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attribute of feelings is also illustrated in a series of studies by Keltner, Locke, and
Audrain (1993), who found, for instance, that students' negative feelings following
an exam (1) depressed their judgments of life satisfaction when the feelings were
attributed to things in general but not when the feelings were attributed to the
exam in particular, and (2) depressed their judgments of academic satisfaction
when the feelings were attributed to the exam but not when the feelings were
attributed to things in general.

Diagnosticity as Relevance Pham (1998) proposed that, holding the representa­
tiveness of the feelings constant, the reliance on feelings as information addition­
ally depends on their perceived relevance to the judgment or decision at hand.
Consistent with this proposition, he observed that people are more influenced
by their mood when making decisions guided by experiential motives than when
making decisions guided by instrumental motives-an effect that has been rep­
licated in multiple studies (Adaval, 2001; Yeung & Wyer, 2004). Presumably, this
is because feelings are perceived to be more relevant for assessing the potential
fulfillment of experiential goals (e.g., "Would I have fun at this movie?") than for
assessing the potential fulfillment of instrumental goals (e.g., "Would seeing this
movie help me achieve X?"). Similarly, it has been found that achievement-related
emotions (cheerfulness vs. dejection) have stronger influence on product evalu­
ations when consumers have achievement goals than when they have protection
goals, whereas protection-related emotions (quiescence vs. agitation) have stronger
influence when consumers have protection goals than when they have achieve­
ment goals (Bosmans & Baumgartner, 2005). Therefore, the more relevant the
emotional feelings to the goal being pursued, the more influence they have on
judgment. In general, feelings will also be perceived as more relevant when the
dimension of judgment is primarily affective (e.g., phYSical attractiveness, enjoy­
ment) than when it is more cognitive (e.g., intelligence, usefulness; see R. S. Wyer,
Clore, & Isbell, 1999). For example, Schwarz and colleagues (1987) found that
mood states have greater influence on judgments of well-being-presumably a
more affective judgment-than on reported satisfaction with one's work or current
housing-presumably more cognitive judgments.

Diagnosticity as Predictive Validity Holding the perceived representativeness of
the feelings constant, the reliance on feelings in judgments also appears to depend
on their perceived predictive validity. For example, Avnet and Pham (2007) used
a procedure adapted from Schwarz and colleagues (1991) to manipulate partici­
pants' momentary trust in their feelings while holding the perceived representa­
tiveness and relevance of these feelings constant. Schwarz and colleagues (1991)
had found that when material is easy to retrieve from memory, the experience of
ease of retrieval reinforces the judgmental implications of the retrieved material,
whereas when the material is difficult to retrieve, the experience of difficulty of
retrieval reverses the judgmental implications of the retrieved material. Building
on this finding, Avnet and Pham (2007) asked participants to recollect either two
instances of successful reliance on feelings in judgments or decisions, which is
subjectively easy, or 10 instances, which is subjectively difficult. It was predicted
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that participants in the two-instance condition would have higher momentary trust
in their feelings than participants in the lO-instance condition. As predicted, it
was found that participants' evaluations of a book were more strongly affected by
their incidental mood state when they had high momentary trust in their feelings
than when they had low momentary trust. Similarly, participants' attitudes toward
an advertised message were more affected by the pleasantness of the commer­
cial's soundtrack when they had high momentary trust in their feelings than when
they had low momentary trust. According to Avnet and Pham (2007), these find­
ings suggest that the reliance on feelings as information may involve a metacogni­
tive assessment of the predictive validity of the feelings. The notion of predictive
validity as a dimension of the perceived diagnosticity of the feelings in judgment
also transpires in Raghunathan and Pham's (1999) finding that anxiety and sad­
ness have more influence on individuals making decisions for themselves than on
individuals making decisions for someone else. This is presumably because people
perceived their feelings to be more predictive of their own preferences than of
someone else's.

