emotion

(its valence, intensity, duration, action readiness tendency, etc.), or of its

causes and consequences; or, more likely (2) a pattern of such features (e.g.

a state of high unpleasant activation that lasts several minutes; see Frijda,

Ortony, Sonnemans, & Clore, 1992; Frijda, Mesquita, Sonnemans, & van

Goozen, 1991; Ortony & Turner, 1990; Scherer, 1984; Shaver et al., 1987).

This paper will report a set of studies, on the Italian emotion lexicon, that

attempted to address the issue of what are some of the dimensions or

criteria which underlie what counts as an emotion in people’ s conceptua-

lisation, and that differentiate among various emotion concepts Ð the latter

issue, however, will be addressed only in passing.

What is De® ned as an Emotion?

Several studies in the last two decades or so, have analysed the nature and

structure of emotion concepts, as they are `̀ translated’ ’ in the emotion

lexicon, in an attempt to answer questions such as: Do all emotion words

refer to emotions, and to the same extent? Are there criteria, features, or

conditions that enable us to de ® ne `̀ an emotion’ ’ , and to specify simila-

rities and differences among emotion concepts? (Hereafter emotion con-

cepts are given in italics.) A semantic analysi s of the conditions that

emotion words refer to, proposed by Ortony et al. (1987) as a meaning-

ful, nonarbitrary classi ® cation method, indicated that `̀ pure’ ’ affective

conditions are denoted by words that refer to internal rather than to

external conditions , to mental states rather than to frames of mind (e.g.

devoted), or to state-like conditions (e.g. affection ). Such words Ð about

150 were categorised (e.g. happy, in love, delighted) Ð have affect only as

their focal attribute, whereas other words focus on affective-behavioural

conditions (e.g. cheerful), or on affective-cognitive conditions .
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A related question is: Are some emotion concepts more clear instances

of the emotion category than others? For instance, do happine ss, pride ,

anger, fear , and anxie ty have an equal status? Following Rosch’ s approach

(e.g. 1975), Fehr, Russel and Ward (1982) and Fehr and Russell (1984)

proposed that emotion concepts, similarly to other natural language con-

cepts, are prototypi cally organised, rather than de ® ned in terms of a set of

singly necessary and jointly suf ® cient attributes. How frequently people list

concepts, such as happiness, fear, anger, pride, or anxiety, as instances of

the superordinate category emotion , or how quickly they recognise them as

such (e.g. decide that `̀ Fear is an emotion’ ’ is a true statement) indicates

how good the exemplar is. Concepts that come most readily to mind, or that

are judged faster as being `̀ an emotion’ ’ , are more central or prototypi cal

exemplars of the category, and are likely to represent a `̀ basic’ ’ categor-

isation level (i.e. carrying the greatest amount of information in the most

economical way). Concepts that, for instance, are infrequently listed by

people, or not quickly judged as referring to emotions, are peripheral

exemplars, likely to represent a detailed-information subordinate categor-

isation level. Concepts such as hate , sadness, fear, anger, guilt, and

excitement were found to constitute central exemplars of emotion, whereas

concepts such as embarrassment, anxie ty, disgust, pride , calm, and worry

were found to be peripheral exemplars (Fehr & Russell, 1984). Basic

categories are hypothesised to have ® rst appeared historically and onto-

genetically, and to be labelled by the shortest words (Fehr & Russell, 1984,

p. 482) .

Following the same approach, but on the basis of results obtained in

similarity judgements of 135 prototypi cal emotion words, Shaver et al.

(1987; see also Shaver, Wu, & Schwartz, 1992) proposed that love, joy,

fear, anger, and sadness constitute basic categories of emotion; subordi-

nate categories have more specialised meanings (e.g. pride , contentment, or

zest in relation to joy), or designate a generic form of the emotion in

question (e.g. affection in relation to love). Similar results were obtained

by Storm and Storm (1987) in a similar analysi s of about 500 words. In

sum, emotion concepts have an internal structure that orders them from

better to poorer exemplars; moreover, they can be ordered in a hierarchical

structure, with some concepts included within others.

Because `̀ a script is to an event what a prototype is to an object’ ’

(Russell, 1991b, p. 443), to know the meaning of an emotion word is to

know the script of that emotion (i.e. its typical causally ordered event

sequence), (see also Shaver et al., 1987, study 2); people will label the

actual events, that is, the emotions, using this or that word (fear, anger,

etc.) to the extent that they resemble the ideal case (i.e. the script, Fehr &

Russell, 1984). Using a priming paradigm, Conway and Bekerian (1987)

showed that a speci® c emotion exemplar is accessed faster if subjects
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activate knowledge about an event sequence that is typical for that

emotion. For instance, misery was recognised as a word more quickly

when the priming sentence referred to an event causally associated with

it, such as `̀ He would sit by the bedside and talk to his sick father. One

afternoon, as he sat there, his father closed his eyes and died’ ’ , rather than

unrelated to it, such as `̀ The tax of® cial had a very pompous and con-

descending manner. He felt that the of ® cial was treating him like an

idiot’ ’ Ð a good prime for hate .

Finally , studies of emotion concepts and words in cultures other than the

English-speaking ones (e.g. Frijda, Markman, Sato, & Wiers, 1995; Her-

mann & Raybeck, 1981; Lutz, 1982; Russell, 1983; Scherer, 1984) showed

that cultures exhibit conceptualisations that are both similar and different, a

result that, according to Russell (1991a), can be explained in terms of how

emotions are scripted in a culture.

Valence, Intensity, Duration, and `̀ Emotionness’’

As discussed earlier, in a number of languages and cultures many words

within the affective lexicon are conceptualised by people, and reliably

identi ® ed, as referring to emotions; some words, that might vary from

culture to culture, have a somewhat privileged status over others because

they represent clearer, more prototypical exemplars of the emotion cate-

gory. But what enters into the computation of prototypicality?

Although the information about the causally ordered event sequence that

is typical for a given emotion is important, as shown by the studies

mentioned earlier, other features of emotions are likely to play a promi-

nent role as well. In particular, a number of authors, starting with Wundt

(1897), have proposed that, both at the level of experience, and at the

conceptual leve l, we differentiate between emotions (and other affective

phenomena, such as moods), and emotions from nonemotions, on the basis

of two main dimensions, namely valence and level of activation (the latter

has been referred to, or operationalis ed, also as arousal , intensity, or

activity). Additional dimensions (e.g. potency, strain-relaxation, control,

dominance-submissiveness, social orientation) have also been proposed

(e.g. Averill , 1975; Conte & Plutchik, 1981; Galati, 1986; Gotlib &

Meyer, 1986; Larsen & Diener, 1991; Nowlis, 1965; Russell, 1983; Rei-

senzein, 1994; Shaver et al., 1987, study 1; Thayer, 1978).

