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Abstract. The new emergence of algorithmic emotion technology can
supposedly measure people’s emotions and steer public moods and sentiments,
which raises red flags for political theory but also for ethical debates. Not
surprisingly, applications, like ‚sentiment analysis’ or ‚emotional AI’, are
critiqued from several sides; from being seen as reductionist in regard to
detecting a fluidity and diversity within human emotions and cultural
expressions, to being technologies that foster political manipulation, to also
growing into new industries that invisibly exploit and target moods and
sentiments. Most critical foci being on the latter, ours will be on the political
lineage between liberal views on emotions as liabilities and the way in which
emotion technology controls and measures emotions. We call this the liberal
narrative within emotion technology, which we associate with the particular
elements in the work of Habermas or Rawls. We develop two critiques around
the power of the liberal narrative: First, we show that a liberal view on emotions
as liabilities has led to controlling and measuring technologies in the first place,
which illustrates how political narratives shape technology. Second, we utilize
the political theory of Mouffe to counter this liberal narrative but also its
technological manifestation. By revisiting the antagonistic value of emotions
and or dissensus that she proposes, we resume that neither liberal concepts nor
emotion technologies leave any conceptual space for the empowering force of
emotions like found in movements of resistance. By informing a critique on
emotion technology through political theory, we show that technology design is
continuously shaped by, and shaping, political narratives on different levels and
that technology can play a role in extending, or breaking up, conceptual,
economic, political narratives or hegemonies once identified.
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1 Introduction

Politics is increasingly shaped by the growing power of computation (Sudmann,
2019; Coeckelbergh, 2020), but politics is also shaped by a fear of uncontrollable
emotions (Miller, 2011; Marcus, 2000). Recently, both have been united in the
algorithmic sphere. Through new technologies, like 'emotional AI' (McStay, 2018) or
'sentiment analysis' (Chakriswaran et al., 2019), we see new computational software
being developed that analyses, extracts or targets emotional states (or is claimed to do
so) via speech or visual analysis. While these applications are partially unregulated
and invisible within digital platforms, certain emotion technologies might be limited
due to technical shortcomings, but they have controlling and politically powerful
tendencies. Their manipulative potential lies in those technologies merging with
‘computational politics’ (Tufekci, 2014) and with cognitivist norms, political
ambitions with unregulated business interests (Bösel and Wiemer, 2020). Overall,
emotion technology poses a risk for democracy. While Rhodes (2022) speaks of filter
bubbles leading to homogeneous information streams, Levendusky (2013) points to
the growing force of digital architectures that polarize people through keeping them
on 'informational diets'. At the same time, researchers like K nig and Wenzelsburger
(2020) emphasize that technologies like AI will even increase the power of
computational politics 'because it affects public opinion formation' (2) and its
influence over regulating voters' and citizens’ affects. According to Howard (2020), if
combined with AI, then emotion technology could 'probably be used to charm and
provoke voters, spread misinformation, and take advantage of rich personal data to
make powerful emotional appeals. For countries that hold elections, AI-driven fake
users will become a new, serious, and internal threat to their democracy’ (146).

Having mentioned certain critical angles around emotion technology, we
emphasize an underdeveloped angle in this discussion. We will examine emotion
technology as a wider techno-political trend, not as a specific application, to trace
what we call its liberal narrative. We will illustrate how political theory, scientific
norms and computational technology co-narrative the value of emotions with
consequences for us either seeing emotions as liabilities or as empowering forces. The
technification of emotions, we will argue, is not only an technological challenge nor
only a scientific goal, but it has political power and embeds a political narrative in its
design ambition to control emotions; we call this the liberal narrative. Due to our
very narrow focus as philosophers, not political scientists, we only emphasize one
specific moment of liberal thinking; the devaluation and fear of emotions referring
which we revisit through the work of Habermas and Rawls. We will not provide an
overview on liberal or antagonistic theory, but only pick moments to contextualize
our work. One of which would be to say that liberal theories do not consider emotions
as empowering but rather as problematic political forces (Papacharissi, 2015; Marcus,
2000), and see emotions as liabilities to political rationality and to the rational
discourse (Habermas, 1987). Our argument is that this way of thinking is embedded in
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how emotion technology is designed. This does not overlook that these technologies
show traces of Cartesian traditions or cognitivist and reductionist approaches too
(Gates, 2011), but we mainly focus on the influence of political narratives on
technology so that we can establish a new critique on emotion technology and its
political aura.