Diagnosticity as Convergent Validity Some studies suggest that the perceived
diagnosticity of feelings increases when the feeling experience seems to converge
across multiple sources (Adaval, 2001; Gasper & Clore, 1998). For example, Adaval
(2001) found that consumers place greater weight on product attribute informa­
tion when this information is evaluatively consistent with the consumer's mood
than when it is evaluatively inconsistent. According to Adaval (2001), when there is
evaluative convergence between the attribute information and the mood state, the
information "just feels right," which increases its perceived validity (see Lee and
Higgins's chapter in this volume for a discussion of the related notion of regulatory
fit). Similarly, Gasper and Clore (1998) observed that incidental states of anxiety
had stronger influence on judgments ofpersonal risk-consistent with a "How scary
does it feel?" heuristic-among participants with high trait anxiety than among
participants with low trait anxiety. Among participants with high trait anxiety, inci­
dental feelings of anxiety influenced judgments of personal risk even when the
actual source of the incidental feelings of anxiety was made salient (i.e., even when
their representativeness was decreased). Apparently, the consistency between the
incidental feeling experience of anxiety and the person's chronic tendency to expe­
rience such feelings increases the perceived validity of these feelings.

The proposed distinction among these four dimensions of perceived diagnos­
ticity of feelings is primarily meant to be conceptual and taxonomic. However,
empirical differences among these dimensions can also be identified. As mentioned
above, there is evidence that feelings are generally assumed to be representative
of the target by default (Schwarz, 1990; Albarracin & Kumkale, 2003). In contrast,
the relevance of the feelings to the judgment or decision to be made appears to
be assessed with much greater flexibility. For example, the finding that feelings
are used more when the decision makers have experiential motives than when
they have instrumental motives (Pham, 1998) is too robust to be compatible with
the notion that feelings are assumed to be relevant by default. Rather, it appears
that the relevance of feelings is assessed with great efficiency and flexibility. This
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efficiency and flexibility also transpires in a recent unpublished analysis of con­
sumer responses to a thousand Belgian television commercials (Geuens, Pham,
and De Pelsmaker, 2007). In this study, a large sample of Belgian consumers wasrTlT.1l\'O;easeoo.';,1a;r.-

• • • •• complete cllallon to
asked to watch a large number of teleVISIon commercIals and rate theIr attItude"l..Jl.l~· _
toward each advertised brand. Separate groups of coders were used to code (1)
the emotional content of each ad and (2) the hedonic-versus-utilitarian nature of
each advertised product or service. Aggregate analyses across ads show that con-
sumers' brand attitudes were more influenced by the emotional content of the ad
when the advertised product or service was hedonic than when it was utilitarian.
This interaction between the emotional content of the ad and the product's or
service's category is quite remarkable considering that respondents who reported
their brand attitudes saw 40 to 50 commercials in a row and were not expliCitly
asked to pay attention to the emotional content of the ad or to the hedonic/utili-
tarian nature of each advertised product or service. In other words, despite view-
ing many commercials in a row, respondents appear to spontaneously adjust their
brand attitude judgments online for the relevance of their feelings. This type of
efficient adjustment for the relevance of feelings is very different from the type
of default value that is assumed with respect to the representativeness of feelings.
Additional research may reveal further differences among the four dimensions of
diagnosticity identified above.

Note that the four dimensions of perceived diagnosticity of feelings discussed
here-perceived representativeness, perceived relevance, predictive validity, and
convergent validity-all have a logical basis. It seems logical to rely more on one's *
feelings if they are perceived to be representative of the target, if they are relevant
to the judgment or decision at hand, if they are perceived to have predictive valid-
ity, and if they are perceived to have convergent validity. In other words, these
four dimensions of the subjective diagnosticity of feelings all have some objective
grounding. However, it appears that certain factors that do not have a logical basis
of diagnosticity-namely, the person's regulatory focus and the person's tempo-
ral perspective-also influence the reliance on feelings through their influence
on subjective diagnosticity. These factors are discussed independently under the
separate notion of situational engagement.

On the Imagery Boundedness ofSeeing How It Feels

Decision making often involves an assessment of options that are not present in
the decision maker's environment (e.g., deciding from home which restaurant to go
to) or whose evaluative consequences need to be projected (e.g., assessing whether
a trip to the beach would be fun). Building on previous theoretical suggestions
(Kahneman & Snell, 1990), Pham (1998) proposed that consumers often make
such decisions by accessing or constructing mental pictures of the options and
"seeing how they feel," especially when the consumers have experiential motives.
Consistent with this proposition, he found (1) that reliance on the HDIF heuristic
is more pronounced among consumers with a visual as opposed to propOSitional
style of processing, and (2) that anticipatory feeling responses are indeed instanti­
ated when consumers evaluate options with experiential motives. The proposition
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that decision making is often based on anticipatory feeling responses to mental pic­
tures of the options has been echoed by other researchers (Gilbert, Gill, & Wilson,
2002; Hsee & Rottenstreich, 2004; Loewenstein, Weber, Hsee, & Welch, 2001;
Rottenstreich & Hsee, 2001). For example, Slovic and his colleagues observed that
affective ratings of mental pictures elicited by various cities were strongly cor­
related with people's intention to visit or live in these cities (Finucane, Alhakami,
Slovic, & Johnson, 2000).