To avoid a possibly confusing linguistic overlap, let us call `̀ emotion-

ness’ ’ the judgement about membership of a word referent in the emotion

category. Let us de ® ne it operationall y, for the purposes of the studies

reported here, as follows: (1) the likelihood that a word is judged to refer to

an emotion on an interval scale (prototypi cality ratings); (2) the likelihood

that a word is listed spontaneousl y by subjects as an instance of the
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emotion category; (3) the likelihood that a word is quickly judged as

referring to an emotion on a dichotomous rating task. The three tasks

might be expected to produce somewhat different results because of likely

differences in the cognitive processes on which they are based, and the

constraints under which they operate (see results and comments in sections

A± C). The main hypothesis to be tested is that emotionness is a complex

evaluation, arrived at on the basis of a (often implici t) computation that

considers a set of features of emotions, with each feature contributing its

own information in the de ® nition of membership. Valence (or hedon ic

tone ), intensity, and duration were selected as constituting core aspects

in such a de ® nition. These features are also expected to contribute to the

de ® nition of the quality of emotions (i.e. differentiating emotion concepts

one from the other, e.g. fear vs. anxiety vs. terror).

The salience of valence in de ® ning emotions has long been recognised

(e.g. Frijda et al., 1992; Larsen & Diener, 1991; Ortony & Turner, 1990;

Ortony et al., 1987; Russell, 1991a). Intensity might be considered a

relevant dimension not only because it is often used as a measure of

arousal , or conceptualised as such (e.g. Reisenzein, 1994), but also

because it appears to be salient in people’ s spontaneous reports of emo-

tional experiences, as in `̀ I was so proud’ ’ , `̀ I felt really surprised’ ’ (e.g.

Scherer, Wallbott, & Summer® eld, 1986; Shaver et al., 1987, study 2;

Zammuner, 1995a± c). Note, however, that according to Frijda et al.

(1992), and as suggested by results obtained in some of the dimensional

studies cited earlier, intensity is likely to be a complex dimension in itself,

involving both various aspects related to changes in arousal or activation

level, such as their duration and peak, and other components of emotional

impact, such as the urge to act and the preoccupation with situation-

relevant thoughts . In other words, when people judge intensity, they are

likely to be making a summary evaluation that includes reference to

various components of an emotion. Duration was selected as a salient

dimension not only because it is often relevant in how people categorise

(felt) emotions (e.g. `̀ For an instant I was petri ® ed’ ’ , `̀ He felt angry for

hours’ ’ ), but also because, according to Frijda et al. (1992), it might be one

of the independent dimensions in judgements of intensity. Despite their

potential relevance, and although they are implied by the script/prototype

approach (e.g. as attributes of component events of an emotion sequence),

the attributes of intensity, valence, and duration were rarely considered in

previous studies of emotion concepts in an explici t and systematic way (for

partial exceptions, see Frijda et al., 1992, 1995; Reisenzein, 1994).

Assuming that emotionness is a graded property, my hypothesis was that

the ratings on the three dimensions would predict emotionness judgements,

for example, whether emotion words are categorised as central rather than

peripheral exemplars of the category, come to mind readily as instances

CONCEPTS OF EMOTION 247



of the emotion concept, or are quickly judged to be `̀ an emotion’ ’ . In

agreement with the tenets of prototype theory, intensity, valence, and

duration were not expected to constitute necessary and suf ® cient condi-

tions for membership in the emotion category. Not all members need

possess all the relevant features, or possess them to an equal extent; as

suggested earlier, a given word or concept might denote, or focus on, this

rather than, or more than, that aspect of the emotional experience (e.g.

activation level vs. appraised valence).

THE RESEARCH

As said earlier, dictionari es of most Western languages comprise hundreds

of emotion words. Because it seems important to investigate a set of

representative terms, and not to overlook the potential variety of emotion

concepts denoted by them, the reported studies analysed a relatively large

set (i.e. 153 words, see Appendix) . The decision to study a large set of

concepts was motivated also by the secondary aim of providing normative

data for Italian. Such data are necessary in constructing an empirically

based classi ® cation of the Italian emotion lexicon (other studies are cur-

rently being carried out), and might be helpful in cross-cultural , compara-

tive analyses of emotion words. Given the potential culture-speci® city of

many terms that denote emotions (for a review, see Russell, 1991a), the

availabili ty of normative data can help in deciding, for instance, to what

extent two emotion terms in two languages (or cultures) have the same

referent (e.g. is jealousy the equivalent of the Italian gelosia? ), or are

appropriate to denote a given basic or subordinate emotion concept.

Selection of the Terms

In order to draw an appropriate, as well as representative, sample of

emotion words (i.e. words that indeed refer to emotions and not to other

phenomena, and a set that comprises most of the relevant examples of

emotion concepts; see Ortony et al., 1987; Russell, 1991a; Shaver et al.,

1987), the 153 terms were selected carefully on the basis of previous

empirical and theoretical studies both of the Italian and the English

lexicon. More speci® cally (and notwithstanding the problem with trying

to draw a one-to-one correspondence between the terms of two languages),

the 153 terms comprise: (1) 107 terms analysed in at least one of two

availabl e studies of the Italian emotion lexicon that had investigated its

variety and structure (Galati , 1986; Gius, Cozzi, Spagnotto, & Villa, 1992);

(2) most terms spontaneousl y listed with some frequency by both Italian-

and English-speaking subjects as instances of emotion (van Goozen &

Frijda, 1993, and pers. comm., 1992; Fehr & Russell, 1984, study 1); (3)
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most of the 135 emotion concepts judged to be prototypi cal ones by North

American subjects (Shaver et al., 1987, study 1); (4) 134 of the terms

analysed by Ortony et al. (1987); (5) most of the terms analysed by

Johnson-Laird and Oatley (1989); (6) about 100 of the terms analysed by

Ortony (pers. comm., 1990; see also Frijda et al., 1992) in terms of typical

intensity, and intensity range, of the emotion denoted by each term. The

selected terms include, furthermore: (7) many equivalents of the English

terms analysed in several dimensional and hierarchical studies (e.g. Aver-

ill , 1975; Reisenzein, 1994; Russell, 1983; Storm & Storm, 1987).