We approach a critique on emotion technology and its political narratives in two
ways: First, we discuss how and why emotions became an interesting topic for
technology and for software design, how digital applications shape and steer political
moods even though recognition systems are not as accurate as expected. The first part
will mainly pay attention to the design of emotion technology, to its political power
like on manipulation, and to it being a lucrative business (Bösel and Wiemer, 2020;
Zuboff, 2019). This part revisits known concerns around emotion technology and its
limits, which brought together, act as a stepping stone for the second part. Second, we
then link emotion technology, with all its shortcomings, to what we call the liberal
narrative. Here, we debate the political lineage of political narratives on emotions and
state that emotion technology is the effect and result of a liberal political tradition that
problematizes emotions (Marcus, 2000; Miller, 2011; Habermas, 1987). Seeing this as
a negative approach to emotions, we point to consequences and to an alternative that
allows to break it up. Our goal is not to advertise an unconditional value of emotions
as good forces, but to present concerns about the liberal influence as a way to devalue
emotions while being an authority and hegemony over the normativity of emotions.
This seems like a political intervention and while it is, our contribution is on how this
way of thinking shapes the design of applications supposed to measure and control
emotions, namely, emotion or affect technology. Then we go one step further: By
including the antagonistic political work of Chantal Mouffe (1993, 2000, 2005), we
open up towards alternatives in narrating the power of emotions that are not
embedded in present technology. Our critique on emotion technology is one on
narrative, but we will show that this is not the only narrative to follow. Hence,
challenging the narrative, should challenge what technology we want to design.

We are motivated to equally show that the liberal narrative ignores a positive value
of emotions as forms of resistance or to broaden access to discourse in democracy.
Hence, pushing for new narratives on emotion as a critique on how emotion
technology occupies the discussion on emotion, is not a matter of nice to have, but
about political and technological hegemony. Acknowledging social movements like
Black Lives Matter or Friday For Future, we see that politicized emotions or
passions, as Mouffe would say, are not simply sidetracked rational discourses, but
lead to legitimate upheavals against power structures and discrimination. Hence, we
need to be careful in what narratives and biases we support through technology
(Noble, 2019) or if we want the discourse around emotions to be on them being
steered as physiological triggers or being liabilities. By employing two opposing
political theories on emotions (liberal and antagonistic) within a critique on emotion
technology, we employ political theory as one way to inform techno-philosophy and
vice versa (Coeckelbergh, 2022).
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2 Emotion technology: On cognitivist reductionism, affect
industries and computational politics

Emotion technology, also referred to as affect technology, emerged in the 90’s as a
result of cognitive sciences and programming unifying their ambition to make
emotional technology (Picard, 1997; Freed, 2020). Emotion technologies differ from
each other but we address one critique they have in common. These applications are
as reductionist and inaccurate (Pennebaker et al., 2015) as they are powerful (Stark,
2018). Let us unpack this briefly. The ‘turn to emotion in AI’ (Wilson, 2010), also
known as the cognitivist turn to emotions, changes how science and computation
deals with emotions; shifting away from experience towards emotion as physiological
or cognitive (Freed, 2020; Barrett et al., 2019; Wilson, 2010; Bösel and Wiemer,
2020). McStay (2018) writes that this implied that machines can count our ‘heart rate,
body temperature, respiration and the electrical properties of our skin, among other
bodily behaviours’ (3) and that now, ‘bodies and emotions have become machine-
readable’ (3). Yet, this does not imply that technology can ‘experience emotions’ (3,
emphasis in original). With methods on measuring emotions advancing, new
possibilities emerge in how to extract information and how to guide affective
behavior. This relates to recognition software but also to affective architectures and
nudging software.