The characteristics of the mental pictures involved in feeling-based judgments
and decisions have important consequences on the nature of these judgments
and decisions. According to Kahneman and his colleagues (Kahneman, Ritov, &
Schkade, 1999; Kahneman & Snell, 1990), the pictures involved in affective valu­
ations tend to be discrete, prototypical representations of the target and have a
fixed-time, snapshot-like quality as opposed to a continuous-time, film-like quality.
As a result, affective judgments involving such mental pictures tend to have dis­
tinct properties (see Pham, 2007 for a review).

One of these properties is an insensitivity to the scale of the target. For exam­
ple, in a study by Hsee and Rottenstreich (2004), respondents were asked how
much they would be willing to donate to save either one or four pandas. When
the number of pandas saved was represented in an abstract fashion (one or four
dots), donations were much higher in the four-panda condition than in the one­
panda condition, as would logically be expected. However, when the number of
pandas saved was represented in an affectively rich fashion (one or four pictures of
cute pandas), donations were not different in the four- and one-panda conditions,
suggesting that affective judgments of value tend to be insensitive to quantitative
information about the target. This result echoes other findings showing that when
assessing the value of programs designed to save a large number of human lives­
an emotionally charged judgment-people exhibit substantial insensitivity to the
absolute number of lives saved (Fetherstonhaugh, Slovic, Johnson, & Friedrich,
1997). The insensitivity of affective judgments to the quantitative scale of the tar­
get seems to arise from the fact that such judgments are typically based on a con­
crete prototypical picture of the target that captures its identity (e.g., panda) but
not quantitative information beyond this identity.

A second, related property is an insensitivity to probability beyond the pres­
ence or absence of uncertainty (Loewenstein, Weber, Hsee, & Welch, 2001;
Monat, Averill, & Lazarus, 1972; Rottenstreich & Hsee, 2001; Sunstein, 2003).
For example, awareness of the timing of an imminent threat produces the same
level of stress and physiological arousal whether the threat has a ,5%, 50%, or 100%
probability of occurrence (Monat, Averill, & Lazarus, 1972). Similarly, people are
not willing to pay much more to avoid a high probability of receiving an elec­
tric shock-a prospect rich in negative affect-than to avoid a low probability of
receiving the same shock, even though they are willing to pay much more to avoid
a high probability oflosing $20-a prospect less rich in affect-than to avoid a low
probability of losing $20 (Rottenstreich & Hsee, 2001). These findings can also be
explained by the discrete nature of the mental images of threats that people invoke
in affective assessments of risk. For example, when assessing the risk of dying in
a plane crash, a prospect presumably rich in affect, people typically conjure vivid
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images of planes crashing. Such images typically do not incorporate probability
information beyond the nature of the threat itself (Loewenstein, Weber, Hsee, &
Welch, 2001). In contrast, prospects that are poorer in affect appear to bring to
mind representations that do include the prospect's probabilistic information (e.g.,
"a 20% chance ofX" rather than simply the image ofX). According to Slovic and his
colleagues, affective valuations are sensitive to possibility (i.e., deviations from cer­
tainty) rather than to probability (Slovic, Finucane, Peters, & MacGregor, 2002).