When close synonyms or different grammatical forms were availab le, a

term (terms will be hereafter referred to by means of their closest English

translation)was selected for inclusion in the ® nal list if it met the following

criteria: (a) it had been previously analysed in one or more of the studies

quoted earlier; (b) it was a noun rather than an adjective or a verb; (c) it

seemed to the authorto express most clearly a given emotion(e.g. affection

and dismayed, rather than affectionate and dismay); (d) it had a higher

frequency of usage in Italian (Bortolini, Tavaglin i, & Zampolli, 1972;

Corpus di Barcellona, unpublished).
1

The frequency of usage of the

selected terms ranges from 764 (love) to values between 100 and 300 (e.g.

joy, desire, doubt), to values of 1, 2, or 3 (e.g. grudge, af¯ iction, shock, and

startle). Aboutone-thirdof the terms have a frequency of less than 10.

Structure of the Research Section

The studies and their results will be reported in three main parts. In part A,

I will brie¯ y outline the method (task, rating scale, number of subjects) of

seven studies, two of which are replications, that were carried out in order

to collect various normative data on the set of 153 Italian emotion concepts

described earlier, and report their main results.
2

In part B, I will report in

greater detail a reaction time experiment, on the same set of emotion

words, the aim of which was to collect categorisation data using an

experimental paradigm that has proven to be very sensitive, as well as

robust, in studies of mental processes (cf. Meyer, Osman, Irwin, & Yantis,

1988). Values or ratings of each term obtained in each of the six main

studies described later, and summary statistics for each study, are reported
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Under these constraints, the ® nal list includes 118 nouns, 33 adjectives, and 2 verbs (to

abandon oneself to, and longing to). Respect and understanding, and content, attracted, hurt,

rejected, neglected, and heart-broken were presented together with the verb to fee l (in Italian

provare . . . per , and sentirsi, respectively); eager, determined, and impatient were followed

by a preposition (bramoso di, determinato a, and impaziente di).
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Other results (e .g. those derived from factor analyses and multidimensional scaling of

the data obtained in each study) will be reported elsewhere.



in the Appendix, together with the frequency of usage of each term in

Italian, and its closest English translation (word length can be deduced

from the Italian terms column). In part C, following a brief consideration of

the observed correlations among the studied variabl es (see Table 1), I will

present the results of statistical analyses that tested what relationships hold

between various measures of `̀ emotionness’ ’ and the three emotion fea-

tures that were considered.

METHOD AND RESULTS

A. Prototypicality, Valence, Intensity, and Duration

Method and Results of Studies 1± 7

Subjects, Task, and Procedure. Independent samples of university

students, with about an equal number of men and women, who attended

various faculties at several universities of northern Italy, served as

subjects. Each of studies 1± 2 and 4± 7 described later analysed how the

previously described set of 153 Italian emotion words (see Appendix)

was perceived by subjects in terms of a speci® c judgement dimension; in

each study, subjects answered a questionnaire that presented the 153

terms in one of four different randomised lists. In study 3, a production

task was administered.

Study 1. Prototypicality Ratings. Subjects (N = 120) answered the

question `̀ To what extent does [ the term] refer to an emotion? ’ ’ ; the rating

scale, identical to that used by Shaver et al. (1987, study 1), ranged from 1

(I would not say that it is an emotion) to 4 (I would say that it is certainly

an emotion). The results [ see Prototypicality (Typ.) scores in the Appen-

dix] showed that, on average, Italian terms were rated similarly to their

`̀ equival ent’ ’ American terms. The correlation with Shaver et al.’ s ratings

(1987, study 1), computed on a total of 130 words, was .61, P < .00 (cf. also

the ratings obtained by Fehr & Russell, 1984, study 3). However, Italians

often gave lower ratings than Shaver et al.’ s subjects (e.g. affection , 3.24

vs. 3.72; compassion , 2.80 vs. 3.62) . Using Shaver et al.’ s cut-off point of

2.75 (but American ratings had a wider range, i.e. 1.57 ± 3.94), 61 terms

quali ® ed as prototypical exemplars (e.g. attraction , jealousy, aston ish-

ment). Of the 23 terms that were included in the Italian list but were not

included in Shaver et al.’ s (1987) list of prototypi cal 135 terms, nor in a

replication study with Italian subjects (see Shaver et al., 1992), several

obtained high ratings (e.g. moved, heart-broken, sorry for).
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Study 2. Prototypicality Ratings: A Replication. In Italy, meaning

variations due to differences in local dialects (and subcultures) are to be

expected (e.g. D’ Urso & Galati, 1990). To test the reliability of the

obtained prototypicality ratings, a replication study was carried out with

a large sample (N = 358) of students attending various faculties in the

Tuscany region. The ratings (M = 2.52, SD = 0.45; range = 1.50 ± 3.54)

correlated highly with those obtained in study 1 (r = .94, P < .01), thus

showing that, for university students at least, the prototypi cality ratings

obtained in study 1 are quite reliable. Study 2 con® rmed the trend noted in

study 1, namely, that on average, Italians are somewhat more `̀ conser-

vative’ ’ than their American peers in their ratings of prototypi cality.

Study 3. Prototypicality: Free Listing of Emotion Terms. Concepts

that are judged to be prototypi cal might come to mind more readily

when subjects are asked to list exemplars of the emotion category. How-

ever, whereas the former is a recognition task, the latter is a production task

that might be in¯ uenced not only by subjects’ knowledge of emotion

concepts, but also by such variable s as word frequency in the language

and subjects’ lexical repertoire or motivation level to execute the task.

Therefore, although as already stated, the 153 words had been selected

taking into account, among other criteria, the results obtained in a produc-

tion study with Italian subjects (N = 80; van Goozen & Frijda, 1993), a

replication with a larger sample seemed advisabl e. Subjects (N = 200) were

asked to list all the emotions they could think of in ® ve minutes. Out of a

grand total of 2973 terms that were produced, 78% referred to one of 196

distinct proper emotion terms (see column 4 in the Appendix) ; the remain-

ing words referred to emotion-related features such as physiological and

expressive reactions, behaviour modaliti es, antecedent events, and action

tendencies (Zammuner, Frassinelli, Galli , Nervo, & Poli , 1995).

Study 4. Valence Ratings. Subjects (N = 200) rated the extent to which

each word referred to a valenced state, answering the question: `̀ How

pleasant or unpleasant is, from a subjective viewpoint, the emotional

experience denoted by [ the term]? ’ ’ A bipolar rating scale was used (see

Schwarz, Knauper, Hippler, & Noelle-Neumann, 1991), ranging from 2 5

(very unpleasant) to 5 (very pleasant); the scale comprised no zero point.