Emotion recognition technology (as one branch of emotion technology) aims to
scale or read emotions, but with partially successful results (McStay, 2018; Stark,
2018; Telford, 2019; Crawford, 2021). At the same time, there are certain affect
triggering architectures that raise lots of critique due to being politically and
economically powerful and potent. Let us first pay attention to the idea of measuring
or scaling emotions. We face new 'ways of algorithmically filtering content' that
manifest a rationalistic view on emotion as detectable signs and not as culturally or
psychologically diverse or fluid practices. In fact, we do not even speak of measuring
emotions as much as we speak of tracing physiological markers that are said to be
emotional expressions (Freed, 2020), since recognition software cannot read
emotions. It tracks and detects visual or textual cues or patterns. This is highly
culturally biased as Gates (2011) points out in saying that 'humans see the faces of
others change, of necessity, along with changing cultural practices, social
conventions, and forms of social and technological organization' (11). Interestingly,
this critique is growing as rapidly as their value as an industry. The latter being a
major concerns around this topic. Thinking about the profitable side, then these
technologies are still lucrative, despite not being necessarily accurate or ethical. For
researchers like Zuboff (2019), the main purpose of affect technologies, like Picard’s
Affectiva, is for economic gain and to implement new behavioral triggers to manage
public moods. Even if Microsoft claims that is emotion technology Deep Empathy can
detect emotion and 'interpret' what individuals are feeling from reading video images
of a person’s face (Barrett et al., 2019), this is more of a prolific claim than the reality.

Despite its technical shortcomings, emotion technology seems politically powerful
in fostering manipulation, making nudging invisible, or in keeping informational
bubbles segregated. This has transformed political campaigning radically (Anstead,
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2017; Tufekci, 2014). Hence, the value of affective technologies is equally political as
it is lucrative even if this refers more to how algorithmic architectures steer public
debates rather than to emotion recognition software tracing individual expressions.
For instance, Nielson (2012) states that because of computational politics, we face a
new 'ground war' in engaging directly and more efficiently with the electorate that can
be easier mobilized and manipulated. A central concern here is that emotion software
opens doors to easier manipulation of affective behavior. There are various tools to
foster this concern; micro-targeting (Zuiderveen Borgesius et al., 2018: 83), testing
(Baldwin-Philippi, 2017: 628) or nudging (Thaler and Sunstein, 2008; Sætra, 2019) –
which are different forms of behavioral design, but each is influential while not
transparent to those influenced by it. Despite the fact that nudging is not necessarily
linked to the exploiting emotions triggers, but rather to multiplying cognitive bias
(Sætra, 2019). Next to the question if this new software is mobilizing emotions in
particular, we can say that algorithmic technologies raise questions on citizen
autonomy overall and throughout. This has consequences for campaigning and for
democratic participation beside how we define empowerment in discourse, or the lack
thereof. We already mentioned Rhodes’ (2022) concern over filter bubbles as a way
to keep political opinions in homogeneous spheres (which is not a new phenomena),
or Levendusky’s concern (2013) about how citizens are polarize via algorithmic
architectures keeping them on an 'informational diet'. In this context, we also see the
growing power of AI as concerning, which is pointed out by Coeckelbergh (2021),
Sudmann (2019) and Howard (2020). Its rise can have negative effects by making it
more possible to 'charm and provoke voters, spread misinformation, and take
advantage of rich personal data to make powerful emotional appeals. For countries
that hold elections, AI-driven fake users will become a new, serious, and internal
threat to their democracy’ (Howard, 2020: 146). While the political value of
mobilizing emotion via technological means cannot be underestimated, new concerns
are situated within the overlap of technogloical capacities, economic gain and
political goals. We leave this discussion for now. Next, we will unpack a different
angle from political theory to explore the narrative of emotions we see embedded in
technology.

3 Tracing the liberal narrative in emotion technology

What does it mean to follow a rationalistic view on emotions and how does this tell a
liberal narrative? Let us sum up what we discussed in the previous section. First, we
said that emotion technology is reductive and inaccurate to identify emotions as
states, and yet, some applications trace and shape political moods and sentiments
increasingly well. Keeping this paradox in mind, we cannot resolve it, but it also does
not conflict with our next discussion on how emotion technology extends a liberal
narrative since we are more concerned with the factors that go into the making of
technology than its accuracy. Besides the addressed shortcomings we revisited so far,
our argument is therefore that these kind of technologies support or extend a liberal
narrative, which means that not only do they classify emotions to signs and causalities
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and as steerable moods, but they favor a rational and predictive behavior that tries to
bring emotions under control, not to empower citizens. Our main point is that emotion
technology is designed for a problem inherently framed from a liberal angle on
emotions. This is not representative for the political value of emotions per se, but it
has become a dominant view for how science, politics and ethics discuss emotions as
liabilities or uncontrollable (and as distinct from reason).