A third property of affective valuations is an insensitivity to the temporal con­
text of the options (Gilbert, Gill, & Wilson, 2002). That is, affective valuations of
options are less sensitive to the temporal element surrounding the options than are
cognitive valuations of the same options. Again, this is because the mental pictures
of the targets that are accessed in affective valuations are less likely to incorporate
temporal information. For example, the prospect of haVing a nice dinner at a fancy
restaurant tends to bring the same image to mind whether the dinner is at 6:00
pm on a Sunday or at 11:00 pm on a Friday. Gilbert and his colleagues (2002)
observed, for instance, that participants who are hungry tended to judge the idea
of eating spaghetti as very attractive, whether the meal was set to take place in the
evening or in the morning. In contrast, participants who were not hungry rated
the idea of eating spaghetti as significantly more attractive in the evening than in
the morning. The authors propose that this is because hungry participants tend to
over-project how they feel toward the meal, which they represent in an atemporal
fashion ("spaghetti" rather than "spaghetti in the morning"), whereas participants
who are not hungry are able to correct this tendency and adjust their judgment for
the fact that spaghetti is generally more appropriate as an evening meal than as a
morning meal.

Query and Response-Mapping Dependency

A growing body of research suggests that feelings are subject to contingent behav­
ioral interpretation. In other words, the same feelings may have different behav­
ioral consequences depending on how they are interpreted by the decision maker.
Two sources of interpretational differences can be distinguished: (1) the first lies in
the question that the decision makers are trying to answer privately while monitor­
ing their feelings; (2) the second lies in the mapping of the privately interpreted
feelings onto overt behavioral or judgment responses.

Query Dependency Depending on the question privately being asked (i.e., query
being made), the same feelings may have different interpretations and therefore
different behavioral consequences.5 For example, in a series of studies by Martin,
Ward, Achee, and Wyer (1993), respondents who were either in a positive mood
or in a negative mood were asked to perform various tasks under one of two sets
of instructions. One group was asked to keep working until they were satisfied
with their performance. The other group was asked to keep working until they no
longer enjoyed the task. When instructed to keep working until they were satis­
fied with their performance, respondents in a negative mood worked longer than
those in a positive mood, a result consistent with the finding discussed earlier that
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negative mood typically leads to more careful processing compared to positive
mood. However, when instructed to keep working until they no longer enjoyed
the task, the effect reversed: Respondents in a negative mood stopped sooner than
those in a positive mood. This interaction may be understood in terms of query
dependency. When the instruction was to keep working until satisfied with the
performance, participants likely asked themselves something like "How happy am
I with my performance?" In light of this query, a negative mood was construed as
dissatisfaction with one's effort, producing greater perseverance, whereas a posi­
tive mood was construed as satisfaction with one's effort, triggering an early stop.
In contrast, when the instruction was to keep working until the task was no longer
enjoyed, participants likely asked themselves "How much fun am I having?" In
light of this question, a negative mood was construed as the task being not fun,
producing an early stop, whereas a positive mood was construed as the task being
fun, producing perseverance. Therefore, the same feelings, positive or negative,
can have very different interpretations and behavioral implications depending on
the question that people are privately asking themselves (e.g., "Am I happy with my
performance?" vs. "Am I having fun?").

The principle of query dependency can also account for recent results by
Andrade (2005) and similar results by Kivetz and Kivetz (2007). Andrade (2005)
recently found that positive-mood participants expressed higher willingness to
consume a new brand of chocolate than neutral-mood participants. This mood­
congruency finding is consistent with multiple explanations, including different
affect-as-information inferences. For example, if participants asked themselves
"How do I feel about this chocolate?," positive-mood participants would presum­
ably reach more favorable judgments than would neutral-mood participants. More
interesting, however, was the effect of negative mood. Unlike the effect of positive
mood, this effect was different for men and women. Whereas men in a negative
mood expressed lower willingness to consume the chocolate than men in a neutral
mood did, consistent with mood-congruency, women in a negative mood expressed
higher willingness to consume the chocolate than women in a neutral mood did,
reversing the mood-congruency effect. According to Andrade (2005), this is
because women are more likely to view chocolate as having mood-lifting proper­
ties. As a result, women in a negative mood find eating chocolate more attractive
than women in a neutral mood do. This finding can also be interpreted in terms
of differences in queries. Whereas men facing chocolates tend to ask themselves
"How do I feel about it?", women facing the same options are more likely to ask
themselves an affect-regulation question such as "Would it make me feel better or
worse?" As a result, men exhibit classic mood-congruency: reaching more favor­
able evaluations under positive mood than under neutral mood, and more unfa­
vorable evaluations under negative mood than under neutral mood. In contrast,
women reach more favorable evaluations both under positive mood ("I would feel
worse not eating chocolate") and under negative mood ("I would feel better eating
chocolate") compared to a neutral mood.