The results (see column 5 in the Appendix) showed that evaluations

spanned the whole scale, unlike prototypicality ratings; 50% of the terms

had a mean absolute rating > 3.18, and 25% were > 3.68. The latter highly

valenced group included terms such as triumph, serene, relief, despair ,

frustration, and spite . In total, 56 words were judged to refer to pleasant

emotions, and 97 to unpleasant ones, an asymmetry noted before in the

literature (Averill , 1980). Note that only about one-tenth of the terms were
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judged to refer to only slightly valenced, almost `̀ neutral ’ ’ experiences

(e.g. startle , impassive, amazed, with ratings between 2 1.5 and 1.5).

Study 5. Intensity Ratings. Subjects (N = 200) answered the question:

`̀ What is the intensity of the emotional experience denoted by [ the term]? ’ ’

The rating scale ranged from 1 (almost nul intensity) to 10 (very intense

emotion; see Frijda et al., 1992; Schwartz et al., 1991). The results (see

column 6 in the Appendix) showed that the upper quartil e (mean rating >
6.87; 50% of the terms were rated > 6.06) included most of the so-called

`̀ basic’ ’ emotion concepts (i.e. anger, fear, joy, love), as well as several

terms usually considered as peripheral exemplars, such as sorrow , pain ,

anguish , cheerfulness, enthusiasm, and feeling rejected . About one-tenth of

the terms, including apathy, impass ive, quiet, vigila nt, perplexed, gloomy,

and hesitant were among the least intense emotions, with ratings lower than

5.00.

Study 6. Intensity Ratings: A Replication. Because the instruction to

judge the `̀ intensity of the emotional experience . . . ’ ’ is relatively

ambiguous, in a replication study subjects (N = 240) were asked to rate

`̀ intensity . . ., as it is re¯ ected in the thoughts, actions or reactions that it

elicits, that is, considering the extent to which the emotion compels you to

do or not to do something, changes the way you feel inclined to act, and so

forth’ ’ . In other words, subjects were asked to focus quite explicitly on the

magnitude of potential manifestations of emotional impact (Frijda et al.,

1992). Concepts were rated on the same 1± 10 scale used in study 5. The

average range of ratings was 4.1 ± 8.4, with M = 5.99, SD = 0.89. The

ratings were almost perfectly correlated with the generic intensity evalua-

tions obtained in study 5 (r = .98, P < .01). On the one hand, this seems to

support Frijda et al.’ s (1992) suggestion that global intensity ratings are

likely to re¯ ect one or more speci® c dimensions of (felt) intensity, and on

the other, shows that ratings of intensity represent reliable `̀ summary’ ’

evaluations Ð which, however, cannot inform us about which speci® c

dimensions entered in the computation.

Study 7. Duration Ratings. Subjects (N = 200) rated the average

maximum duration of each emotion, on a 1 (a few seconds at most) to

10 (more than a few hours) scale, answering the question `̀ How long does

the emotional experience denoted by [ the term] last at most? ’ ’ The results

(see column 7 in the Appendix) showed that not only concepts such as

appalled , astonishment, amazed, fury, panic , terror, startle , but also dis-

tress, embarrassment, disgust, heart-broken, nauseous, and marvel fell in

the lowest ratings quartile (comprised between 3.21 and 4.69). Only a few

of these low-duration terms referred to pleasant emotions, thus indicating
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that subjects (wish to) believe that the latter are, generally speaking,

characterised by longer durations . The ratings of `̀ basic’ ’ emotion terms

(anger, fear, joy, sadness) were not at all homogeneous, falling in three

different quartiles. Terms such as affection, love, tenderness, feeling

attracted to, liking, desire, passion, feeling respect for, joy, serene, cheer-

ful, and calm fell in the upper quartile ( > 6.24). Note that these terms have

both a dispositional meaning (i.e. refer to sentiments, moods, or personality

traits, e.g. Frijda et al., 1991), and an emotional meaning that refers to

momentary states. As these terms refer quite unambiguous ly to emotions

(studies 1 and 2), it is likely that in rating the maximum duration of the

referents of these terms, both meanings of the term were accessed. Finally ,

both intense but not highly valenced emotions, such as impatient and pride ,

and neither intense nor highly valenced ones, such as quie t and careful,

were judged as long-lasting . In contrast, valenced as well as intense

emotions (e.g. triumph ) were rated as lasting for a short time. Thus, it

might be concluded that, although most central emotion exemplars (char-

acterised by high intensity and valence) are judged as lasting certainly

more than a few seconds, but not for an extremely long period (a result

congruent with subjects’ reports of actual felt durations , e.g. Frijda et al.,

1991, 1992; Scherer et al., 1986), long-lasting experiences might be

`̀ exceptionally ’ ’ included in the emotion category.

B. Reaction Times to, and Categorisation of,
Emotion Words

Method, Tasks, and Procedure of Study 8

Subjects, Stimuli, and Procedure. University students, women and

men (N = 30), took part in this experiment. Each subject judged 306

words: 153 were the emotion words listed in the Appendix and analysed

in studies 1± 2 and 4 ± 7; 153 were abstract words that matched the emotion

words in terms of length and frequency of usage, and, as much as possible,

in terms of orthography and stress pattern (e.g. piacere/accordo, sereno/

sforzo, pena/data, comprensione per/avvertimento per, sentirsi attratto/

sentirsi arte® ce). Every care was taken to check that abstract words did

not have an emotional meaning. On average, the subjects completed the

experiment in about 20 minutes.

Task (a): Word Categorisation. Subjects answered the question `̀ Is

[ the term] an emotion? ’ ’ by giving a Yes or No judgement as quickly as

they could. The instructions (`̀ . . . we ask you to judge whether the words

that you will see refer or not to an emotion . . .’ ’ ) were written on a sheet
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that subjects read before starting the experiment; the instructions were also

read aloud by the experimenter. Before starting the categorisation task,

subjects had a practice period during which they evaluated an independent

set of 10 emotion words and 10 abstract words. Words were presented one

at a time, using the program Psychlab for Macintosh, in a sound-attenuated

room where the subject was seated, alone, at a table in front of the

computer. Stimuli were presented in three blocks of 103 words each,

with a pause of about two minutes between blocks. Block order was

balanced across subjects (1,2,3 ; 1,3,2; etc.). Each block comprised an

approximately equal number of emotion and nonemotion words, and

with regard to emotion words, of pleasant and unpleasant emotions, of

intense and not-so-intense emotions, of prototypical and less typical emo-

tions, of short and long words, and of frequent and infrequent words (i.e.

words were selected on the basis of ratings obtained in studies 1± 7). Within

each block, word order was randomised for each subject, but with the

constraint that no more than three similarly characterised words (in terms

of intensity, etc.) would appear next to each other. Yes and No judgements

were given by subjects by pressing one of two response keys on the

computer keyboard. The left and right position of the Yes and No keys

on the keyboard were inverted for half of the subjects. The stimulus

duration and the inter-stimulus intervals were controlled automatically.