Political emotions are historically devalued as an irrational driver behind decisions,
as easy to manipulate because out of affect, and anti-dotes to reason (Papacharissi,
2015, Mouffe, 2000). In political terms, the aim to control emotions is not a new
approach, but in technical terms, it is newly expressed. The idea of controlling
emotions can be traced back to how emotions are defined; as irrational, as unrulable,
as unstable and manipulative. For instance, Habermasian or Rawlsian 'liberal theories
are dominated by an individualistic, universalistic, and rationalistic framework that
assumes a pre-given, pre-political rational subjectivity' (Morrison, 2017: 534). While
Rawls (1996) considers a minimum level of rationality 'and a minimum level of
morality as natural and non- or pre-political rather than 'as articulating particular
political values' (Biesta, 2011: 143), Habermas (1987) sees the value of universalist
forms of morality and law as expressions of a collective process of learning. Overall,
the value of emotions is mostly limited to nationalist sentiment and is considered as
pre-discursive by Habermas (1987). While there is a theoretical lineage in emotions
being politically discredited resulting in a democracy of feeling (Davies, 2018), we
see traditionally how emotional and subjective assessments and evaluations are often
described as clouding the truth (Boler and Davis, 2018), which implies a 'willful
blindness to evidence, a mistrust of authority, and an appeal to emotionally based
arguments often rooted in fears or anxieties' (Laybats and Tredinnick, 2016: 204).

However, we might face (at least) two political trends intersected within emotion
technology. First, affect and emotion technology might be able to mobilize moods,
anger or sentiments of frustration by making them irrational, but second, affect
technology does not fabricate the reasons for these emotions to emerge as justified.
Emotions are embedded in a socioeconomic and political framework that tends to be
overlooked when fearing how very manipulative emotion technology has become
(Abreu and Öner, 2020). At the same time, it is valid to fear how anger and rage are
amplified or steered through technologies and exploited by industry. For instance,
B sel (2020) discusses how the 2016 US presidential election and the Brexit vote
were used as strategic approaches to mobilize voters’ and 'instrumentalized for the
advancement of authoritarian and populist policies' (10). Overall, we need to be
careful what conclusion we draw from these two trends, one on emotion technology
not producing unjustified emotions, and the other, emotion technology still exploiting
emotional and affective dynamics. Both embed political power and traditions that can
be challenged or at least, outlined.

Concluding, we do not place all the blame on the liberal narrative as the main
driver behind emotion technology, but we can surely consider that there is a
concerning lineage between controlling, rationalizing and devaluating. And moreover,
this is not a new one. This thinking represents a wider normative hegemony and
narrative of how '(p)hilosophy, political theory, and common sense tend to view
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emotion and reason as two opposite forces that must somehow be reconciled so that
people can function as informed citizens' (Papacharissi, 2015: 10). Now, if we argue
that political narrative matters for the norming, not only applying, of technology, then
we can go further and say that classification, political and economic value of emotion
technology fits into a liberal narrative to control something quite powerful like
emotions. Doing this, we then need to think of emotion technology employed by
'Google, Facebook, and the other tech giants themselves' as expanding on politically
liberal trends by also fostering 'serious threats to democracy and/or acting in contrast
to democratic values, in terms of their business strategies, data practices, and
enormous economic and socio-cultural power' (Sudmann, 2019: 10). This leads to
more worries; not only should worry about emotions as exploited through technology
in hidden, unregulated ways, but also about how technology exploits emotions by
extending liberal imaginaries of control. To be clear, we do not oppose liberal ideas
as such. We do not argue against liberal societies, but as we mentioned, we have
picked a specific moment within liberal thinking that problematizes emotions.
Problematizing emotions has established new ways to control emotions, new
hegemonies, which are spaces for more control and profit, and this where we see the
problem for democracy (Nemitz, 2018). Let us shift our attention to another
perspective that reflects critically on the liberal narrative. To counter the liberal
narrative we portrayed so far, we move on to alternatives which have dealt with the
limits of liberal thinking of emotions, not with emotion technology. Our aim is to
show a way in which we can approach the value of emotions differently to then urge
for new technologies of empowerment and a re-evaluation of emotions as political
forces. We saw that the value of political emotions is entangled with that of emotion
technology in and for politics, let us therefore look at why emotions can also matter as
empowering forces.

