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 ABSTRACT 

Researchers have increasingly directed attention to the importance of emotions in 

decision making.  Recent theories have focused on the interpersonal effects of 

emotions—the influence of the decision maker’s expressed emotions on observers’ 

decisions and judgments.  In the current research, we examine people’s expectations of 

how incidental, discrete emotions affect behavior.  We also study how these expectations 

affect decisions in interactive settings, and contrast them with how emotions actually 

impact other people’s behavior. 

These ideas were tested in four studies.  In Study 1a, participants (N = 58) 

answered a questionnaire asking their perceptions of how different emotions affect 

behavior.  In Study 1b, participants (N = 203) read a number of hypothetical scenarios in 

which different interactions between them and another person took place.  Studies 2 (N = 

98) and 3 (N = 132) were two economic games—a Stag-Hunt game and a Trust Game—

involving decisions with non-trivial financial consequences. 

Across these four studies, I found that people do have strong beliefs about how 

incidental emotions affect behaviors.  Because of these beliefs, when told about their 

counterparts’ emotional state, people in interactive settings modify their behavior.  The 

impact of people’s beliefs on behavior, however, was more consistent for negative 

emotions such as anger and fear, than for positive emotions such as happiness and 

gratitude.  These findings also indicate that people are sensitive to the different effects of 

different emotions: different negative emotions such as guilt and anger have different 
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effects on their expectations.  Finally, I found that people’s expectations about how their 

counterparts’ emotions affect behavior can be inaccurate in specific settings. 
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

After a century in which judgment and decision making (JDM) research was 

dominated by the power of reason, the past decade has seen a renewed interest in the 

decisional consequences of affect (for a review, see Loewenstein & Lerner, 2003).  

Emotions have been found to be indispensable in making decisions, by providing a 

“somatic marker” (Damasio, 1994) that accompanies response options, thereby dictating 

choice.  Indeed, models of individual decision making including affect increase their 

explanatory power to a large degree (Lopes, 1987; Mellers, Schwartz, Ho, & Ritov, 1997; 

Reid & González-Vallejo, 2009). 

The bulk of what has been investigated in this area has focused on how emotions 

impact individual decisions.  For example, researchers have found that people anticipate 

the emotional consequences of decision outcomes, such as rejoicing when receiving a 

large lottery prize or regret when making counterfactual comparisons (Bell, 1982; 

Connolly & Zeelenberg, 2002; Loomes & Sugden, 1982).  Emotional states experienced 

by the individual at the moment of making the decision can also affect the decision at 

hand: they can be used as an input into the decision people face (Schwarz & Clore, 

1983); they may overwhelm thoughtful decision making (Leith & Baumeister, 1996; 

Simon, 1967); and they may change the depth of information processing (Forgas, 1995; 

Tiedens & Linton, 2001). 
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Less explored are the consequences of emotions in interactive decisions.  The 

studies that have addressed this issue can be classified in two categories.  First, some 

researchers have examined how emotions affect economic decisions when the opponent 

is a human being, as opposed to “Nature” (Lerner, Small, & Loewenstein, 2004; Pillutla 

& Murnighan, 1996).  For example, Kugler, Ordóñez & Connolly (2008) found that 

fearful individuals are more risk averse than angry or happy individuals when risk is 

based on nature, but are less risk averse when risk is based on the decisions of another 

individual.  Second, scholars have tested the social communicational approach to 

emotions (Keltner & Haidt, 1999; Van Kleef, 2009; Morris & Keltner, 2000).  From this 

perspective, emotional expressions are seen as more than just unconscious outcomes of 

internal experience.  Expressions are argued to communicate social intentions (Ekman, 

1993), as well as incentives or disincentives for other individuals’ social behavior 

(Klinnert, Campos, Sorce, Emde, & Svejda, 1983).  Decision makers, by displaying their 

emotions, can persuade others in order to achieve their own goals.  For example, 

negotiators’ displays of both anger and disappointment generally elicit more concessions 

in their opponents (Van Kleef, De Dreu, & Manstead, 2004a, 2006; cf. Van Kleef & 

Côté, 2007). 

In this dissertation, I take a different perspective on how affect influences 

decisions.  I examine the effects of people’s knowledge of others’ emotional state on their 

own expectations and behaviors, when the source that triggered this state is unrelated to 

the decision task.  Consider the following scenario.  Imagine that you are standing in line 

in a grocery store.  The person in front of you realizes that she did not bring her wallet.  
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She asks you whether you could lend her $40.  If you agree, she will go to her nearby 

home and quickly give you back the money.  Imagine further that you are aware of her 

mood, because of the way she was talking on her cell phone while making the line.  

When thinking about trusting this person, would it make a difference to you if she was in 

a good mood or in a bad mood?  Perhaps surprisingly, research in trust games and gift-

exchange games suggests that you would be better off trusting her if she is in a bad 

mood; participants in these games tend to reciprocate more after receiving a bad mood 

induction than after receiving a good mood induction (Capra, 2004). 

Research in interactive decision making, therefore, has some indications about 

what we should do in a scenario like the above, which involves interactive decisions and 

others’ emotions.  My question of interest, however, is not what the best decision should 

be in these situations.  Rather, our concern here is what people actually do when they 

know others are under certain emotional state.  In other words, I seek to provide some 

light on decision makers’ theory of mind (Frith & Frith, 2003; Malle & Hodges, 2005; 

Premack & Woodruff, 1978) regarding incidental emotion; I examine lay perceptions of 

how others’ incidental emotions affect behavior, and whether people use this knowledge 

in order to make decisions in a strategic way. 

The importance of expectations and beliefs, of course, is familiar territory in 

decision theory, let alone game theory.  Almost 50 years ago, Schelling (1960) proposed 

that when people need to coordinate their behaviors without being able to communicate 

(e.g., tomorrow you have to meet a stranger in New York—where and when do you meet 
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them?), what they will do will be influenced by cognition-related factors such as the 

context of the situation.  As Bicchieri (1988) stated, “in interactive situations, such as 

those treated in game theory, what it is rational to do depends on what one expects that 

other agents will do” (p. 135).  The issue of expectations and beliefs has also been 

addressed by evolutionary psychologists.  In a classic article, Humphrey (1976) proposed 

that, by the very nature of human beings’ social dynamic, those individuals who have 

more accurate expectations of what others would do enjoy a competitive advantage in 

their chance of survival.   He compared the social dynamic to a game of chess because 

outcomes depend on the strategies that each individual chooses and how they respond to 

each other. 

In this game of social chess, affect has an important role.  Most of the time, as 

research in the social communication tradition has shown, emotions serve decision 

makers well, by communicating intentions and providing incentives to others.  The social 

communication perspective, however, focuses on integral emotions.   Integral emotions 

encompass influences of the focal situation (Loewenstein & Lerner, 2003).  But in a 

number of occasions, emotions and moods arise because of factors unrelated to the focal 

situation, such as those emotions brought by listening to music, experiencing bad 

weather, or reliving stressful events (Bodenhausen, Kramer, & Suesser, 1994; Forgas & 

Bower, 1987; Schwarz & Clore, 1983).  These emotions, which have been labeled 

incidental, also affect decision making (Vohs, Baumeister, & Loewenstein, 2007).   I 

argue that people have certain beliefs about how others’ incidental emotions affect 
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decision making, and that in interactive settings these beliefs may guide their own 

behavior.  

The main research question guiding this proposal is:  In a two-person interaction, 

what are the effects of one participant’s knowledge of the other participant’s emotional 

state?1  The research question above involves three main components that I address.  

First, I examine Player A’s beliefs about how Player B’s decisions will be affected by his 

or her emotional state.  Second, I look at A’s actions in light of B’s emotional state.  

Third, I examine B’s actual behaviors, as a function of his or her emotional state. 

I address the research question and its components using three methods.  The 

general strategy is to overcome the inherent drawbacks of each method by 

complementing it with the others. The first method is a survey in which I directly ask 

participants how they expect different emotional states to affect people’s behaviors.  This 

method allows us to examine the first component of the research question: beliefs about 

the consequences of others’ emotional states.  The second method is a series of 

hypothetical scenarios that provide participants with a vivid description of a context in 

which interactions occur.  This method has the drawback that participants may report 

engaging in a behavior without carefully considering the benefits and costs associated 

with it.  However, this method provides participants with enough detail to make the 

situation concrete.   

                                                 
1 Throughout the manuscript, we refer to the participant who has information about the 
other participant’s emotional state and makes the initial decision as Player A (or just 
“A”); we refer to the participant who experiences the emotional state and makes the 
second decision as Player B (or just “B”).   
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The third method uses experimental economic games involving decisions with 

non-trivial financial consequences.  The disadvantage of this method is that the 

interaction between participants is context-less.  However, participants are arguably more 

motivated—because of the monetary payoffs—to make decisions that reflect their real 

preference.  The two economic games that I focus on are the Stag Hunt Game (Skyrms, 

2004) and the trust game (Berg, Dickhaut, & McCabe, 1995).  In both games the 

expectations of what the counterpart will do are an important input for decision making 

(Ashraf, Bohnet, & Piankov, 2006; Camerer, 2003; Huettel & Lockhead, 2000) [as 

opposed to, for example, the Prisoner’s Dilemma].  They also explore different behaviors, 

trusting and risk-taking, which will be the focus of my discussion.   

In sum, using three complementary methods, and drawing on insights from the 

literatures on emotions and decision making, theory of mind, and lay perceptions about 

emotions, the present dissertation tests hypotheses on the effects of one decision maker’s 

knowledge of the other decision maker’s emotional state in an interactive setting.    

The remainder of this dissertation is structured as follows.  Chapter 2 reviews the 

literature on emotions and decision-making, theory of mind, and lay perceptions about 

emotions.  On the basis of these theoretical underpinnings, I develop the hypotheses.  In 

Chapter 3, I present Studies 1a and 1b, their methods and results.  Chapter 4 presents 

Studies 2 and 3’s methods and results.  Finally, in Chapter 5, I discuss the results of the 

four studies and suggest directions for future research. 
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CHAPTER 2 

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE AND HYPOTHESES 

 In this chapter, I set a context for the proposed study, and I state the research 

hypotheses.  First, I introduce this section by noting that research examining the linkages 

between emotions and decision making is growing exponentially (which has been labeled 

the Affective Revolution; Forgas, 2003).  I then explain the distinction between integral 

and incidental emotions.  Next, I discuss previous theorizing suggesting that emotions are 

important beyond their valence (positive and negative), and I present a number of studies 

that have shown that emotions with similar valence can have different effects on 

decisions.   Following that, I present theories underscoring the importance of emotional 

expression and the interpersonal effects of emotion.  Subsequently, I discuss papers on 

theory of mind and lay theories of emotion, which will help hypothesize the effects of lay 

perceptions of others’ incidental emotions on behavior.  After this, I report the single 

study that investigated the interpersonal effects of incidental emotions, and I explicate 

how this dissertation differs from that study.  Finally, I present the research question, its 

sub-components, and the specific hypotheses, which are embedded within the two 

economic games that I conducted. 

The Affective Revolution 

 Until quite recently, Judgment and Decision Making (JDM) research ignored the 

influence of emotions on decisions, in terms of both processes and outcomes.  
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Researchers have focused their attention primarily on the tension between rational 

decisions—decisions that conform normative models such as Bayes’ Theorem and 

rational choice theory—and the decisions people actually make.  If people’s choices were 

in conflict with these normative considerations, as was observed, it was because of their 

cognitive limitations (Simon, 1955) or biases (Tversky & Kahneman, 1974).  Emotions 

were conspicuously absent from these explanations.   

 Since the early 1980s, however, an “affective revolution” took place in behavioral 

research (Forgas, 2003; Weber & Johnson, 2009).  This has been reflected in two ways.  

First, in contrast to the dominant view that emotions impede optimal decisions2 (Pfister & 

Böhm, 2008), a number of neuropsychological studies suggest that emotional 

involvement is necessary, in the first place, for decisions to take place (e.g. Bechara, H. 

Damasio, Tranel, & A. R. Damasio, 1997).  Damasio's (1994) somatic marker hypothesis 

suggests that affect can provide incentive value to various actions, which can be 

especially useful in situations where complex and uncertain decisions need to be made 

(c.f., Shiv, Loewenstein, Bechara, H. Damasio, & A. R. Damasio, 2005).  Second, a 

number of studies have shown that even mild mood inductions, such as those provoked 

by the presence or absence of clouds (Simonsohn, 2007) or even access to free candy 

(Barsade, Ramarajan, & Westen, 2009) can have an effect on decisions—for better or for 

worse (Vohs, Baumeister, & Loewenstein, 2007).  A number of formal decision models 

                                                 
2 A clear example of this perspective comes from B. F. Skinner (1948) (no cognitive 
psychologist) who wrote: “We all know that emotions are useless and bad for our peace 
of mind and our blood pressure” (p. 92).   
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now include affect as a parameter to predict choice (Lopes, 1987; Mellers, Schwartz, Ho, 

& Ritov, 1997; Reid & González-Vallejo, 2009). 

The affective revolution to which Forgas refers has been fueled by the extreme 

diversity of perspectives on emotion currently available.  For example, according to one 

account, there are more than 150 psychological theories of emotion (Strongman, 2003).  