Each word appeared in the centre of the computer screen, preceded by a

® xation point that appeared for 800 milliseconds; words were presented in

bold Geneva 24 pt characters. The onset of the stimulus started a timer; the

stimulus was displayed till the subject pressed either the Yes or No key on

the keyboard; pressure on either key also stopped the timer. Both reaction

time (RT) in msec and word categorisation were automatically recorded for

each stimulus. The inter-stimulus interval (i.e. the time elapsed between

subjects’ pressure on either response key and the presentation of the

® xation point preceding the next stimulus) was 400msec.

Task (b): Valence (or Hedonic Tone) Ratings. After completing the

categorisation task, subjects were asked to answer the Valence question-

naire used in study 4.

Results of Study 8

Subjects’ mean correct RTs in deciding if each of the 153 emotion words

referred to `̀ an emotion’ ’ , the main dependent measure, and mean frequen-

cies of correct word categorisation (i.e. percentage frequency of answers

`̀ Yes, it is an emotion’ ’ ) are reported in the Appendix. The average RT in

milliseconds to emotion terms ranged from 634msec (anxie ty) to 1161msec

(feel respect for; M = 804, SD = 99), whereas mean correct RTs ranged
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from 618msec (jealousy) to 1157msec (feel sympathy for). On average,

78% of subjects correctly judged the 153 emotion terms, whereas 87%

correctly judged the 153 nonemotion terms. Correct RTs to both emotion

and nonemotion words were not signi ® cantly faster than incorrect ones. An

interesting additional result was that nonemotion words that were incor-

rectly categorised by at least 30% of subjects (i.e. for which the answer

`̀ Yes, it is an emotion’ ’ was given), included words that in Italian can be

interpreted as referring to an emotionall y laden state, such as readine ss,

irresponsible, and feeling fatigued, or to an emotion-inducing action, such

as effort, or to emotion-antecedents, such as mystery, sacred, and preferred.

In the following paragraphs I will report only the results related to the

153 emotion words.

The proportion of subjects that correctly categorised each emotion term

ranged from 1.00 (e.g. anxie ty) to .17 (determined to). The majority of

emotion terms were judged correctly by subjects: 109 terms were judged

correctly by a proportion > .75, including envy, satisfaction, hate , nostal-

gia , and jealousy. Words correctly categorised by a proportion > .90 (47

terms) most often denoted pure affective states (see Ortony et al., 1987),

although a few referred to cognitive or physical states (e.g. astonishment,

excitement). Words often used with a nonemotional meaning, such as

vigilant, abandonment, and triumph , and a few infrequent words, such as

outraged and veneration , were in the word group correctly categorised with

a proportion > .50. Correct RT and correct word categorisation frequenc ies

were negatively correlated (see Table 1).

Subjects’ mean valence ratings, obtained in the questionnaire task (M =

2.94, SD = 1.00; range = 0.32 ± 4.56) , correlated highly with the mean valence

ratings obtained in study 4 (r = .91, P < .01); subjects’ absolute valence

ratings correlated negatively with mean correct RTs (r = 2 .35, P < .01).

C. Relationship between `̀ Emotionness’’ Ratings
and Features of Emotional States

Overall, the results obtained on the set of 153 emotion terms of the Italian

lexicon (see Appendix ) are quite congruent with results obtained in similar

studies of the emotion lexicon of other languages, especially English. At

least indirectly, they indicate that the selected terms constitute an appro-

priate sample of emotion words. Furthermore, the ratings obtained in

studies 1, 4, 5, and 7 were shown to be quite reliable, as indicated by

their signi ® cant correlation with the ratings obtained in three replications

(i.e. on prototypi cality, intensity, and valence) with different population

samples, and by the Cronbach’ s alpha-values obtained in each study (see

Appendix) . The analyses reported in this section were therefore based on

the mean values obtained in studies 1, 3, 4, 5, 7, and 8.
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1. Correlations among the Variables

The signi ® cant correlations (P < .01> among the various evaluations of

the emotion terms given by subjects, and between these and frequency of

free listing of emotion exemplars, and word Frequency and Length, are

shown in Table 1. Most notable are the following relationships: Free listing

is most highly correlated with word Frequency in the language, and is

negatively related to word Length; Length is highly (and negatively)

correlated with correct RTs, but is unrelated to Prototypicality ratings;

the RT measure, with the exception of Duration, is related negatively to

all remaining variables that were considered. Categorisation frequencies

obtained in the RT task are highly related to Prototypicality, showing that

the two tasks tap very similar processes; furthermore, they show a notice-

able relationship with Free listing.

Intensity, Valence, and Duration ratings are correlated one with the

other, but only Intensity, itself highly correlated with Prototypicality

scores, and, less highly, with both Free listing and correct word Categor-

isation frequencies, shows a medium-size relationship with the other two

emotion features. Moreover, whereas Duration is practically unrelated to

the remaining variabl es, Valence shows a noticeable relationship with most

measures of `̀ emotionness’ ’ (e.g. Prototypicality) . This pattern of correla-

tions is the ® rst indication that the three features contribute somewhat

different information in the categorisation of emotion concepts.
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TABLE 1
Correlation Matrix for 9 Variables Descriptive of 153 Emotional Terms

Variable L Freq. List. Int. Val. Dur. Typ. %CC

Frequency in Italian 2 .31

Free listing of terms 2 .33 .63

Intensity n.s. .32 .43

Valence n.s. .23 .33 .49

Duration n.s. .33 .27 .44 .24

Typicality n.s. .26 .48 .73 .45 n.s.