Very similar results by Kivetz and Kivetz (2007) can be reinterpreted in the
same way. These researchers found that when given an ostensibly real choice
between a soothing massage and a grocery-store credit, negative-mood participants
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were more likely to choose the massage than neutral-mood participants. However,
when the choice was described as only hypothetical, negative-mood participants
were less likely to choose the massage than neutral-mood participants. A query­
dependency interpretation of the results would propose that description of the
choice as being real versus only hypothetical changed the nature of the question
that respondents spontaneously asked themselves. When the choice was described
as real, respondents were more likely to view the options in affect-regulation terms
and privately ask themselves a question such as "Which one would make me feel
better?" As a result, negative-mood participants exhibited stronger preferences for
the more hedonically rewarding massage than neutral-mood participants did. In
contrast, when the choice was described as only hypothetical, respondents were
more inclined to view it in more abstract terms and ask themselves instead "How
do I feel about it?" As a result, negative-mood participants exhibited lower prefer­
ences for the massage than neutral-mood participants, presumably because the
massage did not feel attractive (assuming that the massage was the more salient of
the two options).

Response-Mapping Dependency The second source of differences in the inter­
pretation of feelings lies in the mapping of privately interpreted feelings onto an
overt response. Even if the question addressed by the feelings is held constant,
behavioral response may still be different. For example, Martin, Aben, Sedikides,'"""':-"'.""'ea""se""ve""rt:--

~ spelling here and in
and Green (199 () found that, when asked to evaluate a story that was meant t· @
be happy, participants in a happy mood reported more favorable evaluations than
participants in a sad mood, consistent with typical mood congruency. However,
when asked to evaluate a story that was meant to be sad, participants in a sad mood
reported more favorable evaluations than participants in a happy mood. These
results can be interpreted in terms of differences not in query, but in response
mapping. In both conditions, participants likely asked themselves the same ques-
tion (made the same query): "How does this story make me feel?" A pre-existing
happy mood skewed participants' private responses toward "It makes me feel
happy," and a pre-existing sad mood skewed their private responses toward "It
makes me feel sad." The main difference across conditions was in the translation of
these private responses onto overt judgmental responses. When participants were
asked to assess whether it was "a good happy story," private subjective responses
that "It makes me feel happy" meant "Yes," and private subjective responses that
"It makes me feel sad" meant "No." In contrast, when participants were asked to
assess whether it was "a good sad story," private subjective responses that "It makes
me feel happy" meant "No," and private subjective responses that "It makes me
feel sad" meant "Yes."

Overall, these results demonstrate that the information value of the feelings
lies not so much in the feelings themselves as in the interaction between these
feelings and (1) the questions that people are trying to answer privately when con­
sulting their feelings (query dependency) and (2) the task they are trying to com­
plete with these private answers (response-mapping dependency). These private
questions and the mapping of their private answers will be dictated by situational
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demands, the nature of the judgments or choices to be made, and more generally
the person's currently active goals (Pham, 2004).

Situational Engagement of the Affective System

An emerging body of findings suggests that certain motivational and situational
factors encourage the reliance on feelings as information in judgment and decision
making even if, from a logical standpoint, the objective (as opposed to subjective)
diagnosticity of the feelings is held constant. Two of these factors have recently
been identified: the person's regulatory focus and the person's temporal perspec­
tive. These factors seem to influence the engagement of the overall affective sys­
tem of judgment and decision making independent of the logical diagnosticity of
the feelings (Le., independent of their representativeness, relevance, predictive
validity, and convergent validity).

According to regulatory focus theory (Higgins, 1997), human self-regulation
involves two separate systems: a promotion system, whose strategic orientation is
approach-oriented, and a prevention system, whose strategic orientation is avoid­
ance-oriented. For example, in the pursuit of a goal such as "becoming an excel­
lent tennis player," the promotion system will favor approach strategies that seek
matches to the desired end-state (e.g., attending tennis camps, practicing every
day), whereas the prevention system will favor avoidance strategies that prevent
mismatches to the desired end-state (e.g., refraining from smoking) (see also Pham
& Higgins, 2005). Pham and Avnet (2004) observed that in persuasion settings, a
promotion focus increases the reliance on one's feeling response to the advertise­
ment and decreases the reliance on the substance of the message, whereas a pre­
vention focus has opposite effects. They additionally found that these changes in
the reliance on feelings versus substantive information were driven by an increase
in the perceived diagnosticity of feelings among promotion-focused individuals
compared to prevention-focused individuals, even though there is no real logi­
cal basis for the difference in perceived diagnosticity across the two orientations
(unlike in studies where the representativeness, relevance, predictive validity, or
convergent validity of feelings was varied). In subsequent studies (Pham & Avnet,
2007), these researchers found similar effects in other judgment settings. For
example, compared to chronically prevention-focused individuals, chronically pro­
motion-focused individuals (1) put more weight on affective information in form­
ing impressions of other people and (2) are more influenced by their mood state in
evaluating products.