A helpful point of departure is the uncontroversial distinction between integral and 

incidental emotions, which I examine below.   

Integral and Incidental Emotions 

Starting with Bodenhausen (1993) several authors have proposed that within JDM 

it is useful to distinguish between integral and incidental emotions (e.g., Cohen, Pham, & 

Andrade, 2008; Keller & Block, 1996; Loewenstein & Lerner, 2003).  Integral emotions 

refer to affective experiences that are related to the judgment or choice at hand.  For 

example, people may experience anticipated regret when confronted with a gamble in 

which a potential outcome is compared to what would have been received if another 

alternative had been chosen (Connolly & Butler, 2006; Larrick & Boles, 1995).  People 

may also experience the unpleasant feeling of having to choose only one option from a 

set of attractive options—that is, having to forego a number of great alternatives (Dhar & 

Wertenbroch, 2000; B. Schwartz, 2005).   

 In contrast, incidental emotions refer to affective experiences whose source is 

unconnected to the decision or judgment at hand.  One of the first researchers in 

demonstrating such effects was Razran (1940), who found that participants judged 
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political slogans more positively when they had just received a free lunch than when they 

had to evaluate the slogans in a room inundated by a displeasing odor.  A more recent and 

perhaps more striking example of incidental affect was provided by Simonsohn (2007), 

who examined the influence of cloudiness (i.e., presence or absence of clouds on a given 

day) on an important but clearly unrelated decision: college admissions.  Previous 

research had suggested that sunnier days increase positive mood among participants 

(Schwarz & Clore, 1983), and that individuals in these states are more prone to various 

types of heuristic thinking (Bodenhausen, Sheppard, & Kramer, 1994). 

Consistent with these findings, Simonsohn (2007) found that college admission reviewers 

weighed more heavily applicants’ non-academic attributes (e.g., whether the applicant 

was an athlete) when their decisions were made on sunny days.  Conversely, college 

admission reviewers weighed more heavily academic attributes (e.g., Grade Point 

Average) when their decisions were made on cloudier days.  This finding suggests that 

even professional university admission reviewers can be affected by incidental emotions 

when making important decisions.   

 The consequences of incidental affect on decisions are particularly interesting for 

two reasons (Han, Lerner, & Keltner, 2007).  First, incidental emotions suggest that 

decisions may be affected by factors unrelated to the utility of their consequences, 

thereby posing challenges to consequentialist theories of decision making (Rick & 

Loewenstein, 2008).  Such influences also seem to trouble decision makers, as they 

consider the effects of incidental emotions as an example of poor decision making 
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(Wilson & Brekke, 1994).  Second, incidental emotions can be experimentally 

manipulated separately from the decision at hand (e.g., through film clips, music or the 

recall of emotional experiences; Niedenthal, Krauth-Gruber, & Ric, 2006).  By using this 

strategy, the researcher can study the effects of emotion independently of other 

influences.  Consider an experiment with two participants, A and B.  Participant A does 

something unfair to B, which also makes B angry (Pillutla & Murnighan, 1996).  When B 

retaliates, is it because she is reacting to fairness concerns, or is it because she is angry?  

Of course, it is possible to conclude that anger explains variance in behavior above and 

beyond other factors using statistical control.  However, stronger inference can be made 

by using experimental control (Shadish, Cook, & Campbell, 2002).  Thus, studying 

incidental affect using experimental manipulations allows investigating the effects of 

emotions on decision making in a “cleaner”—in terms of construct validity—way. 

Discrete Emotions: Affect Beyond Valence 

 Although the blossoming of studies on emotion started early in the 1980s, until 

around the year 2000, nearly all studies adopted a valence approach, focusing on the 

effects of positive and negative moods on decision making (e.g., R.A. Baron, 1990; 

Carnevale & Isen, 1986; Johnson & Tversky, 1983; Isen, Means, Patrick, & Nowicki, 

1982).  Consistent with this view, Elster (1998) went so far as to posit that “the only 

relevant aspect of the emotions is their valence” (p. 64).  This focus on valence can be 

explained, at least in part, by the available explanations of how incidental emotions could 

influence judgments and decisions.  For example, Isen, Shalker, Clark and Karp (1978) 
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argued that positive and negative moods make valenced concepts more accessible in the 

memory of the decision maker (i.e., differential memory accessibility).  This salience, in 

turn, affects decision making.  Schwarz and Clore (1983) proposed that individuals use 

their positive or negative moods as relevant information per se when making evaluative 

judgments, a perspective known as the “affect-as-information” hypothesis.  Forgas’ 

(1995) integrative “affect-infusion” model reconciled the previous two perspectives, by 

proposing that they operate under different conditions.  The affect-as-information process 

is likely to operate when the decision maker is not much involved with the task at hand.  

In contrast, differential memory accessibility is likely to operate when the person is 

highly motivated and thus engages in a substantive information search process (e.g., 

when thinking about an important interpersonal conflict: Forgas, 2003).  Although these 

perspectives were important in understanding the interplay between affect and cognition 

(Forgas, 2008), they do not explicitly take into account how discrete, specific emotions 

may affect choice. 

 A model that does incorporate discrete emotions is the Appraisal-Tendency 

Framework (ATF; Han, Lerner & Keltner, 2007; Lerner & Keltner, 2000, 2001; see also 

Lerner & Tiedens, 2006).  ATF is based on cognitive-appraisal theories of emotion 

(Lazarus, 1991; Smith & Ellsworth, 1985), which link affect to immediate cognitive 

processes.  Appraisal theories hold that discrete emotions arise from processes of the 

assessment of important episodes and of attributions of those episodes’ causes (Lazarus, 

Averill & Option, 1970; Scherer, 1999).  The specific theory that Lerner and Keltner 

(2000) used to develop their ATF was Smith and Ellsworth’s (1985), which proposed six 
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cognitive dimensions that define the appraisal patterns of different discrete emotions: 

certainty, pleasantness, attentional activity, control, anticipated effort, and responsibility.  

Thus, emotions of similar valence (e.g., anger and guilt) can have different effects on 

judgments, because they are different in other appraisals.  For example, while anger is 

characterized by high other-person control, guilt is characterized by high personal 

control.  Thus, when assessing an event that turned out badly, individuals will feel anger 

if others are to blame, and they will feel guilt if they are to blame (Lazarus, 1991; Dunn 

& Schweitzer, 2005).   The ATF also suggests that emotions not only can be caused by 

but also cause implicit cognitions, coloring subsequent events consistent with the central 

appraisal dimensions that characterize emotions.  In this way, emotions can affect 

cognition beyond the eliciting event, and influence the content as well as the depth of 

decision makers’ thinking.   

 There is now substantial evidence supporting the view that discrete, incidental 

emotions have different influences on decisions and judgments.   Incidental emotions 

have been shown to affect judgments involving trust (Dunn & Schweitzer, 2005), risk 

(Lerner & Keltner, 2001), stressors (Hemenover & Zhang, 2004), job preferences 

(Raghunathan & Pham, 1999) and even welfare policy preferences (Small & Lerner, 

2008), as well as decisions involving valuation of objects (Lerner, Small, & Loewenstein, 

2004), ultimatum bargaining (Capra, 2004), person-based risk (Kugler, Connolly & 

Ordóñez, 2010), advice taking (Gino & Schweitzer, 2008), food consumption (Garg, 

Wansink, & Inman, 2007) and reciprocity (Capra, 2004; Kirchsteiger, Rigotti, & 

Rustichini, 2006).   
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Despite this impressive set of findings, all of these studies focus on the 

intrapersonal effects of emotions; there is a dearth of research in the interpersonal effects 

of incidental emotions.  While the former refers to the effects of emotion on the decision 

makers’ own behavior, the latter refers to the effects of emotion on others decision 

makers’ behavior (Barry, Fulmer, & Van Kleef, 2004; Morris & Keltner, 2000; Van 

Kleef et al., 2004a).  In the next section, I review some theories of emotional expression, 

explain two important models from the JDM and negotiation literatures, and review 

extant studies. 

Emotional Expression and the Interpersonal Effects of Emotion 

  Several emotion theories have underscored the importance of emotional 

expression for interaction among human beings and other animals.  Charles Darwin 

(1872/1965) proposed that facial expressions allow members of the same species to 

recognize the subjective experience of the expresser, as well as the expresser’s potential 

actions.  Modern psychological theories of facial expression can be divided into two 

groups.  One account argues that facial displays are “indicators” of internal emotional 

states (Buck, 1984; Camras, Holland, & Patterson, 1993; Manstead, Fischer, & Jakobs, 

1999).  Evidence for this perspective comes from studies showing that facial displays 

correlate with the expresser’s self-reported emotions.  These findings suggest that 

observers can correctly identify the emotional reactions from just the expresser’s face.   

A second account proposes that facial expressions are signals about what the 

individual plans to do and what he or she wants other people to do, which has been 
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labeled the social communication view (Fridlund, 1992, 1997; Fridlund & Rosenberg, 

1994).  This perspective has received a great deal of attention in the negotiation literature  

(e.g., Barry, 2008; Barry et al., 2004; Bazerman, Curhan, Moore, & Valley, 2000; Van 

Kleef, van Dijk, Steinel, Harinck, & van Beest, 2008).   For example, Barry (1999) 

proposed that negotiators often exhibit or avoid exhibiting emotions deliberately, rather 

than as an involuntary reaction to environmental causes.  He found that people think that 

pretending emotions is more ethically acceptable, and that they are more confident that 

this strategy can be successful, compared to other forms of deception. 

In the interactive decision making literature, two influential models have been 

developed based on the social communication view.  The first is the social functional 

view of emotions (Keltner & Haidt, 1999; Keltner & Kring, 1998; Morris & Keltner, 

2000).  Keltner and his colleagues were the first to make the distinction between the 

intrapersonal and the interpersonal effects of emotions in decision making—as stated 

above, the interpersonal effects refer to the influence of the decision maker’s expressed 

emotions on observers’ decisions and judgments.  The social functional account proposes 

that affect facilitates the coordination of social interactions via its informative and 

incentive functions (Keltner & Kring, 1998).  The basic premises are that emotional 

expressions communicate information about senders and provide information about the 

quality of the relationship (e.g., anger and guilt are related to the perceived fairness of the 

relationship).  Emotions are also said to evoke complementary emotions.  For example, in 

some contexts, displays of anger evoke fear in observers (Dimberg & Ohman, 1996).  

The information that emotions convey, and the complementary emotions that they 
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provoke, provide incentives to others.  In this way, the expresser can achieve his or her 

own goals through expressions of affect. 

The second model is actually an extension of the social functional view.  

Proposed by Van Kleef and colleagues (Van Kleef, 2009, in press; Van Kleef, De Dreu, 

& Manstead, 2010) the Emotions and Social Information (EASI) model identifies two 

processes by which observers’ behaviors can be influenced: inferential processes and 

affective reactions. For example, if you plan a lunch with a coworker and show up 30 

minutes late, your colleague may express anger.  On one hand, you may make some 

inferences on the basis of your colleague’s anger: it indicates that he or she is upset with 

you, that you are late, and that it would be a good idea to be punctual next time (Van 

Kleef, 2009).  On the other hand, your colleague’s anger can provoke guilt in you, which 

may make you repair what you did by paying for lunch that day. 

Two other factors that are included in the EASI model are the observer’s 

information-processing motivation and social-relation factors, both of which have 

moderating effects on the observer’s behavior.  For example, in a computer-mediated 

multiple round bargaining task, Van Kleef et al. (2004b; see also Van Kleef et al. 2004a, 

2006) showed participants messages of their ostensible counterparts.  In one condition, 

participants were presented with angry messages from their counterparts regarding an 

offer they had made (i.e., “this offer makes me really angry”).  In a different condition, 

participants were presented with happy messages.   Van Kleef et al. (2004b) found that, 

as predicted, participants confronted with ostensibly angry counterparts made higher 
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subsequent offers, as well as larger concessions, than did participants confronted with 

happy counterparts.  But the authors also found that this effect was moderated by 

participants’ dispositional epistemic motivation.  That is, people who tended to be 

motivated to search for, encode and retrieve information for making judgments, were 

more likely to be affected by others’ anger than those less motivated to engage in these 

endeavors.  This is because the more thorough the information processing, the more 

likely individuals are to make inferences on the basis of others’ information.  In a similar 

study, Van Kleef and Côté (2007) found support for the moderating effects of social-

relation factors.  Their findings suggested that negotiators whose counterparts expressed 

anger (as opposed to no emotional expression) conceded more only when anger was 

considered appropriate.  When anger was considered inappropriate, they retaliated against 

them (especially if the negotiators had high power in the bargaining at hand). 