%CC n.s. n.s. .41 .42 .38 n.s. .64

CRT 2 .62 2 .28 2 .46 2 .26 2 .20 n.s. 2 .35 2 .49

Abbreviations: L, number of letters of the term; Freq., frequency of the term in Italian;

List., frequency of spontaneous listing of the term as `̀ an emotion’ ’ (study 3); Int., mean

intensity rating of the experience denoted by the term (study 5), on a 1 (almost nul intensity )

to 10 (very intense emotional experience) scale; Val., mean absolute valence (hedonic tone)

rating of the experience denoted by the term (study 4), on a 2 5 (very unpleasant emotional

experience) to +5 (very pleasant) scale; Dur., mean duration rating of the experience denoted

by the term (study 7), on a 1 (very few seconds) to 10 scale (very long duration); Typ., Mean

prototypicalit y rating (study 1), on a 1 (I would not call this an emotion) to 4 scale (I would

de ® nitely call this an emotion); % CC, percentage frequency of correct categorisation of the

term as an emotion (study 8); CRT: Mean correct reaction time (study 8).



2. Emotion Features as Predictors

In the following sections I will attempt to specify the meaning of the

observed relationships by testing, in several multiple stepwise regression

analyses, the hypothesis that `̀ emotionness’ ’ is a summary statement of a

complex computation that considers relevant features of emotions, such as

their intensity, valence, and duration. Other aspects, such as the causes of

an emotion, have already been shown by previous studies to be relevant

features (see the Introduction).

Because preliminary analyses showed that, in relation to most variables

considered here, ® ve emotion terms were constant outliers, all the regres-

sion analyses that are reported were carried out on 148 termsÐ the outliers

were longing to, shock, gloomy, startle, and vigilant Ð residual statistics for

each of the regression analyses reported indicated that the 148 terms

conformed to multiple regression model assumptions and that no further

screening or transformation of the variabl es was necessary.

2.1. Emotion features as predictors of prototypicality ratings, free

listing of emotion exemplars, and reaction times. In this section I shall

focus on each of the three operational de ® nitions of `̀ emotionness’ ’ given

earlier, namely, the likelihood that a word: (i) is spontaneously listed by

subjects as an instance of the emotion category (Free listing frequences);

(ii) is judged to refer to an emotion on an interval scale (Prototypi cality

ratings); (iii) is rapidly judged as referring to an emotion on a dichotomous

rating task (correct RTs). Three regression analyses were performed to test

the main hypothesis that duration, valence, and intensity (entered in this

order in the equation) can predict each emotionness measure.

Frequency of free listing of terms. The regression analysis , in which

word Frequency and Length were entered as additional predictors in the

last two steps, showed both Duration (R
2

= .07; b = .27, T = 3.4 , P < .001)

and Valence (increment in R
2

= .06; b = .27, T = 3.5, P < .001 ) to be

signi ® cant predictors of Free listing before Intensity was entered in the

equation. Intensity ( b = .22, T = 2.9, P < .01), word Frequency ( b = .47,

T = 6.7, P < .00), and word Length ( b = 2 .19, T = 2 2.9 , P < .01) were the

signi ® cant predictors in the ® nal equation (R
2

= .47).

Prototypicality ratings. All three emotion features appeared as signifi-

cant predictors in the ® nal equation, and together explained a remarkably

high percentage of variance (R
2

= .63; Duration: b = 2 .38, T = 2 6.7, P <

.00; Valence: b = .13, T = 2.3, P < .02; Intensity: b = .82, T = 13.3, P < .00).

Reaction times to correct word categorisation . Length, a variable

entered ® rst in the analysis due to its salience in this task, was found to

be a quite signi ® cant predictor of RT, as hypothesised (R
2

= .50). Both

Duration (increment in R
2

= .01; b = 2 .13, T = 2 2.2, P < .05) and Valence
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(increment in R
2

= .02; b = 2 .16, T = 2 2.8, P < .01) were signi® cant

predictors of RT before Intensity was entered in the equation, a ® nding

which is similar to that obtained in the prediction of Free listing . Length ( b
= 2 .70, T = 12.8, P < .00) and Intensity ( b = 2 .20, T = 2 2.9, P < .01)

were the signi ® cant predictors in the ® nal equation (R
2

= .56).

2.2. Emotion features as predictors of integrated `̀ emotionness’ ’ rat-

ings. Given the results obtained in the analyses reported in section 2.1, it

seemed advisable to construct a single, more reliable `̀ emotionness’ ’ index.

In order to do so, mean Prototypi cality ratings, frequencies of Free listing

of emotion exemplars, and correct RTs were submitted to a principal-

component factor analysis , using the Varimax method of extraction. A

preliminary inspection of the data showed that factor analysis require-

ments were met (Determinant = .58; Kaiser± Meyer± Olkin measure of

sampling adequacy = .66; Bartlett test of sphericity = 78.90, P < .00).

The analysis extracted one factor (eigenvalue = 1.87) , that I shall call

`̀ Emotionness’ ’ , that accounted for 62.6% of the variance. The variables

had the following loadings on the factor: Prototypicality, .77; Free listing ,

.83; RT, 2 .77.
3

Extreme positive factor scores were obtained by words

such as joy, fear, love, anger, sadness, and hate; words such as quie t,

exasperation, hesitant, impassive, and veneration were included among

those that had the most extreme negative factor scores (column 11 of the

Appendix reports the rank of each term according to its factor score).

Predicting `̀ emotionness ’ ’ for the entire set of words. A regression

analysi s was performed, with word Length, and the three emotion features

as predictors of `̀ emotionness’ ’ factor scores. The ® nal equation (see Table

2) showed that, in addition to Length, both Intensity and Valence were

signi ® cant predictors; Duration was signi ® cant only before Intensity was

entered in the analysis.

Predicting central and peripheral exemplars. Is variance in `̀ emotion-

ness’’ ratingsexplained by the three consideredemotionfeaturesto the same

extent, and in the same fashion,for words thatconstitutevery good, central

emotionexemplars,and less good,peripheralones? Two regression analyses

were carried out on the subset of words that fall, respectively, below and

above the median in terms of their `̀ emotionness’’ factor scores, the depen-

dent variabl e,with Lengthof word, the fourthrelevantindependentvariable,
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3
The Free listing task might be more in¯ uenced by `̀ noise’ ’ variables than other judge-

ments. Indeed, when only RTs and Prototypicality ratings were factor-analysed, the solution

(1 factor) explained 68.1% of the variance, the variables had higher factor loadings, and the

Determinant was more satisfactory (.87). However, for the purposes of the present paper it

seemed more advisable to consider all three measures of `̀ emotionness’ ’ .



always entered ® rst in the regression. The results (see Table 2) showed that

the predictors behave differently as regards the `̀ low’’ and `̀ high’ ’

`̀ emotionness’ ’ sets. More speci® cally, in addition to Length and Inten-

sity, Duration and Valence were signi ® cant predictors only within the

Peripheral exemplars set.

