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Abstract
The major assumptions of the appraisal approach to
emotion, and progress in the development of two classes of
models of emotion that embody this approach, are reviewed.
The first class of model is structural and describes the
relations between components of appraisal and components
of the emotional response, such as subjective feeling state,
facial actions, and autonomic activities.  We present one
prominent structural model, which describes the links
between appraisal and the experience of distinct emotions.
We also describe recent efforts to relate appraisal to specific
facial actions and autonomic activities.  The second class of
model is procedural and describes the cognitive processes
underlying emotion-eliciting appraisals.  The major
assumptions of one such model, currently under
development, are described.  Throughout this review, the
functionality and coherence of the emotion system is
emphasized.

Introduction   

According to appraisal theory (e.g., Smith and Lazarus
1990), emotions are highly coherent and functional
responses to adaptationally relevant situations.  On this
view, emotions are reactions to actual or potential harms or
benefits present in the person's social environment, with
different emotions being reactions to different types of
harm and benefit.  These emotional reactions, in turn, are
hypothesized to serve both social-communicative and self-
regulatory functions (Scherer 1984; Smith and Kirby
2000).  First, through their facial, postural, vocal, and
otherwise observable expression, emotions communicate
important information to others regarding a person’s
psychological state and likely behaviors.  In addition, the
physiological arousal and subjective feeling state alerts the
individual experiencing the emotion to the adaptational
implications of the situation and prepares and motivates
that person to contend with those implications.

An important puzzle in understanding the functions
served by emotion concerns the processes by which
emotions are elicited and differentiated in the highly
context-sensitive manner that serving these functions

would seem to require.  Appraisal theory provides one
solution to this puzzle.  Theoretically, emotions are
responses to the results of a meaning analysis in which the
implications of one’s circumstances for personal well-
being are evaluated.  Each distinct emotion is a response to
a distinct evaluation representing a particular type of harm
or benefit.  The various components of the emotional
response are hypothesized to be organized around the
adaptational implications of these evaluations, or appraisals
(e.g., Lazarus 1968; Smith and Lazarus, 1990).  Thus, the
facial expression is hypothesized to reflect, in part, how the
person is appraising the situation; the subjective feeling
state motivates a response in some way appropriate to the
appraised harm or benefit; and the physiological arousal
physically prepares the person to enact that response.

To date, progress in the development and testing of
appraisal theory has resulted in the advancement of two
general classes of models:  Structural and procedural.
Structural models have been concerned with the contents of
appraisal.  These models have attempted to detail the
appraisals that are responsible for the elicitation of the
different emotions and to map out how these appraisals are
responsible for the differentiation of emotional experience.
Much of the work conducted to date has concerned the
relations between appraisals and the subjective experience
of various emotions (Roseman 1984; Scherer 1984; Smith
and Ellsworth, 1985; Smith and Lazarus, 1990; 1993).
However, some work has also begun to examine the links
between particular appraisal dimensions and dimensions of
physiological activity, including both facial action and
autonomic activity in emotion (e.g., Kirby and Smith 2000;
Smith 1989; Smith and Scott, 1997).  Although most of the
work conducted to date has focused on the development of
such structural models, relatively recently some appraisal
theorists (e.g., Leventhal and Scherer, 1987; Smith and
Kirby, 2000) have started to develop process models that
attempt to describe the cognitive processes underlying
these appraisals.  Below we discuss developments along
both of these fronts in turn.
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Structural Models

Several models have been proposed both to identify the
dimensions along which the hypothesized emotion-eliciting
evaluations of appraisal are made, and to describe how
evaluations along these dimension differentiate among
distinct emotional experiences (e.g., Roseman 1984; 1991;
Scherer 1984; Smith and Ellsworth 1985; Smith and
Lazarus 1990).  Moreover, a large body of research
designed to test these models has been highly supportive of
them.  In particular, many studies have now asked
participants to report on both their appraisals and a wide
array of emotions across a variety of contexts, including
diverse retrospectively remembered experiences (Frijda,
Kuipers, and ter Schure 1989; Scherer 1997; Smith and
Ellsworth 1985), hypothetical vignettes (e.g., Roseman
1991; Smith and Lazarus 1993), and even ongoing
meaningful experiences (e.g., Griner and Smith 2000;
Smith and Ellsworth 1987; Smith and Kirby 2001).  In
each of these studies, not only have the experiences of
different emotions been consistently found to be reliably
and systematically associated with different appraisals, but
also the specific relations observed between the appraisals
and the emotions have largely been in line with the models
being investigated.