In sum, in interactive decision making, accounts based on the social 

communication view of emotions, such as the EASI model, are well developed and have 

received considerable support.  However, it is interesting to note that these models have 

focused on integral emotions, not on incidental emotions.  Perhaps one reason for this 

omission is that, since its inception, the social communication view has given a great deal 

of importance to the environment.  In fact, this perspective was also known as the 

“behavioral ecology” view (Niedenthal et al., 2006), because the expression of emotions 

often makes sense when it occurs in conjunction with other cues from the environment 

(Goldberg, 1951; Carroll & Russell, 1995).  The typical way interpersonal effects of 

affect have been investigated is pairing one decision maker’s emotion with the 



  
 31   

 

counterpart’s previous behavior (Sinaceur & Tiedens, 2006; Van Kleef et al., 2004a, 

2004b, 2006; Van Kleef & Côté, 2007; Van Kleef et al., 2009).  In this way, the 

counterpart can infer how his or her behavior was perceived.  For example, in a 

supervisor-subordinate relationship, if the subordinate performs a task at some level and 

the supervisor reacts by displaying anger, the subordinate can infer that the supervisor 

thought his or her performance was poor, and that he or she should perform better next 

time (Van Kleef et al., 2009).  But if the supervisor’s anger is incidental—that is, 

disconnected from the decision at hand—the subordinate cannot make inferences about 

his or her previous actions, because the expressers’ affect has nothing to do with them. 

  Because previous actions cannot be used to help making sense of other people’s 

emotions, the interpersonal effects of incidental affect in interactive decision making will 

be a function of only two factors: (a) the nature of the interactive decision, and (b) the 

beliefs that a decision maker has (i.e., his or her lay theories) regarding the effect of 

specific emotions on the counterparts’ behaviors, relevant to the nature of the decision.  

In the next section, I focus on the latter, drawing on the theory of mind literature, and also 

based on a limited number of papers that have examined lay theories of emotion. 

Lay Perceptions of How Others’ Incidental Emotions Affect Behavior 

 Theory of mind and folk psychology. Human beings are said to have a theory of 

mind, that is, they ascribe mental states to themselves and others (Premack & Woodruff, 

1978).  A theory of mind enables human beings to make attributions of motivations and 

intentions to others (Frith & Frith, 2003).  People also have some notions—right or 
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wrong—concerning dispositions or mental states.  They generate hypotheses and develop 

theories about mental states, in order to understand and control their inner and outer 

worlds (Wegner & Vallacher, 1991).  This allows people to make predictions, on the 

basis of some assumed mental states, about others’ behaviors (Fodor, 1992).    

There has been some debate on exactly how people make these attributions of 

mental states and their consequences (Bermúdez, 2003).  According to the theory theory 

perspective, people engage in a theoretical analysis of all the elements that may have an 

effect in their actions (Fodor, 1992; Churchland, 1989).  Conversely, according to the 

simulation perspective, people simulate in their minds what would happen to them under 

certain conditions and imagine what others would do (Gordon, 1986).  The simulation 

perspective can be relevant here because it suggests that people’s ability to predict others’ 

behaviors on the basis of others’ mental states can be biased by their own states, which 

has been referred to as the “hot-cold empathy gap” (Van Boven & Loewenstein, 2003; 

Loewenstein, 2005).   For example, people who are in a neutral, “cold” state 

underestimate the influence of emotions on the behavior of others.  According to this 

perspective, people use predictions of their own state as a basis for making predictions of 

others’ reactions to emotional situations.  Cold state predictions, therefore, anchor 

predictions of others (Van Boven & Loewenstein, 2005).  Note, however, that this 

perspective does not propose that people disregard emotions completely as an influence 

on others’ behavior.  What it does propose is that people in a neutral state do not weigh 

emotions as heavily as do those who are in a similar state as the target person (e.g., when 

angry people predict what others in an angry state would do). 
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 Lay theories of emotion.   The literature examining how people think that 

emotions affect behavior is quite limited. To the best of my knowledge, only four studies 

have been published addressing this topic.  Tamir, John, Srivastava and Gross (2007) 

proposed, based on Dweck's (1986) work on the perceived malleability of intelligence, 

that people believe either that emotions are malleable (incremental theorists) or that 

emotions are fixed (entity theorists).  The authors argue that this determines the extent to 

which people can regulate their affect.  Incremental theorists believe that emotions can be 

regulated; entity theorists believe that they cannot.  In a longitudinal study, the authors 

found that incremental theorists could better cope with negative events in their own lives 

than did entity theorists.  Labroo and Mukhopadhyay (2009) found that incremental 

theorists experiencing happy (vs. unhappy) feelings engage in emotion regulation 

because they make the assumption that they need to take actions to maintain their positive 

feelings. In contrast, entity theorists experiencing unhappy (vs. happy) feelings engage in 

emotion regulation because they make the assumption that the negative feelings will 

continue unless they take actions to change them. 

 A more relevant study for my purposes is Ben-Artzi and Mikulincer (1995), 

which examined the attributes lay people attach to emotional experiences.  The 

researchers asked 120 undergraduate students to think about experiences they would 

define as ‘emotional’.  Participants received a page with fifteen empty lines and were 

asked to write fifteen attributes that they attached to their emotions.  Ben-Artzi and 

Mikulincer coded the answers by first reducing each expression to a precise descriptive 

term, eliminating redundant terms, and finally categorizing statements in clusters.   The 
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following features emerged (percentage of subjects who mentioned the attribute in 

parentheses): 

1. Uncontrollability: The belief that emotions produce uncontrollable behaviors 

(51%). 

2. Experiential significance: The belief that emotions give meaning to experiences 

(49%). 

3. Bizarreness: The belief that emotions are bizarre, illogical, and cannot be 

described (39%). 

4. Disturbance: The belief that emotions are disturbing and disrupting experiences 

(39%).  

5. Motivational Power: The belief that emotions activate and guide motives and 

actions (33%). 

6. Intensity: The belief that emotions are intense experiences (29%). 

7. Instability: The belief that emotions are unstable and constantly changing (26%). 

8. Unpredictability:  The belief that emotions produce unpredictable behaviors 

(21%). 

There are two interesting points in these results.  First, participants mentioned 

both damaging (uncontrollability, bizarreness, disturbance, instability, unpredictability) 

and beneficial (experiential significance, intensity, and motivational power) aspects of 
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emotions.  This was confirmed by the authors in a factor analysis they conducted in study 

2.  However, most of the features seem to be on the damaging side, which suggest that 

people tend to think about emotions in a negative way.  Second, the features of 

uncontrollability and motivational power suggest that people strongly link emotions with 

behaviors. 

Finally, Saffrey, Summerville, and Roese (2008) examined how people evaluated 

(positively or negatively) regret and other emotions, and to what extent people viewed 

these emotions as linked to different psychological functions: making sense of past 

experiences, facilitating approach thinking, facilitating avoidance thinking, gaining 

insights into the self, and preserving social harmony.  They asked people to consider how 

these emotions were related to psychological functions for them as well as for other 

people.  Not surprisingly, they found that positive emotions were more positively 

evaluated than negative emotions.  But they also found that there were differences among 

negative emotions: regret was more highly regarded than other negative emotions. They 

also found that negative emotions were differently associated with psychological 

functions, such as those noted above.  People reported that regret had stronger linkages to 

all five psychological functions studied than had other negative emotions such as anger, 

fear and jealousy.   

In sum, four studies have examined lay theories of emotion.  Both Tamir et al. 

(2007) and Labroo and Mukhopadhyay (2009) demonstrated that people’s implicit 

theories of emotion can affect their own behavior.  Ben-Artzi and Mikulincer (1995) 
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showed that people link different attributes (mostly negative) to the experience of 

emotion.  Importantly, people think that emotions are a source of motivation for 

behaviors, and that they act in an incontrollable way.   In addition, Saffrey et al. (2008) 

showed that people associate different emotions with different psychological functions.  

Thus, there is some—but scarce—evidence suggesting that people may link discrete 

emotions to others’ behaviors.  In the next section, I discuss Andrade and Ho (2007), 

which is the only study that has investigated the interpersonal effects of incidental 

emotions.   

The Interpersonal Effects of Incidental Emotions: Previous Research 

As I stated above, there is a dearth of research on the interpersonal effect of 

incidental emotions.  The only exception is Andrade and Ho (2007; hereafter, A&H) who 

examined these effects using an ultimatum bargaining game (Guth, Schmittberger, & 

Schwarze, 1982).   In their version of the ultimatum game, a “Proposer” was given $1 

and could offer either a fair (50%/50%) or an unfair (75%/25%) division of money to a 

“Responder,” who could either accept or reject the offer.  If the Responder accepted, he 

or she received the money offered, and the Proposer received the rest; if the Responder 

rejected, both participants received nothing.   

In their study, A&H confronted Proposers simultaneously with multiple (from 7 

to 10) Responders.  The authors also told Proposers that some of the Responders had 

watched an angry movie clip (and therefore were in an angry state) and others had 

watched a happy sitcom (and therefore were in a happy state).  They found that 69% of 
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proposers’ offers were unfair when they were informed that responders had watched the 

happy sitcom.  Unfair offers decreased to 52% when they were informed that responders 

watched the angry movie clip. 

The present dissertation differs from A&H in a number of important ways.  First, 

although a creative first step, A&H is very limited in its scope as evidence that others’ 

incidental emotions affect people’s behavior.  From their study, we know that when 

Player A knows that B is angry, he or she is more likely to act unfairly than when he or 

she knows that B is happy.   But does this extend to other behaviors?  Does emotional 

knowledge affect trusting behaviors or risk-taking behaviors in interactive decisions?  

Thus, one way to extend A&H’s initial exploration is to examine whether knowledge 

about others’ emotions affect not only fairness, but other behaviors as well.  I also extend 

the range of emotions examined.  Whereas A&H examined anger and happiness, I 

examined—in addition to anger and happiness—emotions such as fear, gratitude and 

guilt.  This also allows us to test the potential different effects of emotions of the same 

valence, as proposed by ATF.  Furthermore, I include a condition of neutral emotion (i.e., 

a control condition), which will be my yardstick to determine which emotion is having 

actual effects on people’s beliefs.  A&H imply that those As who know Bs are happy are 

the ones who are acting strategically and will tend to make unfair offers, under the 

assumption that Bs in this state will be less likely to retaliate.   As stated above, from 

their results, we know that the manipulation of other’s anger vs. happiness have different 

effect on people’s decision.  But it could be that those As who are informed that B is 

angry actually are the ones who are acting strategically because of fear of rejection.  
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Including a neutral emotion condition, therefore, will allow us determine which 

manipulation is having an effect on the dependent variable.    

 In addition, A&H failed to examine the motivations behind people’s decisions.   

This could give stronger evidence that other people’s emotions were the actual cause that 

triggered this change in decision makers’ behavior.  In other words, in A&H, did As who 

knew that some Bs were angry acted fairly because of fear of rejection, or simply because 

they did not want to upset further Bs who were already experiencing an unpleasant 

emotion?  In the current study, I examine people’s beliefs about how they think others’ 

emotional state will affect their behavior. 

Finally, I plan to test whether A’s beliefs about B are consistent with B’s actual 

behavior.  For example, A may expect fearful B to avoid taking risks.  Do fearful Bs 

actually behave in this way?  This is an interesting question, because there is evidence 

suggesting that fearful Bs may actually take more risks than happy Bs (Kugler et al., 

2008).  This suggests that decision makers’ expectations of the effects of emotions on 

others’ behaviors may be occasionally wrong.  And it would also suggest that having 

information about others’ emotional state may have negative effects in people’s financial 

well-being.  In the next section, I present the research questions and hypotheses.  

Research Questions and Hypotheses 

 The main research question in the present dissertation is the following: In a two-

person interaction, what are the effects of one participant’s knowledge of the other 

participant’s emotional state?  I center on two behaviors: risk-taking and trustworthy 
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behaviors3.  Both behaviors have received a great deal of attention in the JDM and 

behavioral economics literatures (e.g., Camerer, 2003; Kahneman & Tversky, 1984; 

Mullainathan & Thaler, 2001; Ostrom, 2005).  Two experimental games examine these 

behaviors: The Stag-Hunt Game has been used to measure person-based risk (Kugler et 

al., 2010; Skyrms, 2004); the Trust Game has been used to measure trusting and 

trustworthiness (Berg, Dickhaut, & McCabe, 1995; Croson & Buchan, 1999; Pillutla, 

Malhotra, & Murnighan, 2003; Kugler, Connolly & Kausel, 2009).  In both games, 

beliefs of what the other person will do are an important input for individuals’ decisions 

(Ashraf et al., 2006; Huettel & Lockhead, 2000).  Thus, I mainly structure the research 

sub-questions and hypotheses around the strategic settings generated by these two games.   

I also include two studies that extend them to other settings.   

 The main research question stated above involves three main components.  First, 

implicit in this research question is the notion that the information that others’ (i.e., 

Players B) are in a certain emotional state will affect people’s (i.e., Players A) 

expectations about what the others’ will do.  Thus, the first research sub-question is: 

Research Sub-Question 1: What beliefs do Players A hold concerning the effects 

of B’s emotional state on B’s behaviors? 

This research sub-question deals with lay perceptions of how other people’s 

incidental, discrete emotions affect behavior.  Below I describe two economic games that 

                                                 
3 We center on these two behaviors, but in Studies 2 and 3 we do explore a wider range of behaviors. 



  
 40   

 

I used, in order to understand the context of the behaviors involved.  I then propose 

specific hypotheses concerning this research sub-question for each game.  

The Stag Hunt Game. An instructive way to understand the Stag-Hunt game (also 

known as the Wolf’s Dilemma; Hofstadter, 1996) is to describe it as French philosopher 

Jean Jacques Rousseau did (Rousseau & Cranston, 1984).  Two hunters choose in parallel 

(i.e., simultaneously and without communication) whether to hunt a stag or a rabbit.  