4 The antagonistic view on emotions and why changing the
political narrative matters

What should have emerged from the previous discussions is that emotions are
problematized in political narratives and standardized via cognitive measures into
technological design; all influencing each other. What might not be clear yet is that
there are different ways to norm emotions politically and maybe also technically.
While emotion technology assigns itself to the measuring tradition of cognitivist
programming, the work of Mouffe (1993, 2000, 2005) as an antagonistic approach to
political emotions offers us an empowering view on emotions (or passions). Having
said that the value of political emotions is entangled within emotion technology, let us
untangle that by leaving aside technology and focus on an empowering and
constructive narrative on emotions. Mouffe’s work urges us to move beyond the
liberal narrative by taking into account that emotions are empowering forces, which
could make us resist the techno-liberal narrative. We clarify again that it is not about
us thinking positive and advertising a 'rule of emotions', it is about bringing together
emotional narratives and political power to challenge new and problematic
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technological applications. This allows for two discussions to unite: First, to present
alternatives saying that emotions are powerful forces within democracy and discourse
not outside of them. Second, to establish a critique on emotion technology as a
controlling, but not empowering technology and to demand for new technologies that
can foster better narratives.

Presenting an empowering narrative on emotions, we turn to Mouffe as one of the
major voices of an antagonistic model of democracy. In her work, she emphasizes the
value of passions and dissensus (or conflict) arguing that collective passions are
‘moving forces of human conduct’ (Mouffe, 1993: 140). Still, we have to make sure
this is not misunderstood: Mouffe is equally concerned about a rise of undemocratic
or right-wight surges on the grounds of political mobilization of emotions (2005). We
do not employ Mouffe’s work to say; the more emotions, the better. But we question
the power narrative in trying to control emotions or to deny their political legitimacy.
While she does not engage with emotion technology, she critically responds to the
liberal narrative. Mouffe does not endorse a discursive chaos or a rule of emotions,
even if she is not very clear about how to unite and organize collective passions once
conflict arises, or what kind of conflict to allow and what kind of conflict to condemn.
However, what she is clear about, is that liberal values and norms are hegemonic and
exclusive and those in power decide whom to let into the discursive space via
problematizing emotions/passions. This is a crucial critique we share in understanding
that the value of emotions can be strategically devalued to dismantle a legitimate
social or political critique through labelling those who raise it as too emotional. For
Mouffe, the aggregative and deliberate political models proposed by Habermas and
others are not sufficiently incorporating that the political has to be inherently
antagonistic (2005, 2016). She hereby distinguished between what is political and
what is politics. The political is the ontological space in which antagonism unfolds
while politics refers to the practices and institutions that operate and manage the
democratic sphere (2005: 8,9). What she critiques is that there is no real antagonistic
space given by the liberal center to those who want to protest its power. Instead,
undemocratic (and for her, also right-wing) forces are mobilizing emotions in
problematic ways by using this very human need to express anger or fear, but through
pseudo-conflicts that end up manifesting unequal systems. Real antagonism, for her,
is necessary to counter these systems, or what she defines as 'hegemonic practices'
(2016, 1) which are 'practices of articulation through which a given order is created,
and the meaning of social institutions fixed therein' (1). Tambakaki (2014) sums up
Mouffe’s approach to fight the liberal hegemony as one that encourages 'acts of
‘doing’ to construct counter-hegemonic projects' and, therefore, 'of being agonistic by
virtue of such acts of construction'. This is why passions are 'a way of identifying
(with liberty and equality) that is affective enough to constitute political subjects and
strong enough to unite, …' (6). Mouffe is not alone with this critique. For instance,
Martha Nussbaum (2013) discusses the role of emotion as part of liberal societies and
from a philosophical view. For Nussbaum, emotions are as much a positive force and
a crucial pile of societal justice, but these have to be cultivated politically within
liberal society (3). Having pointed out that there are issues in how the liberal narrative
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devalues emotions, we will integrate this discussion into a critique on emotion
technology as a control mechanism instead of an empowering one.

5 Conclusion and summary

The liberal narrative in emotion technology has various consequences for how we
critique emotion technology and allows to identify how political theory or normativity
shapes technology and emotions. We will discuss two consequences of emotion
technology we see emerging through the lens of Mouffe’s work; first, in thinking
dissensus; and second, in understanding the taming versus the controlling of
emotions. These two allow us to elaborate short coming with emotion technology and
their liberal influence.