Although the specific structural appraisal models
proposed by various appraisal theorists (e.g., Lazarus,
1991; Roseman 1984; Scherer 1984; Smith and Ellsworth
1985; Smith and Lazarus 1990) differ in a number of
important respects (e.g., in some of the specific appraisal
dimensions proposed to differentiate emotional experience;
see Scherer 1988 for an in-depth comparison of several of
these models), far more telling is the fact that, overall, they
are highly similar in the appraisal dimensions they propose
and in the ways that outcomes along these dimensions are
hypothesized to differentiate emotional experience.

Thus, in one form or another, the existing appraisal
models generally include some sort of evaluation of how
important or relevant the stimulus situation is to the person,
whether it is desirable or undesirable, whether and to what
degree the person is able to cope with the situation, and of
who or what caused or is responsible for the situation (and
thus toward what or whom one’s coping efforts should be
directed).  Different patterns of outcomes along such
dimensions are hypothesized to result in the experience of
different emotions.  Moreover, the specific pattern of
appraisal hypothesized to result in the experience of a
given emotion is conceptually closely linked to the
functions proposed to be served by that emotion.  The
model of Smith and Lazarus (1990), can be used to
illustrate how these models are organized.

Appraisal and the Differentiation of Emotion
According to the Smith and Lazarus (1990) model,
situations are evaluated along seven dimensions:
motivational relevance, motivational congruence, problem-

focused coping potential, emotion-focused coping
potential, self-accountability, other-accountability and
future expectancy.  Motivational relevance involves an
evaluation of how important the situation is to the person.
Motivational congruence is an appraisal of the extent to
which the situation is in line with current goals –
circumstances viewed as consistent with ones goals will be
appraised as highly congruent, or desirable, whereas those
viewed as inconsistent will be appraised as incongruent, or
undesirable.  Problem-focused coping potential is an
assessment of the individual's ability to act on the situation
to increase or maintain its desirability.  In contrast,
emotion-focused coping potential evaluates the ability to
psychologically adjust to and deal with the situation should
it turn out to not be as desired.  Self-accountability is an
assessment of the degree to which an individual sees
her/himself as responsible for the situation, whereas other-
accountability is the extent to which the individual views
someone or something else as responsible.  Finally, future
expectancy involves an evaluation of the degree to which,
for any reason, the person expects the circumstances to
become more or less desirable.  According to the model,
different patterns of outcomes along these dimensions
(having different adaptational implications) result in the
experience of different emotions (serving different
adaptational functions).  Thus, these appraisal dimensions
are held to be responsible for the differentiation of
emotional experience.

The first two dimensions, motivational relevance and
motivational congruence, are relevant to every emotional
encounter, and thus are sometimes referred to as
dimensions of “primary appraisal” (e.g., Lazarus 1991;
Smith and Lazarus, 1990).  By themselves they can
distinguish between situations that are irrelevant to well-
being (low motivational relevance), and thus are not
emotionally evocative, and those that are either beneficial
(high motivational relevance and motivational congruence)
or stressful (high motivational relevance and motivational
incongruence). In general, as motivational relevance, or
subjective importance, increases the intensity of the
resulting emotional response, be it beneficial or stressful,
should increase as well.

However, the two dimensions of primary appraisal taken
by themselves are insufficient to differentiate between
distinct emotional states.  Instead, this differentiation is
accomplished through the additional appraisal dimensions
concerning accountability and coping potential (often
referred to as dimensions of “secondary appraisal” in the
terminology of Lazarus [1991] and colleagues). Especially
in the case of stressful situations (i.e., those appraised as
both motivationally relevant and motivationally
incongruent), the dimensions of secondary appraisal allow
for considerable differentiation of the emotional response
to circumstances that can vary greatly in terms of their
specific adaptational implications (see also Smith and
Lazarus 1990).