Both hunters are needed to successfully hunt the stag, which leads to a big payoff for 

each party.  But if hunter A chooses to hunt the stag, and hunter B chooses to hunt the 

rabbit, A receives nothing because this endeavor is too difficult to successfully carry on 

solo.  Coordination is unnecessary when rabbit-hunting: choosing to hunt the rabbit leads 

to the same payoff regardless of what the other hunter does.  That is, rabbit-hunting is 

riskless, but the payoff is small. Conversely, stag-hunting can lead to a big pay-off, but it 

is risky with risk stemming from the uncertainty of the other hunter’s decision (Huettel & 

Lockhead, 2000).  Because of this, Kugler et al. (2010) refer to this risk as being 

“interactive,” as opposed to the risk stemming from nature, as in lottery gambles (e.g., 

Holt & Laury, 2002). 

Another important factor in this game is the players’ expectations.  Indeed, this 

game is also known as the assurance game because “players will play stag only if they 

are assured others are likely to choose stag as well” (Camerer, 2003, p. 376; see also 

Kollock, 1998).  In other words, if Player B is more willing to take risks (i.e., more 

willing to choose the stag), Player A’s expected payoff of choosing the stag increases.  
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Thus, any information—perhaps including others’ emotional state—that leads Player A 

to think that B is willing to take risks, should cause an increase in the likelihood of A 

choosing the stag.  

Although I found no research examining whether knowing another person’s affect 

can change expectations of their risk taking, some findings suggest that this may be the 

case.  For example, Ben-Artzi and Mikulincer (1996)  found that people view positive 

affect as being related to optimism about the future, whereas they view negative affect as 

being related to pessimism about the future.  Saffrey et al. (2008) showed that people 

associate distinct emotions with different levels of approach (e.g., studying hard) and 

avoidance (e.g., staying away from parties the night before an exam) behaviors.  In their 

study 2, participants were asked to state their agreement with statements regarding both 

types of behaviors.  The two items that people answered under avoidance behaviors were 

“Stops me from making the same mistakes again” and “Stops me from doing dangerous 

or harmful things” (p. 53).  These statements seem to capture some dimension of caution, 

which is how people tend to understand risk avoidance (March & Shapira, 1987).  Saffrey 

et al. (2008) found that, among 12 negative emotions, participants reported thinking that 

regret, guilt, and fear were most likely to facilitate avoidance behaviors.  

I examine here the effects of two incidental emotions on expectations of others’ 

risk-raking: others’ fear and happiness.  Smith and Ellsworth (1985) found that people 

describe the experience of fear as unpleasant (i.e., negative in valence), and related to 

perceptions of low control and certainty.  That is, fear is associated with uncertainty 
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about whether one will be able to avoid an unpleasant outcome (Ekman, 1993; Lazarus, 

1991).  As Saffrey et al. (2008) have shown, fear facilitates avoidance behaviors in 

oneself as well as in others.  I therefore predicted that people who are informed that 

others are in a fearful mood would think that they are less willing to take risks.  In 

contrast, people describe the feeling of happiness as pleasant, and related to perceptions 

of high control and certainty (Lerner & Keltner, 2001; Smith & Ellsworth, 1985).  People 

think that others experiencing positive affect are more optimistic about their future (Ben-

Artzi & Mikulincer, 1996).  I therefore predicted that people who are informed that others 

are in a happy mood will think that they are more willing to take risks. I hypothesized: 

Hypothesis 1.1: People believe that fearful others are less likely to take risks than 

neutral people. 

Hypothesis 1.2: People believe that happy others are more likely to take risks than 

neutral people. 

    The Trust Game.  The Trust Game (Berg et al., 1995)—the second experimental 

game—is also labeled the Investment Game (Buchan, Croson, & Solnick, 2008).  Trust is 

crucial to human interaction, theories of social capital, and even to a country’s economy 

(Arrow, 1974; Rousseau, Sitkin, Burt, & Camerer, 1998), but until 15 years ago only 

attitudinal measures were available (Putnam, 1995).  Some authors have argued that the 

trust game filled this gap, as it measures behavioral trust (e.g., Camerer, 2003; Cox, 

2004; Fehr, 2009; but see Kugler et al., 2009).   
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The trust game models a common dilemma.  Should an agent (Player A) trust his 

or her funds to another agent (Player B) in order to gain a larger amount of money?  A 

simplified account of the possible choices in this game is as follows.  Player A is 

endowed with some money and can make a safe choice by keeping the money for herself.  

Alternatively, A can trust her money to B, in which case B receives a larger sum of 

money.  At this point, Player B may honor Player A’s trust by dividing the sum and 

sending back money to A (in which case Player A’s investment is a success because she 

receives more money than she previously had); or Player B may abuse A’s trust and keep 

everything for herself (in which case Player A’s investment is a failure).  In short, the 

Trust Game has been used as a vehicle to study trust behaviors (in Player A) and 

reciprocity or trustworthiness (in Player B). 

 As in the Stag Hunt Game, expectations are important in the Trust Game.  If 

Player A is sure that Player B will honor A’s trust, then he or she is better off sending 

money.  If Player A is sure that Player B will abuse A’s trust, then the best decision is 

keeping the money.  Any information, therefore, that A might acquire regarding B’s 

trustworthiness—perhaps including B’s emotional state—may influence A’s behavior in 

this context.  

 I decided to examine the interpersonal effects of three incidental emotions on 

expectations of trustworthiness: others’ anger, gratitude, and guilt.  There is now a 

growing literature on the interpersonal effects of anger—especially in its integral form.   

For example, Van Kleef et al. (2004a) found that negotiators who inferred that others 
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were angry at them because of an offer they had previously made, expected they would 

be “tougher” (less cooperative) in subsequent rounds of the negotiation.  Consequently, 

because of fear of rejection, these negotiators made higher subsequent offers than 

negotiators who inferred that others were happy with the previous offer (see also 

Sinaceur & Tiedens, 2006; Van Kleef & Côté, 2007; Van Kleef et al., 2008).  Andrade 

and Ho (2007) extended these results to the incidental domain: in an ultimatum game, 

people who were informed that others were experiencing incidental anger conceded more 

money than those who were informed that others were experiencing incidental happiness.  

These findings suggest that others’ incidental anger is related to an expectation of non-

cooperation.  I therefore predicted that people who are informed that another player is in 

an angry mood will think that they are less likely to reciprocate and be trustworthy than 

people who are informed that the other is in a neutral mood. 

Hypothesis 1.3: People believe that angry others are less likely to reciprocate (i.e., 

be trustworthy) than neutral people. 

 Despite the frequent mention of gratitude in books targeted to the general public 

(Breathnach & Breathnach, 1996; Hay, 1996), only recently have researchers started to 

investigate this emotion systematically.  Gratitude has been defined as “an emotional 

response to another person’s moral action on one’s behalf” (McCullough, Kilpatrick, 

Emmons, & Larson, 2001, p. 252).  According to Lazarus and Lazarus (1994), the 

dramatic plot of gratitude is appreciating an altruistic gift, and its provocation is based on 

being given material help.  Some studies have examined the intrapersonal effects of 
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gratitude (Dunn & Schweitzer, 2005; Gino & Schweitzer, 2008, see below).  At the 

interpersonal level, Grant and Gino (2010) found that gratitude expressions enhance 

prosocial behavior, such that when helpers are thanked for their acts, they experience 

stronger feelings of social worth, which motivates them to engage in prosocial behavior.  

Trusting behavior involves an element of prosocial behavior (Cox, 2004).  I therefore 

predicted that people who are informed that others are in a grateful mood will think that 

they are more likely to reciprocate and be trustworthy than people who are informed that 

others are in a neutral mood. 

Hypothesis 1.4: People believe that grateful others are more likely to reciprocate 

(i.e., be trustworthy) than neutral people. 

 In addition to anger and gratitude, I also examined the interpersonal effects of 

incidental guilt.  This is because I wished to compare the effects of information of 

different emotions with the same valence (i.e., anger and guilt) on perceptions of others’ 

trustworthiness. Guilt is often the result of transgressing a moral code, which results in an 

unpleasant experience (Lazarus & B. Lazarus, 1994).  Tangney, Stuewig, and Mashek 

(2007a, 2007b) argued that guilt is an emotional moral barometer providing immediate 

and salient feedback in the form of disagreeable states on an individual’s social and moral 

acceptability.  Guilt has also been considered an emotion that arises strongly and 

consistently in interpersonal situations, and that it serves various relationship-enhancing 

functions (Baumeister, Stillwell, & Heatherton, 1994).  Perhaps because of these reasons, 

lay people assess guilt—despite its being an unpleasant emotion—as having positive 
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consequences, especially in the interpersonal domain (Saffrey et al., 2008).  Saffrey et al. 

found that guilt was considered as an emotion that facilitates smooth social relations, 

significantly more so than anger.  I therefore predicted that people who are informed that 

others are in a guilty mood will think that they are more likely to reciprocate and be 

trustworthy than people who are informed that others are in an angry mood. 

Hypothesis 1.5: People believe that guilty others are more likely to reciprocate 

(i.e., be trustworthy) than angry people. 

 The second component of the main research question is the following.  

Research Sub-Question 2:  In an interactive setting, how do Player A’s beliefs 

about Player B’s emotional states affect A’s behavior? 

 This second research question is actually a corollary of the research sub-question 

1 and its associated hypotheses.  As mentioned above, in both the Stag Hunt Game and 

the Trust Game Player A’s expectations of what Player B will do is strongly related to 

A’s actions.  This idea is derived from intention-based models in experimental games 

(Dufwenberg & Kirchsteiger, 2004; McCabe, Rigdon, & V. L. Smith, 2003).  These 

models propose that people attempt to “read other people’s minds” to understand their 

motives and predict their behavior, in order to arrive at a decision (as opposed to 

outcome-based models, which imply that intentions are superfluous; Bolton & Ockenfels, 

2000).   
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Huettel and Lockhead (2000) showed that in both single-trial and repeated-trial 

versions of the Stag Hunt Game, participants’ expectations of what the other player 

would do were strongly associated with their decisions to take risks (choose Stag) or not.  

That is, the more likely they perceived others would choose Stag, the more likely they 

chose Stag.  Thus, I predict that if Players A have information that leads them to think 

that Player B will avoid risks and choose Rabbit (e.g., if they are informed that B is 

fearful), Players A would tend to choose Rabbit. If Players A have information that leads 

them to think that Player B will choose Stag (e.g., if they are informed that B is happy) 

they will chose Stag.   

Similarly, Ashraf et al. (2006) conducted the Trust Game and measured Player 

A’s expectations that B would return money.  They found that these expectations 

explained a large amount of variance in the amount sent (i.e., trusting behavior).  Thus, I 

predict that if Players A have information that leads them to think that Player B will not 

reciprocate (e.g., if they are informed that B is angry), they will be less likely to trust.  If 

Players A have information that leads them to think that Player B will reciprocate (e.g., if 

they are informed that B is grateful or guilty), they will be more likely to trust.  

Therefore, I hypothesize, 

Hypothesis 2.1: In a stag-hunt game, Players A interacting with fearful Bs engage 

in less risk-taking (i.e., choose the Stag option less frequently) than those 

interacting with neutral Bs. 
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Hypothesis 2.2: In a stag-hunt game, Players A interacting with happy Bs engage 

in more risk-taking (i.e., choose the Stag option more frequently) than those 

interacting with neutral Bs. 

Hypothesis 2.3: In a trust game, Players A interacting with angry Bs trust less 

(i.e., send less money) than those interacting with neutral Bs. 

Hypothesis 2.4: In a trust game, Players A interacting with grateful Bs trust more 

(i.e., send less money) than those interacting with neutral Bs. 

Hypothesis 2.5: In a trust game, Players A interacting with guilty Bs trust more 

(i.e., send less money) than those interacting with angry Bs. 

Player B’s Behavior. Finally, I investigate Player B’s actual behavior, after being 

induced into an emotional state.   

Research Sub-Question 3:  How do B players’ emotional states affect their actual 

behaviors? 

I first focus on the Stag Hunt Game, and the relationship between risk-taking and 

the incidental emotions of fear and happiness.  Lerner and Keltner (2000, 2001) first 

investigated the effects of incidental fear and happiness on optimism and attitudes toward 

risk.  They hypothesized that because fear is related to perceptions of low control and 

certainty, it should be related to risk-aversion.  In contrast, because happiness is related to 

perceptions of high control and certainty, it should be related to risk-taking.  Findings 

were consistent with their hypotheses in a set of studies involving naturally occurring and 
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experimentally induced fear and happiness.  That is, fearful people expressed pessimistic 

risk estimates and risk-averse choices, whereas happy people expressed optimistic risk 

estimates and risk-seeking choices.  Kugler et al. (2010) extended these findings.  They 

differentiated lottery risk (risk stemming from gambles) from person-based risk (risk 

stemming from other people).  They found that fearful people were less risk-seeking than 

angry people in a lottery task—replicating Lerner and Keltner's (2000, 2001) results.  