GENERAL DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION

Assuming that the variety of emotion words is related to how people

conceptualise emotions, we might expect words to refer to the superordi-

nate emotion category, and to its various instances, by denoting either a

speci® c feature of emotions, or of their causes and consequences (e.g.

antecedent event, activation level, duration, etc.), or by denoting a pattern
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TABLE 2
Multiple Stepwise Regression Analyses of Valence, Duration, and Intensity Ratings on

`̀ Emotionness’’ Ratingsa

Dependent Variable Multiple R Adjusted R
2

Beta

Weights

T P<

1. `̀ Emotionness’ ’ ratings of

the entire word set

Length .49 .23 2 .48 2 9.00 .00

Duration
b

.53 .27 2 .09 2 1.51 n.s.

Valence .64 .40 .15 2.57 .02

Intensity .78 .59 .54 8.37 .00

2. `̀ Emotionness’ ’ ratings of

central exemplars

Length .30 .08 2 .36 2 3.81 .00

Duration
c

.41 .14 .07 0.72 n.s.

Valence
c

.45 .16 .00 0.08 n.s.

Intensity .64 .37 .53 4.94 .00

3. `̀ Emotionness’ ’ ratings of

peripheral exemplars

Length .37 .12 2 .53 2 5.32 .00

Duration .38 .12 2 .36 2 3.29 .002

Valence .49 .20 .21 2.08 .05

Intensity .63 .37 .52 4.35 .00

a
(1) N = 148; (2) above the median, N = 74; and (3) below the median; N = 74

b
Duration was signi® cant at step 2 (i.e. before entering Valence) (beta = .19, T = 2.7),

P < .01).
c

Duration and Valence were relevant predictors at steps 2 and 3, respectively, before

entering Intensity (beta = .27, T = 2.5, P < .02; beta = .19, T = 1.9, P < .06, respectively).

`̀ Emotionness ’’ ratings were factor scores of the `̀ Emotionness’ ’ factor (see section C,

2.2). The reported beta-weights, and associated T-values, were obtained in the ® nal regres-

sion equations , after all variables had been entered in the analysis.



of such features. To understand what counts as an emotion in people ’ s

conceptualisation , the set of studies of the Italian emotion lexicon that was

reported in this paper collected normative data: (1) on three emotional

features hypothesised to underlie emotion categorisation, namely, valence,

duration, and intensity; and (2) on three kinds of `̀ emotionness’ ’ judgement

(i.e. the extent to which a word is conceptualised as denoting an exemplar

of the emotion category). The collected judgements were the frequency

with which the term is spontaneously listed by subjects as an instance of an

emotion (Free listing) , the latency with which a term is so categorised

(RT), and, ® nally , the ratings of how prototypi cal an instance of the

category it is judged to be, on an interval scale (Prototypicality ratings).

In a ® rst set of regression analyses, all three emotion features were

shown to contribute signi ® cantly in predicting prototypicality, whereas,

for both Free listing and RT, Duration and Valence were signi® cant

predictors only before Intensity, a highly signi ® cant predictor, was entered

in the equation. The results moreover showed that the features, together or

separately, have a varying degree of prominence in the computation, and

account to a different extent for the variability of judgements.

Before we discuss the results obtained in a second set of analyses, and

the role of emotion features in predicting emotionness, let us consider the

extent to which the obtained judgements are in¯ uenced by: (1) the purely

linguistic information conveyed by length and frequency of a word; (2) the

kind of judgement subjects are asked to give (i.e. the task characteristics).

We saw that word Frequency is a powerful predictor of Free listing

frequencies, but not of other emotionness judgements, whereas Length,

which contributes little to explain Free listing once word Frequency is

considered, is a very relevant predictor of RT. Furthermore, the predictors

(emotion features and linguistic variable s) explained variance in Free

listing to a lesser extent (although not to a low degree in absolute terms)

than in RT; in turn, variance in RT was explained to a lesser extent than in

prototypicality judgements Ð prototypi cality might thus qualify as the most

reliable, summary-like computation. In sum, the results indicate that there

are nontrivial differences between judgements obtained in production and

evaluation tasks, as well as between those obtained in different evaluation

tasks.
4

Therefore, the role played by linguistic and task variabl es, sepa-
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4
Free listing (the production task) is the most vulnerable to `̀ noise’ ’ variables, such as

what is the person’ s active repertoire of emotion terms, the fact that he/she might list,

synecdochically , a part to denote the whole (e.g. listing an antecedent, such as quarrelling,

or a physiological reaction such as trembling, to refer to an emotional state; Zammuner et al.,

1995), and his/her motivation level to execute the task (e.g. to search his/her memory for

relevant instances). RTs and Prototypicality judgements, on the other hand, are based on the

person’ s passive repertoire (i.e. are less cognitively taxing tasks). However, both repertoires



rately and in combination, needs to be taken into account in studies of

emotionness judgements, and in the conclusions we draw concerning the

determinants of such judgements.

The results obtained in the analyses of `̀ emotionness’ ’ scores, a com-

pound, more reliable index, showed that, if all terms are considered,

Valence, but not Duration, ® gures as a signi ® cant predictor of Emotion-

ness scores, together with Intensity; if only words denoting central exem-

plars are considered, (i.e. terms that fall above the median), then only

Intensity is a signi ® cant predictor, presumably because most of the central

words are highly valenced; ® nally , if only peripheral exemplars are

considered (i.e. terms that fall below the median), then all three features

are signi ® cant predictors. Length was always a signi ® cant predictor. The

results support the hypothesis that `̀ emotionness’ ’ is a complex, summary-

like evaluation that people make by `̀ checking ’ ’ which values characterise

a word referent with respect to relevant features of emotional states. The

results are congruent with dimensional analyses of emotions, and of

emotion concepts, that suggest that people categorise a word as referring

to an emotion to the extent that they can relate it to dimensions such as

valence (Ortony, Clore, & Collins, 1988)
5

and intensity (or arousal , e.g.

Reisenzein, 1994).

The amount of information associated to each emotion feature was

shown, however, to vary both in absolute terms, and with respect to

what kind of emotion exemplars are considered. Intensity contributed the

most to explain judgement variability, and tended to `̀ override’ ’ the

information provided by valence and duration (i.e. it usually was the

most informative dimension). This result supports the hypothesis that

intensity judgements can subsume information about several directly

perceived emotion features, such as duration (or even valence), and
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are related to word Frequency (although to a different extent, as we saw earlier), itself

inversely related to word Length (the negative correlation between the two variables suggests

that language tends to denote prototypical emotion concepts by means of short words).