Thus, if a stressful situation is appraised as being
brought about by someone else (other-accountability) anger



will result, which motivates the person to act toward the
perceived cause to get that agent to stop what he or she is
doing, and, perhaps, to fix the situation.  If, however, the
situation is appraised as being caused by oneself (self-
accountability), shame or guilt results, which motivates the
person to make amends for the bad situation and to prevent
the situation from happening again.  If the situation is one
that the person is unsure he or she can handle (low
emotion-focused coping potential), then fear or anxiety
results, which motivates the person to be cautious and to
get rid of and avoid the potential harm, if at all possible.  If
the stressful situation is one in which the harm is perceived
as unavoidable and irreparable (low problem-focused
coping potential), then sadness results, which motivates the
person to seek help and to adapt to the inevitable harm.
Finally, the emotional states associated with primary
appraisals of stress are not always unpleasant or negative.
In a stressful situation where an individual does not have
something desired, but perceives that with effort the goal
can be achieved (high coping potential), then a state of
challenge will result that motivates the person to stay
engaged and to persevere to achieve his or her goals.  Even
if problem-focused coping potential is low, hope might
result if the person believes that, somehow, things might
work out in the end (high future expectancy).  In sum,
different components of secondary appraisal combine with
the same stress-related components of primary appraisal to
yield a range of distinct emotional reactions that differ
dramatically in their subjective and motivational
properties.

Appraisal and Physiological Activity

Although the bulk of the work on structural models has
focused on the relations between appraisal and subjective
emotional experience, there also have been attempts to
describe the linkages, predicted by appraisal theory,
between appraisal and both facial actions involved in the
expression of emotion and emotion-related autonomic
activity such as electrodermal and cardiovascular activity.
As mentioned above, both facial expressions and
autonomic activities are hypothesized to be organized
around the adaptational implications of the emotion-
eliciting appraisals.  Facial actions, which are usually
visible, serve to communicate to others how a person is
appraising his or her circumstances, whereas autonomic
activities serve to physically prepare the individual to
contend with the adaptional implications of his or her
circumstances (cf. Lazarus 1968; Smith 1989; Smith and
Lazarus 1990). Here we describe recent efforts to
document both these types of relations.

Appraisal and facial actions. A number of relations
between specific facial actions and specific appraisals have
been proposed (see Smith and Scott 1997, for a review).
For example, raising the eyebrows has been hypothesized
to be associated with appraisals of uncertainty or low
coping potential (Smith 1989), whereas lowering the
eyebrows into a frown has been hypothesized to be

associated with appraisals of goal obstacles or motivational
incongruence (e.g., Frijda 1969; Scherer 1992; Smith
1989).  To date, only three such relations have received
empirical scrutiny, and in each case the hypothesized
relations have been supported.  Thus, it has been
demonstrated that both raising the corners of the lips into a
smile and the eyebrow frown are, respectively, related to
the subjective pleasantness or unpleasantness of one’s
circumstances (e.g., Cacioppo, Petty, Losch, and Kim
1986; Pope and Smith 1994)  In addition, the eyebrow
frown is further associated with appraisals of motivational
incongruence, which although related to unpleasantness,
can be reliably distinguisned from it (e.g., Smith 1989;
Pope and Smith 1994).  Although this empirical base
clearly needs to be extended the existing findings suggest
that there is, indeed, a close link between how an
individual is appraising his or her circumstances and how
the resulting emotion is expressed facially.  Thus, as
proposed, emotional facial expressions have the capacity to
communicate to others in the social environment much
about an individuals’ appraisals and emotional state.