However, in the Stag-Hunt game, fearful people were more risk-seeking than angry 

people.  Thus, I hypothesized: 

Hypothesis 3.1: In a Stag-Hunt game, fearful Bs engage in more risk-taking (i.e., 

choose the Stag option more frequently) than those interacting with neutral Bs.  

 In the case of the Trust Game, perhaps surprisingly, Capra (2004) suggests that 

being in a bad mood makes people more likely to reciprocate and be trustworthy.  Closer 

examination of this study, however, reveals that the manipulation actually induced 

sadness.  There is some evidence suggesting that sad people engage in helping behaviors 

as a way to regulate this unpleasant emotion (Cialdini & Fultz, 1990), which would be 

consistent with Capra's (2004)  findings.  However, there are also a number of studies 

showing that anger leads to non-cooperative behaviors (Allred, Mallozzi, Matsui, & Raia, 

1997; Butt, Choi, & Jaeger, 2005; Kassinove, Roth, Owens, & Fuller, 2002; Knapp & 

Clark, 1991; Pillutla & Murnighan, 1996).   For example, Allred et al. (1997) found that 

angry negotiators had less concern for others people’s interests. Small and Lerner (2008) 
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found that incidental anger decreased the amount of welfare assistance participants 

recommended providing compared to neutral emotion. 

 In contrast, research suggests that incidental gratitude promotes cooperative 

behaviors.  For example, Dunn and Schweitzer (2005) found that people who were 

induced to experience incidental gratitude tended to trust more in others.  Gino and 

Schweitzer (2008) extended these results by showing that, as a consequence of enhanced 

trust, people who feel incidental gratitude are more receptive to advice than are people in 

a neutral emotional state.  Similarly, theoretical accounts of guilt propose that this 

emotion promotes behaviors to repair previous wrongdoing (Baumeister et al., 1994; 

Tangney et al., 2007a).  In an early study, Darlington and Macker (1966) found that 

incidental guilt amplified participants’ willingness to donate blood.  More recently, guilt 

has been shown to be related to worries about harming others, which leads to helping 

behaviors to avoid these worries (Grant & Wrzesniewski, 2010).  Therefore, I predicted, 

Hypothesis 3.2: In a trust game, angry Bs are less trustworthy or reciprocal (i.e., 

send back less money) than neutral Bs. 

Hypothesis 3.3: In a trust game, grateful Bs are more trustworthy or reciprocal 

(i.e., send back less money) than neutral Bs. 

Hypothesis 3.4: In a trust game, guilty Bs are more trustworthy or reciprocal (i.e., 

send back less money) than angry Bs. 
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Synopsis of Research Questions and Hypotheses 

Research question: In a two-person interactive decision, what are the effects of 

Player A’s knowledge of Player B’s emotional state? 

Research Sub-Question 1: What beliefs do Players A hold concerning the 

effects of B’s emotional state on B’s behaviors? 

Hypothesis 1.1: People believe that fearful others are less likely to 

take risks than neutral people. 

Hypothesis 1.2: People believe that happy others are more likely to 

take risks than neutral people.    

Hypothesis 1.3: People will believe that angry others are less likely 

to reciprocate (i.e., be trustworthy) than neutral people. 

Hypothesis 1.4: People will believe that grateful others are more 

likely to reciprocate (i.e., be trustworthy) than neutral people. 

Hypothesis 1.5: People will believe that guilt others are more likely 

to reciprocate (i.e., be trustworthy) than angry people. 

Research Sub-Question 2:  In an interactive setting, how do Player A’s 

beliefs about Player B’s emotional states affect A’s behavior? 
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Hypothesis 2.1: In a stag-hunt game, Players A interacting with 

fearful Bs engage in less risk-taking (i.e., choose the Stag option 

less frequently) than those interacting with neutral Bs. 

Hypothesis 2.2: In a stag-hunt game, Players A interacting with 

happy Bs engage in more risk-taking (i.e., choose the Stag option 

less frequently) than those interacting with neutral Bs. 

Hypothesis 2.3: In a trust game, Players A interacting with angry 

Bs trust less (i.e., send less money) than those interacting with 

neutral Bs. 

Hypothesis 2.4: In a trust game, Players A interacting with grateful 

Bs trust more (i.e., send less money) than those interacting with 

neutral Bs. 

Hypothesis 2.5: In a trust game, Players A interacting with guilty 

Bs trust more (i.e., send less money) than those interacting with 

angry Bs. 

Research Sub-Question 3:  How do B players’ emotional states affect their 

actual behaviors? 

Hypothesis 3.1: In a Stag-Hunt game, fearful Bs engage in more 

risk-taking (i.e., choose the Stag option more frequently) than 

those interacting with neutral Bs.  
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Hypothesis 3.2: In a trust game, angry Bs are less trustworthy or 

reciprocal (i.e., send back less money) than neutral Bs. 

Hypothesis 3.3: In a trust game, grateful Bs are more trustworthy 

or reciprocal (i.e., send back less money) than neutral Bs. 

Hypothesis 3.4: In a trust game, guilty Bs are more trustworthy or 

reciprocal (i.e., send back less money) than angry Bs. 

Overview of the Studies 

 I conducted 4 studies, using complementary methods, to test the hypotheses.  

Study 1a tested Hypotheses 1.1-1.5, which deal with the expectations of how different 

emotional states affect others’ behaviors.  In a survey, I asked participants several 

questions about how they thought being in an emotional state change how likely people 

are to engage in a certain behavior.  Study 1b dealt with Hypotheses 2.1-2.5 on how 

people’s beliefs about others’ emotional state affect people’s own behavior.  In a 

scenario-based online study, I asked participants to imagine different interactions 

between the participant and another person under certain emotional state, and to report 

what they would do in the particular situation.  Both studies are reported in the following 

chapter. 

 Studies 2 and 3 tested all hypotheses, including Hypotheses 3.1-3.4, dealing with 

how emotions actually affect people’s behavior.  In study 2, I conducted a Stag-Hunt 

game, which examines risk-taking behaviors in an interactive context.  In study 3, I 
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conducted a Trust Game, which inspects trusting behaviors and trustworthiness.  Studies 

2 and 3 are reported in Chapter 4.      
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CHAPTER 3 

STUDIES 1A AND 1B 

Study 1a 

Objectives and Participants 

The aim of Study 1a was to address research sub-question 1 (Hypotheses 1.1 - 

1.5) on lay beliefs about the effects of different emotional states on others’ actions.  I 

examined the interpersonal effects of 5 emotions (fear, happiness, anger, gratitude and 

guilt) on 5 behaviors: risk-taking, trustworthy, retaliation, altruism and fair behaviors.4  

Thus, in this study I went beyond the two behaviors that were the focus of my hypotheses 

(i.e., risk-taking and trustworthy behaviors) to examine more broadly how people 

perceive that others’ incidental emotions affect behavior.  

Fifty eight undergraduate students at a southwestern U. S. university participated 

in this study in exchange for class credit.  Their average age was 20.1 years (SD = 1.40) 

and 39 (67.2%) were male.  The participants in the sample were 69.0% White, 15.5% 

Hispanic, 5.2% Asian, 3.4% African-American and 6.9% of other races.  Their class 

standing was the following: 10.3% were in their first, 32.8% in their second, 44.8% in 

their third, and 12.1% were in their fourth year of undergraduate studies.  Most of the 

participants (84.5%) reported that English was their first language. 

 

                                                 
4 These behaviors are relevant to a number of economic games: the stag-hunt, trust, ultimatum, and dictator 
games (Camerer, 2003).    
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Procedure and Materials 

Upon arrival to the laboratory, participants received a package of printed 

questionnaires.  Each participant was asked their beliefs about how each of the five 

emotions (anger, happiness, gratitude, fear and guilt) changes five types of behavior 

(risk-taking, trustworthy behaviors, retaliating, altruism and acting fairly).   In each page 

of the questionnaire, as a header, I included the target behavior (e.g., behaving in a 

trustworthy way) and some short examples (e.g., keeping promises, even when it is 

difficult or costly).  Under the header was included a set of questions involving each of 

the 5 emotions (e.g., does being angry generally change how likely people are to behave 

in a trustworthy way?).  Respondents used 7-point bipolar scales (i.e., 3 = Makes them 

much more likely to be trustworthy, 0 = No effect, -3 = Makes them much less likely to be 

trustworthy).  They took around 12 minutes to complete the questionnaire.  Multiple 

forms of the questionnaire were created counterbalancing emotion order within behavior 

blocks, as well as the order of behavior blocks.  None the 25 questions was significantly 

affected by the form of the questionnaire (all p > .05), and responses were aggregated 

across order conditions. 

Results and Discussion 

Because people rated different targets (i.e., questions regarding the effects of 

others’ emotions on behaviors), to justify aggregating these ratings across participants, I 

computed the ICC (A,1) statistic (McGraw & Wong, 1996).  This is an index of both 

interrater reliability and interrater agreement that may be interpreted as the extent to 
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which participants’ mean ratings reliably distinguish among each target (LeBreton & 

Senter, 2008). The coefficient was .91, indicating that the mean ratings, taken over 

participants, reliably distinguish the perceived effects of others’ emotions on behaviors. 

Table 3.1 presents a summary of the results, by emotion and behavior.  Figures 

3.1-3.5 show the five emotions and their believed effect on five behaviors.  Comparing 

graphs, an interesting pattern emerges.  People believed that anger is clearly related to 

non-cooperative behaviors.  That is, participants believed that anger makes others less 

likely to engage in trustworthy, altruist, and fair behaviors, while making them much 

more likely to retaliate.   The opposite is true for happiness, gratitude and, to a lesser 

extent, guilt.  Fear was believed to have mild to no impact on these behaviors, but also to 

make others somewhat less likely to retaliate—perhaps because people see fear as having 

an avoidance function (Saffrey et al., 2008).   Interestingly, the emotion believed to have 

the strongest positive effect on risk-taking was anger. 

TABLE 3.1.  Means of the impact of others’ emotions on behaviors. 

Other's Emotion Risk-taking Trustworthiness Retaliation Altruism Fairness

Fear -1.98*** -0.05 -1.12*** -0.67***  0.12

Happiness  0.86***  1.55*** -1.76***  2.38***  1.98***

Anger  1.90*** -1.59***  2.83*** -2.14*** -2.19***

Gratitude -0.81***  2.21*** -1.09***  2.41***  1.98***

Guilt  0.29  0.72***   0.00  1.21***  1.21***

Behavior

 

Note.  The bipolar scales ranged from +3 (makes them much more likely to engage in the 
behavior) to -3 (makes them much less likely to engage in the behavior). 

 *** p < .001 
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FIGURE 3.1.  Five emotions and their believed effect on risk taking.  Error bars represent 
standard errors of the means.   
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FIGURE 3.2.  Five emotions and their believed effect on trustworthiness.  Error bars 
represent standard errors of the means.   
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Acting Fairly
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FIGURE 3.3.  Five emotions and their believed effect on acting fairly.  Error bars 
represent standard errors of the means.   
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FIGURE 3.4.  Five emotions and their believed effect on altruism.  Error bars represent 
standard errors of the means.   
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Retaliation
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FIGURE 3.5.  Five emotions and their believed effect on retaliation.  Error bars represent 
standard errors of the means.   

 

 The hypotheses, which focus on how people think specific emotions affect risk 

taking and trustworthy behaviors, were supported.  Recall that participants were asked 

how others experiencing an emotion X would change behavior Y.  I used one-sample t-

tests to examine the hypotheses, where zero (“no effect”) was the reference value. 

Consistent with Hypotheses 1.1 and 1.2, people believed that fear and happiness affect 

risk taking: Fear was thought to make others less likely to take risks (Mfear = -1.98), t (57) 

= -10.12, p < .001, whereas happiness was thought to make others more likely to take 

risks (Mhappiness = 0.86), t (57) = 6.15, p < .001.  Results also support Hypotheses 1.3-1.5 

regarding the expected effects of anger, gratitude and guilt on trustworthy behaviors.  As 

noted, people believed that anger makes people less likely to behave in a trustworthy way 
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(Manger = -1.59), t (57) = -12.40, p < .001; gratitude makes them more likely to do so 

(Mgratitude = 2.21), t (57) = 21.29, p < .001.  Finally, when comparing anger and guilt 

(Hypothesis 1.5) using a pair sample t-test, I found that people believe guilt makes people 

more likely to behave trustworthily (Mguilt = .72) than anger does (Manger = -1.59), t (57) = 

9.25, p < .001. 

Study 1a provided initial evidence that people believe that discrete emotions 

impact others’ behaviors, in specific ways.  These beliefs go beyond valence: emotions of 

the same valence are perceived to have opposing effects on others’ behaviors.  In Study 

1b, I extend these findings using different hypothetical scenarios in which others’ 

decisions can be important for respondents’ outcomes.  This not only provides vivid 

concrete situations in which others’ emotions can affect others’ behaviors, but it also 

allows us to examine whether this information affects people’s own decisions.             

Study 1b 

Objectives and Participants 

Study 1b addresses Research Question 2 (Hypotheses 2.1- 2.5): How Player A’s 

beliefs about B’s emotional state affect A’s behavior.  As in Study 1a, I examined the 

interpersonal effects of the 5 emotions on 5 behaviors.  Participants were 203 

undergraduate students at a southwestern U. S. university who participated in exchange 

for course credit.   Their average age was 21.8 (SD = 3.37) and 58% of them were female.  