Pham (2004, 2007) recently theorized that the affective system of judgment
and decision making is a system of the present. As a likely remnant of our evolu­
tionary past, the affective system was most probably meant to guide our ancestors
through choices that they faced in their immediate environment. Consequently,
it can be hypothesized that feelings are more likely to serve as sources of infor­
mation in judgment and decisions set in the present or in the immediate future
than in judgment and decisions set in a more distant future, even if, logically, feel­
ings should be equally diagnostic across time frames. Consistent with this hypoth­
esis, Chang and Pham (2007) recently found that, given a choice between two
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apartments-one that is more attractive on affective dimensions and one that is
more attractive on cognitive dimensions-consumers deciding for the immediate
future tend to choose the affectively superior option, whereas consumers deciding
for a more distant future tend to choose the cognitively superior option. To further
document that it is the weight of affective information in particular that varies
with the temporal perspective, they show in another experiment that consum­
ers' mood also exerts more influence on their decision to rent a given apartment
for the coming month than on the decision to rent the same apartment one year
from now. In additional experiments, they further show that the scope insensitivity
bias mentioned earlier as being characteristic of affect-based evaluations (Hsee &
Rottenstreich, 2004) is more pronounced in decisions set in the immediate future
than in decisions set in a more distant future. This bias is also more pronounced
when consumers are primed to think about a recent past than when they are
primed to think about a more distant past. These findings collectively suggest that
a present orientation skews judgment and decision making toward a more affective
mode of thinking and a greater reliance on feelings as information. Note again that
there is no clear logical reason why feelings would objectively be more diagnostic
for decisions set in the present than for decisions set in the future because the
criteria would remain the same across time frame. Therefore, some factors such
as the person's regulatory focus or temporal perspective trigger a greater or lower
engagement of the entire affective system of judgment independently of the objec­
tive diagnosticity of the feelings.

GAIM: A GENERALIZED AFFECT-AS­
INFORMATION MODEL OF JUDGMENT

It should be clear from this chapter that the affect-as-information framework has
much to offer to our understanding of consumer judgment and decision making.
This framework has enormous explanatory power beyond its traditional applica­
tions in social psychology. The framework can be generalized into a broader model
of informational influences of affect in judgment and decision making that accounts
for a wide range of phenomena: the CAlM (pronounced "game"), Ceneralized
Affect-as-Information Model of judgment (see Figure 8.1).

According to the CAlM, the reliance on feelings in judgment is conditional on
the interaction of three set of factors: (1) the target to be evaluated, (2) the person's
goals, and (3) various situational factors. Mental access to the target is achieved
either through direct perception if the target is present in the immediate environ­
ment, or through an intermediary mental representation or "mental picture" if the
target is not present in the immediate environment. A combination of perception
and mental representation is pOSSible (e.g., a consumer reviewing a BMW 3-series
brochure and imagining driving the featured vehicle).

The mental representation of the target that is typically accessed when feelings
are sought as information tends to be concrete, prototypical, and discrete (i.e., pic­
ture-like rather than movie-like). Although this mental representation may provide
a clear picture of the target's imagined identity, it typically does not fully capture
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Figure 8.1 CAlM: A Ceneral Affect-as-Information Model ofJudgment.

the target's quantitative scope, its probability, and its temporal context. As a result,
judgments based on affect tend to be scope-insensitive, probability-insensitive, and
temporal-context-insensitive, but they are very sensitive to the identity of the tar­
get (Pham, 2007).