Appraisal and autonomic activity. Consistent with the
view that autonomic activity in emotion physically
prepares the person to contend with the adaptational
implications of the appraised situation, two major
components of autonomic activity, cardiovascular and
electrodermal (skin conductance) activity have both been
associated with task engagement (e.g., Pecchinenda and
Smith 1996; Wright, Contrada, and Patane 1986).
However, there is emerging evidence that there is
additional specificity to these relations that are consistent
with the physiological functions these activities serve.  In
particular, electrodermal activity, which has closely been
associated with attentional processes, such as the orienting
response (e.g., Öhman 1979) appears to be closely
associated with the attentional aspects of task engagement
(e.g., Kirby 1999), whereas cardiovascular activity, which
oxygenates the muscles and supports physical activity, has
been more closely associated with mental and physical
effort (e.g., Wright et al. 1986).  These more specific
linkages highlight the principle that emotional responses
are organized in coherent, adaptationally functional ways.

A Process Model

Need for a Process Model
Although the structural appraisal models described above
have been quite successful in describing cognitive
antecedents of emotion, taken by themselves they
potentially create a problem for appraisal theory.  By
emphasizing that complex relational information is
somehow drawn upon in appraisal, this work could give the
impression that appraisal is ponderous and slow.  And in
fact, appraisal theory has often been criticized on these
grounds.  Observers of appraisal theory have tended to
interpret the structural descriptions of appraisal as implying



that the process of appraisal is deliberate, slow, and
verbally mediated.  They then correctly note that such a
process would fly directly in the face of common
observations that emotions can be elicited very quickly,
unbidden, often with a minimum of cognitive effort, and
sometimes with little or no awareness of the nature of the
emotion-eliciting stimulus (e.g., Izard 1993; Zajonc 1980).
In addition, to the extent that appraisals are thought to
necessarily be verbally mediated, it seems very difficult to
apply one’s appraisal-based theory to either preverbal
infants or nonhuman vertebrates, as many appraisal
theorists would like to do (e.g., Arnold 1960; Lazarus
1991; Scherer 1984; Smith and Lazarus 1990).

Finally, an important self-regulatory function ascribed to
emotion is that of attention regulation (e,g., Frijda and
Swagerman 1987; Simon 1966).  A number of scholars
conceptualize the emotion system as a “well-being
monitor” or “alarm system” that, at some level, monitors
the social environment for adaptationally relevant
conditions (i.e., appraises the significance of the person’s
circumstances in terms of the appraisal components as
indicated by the structural model described above), and
alerts the person to the presence of these relevant
conditions through the production of the emotional
response and its attendant subjective feeling state (Smith
and Kirby 2000).  Careful consideration of this self-
regulatory function indicates that appraisal cannot be solely
dependent on an appraisal process that is conscious,
verbally accessible, and highly dependent upon focal
attention.  Instead, because an important function of the
emotional response is to redirect a person’s focal attention
to adaptationally relevant events in the social environment,
an elicitation mechanism is required that is more diffuse in
its attentional requirements, and that can occur
continuously and automatically.

Appraisal theorists have been aware of these difficulties,
and to our knowledge, none has claimed that appraisal need
be performed consciously or that the information evaluated
in appraisal need be represented verbally.  To the contrary,
most appraisal theorists have explicitly maintained that
appraisal can occur automatically and outside of focal
awareness (e.g., Arnold 1960; Lazarus 1968; Leventhal and
Scherer 1987; Smith and Lazarus 1990).  Only recently,
however, have there been attempts to develop explicit
process models of appraisal that would explain how
appraisals can occur in this manner (e.g. Lazarus 1991, ch.
4; Leventhal and Scherer 1987; Smith and Kirby 2000).
These models are still in their infancy, and there are very
few data to address their validity.  Nonetheless, we provide
a brief overview of one such model (that of Smith & Kirby
2000) here because it illustrates how appraisal might occur
continuously and automatically.