The majority were White (70.9%), 15.3% were Asian, 10.3% were Hispanic, 1.5% were 

African-American, and 1.0% other races. 
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Procedure and Materials 

Study 1b is a scenario-based online study.  Respondents read 5 hypothetical 

situations in which different interactions between two people took place.  Participants, in 

the role of Player A, was given information about (a hypothetical) Player B’s emotional 

state (e.g., you are aware that she is in an angry mood, because of the way she was 

talking to her husband on her cell phone).  In the neutral condition it was indicated that 

participants were in a neutral mood.  Participants were asked to decide whether they 

would engage in a specific behavior or not (e.g., would you lend her the $40?).  They 

were also asked about their belief about B’s behavior (e.g., what do you think is the 

likelihood of her returning the money?).   

I created a pool of 30 possible scenarios: 5 situations (involving different B’s 

behaviors: risk-taking, trustworthiness, retaliation, altruism and acting fairly) x 6 

emotions (anger, happiness, gratitude, fear, guilt and neutral).  All participants faced all 

situations in random order.  To avoid making the task too repetitive, each participant 

judged only one emotion (randomly selected from the five emotions) by situation.  Each 

participant thus faced a total of 5 scenarios, with the hypothetical B experiencing a 

different incidental emotion in each. 

These 5 five scenarios had two elements in common.  First, all of them described 

situations in which Player B’s behavior could affect A’s outcome.  For example, in one 

situation B had to return some money to A, implying an interest in B’s trustworthy 
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behavior.  Second, the scenarios included a sentence informing As that B was 

experiencing some kind of emotion.  Complete scenarios are included in Appendix A.   

Scenario 15: “The loan request” 

Participants were asked to imagine that they needed to ask for a loan.  I made 

explicit in the description of the scenario that the crucial question was whether B—in this 

case, the participant’s uncle—was willing to take the risk of losing the money.  Hence, 

the target behavior here was others’ risk taking.   Participants were asked whether they 

would ask for the loan that same day, or whether they would wait for a different day 

(when presumably B could be in a different emotional state).  They were then asked to 

assume they asked the question that same day and to indicate the likelihood that B would 

take the risk and loan the money, using an 11-point scale (1 = I’m certain he will not take 

the risk; 11 = I’m certain he will take the risk). 

Scenario 2: “The supermarket request” 

In this scenario, both Players A and B are standing in a grocery store checkout 

line.  Player B notice that she left her wallet at home and asks A whether he or she could 

lend her some money.  The target behavior in this scenario was others’ trustworthiness.  

(The assumption here was that the more trustworthy the other person was perceived to 

be—i.e., the more likely was to return the money—the more likely participants were to 

lend the money).  Participants were finally asked to assume that they loaned the money 

                                                 
5 Because the order of presentation of the scenarios was randomized, Scenario 1 was not necessarily 
presented first.  
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and to indicate the likelihood that the other person would return it, using an 11-point 

scale (1 = I’m certain she won’t return the money; 11 = I’m certain she will return the 

money). 

Scenario 3: “Grade appeal” 

In this scenario, participants were presented with a situation in which they 

received an unfair grade in a course—they hoped to improve their grade by persuading 

the instructor (Player B).  They were told that asking for too much could have 

counterproductive consequences (i.e., the instructor could think the participant was too 

daring, and this could affect the participant’s participation grade).  Participants were 

asked whether they would propose what they thought was the fair but risky grade (a B) or 

a lower but safer grade (a C).  The implicit assumption was that, if participants believed 

that their instructor was willing to act fairly, they should propose the B grade.  They were 

then asked to assume they proposed a B, and to indicate the likelihood that the  instructor 

would agree with this grade, using an 11-point scale (1 = I’m certain he will disagree; 11 

= I’m certain he will agree).    

Scenario 4: “Begging cab-fare” 

Participants were asked to imagine that they were in an unfamiliar part of town.  

They had planned to take a cab home, but they realize that they have lost their wallet, so 

they decide to ask Player B (a passing stranger) for money.  The target behavior in this 

scenario was others’ altruism. Participants were asked how much money they would ask 

for, ranging from $2 to $30.  After this, they were asked to assume they had asked for 
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$10, and to indicate whether the stranger would agree with this request, using an 11-point 

scale (1 = I’m certain he will disagree; 11 = I’m certain he will agree).  

Scenario 5: “The concert ticket” 

Participants were presented with a situation in which they had to make an 

ultimatum offer for a concert ticket to Player B—a classmate.  They were told that B was 

unlikely to find other prospects, but that he may feel insulted and reject the offer if it was 

too low.   The target behavior then was others’ retaliation.  Participants were asked how 

much money they would offer for the ticket, with potential offers ranging from $10 to 

$100.  After this, they were asked to assume that they made an offer of $30, and to 

indicate the likelihood that the other person would reject it, using an 11-point scale (1 = 

I’m certain he will accept the offer; 11 = I’m certain he will reject the offer). 

Results 

Results are summarized in Figures 3.6-3.10.  The upper panel of each figure 

shows Players A’s expectations of B’s behaviors; the lower panel shows Players A’s 

behaviors. 

Scenario 1: “The loan request.”  Hypotheses 1.1-1.2 and 2.1-2.2 were tested 

using Scenario 1: The Loan Request.  Hypothesis 1.1 stated that Players A believe that 

fearful Bs are less likely to take risks than neutral Bs.  I found that As told that B was 

fearful reported expecting B would be less likely to take the risk (M = 3.97) than those 

told that B was neutral (M = 6.63), t (78) = -6.04, p < .001, d = -1.35, supporting 
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Hypothesis 1.1.  Hypothesis 1.2 stated that As believe that happy Bs are more likely to 

take risks than neutral Bs.   Consistent with this hypothesis, I found that As told that B 

was happy thought he would be more likely (M = 8.00) to take the risk of making the 

loan than As told that B was neutral, (M = 6.63), t (67) = 2.96, p < .01, d = .73  

Participants’ behavior was strongly related to their expectations (r = .67, p < 

.001).  To test hypotheses 2.1 – 2.2, dealing with participants’ behavior, I used Howell's 

(2001) method for categorical data, whose logic is similar to Fisher LSD in the context of 

one-way ANOVA.   I first conducted an omnibus chi-square, which was significant, χ² (5, 

n = 203) = 88.74, p < .001, φ2 = .44.6  I then compared the conditions I was interested in.  

Proportionally less As told that B was fearful decided to ask him or her for the loan 

(5.1%) than did As told that B was neutral (56.1%), χ² (1, n = 80) = 24.17, p < .001, φ
2 = 

.30, supporting Hypothesis 2.1.  Proportionally more As told that B was happy decided to 

ask B for the loan (89.3%) than did As told that B was neutral (56.1%), χ² (1, n = 77) = 

8.20, p < .01, φ2 = .11, supporting Hypothesis 2.2. 

                                                 
6 When the degrees of freedom for the χ² statistic are greater than 1, we use Cramer’s φ to estimate the 
percentage of variance accounted for by the effect. Cramer’s φ is calculated as the square root of (χ²)/[N(k-
1)], where k is equal to the smaller of the number of rows or columns. The φ is interpreted as being similar 
to a correlation coefficient, and thus it is squared to reflect a variance-accounted-for effect size. 
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FIGURE 3.6.  Scenario 1: “The loan request.”  Expectations that Players B will take the 
risk if they ask the same day (upper panel) and proportion of Players A’s choosing to ask 
for the money the same day (lower panel) by Experimental Condition.  Error bars 
represent standard errors of the means.   
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Scenario 2: “The supermarket request.”  I deal in this section with Hypotheses 

1.3-1.5 and 2.3-2.5, using Scenario 2: “The supermarket request.”  Hypotheses 1.3 

proposed that As believe that angry Bs are less likely to be trustworthy than neutral Bs; 

Hypothesis 1.4 stated that As believe that grateful Bs are more likely to be trustworthy 

than neutral Bs; Hypothesis 1.5 proposed that As believe that guilty Bs  are more likely to 

be trustworthy than angry Bs. 

The omnibus F test including B’s Emotional State as the factor and expectations 

as a dependent variable revealed that the conditions were not significantly different, F (5, 

202) = 1.44, p = .209.  Thus, none of Hypotheses 1.3-1.5—concerning As’ expectations 

of B’s trustworthiness—were supported, although as can be seen in Figure 3.7 (upper 

panel) there was some trend in the predicted direction.   

In contrast, I did find support for most hypotheses concerning participants’ 

decisions (Hypotheses 2.3-2.5).  [Expectations and decisions were significantly related, r 

(201) = .46, p < .001].  The omnibus test revealed a significant difference in As’ 

decisions across conditions, χ² (5, n = 203) = 13.56, p < .05,  φ
2 = .07.  Hypothesis 2.3 

proposed that As interacting with angry Bs trust less than those interacting with neutral 

Bs.  As shown in Figure 3.7 (lower panel), I found that proportionally fewer participants 

trusted their money when interacting with angry Bs (only 3.0%) than did As interacting 

with neutral Bs (27.3%), χ² (1, n = 55) = 6.98, p < .05, φ
2 = .13, supporting Hypothesis 

2.3.  Hypothesis 2.4 stated that As interacting with grateful Bs trust more than those 

interacting with neutral Bs.  No significant difference was found between the loaning rate 
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to grateful Bs (27.3%) and to neutral Bs (27.3%), χ² (1, n = 55) = 0.00, p = 1.00, giving 

no support to Hypothesis 2.4.  Hypothesis 1.5 proposed that As interacting with guilty Bs 

trust more than those interacting with angry Bs.  This hypothesis was supported.  

Proportionally more people trusted their money to guilty Bs (25.0%) than to angry Bs 

(3.0%), χ² (1, n = 73) = 6.82, p < .01, φ
2 = .10. 
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FIGURE 3.7.  Scenario 2: “The supermarket request.”  Expectations that Players B will 
be Trustworthy (upper panel) and proportion of Players A’s who trusted their money 
(lower panel), by Experimental Condition.  Error bars represent standard errors of the 
means.   
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Remaining scenarios.  The manipulations were less successful in the remaining 

scenarios.  In Scenario 3: The grade appeal, the effects of emotional information on 

expectations were not statistically significant, F (5, 197) = 1.94, p = .089.  However, I did 

find differences between conditions in terms of behaviors.  More participants (60.0%) 

would ask the happy instructor for a B (the fair but risky option) than they would if the 

instructor were angry (20.0%), χ² (1, n = 65) = 10.64, p < .01.  The point-biserial 

correlation between expectations and behaviors across conditions in this scenario was r 

(201) = .52, p < .001. 

In Scenario 4: Begging cab-fare, there was no significant differences across 

conditions either in terms of expectations, F (5, 197) = 1.01, p = .414; or of behaviors, F 

(5, 197) = .588, p = .709 (see Figure 3.9).   Similarly, I found no differences in Scenario 

5: The concert ticket [F (5, 197) = .65, p = .666; F (5, 197) = .39, p = .854; for 

expectations and behaviors, respectively] (Figures 3.10).  In both scenarios, however, 

behaviors and expectations were significantly related [rconcert (201) = .40, p < .001; rbegging 

(201) = .33, p < .001]. 
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FIGURE 3.8.  Scenario 3: “Grade Appeal.”  Expectations that Players B will agree (i.e., 
be fair) (upper panel) and proportion of Players A’s made the fair request (lower panel) 
by Experimental Condition.  Error bars represent standard errors of the means.   
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FIGURE 3.9.  Scenario 4: “Begging cab-fare.” Expectations that Players B would agree 
in providing the money (i.e., altruism) (upper panel) and mean Players A’s request (lower 
panel) by Experimental Condition.  Error bars represent standard errors of the means.   
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FIGURE 3.10.  Scenario 5: “The concert ticket.”  Expectations that Players B would 
reject the offer (i.e., retaliate) (upper panel) and mean Players A’s offer (lower panel) by 
Experimental Condition.  Error bars represent standard errors of the means.   
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 Discussion 

Results fall into three categories.  First, I replicated a number of results from 

Study 1a.  In both studies, people thought that happy others are likely to take more risks,  

and that fearful others are likely to take fewer risks, than neutral others.  In Study 1b 

(Scenario 1: The loan request), this also implied that people were more likely to ask 

happy others to take a risk and were less likely to ask fearful others to take a risk.  In 

addition, consistent with Study 1a’s finding that people think angry others are less 

trustworthy, I found that participants in Study 1b (Scenario 2: The supermarket request) 

were less likely to trust them.  Finally, in both studies, people discriminate between 

others’ negative emotions.  People think that guilty others are more trustworthy than 

angry others are, and people tend to trust guilty others more than they trust angry others. 

Second, there were a number of null findings, where Study 1b failed to replicate 

results in Study 1a.  In general, I did not find significant effects in Study 1b when 

analyzing the expectations questions7, except for Scenario 1: The loan request (in which 

the effects of emotional information on decisions were very large).  The expectations 

questions may have muddled participants by asking them to make counterfactual 

assumptions.  For example, in Scenario 2: The supermarket request, I first asked them to 

report whether they would trust Player B.  I then asked them to assume that they had 

trusted B (even if they had not) and report their expectations that B would return the 

                                                 
7 Note, however, that the expectations means—although generally not significant—were consistent with 
behaviors and our hypotheses. 
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money.   In retrospect, it seems likely that this counterfactual thinking made these 

expectations questions particularly difficult to think about.  