First, Mouffe endorses the role of passions in dissensus as political forces which is
not compatible with emotion technology as a hegemony of cognitivist classification,
political aims, and economic value. Since, it is not only about enabling conflict, but
about how conflict is enabled, by whom, and through what form of controlled space.
Allowing for a good conflict to emerge means to allow for a space in which resistance
(in whatever form) can be expressed and counter narrative to discrimination can exist,
but the implementation of emotion technology does the opposite: It is a controlled,
not a political space. This means it controls the norms and standards and the
economic value of emotions without asking for consent and without much regulation.
This creates a psychometric loop of cognitivist ambitions, economic interests, and
emotion narratives which is political too, but not empowering for citizens. Enabling
real antagonism as Mouffe suggests, would mean to allow for resistance and a counter
hegemony to emerge on the system in place. In this case, the political should offer a
participatory space for passions to be expressed, but not in form of access to platform
communication or to social media, but in the sense of being able to escape the
calculation and control of one’s moods via hidden means. It is not about joining the
communicative space to shape political conflict as noise, but about escaping the
psychometric hegemony via resistance.

Second, Mouffe sees political power in passions or emotions, but also in taming
these. Would this not even fit into what emotion technology does? In both cases,
conflict is endorsed and emerges. However, there is a major difference between the
liberal rationality in technology and Mouffe’s approach. Emotion technology does not
tame emotions in the sense of Mouffe, but it rationalizes emotions through a
cognitive, and eventually, liberal tradition, which we argued opens doors to
manipulation and to industry, not to the empowerment of citizens. These steps are
charged with political value and embed capitalist and classifying structures into
democratic spaces. In both cases, there could be some agreement over saying that
emotions are ok, but we need to manage these somehow to avoid political chaos.
While the regulation and rationalization of emotions through technology follows a
liberal fear of losing control over too emotional citizens that ironically and equally
shows in the ambition to manipulate these, Mouffe advertises for emotions to be
tamed differently. She promotes the possibility of an antagonistic and empowering
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space to avoid chaos, not to measure and control. The difference being that the first
feeds a liberal hegemony and the other urges for a counter hegemony thereof. Hence,
the first is about control, the second about avoiding chaos and enabling a space for
dissensus to foster counter hegemonies. Considering there are different consequences
from taming versus rationalizing emotions, the latter is highly problematic since
emotion technology is misused by a few powerful and unregulated industries while
increasing cultural bias and reductionism, it also does not legitimize movements like
Black Lives Matter or Fridays for Future. A rationalistic approach to emotions not see
much value in political rage or frustration. While this seems one-dimensional
considering the critique of this liberal and somewhat Cartesian thinking of discourse,
it also overlooks that certain social movements are not the result nor distortion of
reason or affect of manipulation, but reasonable, organized and justified responses to
systematic discrimination or ignorance. However, how to organize resistance and
where, fell short in this paper, but our optimism is shaky on the question if we can
escape the computational hegemony of psychometric scaling and observation to
which emotion technology seems to be only one tentacle.

To conclude our exploration, while not placing too much attention to how
emotions are steered politically, we did not underestimate that emotions can be
exploited for political manipulation or reactionary conflict. Instead, we preferred to
emphasize another angle; how scientific norms, political theories, algorithmic
architectures and economic interests are intersected in such a way to discredit the
value of emotions as empowering forces. Hence, we paid more attention to normative
lineages and less to the economic or manipulative power of emotion technology.
While we were brief on, we point to the crucial value of research on manipulation,
nudging, information bubbles or algorithmic power. Despite being rightly concerned
about this trend, the mobilization of emotion, for the sake of polarizing society, is not
new and it was not our main focus. We see that the manipulation of emotions (or what
counts as such) is less about tracing the weak spots of individual emotionality or
rationality, but about nudging or micro-targeting or persuasive design architectures. In
addition to these issues, the coding and reducing of emotions to signs seemed to have
fostered a new industry that exists unregulated and hidden. Neither endorsing a
'democracy of feeling' nor a Cartesian revival of reason, we highlighted that the wider
strategy to problematize emotions or affects is met by the goal to measure and
regulate these, and that this fits into a wider control narrative that liberal theories
provided indirectly. Our task was to highlight that liberal narrative in emotion
technology and its issues. One of which would that it becomes a dominant narrative of
how we frame emotions politically and to which technology then seems a solution to
set-up problem. However, emotion technology might only be an extension of the very
political hegemony it serves, and this matters as much as its other short comings.
Ultimately, we urge for more normative diversity and empowering narratives
regarding emotions in politics, and in how we translate political power into
technology. Would this mean to have less or just different technologies? In any case,
we need to scrutinize the political technologies and institutions at place so that neither
can manipulate nor ban emotions from discourse, but enables constructive and
inclusive angles on democratic and political thinking instead.
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