Sketch of a Process Model
Drawing upon the current understanding of cognitive
processing, instead of conceptualizing appraisal as a single
unitary appraisal process, this model posits multiple
appraisal processes that can occur in parallel, and that

involve distinct cognitive mechanisms.  In particular, two
distinct modes of cognitive processing have been
emphasized -- associative processing, which involves
priming and activation of memories and can occur quickly
and automatically, and deliberative processing, or
reasoning, which involves a more controlled thinking
process that is more flexible than associative processing,
but is relatively slow and attention intensive.  The
distinction between these modes of processing reflects a
distinction between different types of cognitive processes
that is quite common in the cognitive psychological
literature (cf., Sloman 1996).   According to the model,
appraisals produced by both of these types of cognitive
processes can elicit emotions.  Therefore it is instructive to
consider their respective properties.

Associative processing is a fast, automatic, memory-
based mode of processing that involves priming and
spreading activation (Bargh 1989; Bower 1981).  Based on
perceptual or conceptual similarities with one’s current
circumstances, or due to associations with other memories
that are already activated, memories of prior experiences
can become activated quickly, automatically, in parallel,
outside of focal awareness, and using a minimum of
attentional resources.  As these memories are activated, any
appraisal meanings associated with them are also activated,
and when these meanings are activated to a sufficient
degree, they can influence the person’s emotional state.

Several assumptions concerning associative processing
should be emphasized.  First, it is assumed that anything
that can be represented in memory, ranging from concrete
representations of physical sensations, sounds, smells,
tastes, and images up to representations of highly abstract
concepts, is subject to this form of processing.   That is,
cues that can activate appraisal-laden memories include not
only concrete stimuli, such as sensations, images, and
sounds, but also highly conceptual stimuli, such as abstract
ideas or the appraisal meanings themselves.  Second, it is
assumed that through processes of priming and spreading
activation, full-blown appraisals associated with prior
experiences can be activated very quickly and
automatically.  Thus, highly differentiated emotional
reactions can be elicited almost instantaneously.  Third, it
is assumed that the activation threshold at which appraisal
information starts to produce emotional feelings is
somewhat less than the threshold at which the appraisal
information and its associated memories become accessible
to focal awareness and/or working memory.  Through this
assumption it becomes possible that adaptationally relevant
circumstances in one’s environment, of which one is
focally unaware, can activate memories and produce an
emotional reaction.  In this way the first conscious
indication to the person that he or she might be in an
adaptationally relevant situation can be the perception of
the subjective feeling state associated with the
associatively-elicited emotional reaction.  Finally, we
assume that the processes of memory activation, priming,
and spreading activation occur continuously and
automatically.  Thus, the person can be characterized as



continuously appraising his or her circumstances for their
implications for well-being, albeit not in a conscious,
attention-intensive manner.

In contrast, deliberative processing is a relatively slow,
controlled process that is effortful, requires considerable
attention and focal awareness, and is largely verbally
mediated.  Moreover, whereas associative processing is a
largely passive process, deliberative processing is a much
more constructive one, whereby the contents of focal
awareness are actively operated on and transformed to
produce the appraisal meanings.   Thus, deliberative
processing corresponds closely to the active posing and
evaluating of appraisal questions that has sometimes been
incorrectly assumed to encompass all of appraisal.

Because deliberative processing is active and highly
resource intensive, it comes at a price.  In addition to being
relatively slow, that this mode of processing is somewhat
limited in the forms of information that it can access.  In
contrast to associative processing, which can operate on
any form of information stored in memory, only
information that has been semantically encoded in some
way is thought to be readily accessible to processing
(Anderson 1983; Paivio 1971).  That is, sensations, images,
sounds, etc. are relatively inaccessible to deliberative
processing unless and until they have been associated with
some sort of semantic meaning.  By implication, this
means that while associative processing has access to all of
the information to which deliberative processing has
access, the reverse is not true.

