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2.Background

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

Plutchik’s primary emotions

be alignment-neutral, and its effect cannot be turn.
Anger 0% 104 ~0%0 0% o0 [ eost predicted without reference to the specific model.

Disgust +.055 _ +.063 -.025 -.053

Fear +.017 +.070 -.087 -.005

Sadness -.021 +.121 -.015

Surprise
(future work)

Trust +.084 +.162 . -.015

. improves alignment . worsens alignment Neutral = absolute baseline - other rows = A vs neutral I ‘ e e e I I C e s

Conclusion: the effect is model-specific — no single emotion improves alighment across all three models.

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

Answer: yes for 2 of 3 models, but the effect is model-specific. 1] Shen et al. (2025). Mind the value—action gap: do LLMs act in alighment with their values? EMNLP.

Baseline alignment is low for all (F1 = 0.22-0.27): the gap is real.
Llama-3.3-70B: every emotion 1 alignment; disgust largest (+0.25).
DeepSeek-V3: most emotions 7 (trust, joy +0.08); sadness slightly V.
Qwen-2.5-7B: opposite: most emotions {; joy worst (-0.19); only disgust *.

2] Schwartz (2012). An overview of the Schwartz theory of basic values. ORPC.
3] Plutchik (1980). Emotion: A Psychoevolutionary Synthesis. Harper & Row.
4] Lerner et al. (2015). Emotion and decision making. Annual Review of Psychology.
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