I also found no effects of the other’s emotional state on decisions in two 

scenarios: Scenario 4 (Begging cab-fare) and Scenario 5 (The concert ticket), in which no 

point of reference was provided.  In the begging cab-fare scenario, it was unclear how 

much money participants needed to get home.  As one participant complained in an open-

ended question at the end of the survey: “When asking for money for a cab, it really 

depends on how far you need to go.”  Similarly, in the concert ticket scenario, it was 

unclear how interested the participant was in attending the concert.  This may have 

contributed to the lack of significant results in these two scenarios. 

A final inconsistency between studies 1a and 1b deals with the effects of other’s 

anger on risk taking.  In Study 1a, people reported believing that anger would have the 

largest positive effect on risk-taking behaviors among all the emotions included in this 

study—clearly above the neutral value (the “no effect” mark).  In contrast, in the loan 

request of Study 1b, they expected that an angry other would take less risks than a neutral 

other [t (74) = 5.32, p < .001].   This echoes the distinction that Kugler et al. (2010) made 

between lottery risk and person-based risk, described in Chapter 2.  In Study 1a, the 

examples I gave to describe risk-taking behaviors (e.g., gambling heavily; driving too 

fast; engaging in dangerous sports) may have led people to think about lottery risk (i.e., 

risk stemming from nature).  However, the type of risk in Study 1b (Scenario 1: The loan 

request) was interactive, that is, stemming from others.  Thus, consistent with Kugler et 
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al.’s (2010) distinction, people believe there is a positive relationship between others’ 

anger and lottery risk, but a negative relationship between others’ anger and person-based 

risk.   

These results shed some light on how other’s emotional states affect expectations 

and people’s own behavior, but a drawback of both Study 1a and Study 1b is that 

participants may have effortlessly indicated a judgment or decision without considering 

the costs involved.  In studies 2 and 3—described in Chapter 4—I conduct two economic 

games involving decisions with financial consequences, which arguably makes 

participants more motivated in making a decision that realistically represents their 

preference.  
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CHAPTER 4 

STUDIES 2 AND 3 

Objectives 

The studies reported in this chapter, Studies 2 and 3, were two economic games 

involving decisions with non-trivial financial consequences.  The studies addressed all 

three research questions.  I examined the effects of Players A’s expectations of Player B’s 

behavior, given information about B’s emotional state (Hypotheses 1.1-1.5); I also 

studied the effects of this type of information on Player A’s own behavior (Hypotheses 

2.1-2.5); and I examined the effects of Player B’s emotional state on B’s behavior 

(Hypotheses 3.1-3.4).  Target behaviors differed across studies: Study 2 dealt with other’s 

risk taking and Study 3 dealt with other’s trustworthiness. 

Study 2: The Stag Hunt Game 

Method 

Participants 

Ninety-eight undergraduate business students participated in Study 2 in exchange 

for class credit and their earnings from the experiment.  The participants’ mean age was 

21.28 years (SD = 3.75) and 59 (60.2%) were male.  Most (76.5%) were White, 10.2% 

were Hispanic, 6.1% Asian, 1.0% African-American and 6.1% of other races.  The 

majority (80.6%) were in their third year at the university; the rest were in their fourth 
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year or more.  Eighty-six percent of participants reported that English was their first 

language. 

Procedure and Design 

Participants were recruited via an internet-based system.  They received course 

credit for their participation, as well as their payoffs from the experiment.  

Upon arrival to the laboratory, participants were led to individual rooms, where 

they completed the tasks.  They were informed that they would take part in two unrelated 

experiments.  The ostensibly first experiment (“Episodic Memory Study”) induced the 

fear and happiness by using a writing task validated in several studies (e.g., Dunn & 

Schweitzer, 2005; Kugler et al., 2010.  I induced different emotions only in Players B, 

who also answered a shortened version of the Positive and Negative Affect Schedule 

(PANAS; Watson & Clark, 1994), including three items measuring fear and happiness, in 

addition to 14 filler items (20 items in total).  Players A participated in a neutral writing 

task in all conditions (they wrote about a recent classroom session). 

In the ostensibly second experiment, I conducted a Stag-Hunt Game (Skyrms, 

2004; Hofstadter, 1996).  The study consisted of a one-factor between-subjects design.  

The critical manipulation was that, before they made their decision, Players A were 

informed about the task that their assigned B was engaged in during the first experiment, 

and the emotion B was thus likely experiencing.  There were 3 levels of this variable: “B-

happy,” “B-fearful,” and “B-neutral.” For example, Players A in the B-fearful condition 

read: 
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“Before participating in the current strategic decision making task, you 

participated in a Memory Study.  You were asked to write about a classroom 

session.  Your assigned Participant B participated in a similar task, but he/she was 

asked to write about a personal experience in the past that had left him/her feeling 

really fearful . For example, one person who participated in this task wrote about 

a time when they were followed by potentially dangerous men at night in a third-

world country.   

In previous studies, we have found that this task strongly affects people’s 

emotional state.   People who wrote about the classroom session task you did 

reported an average fear score of around 26, on a scale from 0 to 100. In contrast, 

people who wrote about an fear-inducing incident, like your Participant B, 

reported an average fear score of around 53 on the same scale.” 

Numbers included in this manipulation were taken from previous studies using 

this task, using a linear transformation to have it in 0 to 100 scale.  We did so because 

this scale would be easier to understand than other scales commonly used (e. g. 1 - 7). 

Players A in the neutral condition were told that Players B participated in a task similar to 

the one in which they participated.  They read: 

“Before participating in the current Economic Game, you participated in a 

Memory Study.  You were asked to write about a classroom session.  Your 

assigned Participant B participated in a similar task—he or she was asked to write 
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about a classroom session as well.  In previous studies, we have found that this 

task does not affect people’s emotional state.” 

The Game 

After the manipulation, participants made their decisions in the Stag Hunt game.  

This is a simultaneous game: both participants make their decisions at the same time, 

without knowing the other’s decision.  Table 4.1 shows the payoff matrix participants 

confronted.  If one participant chose Option 1 (Rabbit: the safe option), he or she 

received $10 regardless of the counterpart’s choice.  If a participant chose Option 2 (Stag: 

the risky option), then the counterpart’s choice mattered: the participant received $20 if 

the counterpart also chose Option 2, but $0 if the counterpart chose Option 1.  Thus, in a 

given condition, the more people tend to choose Option 2 (the Stag), the more their 

behaviors are considered risk-seeking (person-based).  Players A response forms included 

reminders about the writing task that Bs completed. 

TABLE 4.1.  Payoff matrix of the Stag Hunt game. 

Player A Option 1 Option 2

Option 1 10, 10 10,  0

Option 2   0, 10 20, 20

Player B

 

Note.  In each cell, the first value represents Player A’s payoff; the second value 
represents Player B’s payoff.   
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Measures and manipulation check 

Following their decision, and before they were informed about Player B’s 

decision, participants in the role of Player A completed a post-decision questionnaire.  

They first were asked what their counterparts wrote about in the memory task: an 

experience that made them fearful, an experience that made them happy, or a classroom 

session. This constituted Player A’s manipulation check. 

Players A were also asked about their expectations that B would choose Option 2.  

This was presented as an 11-item measure, anchored at 0% (I’m certain s/he will choose 

Option 1—the safe option) and at 100% (I’m certain s/he will choose Option 2—the risky 

option).  I also asked Players A a series of questions about how they made their decisions.  

Two examples are I thought about what I would do if I were Participant A and I made my 

decision in a selfish way (the complete questionnaire is included in the Appendix).  They 

answered these questions on a scale ranging from 1 (Strongly Disagree) to 5 (Strongly 

Agree).  After completing the post-decision questionnaire, participants were informed 

about their counterpart’s decisions, were paid and dismissed.  Participants took around 35 

minutes in completing both tasks and were paid on average  $12.8. 
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Results 

Player A    

Manipulation checks.  Players A were asked what emotion their counterparts 

wrote about: happiness, neutral, or fear.  Of the 49 Players A, 47 (96%) indicated the 

correct emotion8.   

Test of hypotheses.  I first focused on Hypotheses 1.1-1.2, dealing with A’s 

expectations of B’s decisions (see Figure 4.1, Upper Panel).  Hypothesis 1.1 stated that 

Players A believe that fearful Bs are less likely to take risks than neutral Bs.  Players A 

told that B was fearful assigned a lower percentage likelihood to Bs choosing the risky 

option (M = 35.6%) than those told that B was neutral (M = 50.0%), t (30) = -2.70, p < 

.05, d = -1.14, which gives support to Hypothesis 1.1.  Hypothesis 1.2 stated that As 

believe that happy Bs are more likely to take risks than neutral Bs.  Contrary to this 

hypothesis, there were no significant differences in the expectations of Players A told that 

B was happy (M = 55.3%) and those told that B was neutral (M = 50.0%), t (31) = .79, p 

= .592. 

                                                 
8 We tested our hypotheses with the entire sample, as well as with a limited sample that included only 
participants who indicated the right task.  In either case, the results were the same.  Thus, we elected to 
retain the entire sample. 
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FIGURE 4.1.  Proportion of Players A choosing the Risky option (Upper panel) and 
Expectations that Players B will choose the Risky Option (lower panel) by Experimental 
Condition.  Error bars represent standard errors of the means.   
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I found similar results when testing Hypotheses 2.1 – 2.2, dealing with As’ 

decisions.  The proportion of risky choices in each condition is shown in Figure 4.1 

(Lower Panel).  To test the hypotheses, I used Howell's (2001) method for categorical 

data.  I first conducted an omnibus chi-square, which was significant, χ² (2, n = 49) = 

7.88, p < .05, φ2 = .41.9  I then compared the conditions I was interested in.  Hypothesis 

2.1 stated that As interacting with fearful Bs would engage in less risk-taking (i.e., choose 

the Stag option less frequently) than those interacting with neutral Bs.  Supporting this 

hypothesis, I found that fewer As told that B was fearful chose the risky option (31.3%) 

than those told that B was neutral (68.8%), χ² (1, n = 32) = 4.50, p < .05, φ2 = .12.  

Hypothesis 2.2 proposed that As interacting with happy Bs would engage in more risk-

taking (i.e., choose the Stag option more frequently) than those interacting with neutral 

Bs.  This hypothesis was not supported.   The proportion of As told that B was happy 

who chose the risky option (76.5%) was not significantly different from that of As told 

that B was neutral (68.8%), χ² (1, n = 33) = .62, p = .619.  As’ decisions and expectations 

were significantly correlated, r (64) = .38, p < .01. 

Additional analyses.   A’s expectations of B’s behavior mediated the effect of 

knowledge of B’s emotion on A’s own decision.  I used Mackinnon and Dwyer's (1993; 

see also Kenny, 2006; Kenny, Kashy, & Bolger, 1998) mediation method for 

dichotomous independent and dependent variables, and continuous mediators.  First, a 

                                                 
9 When the degrees of freedom for the χ² statistic are greater than 1, we use Cramer’s φ to estimate the 
percentage of variance accounted for by the effect. Cramer’s φ is calculated as the square root of (χ²)/[N(k-
1)], where k is equal to the smaller of the number of rows or columns. The φ is interpreted as being similar 
to a correlation coefficient, and thus it is squared to reflect a variance-accounted-for effect size. 
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logistic regression was conducted on the dependent variable (A’s Decision: Safe Decision 

= 0, Risky Decision = 1), to assess the effect of the independent variable (Knowledge of 

B’s emotion: B-neutral = 0, B-fearful = 1).  The analysis revealed a significant effect of 

Knowledge of B’s emotion (B = -1.58, SE(B) = .763, Exp(B) = .207, χ² (1) = 4.61, p < 

.05). (This is in line with the finding above, using the chi-square analysis to test 

Hypothesis 2.1).  Second, regressing the mediator (Expectations of B choosing the Risky 

Decision) on Knowledge of B’s emotions revealed an effect of the latter variable (β = -

.44, p < .05).  (This is also in line with the analysis reported above, supporting 

Hypothesis 1.1).  Third, I entered both the independent variable and the mediator in a 

single regression analysis.  This revealed that the mediator (Expectations) accounted for 

unique variance in the dependent variable, above and beyond the effect of Knowledge of 

B’s emotion (B = -.10, SE(B) = .04, Exp(B) = 1.10, χ² (1) = 6.14, p < .05).  This 

regression model also revealed that the effect of Knowledge of B’s emotion on A’s 

Decisions, when including expectations, was no longer significant (B = -.77, SE(B) = .92, 

Exp(B) = .47, χ² (1) =.91, p = .465).  I also assessed the significance of the indirect path 

using the Sobel (1982) test and Preacher and Hayes’ (2004) multiple bootstrapping 

method10.  In the presence of expectations, the effect of knowledge of B’s emotions was 

significantly reduced (z = -1.80, p < .05; CI -4.43, -0.32).  These analyses suggest that 

A’s expectations of B’s decisions fully mediate the effect of knowledge of B’s emotion 

on A’s own decision (see Figure 4.2 for a graphical summary of this mediation analysis). 