Despite these limitations, deliberative processing is
extremely important in that it enables the emotion system
to utilize the full power of our highly developed and
abstract thinking processes.  Emotion-eliciting situations
can be thoroughly analyzed and their meanings reappraised
(Lazarus 1968, 1991).  Thus, initial associatively-elicited
appraisals that might not fully fit the current circumstances
can be modified to provide a more appropriate evaluation
and emotional response.  New connections can be forged
between one’s present circumstances and potentially
related previous experiences.  It is even possible that
appraisal meanings associated with previous experiences in
memory can be reevaluated and changed.  In addition, the
“cognitive work” represented by reasoning -- the results of
the interpretation and reinterpretation of the emotion-
eliciting situation -- can be stored in memory as part of the
emotion-eliciting event, and thus become available for
subsequent associative processing.  This last fact is vital, in
that it provides a mechanism by which the emotion system
can “learn,” and through associative processing, can
quickly and automatically produce the highly
differentiated, information rich signals that the
motivational functions served by emotion seem to require.

Concluding Thought

The models we have reviewed here, both structural and
procedural, emphasize and illustrate a key assumption
underlying appraisal theory: emotions are highly organized

responses that serve adaptationally important functions.  As
we hope we have made clear in describing them, these
models were developed by explicitly considering the
functions believed to be served by emotions, and by
attempting to identify and address the structural and
procedural constraints introduced by those functions.  We
believe that this approach has proved invaluable for efforts
to understand basic issues concerning the organization,
structure, and functioning of the emotion system. We
further believe that such an approach, drawing on the
models we have described to take into account the
organization and functioning of emotion, can prove equally
valuable in understanding the relevance of emotion to a
wide range of psychological phenomena, including, but not
limited to, the role of emotion in social interaction.  We
hope that our review of these models here helps to facilitate
this latter task.

References

Anderson, J. R. 1983.  The architecture of cognition.
Cambridge, MA:  Harvard University Press.

Arnold, M. B. 1960. Emotion and personality (2 vols.).
New York:  Columbia University Press.

Bargh, J. A.  1989.  Conditional automaticity:  Varieties of
automatic influence in social perception and cognition.  In
J. S. Uleman and J. A. Bargh eds. Unintended Thought (pp.
3-51).  New York:  The Guilford Press.

Bower, G. H. 1981.  Mood and memory. American
Psychologist 36: 129-148.

Cacioppo, J. T., Petty, R. E., Losch, M. E., and Kim, H. S.
1986.  Electromyographic activity over facial muscle
regions can differentiate the valence and intensity of
affective reactions.  Journal of Personality and Social
Psychology 50: 260-268.

Frijda, N. H.  1969.  Recognition of emotion.  In L.
Berkowitz ed. Advances in experimental social psychology
(Vol. 4, pp. 167-223).  New York:  Academic Press.

Frijda, N. H.; Kuipers, P.; and ter Schure, E. 1989.
Relations among emotion, appraisal, and emotional action
readiness. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology
57: 212-228.

Frijda, N. H., and Swagerman, J. 1987.  Can computers
feel?  Theory and design of an emotional system.
Cognition and Emotion,1: 235-257.

Griner, L. A. and Smith, C. A.  2000.  Contributions of
motivational orientation to appraisal and emotion.
Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin 26: 727-740.

Izard, C. E. 1993. Four systems for emotion activation:
Cognitive and noncognitive processes. Psychological
Review 100: 68-90.



Kirby, L. D.  1999.  Emotion or attention?:  The
psychological significance of electrodermal activity.
Doctoral dissertation.  Vanderbilt University.

Kirby, L. D., and Smith, C. A.  February, 2000.  Unpacking
the construct of "Emotional Arousal":  On the
psychological significance of digit skin termperature and
skin conductance activity.  Society for Personality and
Social Psychology.  Nashville, TN.

Lazarus, R. S. 1968. Emotions and adaptation:  Conceptual
and empirical relations.  In W. J. Arnold ed. Nebraska
Symposium on Motivation (Vol. 16, pp. 175-266).  Lincoln:
University of Nebraska Press.

Lazarus, R. S. 1991. Emotion and adaptation. New York:
Oxford University Press.

Leventhal, H., and Scherer, K. 1987. The relationship of
emotion to cognition: A functional approach to a semantic
controversy. Cognition and Emotion 1: 3-28.