Perception of the target and/or its mental representation triggers two types
of informational inputs: descriptive beliefs about the target's major attributes and
subjective feelings. These subjective feelings are characterized not only by their
valence and intensity, but also by their emotional quality (e.g., sadness vs. anxiety;
joy vs. pride), which is dictated by a cognitive appraisal of the target that is partially
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automatic (Buck, 198,5; Hoffmann, 1986). Due to pervasive misattribution, a per­
son's subjective feelings toward a target can easily be contaminated by incidental
feelings such as those arising from a contextually induced mood state. The subjec­
tive affective response to a mental representation of the target (as opposed to a
direct perception of the target) can be called an "anticipatory affective response"
(e.g., "Thinking about it makes me excited"). It is a genuine feeling response that
is not to be confused with a descriptive belief about affective consequences of the
target (e.g., "It would be fun"), which might rather be called an "anticipated affect"
or an "affective expectation."

It is probable that, upon perception or mental representation of the target,
descriptive beliefs about the target and subjective feelings toward the target are
activated in parallel rather than strictly sequentially. However, because subjective
feelings tend to be elicited and registered faster than descriptive beliefs (Pham,
Cohen, Pracejus, & Hughes, 2001; Verplanken, Hofstee, & Janssen, 1998; Zajonc,
1980), descriptive beliefs toward the target often tend to be steered in the direc­
tion of the initial feelings (Pham, Cohen, Pracejus, & Hughes, 2001; Yeung &
Wyer, 2004). That is, spontaneous "cognitive responses" toward the target tend to
be correlates of initial affective responses to the target rather than truly indepen­
dent inputs.6

The relative weight that subjective feelings and descriptive beliefs receive in
the formation of a private inference about the target depends on standard acces­
sibility-diagnosticity principles (Feldman & Lynch, 1988). Everything else being
equal, subjective feelings are weighted more heavily (relative to descriptive beliefs)
if they are more accessible and perceived to be more diagnostic. An obvious deter­
minant of the relative accessibility of the feelings is their sheer intensity; another
is the degree to which the person is attending to his or her feelings. Other indirect
determinants include factors that influence the relative accessibility of descrip­
tive beliefs. The perceived diagnosticity of feeling is a function of several factors:
(1) their perceived representativeness-that is, the degree to which the feelings
are perceived to emanate from and reflect essential properties of the target; (2)
their perceived relevance for the judgment or decision at hand, which depends on
the person's motives; (3) their perceived predictive validity, which depends, among
other things, on whether the judgment is done for the self or for someone else; and
(4) their perceived convergence with other judgment inputs. Each of these types of
determinants seems to have a logical basis in shaping the perceived diagnosticity
of feelings. However, other factors that do not seem logically related to the objec­
tive diagnosticity of feelings also seem to influence the subjective diagnosticity of
feelings by triggering the situational engagement of the entire affective system of
judgment. Everything else being equal, subjective feelings are relied upon more
under a promotion focus than under a prevention focus (Pham & Avnet, 2004,
2007) and under a present time orientation than under a past or future time orien­
tation (Chang & Pham, 2007).

If subjective feelings are relatively accessible and perceived to be diagnostic,
they are used as inputs for the formation of a private inference such as how attrac­
tive the target is or how serious the situation is. The nature of the particular infer­
ence drawn from the subjective feelings depends on the person's judgmental query
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when assessing his or her feelings. These queries can be thought of as a set of pro­
totypical questions such as (1) "How do I feel about it?"-the most common query,
(2) "How strongly do I feel about it?", (3) "How scary does it feel?", (4) "How certain
do I feel?", (5) "How serious does it feel?", and (6) "What do I feel like?" or "What
would I feel better about?" Although feelings are probably also used to answer other
queries beyond the ones discussed here, it is conjectured that the number of queries
that are commonly answered through the monitoring of one's feelings is fairly lim­
ited. In other words, the lexicon of affect as information is restricted. The particular
query being addressed should depend on (1) the person's goals, (2) the target(s)
being evaluated, and (3) various situational factors. For example, a person facing
a Single salient option (e.g., a Single job offer) is likely to submit a noncomparative
query such as "How do I feel about it?" In contrast, a person facing a choice between
two options involving a trade-off between two important attributes (e.g., high salary
with low job security vs. lower salary with high job security) is more likely to sub­
mit a comparative query such as "What do I feel better about?", which would help
clarify the relative importance of the competing motives. Thus, the same feelings
may lead to different private inferences, and therefore different overt behavioral
responses, depending on the decision maker's goals, the target(s), and the situation.
For example, as shown by Martin and colleagues (1993), depending on the task
instructions, a negative feeling may be interpreted as indicating dissatisfaction with
one's task performance-thus increasing task perseverance-or as indicating a lack
of enjoyment of the task-thus decreasing task perseverance. Similarly, as observed
by Andrade (2005), a negative mood may be interpreted as dislike of a piece of
chocolate if the chocolate's mood-lifting properties are not salient ("How do I feel
about it?"), but as a craving for chocolate if the chocolate's mood-lifting properties
are salient ("Would it make me feel better?"). Even if the person's private inference
is held constant, the goals, the target(s), and the situation may additionally influence
this person's overt behavioral response by altering the mapping of the private infer­
ence onto the overt response. For example, as observed by Martin and colleagues
(1997), a given private inference that "this story is sad" will be mapped onto an
evaluative scale differently if the story is meant to be sad ("It is a good [sad] story")
than if the story is meant to be funny ("It is a bad [funny] story").