Therefore, it is likely that Length is such a powerful predictor of RT not only because RT

is a measure of the time taken to read the word, access the term in memory and evaluate it,

but also because Length encodes to a great extent the prototypicalit y of the word referent.

Linguistic variables do not instead affect Prototypicality judgements, possibly because the

computation is not really subject to time pressure (a relevant variable for RTs), is based on

the passive rather than the active emotion lexicon, and involves a relative rather than an

absolute judgement.
5

According to Ortony et al. (1988), valence is (a) the judgement about the goodness or

badness of an eliciting event rather than (b) the goodness or badness of the felt emotionÐ the

latter ratings were considered here. It would therefore be interesting to study to what extent

valence ratings of type a and of type b differ in constituting necessary or crucial features of

emotion membership.



changes in felt arousal (Frijda et al., 1992) .
6

The comparison between the

categorisation of central and peripheral emotion exemplars seems to

indicate that there exists an intensity threshold: central exemplars (char-

acterised by high emotionness values) can be further discriminated by

simply checking their intensity level, whereas in the judgement of periph-

eral exemplars, the information about both valence and duration seems to

be `̀ necessary’ ’ in order to de ® ne the extent of exemplar membership.

The results showed that not all instances that were included in the

emotion category have all the relevant features of valence, intensity, and

duration considered here, or possess them to an equal extentÐ paradigmati c

examples include agitation, anger, astonishment, distress, and moved (see

Appendix). As stated, a word might denote, or focus on, this/these aspect(s)

of the emotional experience rather than, or more than, that/those aspect(s),

(e.g. intensity vs. valence, or duration). In some cases, a single `̀ promi-

nent’ ’ feature (e.g. intensity) might constitute a suf ® cient basis for the

emotionness judgement; in other cases, the judgement might be due to

the simultaneous but nonprominent `̀ presence’ ’ in the exemplar of several

features (e.g. dread); ® nally , instances characterised by high values in one

or more emotional features can, nonetheless, be judged to be `̀ bad’ ’

exemplars (e.g. helpless, loathing , pride).

The results are therefore congruent with the hypothesis (cf. Russell,

1991b) that emotionness is a graded property, and that the emotion cate-

gory has fuzzy boundari es. Does this imply that the results support a

prototype view of emotion concepts, rather than a classical de ® nition in

terms of necessary and suf ® cient conditions? As demonstrated by Arm-

strong, Gleitman, and Gleitman (1983), gradedness may be a property of all

concepts, including those that have necessary and suf ® cient conditions . An

adequate approach to the understanding of concepts is likely to involve a

hybrid view, which would include aspects of the classical, theory-based

approaches as well as of the prototype-like approaches (Clore & Ortony,

1991). The central question is whether concepts themselves are best

thought of as prototypes, or whether people simply use prototypes (i.e.

information about surface, readily perceived features) as a heuristic for

identifying the category members, themselves theory-based, concerned

with more basic underlying features, rather than prototype-based.
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6
This hypothesis is further supported by a set of multidimensional scaling results that, for

a carefully chosen subset (N = 100) of the 153 emotion words considered, showed that

whereas valence is accounted for almost entirely by a one-dimensional solution (Stress = .06,

RSQ = .99), intensity is accounted for only partially by a two- and even a three-dimensional

solution (Stress = .27; RSQ = .69; Stress = .20, RSQ = .78, respectively). A result similar to

the latter was obtained for Duration.



Whether the considered emotion features constitute necessary and suffi-

cient conditions for membership cannot be fully and unambiguously

answered by the results reported here. However, the present ® ndings do

indicate that intensity, valence, and duration constitute (often implicit)

crucial criteria that people rely on in assessing the likelihood that a given

instance is a member of the category. Although the issue was not directly

addressed in the reported studies, it is conceivable and to some extent

indicated by existing studies, including cross-cultural ones, that different

groups (e.g. Italians vs. Japanese; women vs. men; adolescents vs. adults)

might categorise emotion(s) by giving greater weight to this rather than that

criterion, or set of criteria, possibly on the basis of in-group biases (e.g.

Mesquita & Frijda, 1992; Russell, 1991b). Finally , emotion categorisation

might be based on additional , or more speci® c, criteria other than the ones

tested here, such as degree of `̀ uncontrollability ’ ’ of the felt emotion, or

presence of script-related features (e.g. the extent to which an antecedent

event is culturally focal).

Although the studies reported here analysed Italian emotion words

judged by Italians , the obtained judgements were, as stated, similar to

those obtained in studies of other Western languages; furthermore, emo-

tion categorisation within these cultures seems to be relatively homoge-

neous (e.g. Galati , 1986; Russell, 1991b; Scherer et al., 1986; Shaver et al.,

1987, 1992; van Goozen & Frijda, 1993). Therefore, we might expect that

the selected emotion features also in¯ uence the categorisation of emotion

words in other Western languages. If this hypothesis is correct (and the

question has to be answered empirically), then the degree of equivalence

between emotion words (or emotion concepts) in different languages could

be de ® ned, in addition to the methods used so far (e.g. word-facial

expression match), by measuring to what extent any two or more word-

pairs (or triplets, etc.) that are hypothesised to refer to the same emotion in

two (or three, etc.) languages are categorised by similar values of emotion

features. In a similar vein, emotion features could be helpful in analysing

the acquisition of emotion words (concepts) in children, or the similarities

and differences between emotion word subgroups or clusters; in testing

which words (concepts) constitute a basic categorisation level; in under-

standing what subjects `̀ have in mind’ ’ when they mention this rather than

that emotion word in their self-reports; or in selecting the words to be

included in a checklist that we give to subjects when we ask them to report

about an actual emotional experience they had.

Finally, according to a few theorists at least, analyses of the emotion

lexicon might help reveal important similarities and differences within the

emotions , because language constitutes `̀ the most convenient nonpheno-

menological access to emotions ’ ’ (Ortony et al., 1987, p. 342), and emotion

terms might re¯ ect the very nature of emotions because `̀ `emotions ’ . . .
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have words assigned to them’’ (Frijda et al., 1995, p. 121; see also Fehr &

Russell, 1984; Shaver et al., 1987). From this viewpoint, the obtained

results can be interpreted as suggesting that we ought not to overlook, or

unduly simplify, the variety and diversity of patterns of subjective

emotional experience that is presumably referred to when people use this

rather than that emotional term. In other words, the use of a term, ceteris

paribus , might indeed be telling us about the nature of its referent as felt

subjectively.

Manuscript received 5 June 1995

Revised manuscript received 6 February 1997
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