Öhman, A. 1979. The orienting response, attention and
learning:  An information-processing perspective.  In H. D.
Kimmel, E. H. van Olst, and J. F. Orlebeke eds. The
orienting reflex in humans (pp. 443-471).  Hilsdale, NJ:
Erlbaum.

Paivio, A. 1971.  Imagery and verbal processes. New
York:  Holt, Rinehart, and Winston.

Pecchinenda, A. and Smith, C. A. 1996.  The motivational
significance of skin conductance activity during a difficult
problem-solving task.  Cognition and Emotion 10: 481-
503.

Pope, L. K., and Smith, C. A.  1994. On the distinct
meanings of smiles and frowns.  Cognition and Emotion 8:
65-72.

Roseman, I. J. 1984. Cognitive determinants of emotions:
A structural theory. In P. Shaver ed. Review of Personality
and Social Psychology (Vol. 5, pp. 11-36). Newbury Park,
CA: Sage.

Roseman, I. J. 1991. Appraisal determinants of discrete
emotions. Cognition and Emotion 5: 161-200.

Scherer, K. R. 1984. On the nature and function of
emotion:  A component process approach.  In K. R.
Scherer and P. Ekman eds. Approaches to emotion (pp.
293-317).  Hillsdale, NJ:  Erlbaum.

Scherer, K. R. 1988. Criteria for emotion-antecedent
appraisal: A review. In V. Hamilton; G. H. Bower; and N.
H. Frijda eds. Cognitive perspectives on emotion and
motivation (pp. 89-126). Boston: Kluwer Academic
Publishers.

Scherer, K. R.  1992.  What does a facial expression
express?  In K. T. Strongman (Ed.),  International review
of studies of emotion (Vol 2. pp. 139-165).  New York:
Wiley.

Scherer, K. R. 1997. Profiles of emotion-antecedent
appraisal: Testing theoretical predictions across cultures.
Cognition and Emotion 11: 113-150.

Simon, H. A.  1966.  Motivational and emotional controls
of cognition.  Psychological Review 74: 29-39.

Sloman, S. A.  1996.  The empirical case for two systems
of reasoning.  Psychological Bulletin 119: 3-22.

Smith, C. A. 1989. Dimensions of appraisal and
physiological response in emotion. Journal of Personality
and Social Psychology 56: 339-353.

Smith, C. A., and Ellsworth, P. C. 1985. Patterns of
cognitive appraisal in emotion. Journal of Personality and
Social Psychology  48: 813-838.

Smith, C. A., and Ellsworth, P. C. 1987. Patterns of
appraisal and emotion related to taking an exam. Journal of
Personality and Social Psychology 52: 475-488.

Smith, C. A., and Kirby, L. D. 2000. Consequences require
antecedents:  Toward a process model of emotion
elicitation.  In  J. Forgas ed.  Feeling and thinking:  The
role of affect in social cognition (pp. 83-106). New York:
Cambridge University Press.

Smith, C. A., and Kirby, L. D. 2001.  The person and
situation in transaction:  Antecedents of appraisal and
emotion.  Manuscript submitted for publication.
Vanderbilt University, Nashville, TN.

Smith, C. A., and Lazarus, R. S. 1990. Emotion and
adaptation. In L. A. Pervin ed. Handbook of personality:
Theory and research (pp. 609-637). New York: Guilford.

Smith, C. A., and Lazarus, R. S. 1993. Appraisal
components, core relational themes, and the emotions.
Cognition and Emotion 7: 233-269.

Smith, C. A., and Scott, H. S.  1997.  A componential
approach to the meaning of facial expressions.  In J. A.
Russell and J. M. Fernández-Dols eds. The psychology of
facial expression (pp. 229-254).  New York:  Cambridge
University Press.

Wright, R. A., Contrada, R. J., and Patane, M. J. 1986.
Task difficulty, cardiovascular response, and the magnitude
of goal valence.  Journal of Personality and Social
Psychology 51; 837-843.

Zajonc, R. B.  1980.  Feeling and thinking:  Preferences
need no inferences. American Psychologist 35: 151-175.