To conclude, a great deal has been learned since Schwarz and Clore's (1983)
seminal article. The reliance on feelings as information is pervasive and clearly
not limited to the "How do I feel about it?" heuristic. This reliance appears to be
part of an overall affective system of judgment and decision making with its own
logie, prinCiples, and rules. One can think of the reliance on feelings as informa­
tion in judgment as a somewhat elaborate metacognitive dialogue with oneself-a
dialogue with its own language: the language of feeling.

ENDNOTES

1. Note that, theoretically, the intensity of affective responses should also make their
source more salient. Therefore, the intensity of affective responses may have different
effects on judgment extremity, depending on whether the responses emanate from

I RT94983.indb 185 7/15/08 2:10:11 PM I



186 SOCIAL PSYCHOLOGY OF CONSUMER BEHAVIOR

the target itself or from a source unrelated to the target (e.g., a contextually induced
mood state). When affective responses emanate integrally from the target, their
intensity should monotonically increase the extremity of judgment about this target
through the "How strongly do I feel about it?" heuristic. When affective responses are
only incidental to the target, their intensity may instead have an inverted-U influence
on the extremity ofjudgment about this target. That is, compared to target judgments
based on mild incidental affective responses, target judgments based on moderately
intense incidental affective responses may be more extreme or polarized (as observed,
for instance, by Gorn, Pham, and Sin, 2001) due to the "How strongly do I feel about
it?" heuristic. However, compared to target judgments based on moderately intense
incidental affective responses, target judgment based on very intense incidental affec­
tive responses may be less extreme or polarized because the actual source of these
very intense incidental affective responses may be quite salient, reducing their per­
ceived informativeness for judging the target.

2. Although I believe there are qualitative differences between the types of feelings that
are elicited by "experience" modes ofprocessing and the type of affective beliefs that
are elicited by "projection" modes ofprocessing (see also Robinson & Clore, 2002), it
is also possible that the difference between the two modes of processing is quantita­
tive rather than qualitative in that projection modes of processing may simply elicit
feelings of lower intensity.

3. Note, however, that while attention to incidental feelings may increase their influ­
ence on judgment, attention to the actual source of these feelings may decrease their
influence on judgment, as discussed in subsection on the perceived diagnosticity of
feelings.

4. The distinction between integral and incidental affect refers to the objective source of
feelings. Integral feelings are "elicited by features of the target object, whether these
features are real, perceived, or only imagined," whereas incidental feelings are "those
whose source is clearly unconnected to the object to be evaluated" (Cohen, Pham, &
Andrade, 2007). In contrast, the notion of representativeness refers to the subjective
cause of the feelings, more specifically, the degree to which the feelings are perceived
to emanate from or reflect essential properties of the target.

5. The use of the term quen) was inspired by an interesting program of research called
"query theory," by Eric Johnson, Elke Weber, and their colleagues (Weber et al.,
2007).

6. The phrase cognitive responses in reference to the spontaneous thoughts elicited by
a target may thus be a misnomer in that it conveys the impression that affective and
cognitive responses are truly independent judgment inputs, whereas the former often
shape the latter (Pham, Cohen, Pracejus, & Hughes, 2001).
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