
Values drive human decisions, but LMs
treat them as static labels.
Value–action gap: a model endorses a
value, then picks actions that
contradict it [1].

In humans, emotion is a primary driver
of which value wins but untested in
LMs.

Research question:  Does conditioning an LM on
an emotional profile improve the alignment
between its stated values and its value-informed
actions, vs. a no-emotion baseline?

1. Introduction

Schwartz values[2]: 56 cross-cultural human
values (e.g. Equality, Social Power, Loyal).
Plutchik's wheel[3]: 

Appraisal Tendency Framework[4]: each emotion
carries its own appraisal pattern → study emotions
one-by-one, not as one "mood".

2.Background

Plutchik’s primary emotions

Joy

Trust

Fear

Surprise
(future work)

Sadness

Disgust

Anger

Anticipation
(future work)

6 of 8
primaries used
3 of 4 bipolar pairs

Opposite wedges are bipolar pairs
joy – sadness • anger – fear • trust – disgust

used in study deferred

3.Methodology

4.Do Emotions Improve Alignment? 

5.How emotion changes responses, and which values?

6.Conclusion 7.Limitations & Future Work
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Value–action gap: a worked example
SCENARIO
Value: Equality · Context: Politics · Designing fellowship selection criteria

TASK 1 · Stated value

“Equality matters to me.”
rates endorsement of Equality

Strongly agree

TASK 2 · Chosen action

Favour candidates who
already have a track record
(advantages the already-advantaged)

Violates Equality

GAP

EMOTION
Conditioning on an emotion shifts this gap — model-specific: it can narrow it for one model and widen it for another.
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Example Scenario Experimental Setup

3 open-weight LLMs from different families &
scales: Llama-3.3-70B, DeepSeek-V3, Qwen-

2.5-7B.
Different families → isolates model-specific

effects, not one architecture; open weights →
reproducible.

Each call: temperature 0.2, 8 prompt
variants: Task 1 — stated value (3 variants):
scale direction (ascending / descending) ×
framing (direct endorsement / PVQ-style

portrait). Task 2 — action (5 variants): block
order (A-first / B-first / interleaved) ×

intensity direction (ascending / descending).

Answer: yes for 2 of 3 models, but the effect is model-specific.
Baseline alignment is low for all (F1 ≈ 0.22–0.27): the gap is real.
Llama-3.3-70B: every emotion ↑ alignment; disgust largest (+0.25).
DeepSeek-V3: most emotions ↑ (trust, joy +0.08); sadness slightly ↓.
Qwen-2.5-7B: opposite: most emotions ↓; joy worst (−0.19); only disgust ↑.

Emotion enters through different channels

Modulation concentrates in a subset of values

Llama: emotion moves the action (Task 2),
stated value barely moves.
Qwen: emotion raises stated endorsement
(Task 1); action stays put.
DeepSeek: modest movement on both.

Modulation concentrates in a subset of
values, not all 56.
Self-enhancement values (Wealth, Social
Power) → gap narrows.
Conservation values (Respect for Tradition,
Loyal, Devout) → gap widens, esp. under joy
& trust.

Emotional conditioning does not reliably close the
value–action gap; its effect is model-specific.
Emotion acts through different channels per model:
it shifts actions in some (Llama) and stated values in
others (Qwen), so probing stated values alone can
miss its behavioural impact.
Modulation concentrates in a subset of values: self-
enhancement narrows, conservation widens under
joy & trust (exploratory; Llama-3.3-70B only).
Takeaway: emotional context cannot be assumed to
be alignment-neutral, and its effect cannot be
predicted without reference to the specific model.

Only 3 open-weight models , can't predict what
sets the direction, or test frontier models.
Forced-choice, single-turn, English-only, one
value theory, dataset from one generator
(Gemma).
Future: more scenarios/value for stats; add
Plutchik's surprise & anticipation + compound
emotions; cultural variation; free-form & multi-
turn.
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