                                                 
10 Sobel tests and confidence intervals were calculated using Preacher and Hayes (2004) bootstrapping 
procedure, using 5000 resamples.  Sobel tests results are one-tailed.  Confidence intervals of the 
bootstrapping method are at 95%.  
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Expectations of 
Player B choosing 
the Risky Option

Knowledge of Player B's 
Emotional State              

(0 = Neutral vs. 1 = Fear)

Player A's own
Decision                  

(0 = Safe;1 = Risky)

β = -.44* B = .10*

(B = -1.58*)

B = -.77, ns
 

FIGURE 4.2.  The Effects of Knowledge of Other’s Emotions on Player A’s own 
Decision, and the Mediating Role of Expectations of Player B’s Decision.  The 
coefficient in parentheses is from the analysis of the effect without Expectations in the 
equation. 

Note:  * p < .05  

 

I also tested whether there were differences across conditions in Players A’s post-

experiment questionnaire responses. The results are summarized in Table 4.2.  There 

were significant differences in 3 questions: Question 3 (I thought about what I would do 

if I were Participant B) [F (2, 46) = 10.02, p < .001]; Question 5 (I mainly thought about 

the money I would win or lose) [F (2, 46) = 4.75, p < .05]; and Question 8, (I made my 

decision in a selfish way) [F (2, 46) = 4.68, p < .05].  The means show that Players A in 

the B-fearful condition reported agreeing less with Question 3 (M = 3.38) than those in 

the B-neutral and B-happy conditions did (M = 4.43).  Players A in the B-fearful 

condition reported agreeing more with Questions 5 and 8 (M = 4.19 and M = 3.56, 

respectively) than those in the B-neutral and B-happy conditions did (M = 3.24 and M = 



  
 88   

 

2.52).  These results are consistent with As’ tendency to choose the Safe option in the B-

fearful condition.  Since they reduced B’s opportunity to make money, in retrospect they 

reported thinking only about the money they would earn themselves, as well as 

perceiving their acts as more selfish.  Furthermore, As in the B-fearful condition 

depended less on others (since they chose the Safe option more often), in retrospect they 

reported thinking (or caring) less about what B would do. 

TABLE 4.2.  Means of Players A’s post-decision answers by condition, Stag Hunt Game.  
Also included is the F statistic of the omnibus ANOVA. 

Condition

Question B-Happy B-Neutral B-Fearful F

I considered the information about Participant B's emotional state. 3.12 2.88 3.44 1.24

I didn’t really think about what Participant B would do. 1.94 1.88 2.44 1.282

I thought about what I would do if I were Participant B. 4.35 4.50 3.38 10.02**

I considered my own feelings. 4.06 4.00 3.50 1.57

I mainly thought about the money I would win or lose. 3.12 3.56 4.19 3.76*

I cared about what the other participant would earn. 3.12 3.06 3.00 0.03

I made my decision in an altrusitic way. 3.41 3.13 3.22 0.43

I made my decision in a selfish way. 2.29 2.75 3.56 4.08*   
*p < .05 
** p < .01 
Note.  Responses range from 1 (Strongly Disagree) to 5 (Strongly Agree).    

 

Player B    

Manipulation checks.  Of the 20 items from the PANAS that Player B answered, I 

aggregated responses for 3 of these items to create a composite measure of fear, and other 

3 items to create a composite measure for happiness.  To measure Fear, I averaged 

responses for scared, nervous, and afraid (α = .78).  To measure Happiness, I averaged 

responses for joyful, happy, and delighted (α = .92).  The emotion induction seems to 



  
 89   

 

have been successful.  Means for each condition are shown in Table 4.3.  Players B in the 

Happiness condition reported a happier state (M = 6.49) than those in the Neutral (M = 

5.33) and Fear (M = 4.23) conditions, t (46) = 3.68, p < .01.  Furthermore, Players B in 

the Fear condition reported being more fearful (M = 3.50) than those in the Neutral (M = 

2.38) and Happiness (M = 2.57) conditions, t (46) = 2.18, p < .05.   

 

TABLE 4.3.  Means of Players B’s reported emotions by condition, Stag Hunt Game.   

Condition Happiness Fear

Happiness 6.49 2.57

Neutral 5.33 2.38

Fear 4.23 3.50

PANAS

 

 

Test of hypotheses.  Frequencies of Players B’s choices by emotion condition are 

shown in Figure 4.3. Hypothesis 3.1 predicted that fearful Bs would engage in more risk 

taking than those in the neutral condition.  Hypothesis 3.1 was not supported, although 

there was some trend toward the predicted direction.  I found no significant difference 

between the proportion of fearful Bs who chose the Risky option (87.5%) and the 

proportion of neutral Bs who chose this same option (62.5%), χ² (1, n = 32) = 2.67, p = 

.102. 
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FIGURE 4.3.  Proportion of Players B choosing the Risky option by condition in the 
Stag-Hunt Game. 

 

Joint Payoff and Players A’s Accuracy 

The comparison between Figures 4.1 and 4.3 suggests a mismatch between what 

Players A expected fearful Bs to do, and what fearful Bs actually did.  This does not seem 

to occur, at least so pronouncedly, in the other two conditions.  In Table 4.4, I show the 

pairs’ choices in the Stag-Hunt game, by condition.  Of the four possible combinations, 

most pairs (62.5%) in the B-fearful condition chose Safe-Risky combination (A chooses 

Safe, B chooses Risky).  In contrast, most pairs in the B-neutral and B-happy conditions 

chose the Risky-Risky combination (64.7%; 50.0% respectively).  This had implications 

in the pairs’ joint payoff across conditions.  The omnibus F-test revealed significant 
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difference across conditions in joint payoff F (2, 46) = 4.08, p < .05, η2 = .15.  The joint 

payoff of pairs in the B-Fearful condition (M = $18.13) was significantly lower than that 

of pairs in the B-Neutral (M = $26.88) condition, t (31) = 2.89, p < .01, d = -1.00, and 

that of the pairs in the B-Happy condition (M = $31.18), t (31) = 2.89, p = .070, d = -.64. 

TABLE 4.4.  Pairs’ choices by condition, Stag Hunt Game.   

A's Choice
Safe

Safe 17.6% (n  = 3)
Risky 11.8% (n  = 2)

A's Choice
Safe

Safe 18.8% (n  = 3)
Risky 18.8% (n  = 3)

A's Choice
Safe

Safe 6.3% (n  = 1)
Risky 6.3% (n  = 1)

B-Neutral  (Npairs  = 16)

B-Fearful (Npairs  = 16)

25.0% (n  =  4) 

Risky

12.5% (n  = 2)
50.0% (n  = 8)

B's Choice

B's Choice
Risky

62.5% (n  = 10)

B's Choice

5.9% (n  = 1)
64.7% (n  = 11)

Risky

B-Happy (Npairs  = 17)

 

   

Given these differences, I also tested whether there were significant differences in 

the accuracy of A’s expectations across conditions.  I used the Probability Score (PS; 

Brier, 1950), which has been defined as “a measure of the overall accuracy of [a] 

probability estimate” (Harvey, 1997, p. 79), and has been widely used in studies of 

weather forecasting and medical judgment (Murphy, 1970; Redelmeier, Bloch, & 
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Hickam, 1991; Yates, 1990).  The Probability Score is operationalized as the squared 

difference between the estimate of the likelihood of an event (f) and the outcome (d): 

PS (f, d) = (f – d)2   (1) 

In my  study, f is the likelihood that the other person will choose the risky option 

(ranging from 0% to 100%) and d is whether the other person actually chose the risky 

option or not (1 or 0, respectively).  Thus, the lower the score, the greater the accuracy of 

a given prediction.  The omnibus F-test revealed significant difference in PS scores 

across conditions, F (2, 46) = 3.47, p < .05, η2 = .13.  Then, pairwise contrasts revealed 

that the expectations of Players A in the B-fearful condition were significantly less 

accurate (M = .38) than those of Players A in the B-neutral condition (M = .24), t (30) = -

2.09, p < .05, d = .80, and than those in the B-happy condition (M = .22), t (30) = -2.27, p 

< .05, d = .85.  No differences were found between the B-neutral and B-happy conditions, 

t (31) = -.32, p = .75.   

Discussion 

Study 2’s results are in line with what I found in Study 1b (Loan Request 

scenario).  Player A’s expectations of B’s risk taking are affected by information about 

B’s fear.  This information also affects A’s own behaviors (in Study 2, their own risk 

taking).   This is true even when non-trivial amounts of money are at stake.  In study 2, I 

also found evidence for a mediating mechanism of the expectations of B’s behaviors.  

That is, information about B’s fear affected A’s expectations of B’s risk taking, which in 
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turn affected A’s own risk taking.  I found, however, no significant effect when As were 

told that Bs were happy. 

An interesting feature of Study 2 was that it allowed us to compare A’s 

expectations with B’s actual behaviors.  I found that Players A told that B was fearful 

were less accurate in their expectations than As told that B was neutral or happy.  As a 

result, pairs in the B-fearful condition ended up with a significantly lower joint payoffs 

than those in the B-happy and B-neutral conditions. 

Study 3: The Trust Game 

Method 

Participants 

Participants were 132 undergraduate students who participated in exchange for 

class credit and their earnings from the experiment.   Their average age was 21.65 and 

51.5% were females.  Most of them (78.5%) were Whites, while 7.7% were Hispanic, 

13.8% Asian, and 1.5% reported identifying with a different ethnicity.   As in Study 2, 

only juniors (62.1%) and seniors (36.4%) participated in this study, and 83.3% reported 

that English was their first language.   

Procedure and Design 

The general procedure and design were the same as in the previous study.  

Participants were recruited via an internet-based system.  They received course credit for 

their participation, as well as their payoffs from the experiment.  
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Upon arrival to the laboratory, participants were led to individual rooms, where 

they completed the tasks.  They were informed that they would take part in two unrelated 

experiments.  Participants were informed that they would take part in two unrelated 

experiments.   The ostensibly first experiment induced anger, gratitude and guilt by using 

a writing task.  I induced different emotions only in Bs, who also answered a shortened 

version of the PANAS including three items measuring anger, guilt and gratitude, with 11 

filler items (20 items in total).  Players A participated in a neutral writing task in all 

conditions.   

In the ostensibly second experiment, I conducted a Trust Game (Berg et al., 

1995).  The study consisted of a one-factor between-subjects design.  In this study, there 

were 4 levels of knowledge of B’s emotion: “B-angry,” “B-guilty,” and “B-neutral” and 

“B-grateful.” 

The Game 

Unlike the Stag-Hunt Game, the Trust Game is sequential: Players A make the 

first decision (how much to send), and only then, after knowing this move, do Players B 

make theirs (how much to send back).   Players A were endowed with $20 and could send 

any amount ($0-$20) they wanted to Players B.  Bs received three times what As sent, 

and they could return any amount they wanted.   Both As and Bs were instructed that any 

unsent money was for them to keep.  Also, I underscored that only the amount sent by As 

would be multiplied by 3.  For example, if a given Player A sent $20, B received $60; if 

A sent $10, B received $30.  If B sent back $10, A received only $10 which, added to the 
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amount that he or she had initially decided to keep, determines A’s final payoff.  The 

amount sent by A is widely interpreted as a behavioral measure of trust.  The relative 

return (i.e., what Players B send back divided by what they receive) is considered a 

measure of B’s trustworthiness (Ashraf et al., 2006; Kugler, Bornstein, Kocher, & Sutter, 

2007). 

Measures and manipulation check 

Following their decision, and before they were informed about B’s decision, 

participants in the role of Player A completed a post-decision questionnaire.  They first 

were asked what their counterparts wrote about in the memory task: an experience that 

made them fearful, an experience that made them happy, or a classroom session. This 

constituted Players A’s manipulation check. 

Players A were also asked about their expectations of B’s return.  I asked them 3 

expectations questions: 1) “How much money do you think your assigned Participant B 

will send back to you?”; 2) “Suppose you had sent $20 (so Participant B received $60). 

How much money do you think Participant B would send back to you?”; 3) “Suppose 

you had sent $10 (so Participant B received $30). How much money do you think 

Participant B would send back to you?”   

I also asked Players A a series of questions about how they made their decisions 

(the same I asked in the Stag Hunt game).  Two examples are I thought about what I 

would do if I were Participant A and I made my decision in a selfish way.  They answered 

these questions on a scale ranging from 1 (Strongly Disagree) to 5 (Strongly Agree).  
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After completing the post-decision questionnaire, participants were informed about their 

counterpart’s decisions, were paid and dismissed.  Participants took around 45 minutes in 

completing both tasks and were paid on average  $22.4 

Results 

Player A  

Manipulation checks.  Players A were asked what emotion their counterparts 

wrote about: anger, neutral, gratitude, or guilt.  All participants indicated the correct 

emotion.  

Test of hypotheses.  I first focused on Hypotheses 1.3-1.5, dealing with Players 

A’s expectations (see Figure 4.4, lower panel).  Of the three expectations questions, 

Question 1 was strongly affected by A’s amount sent (e.g., if Player A sends $0, his or 

her expectations of B’s return ought to be $0); Question 3 suffered from range restriction 

(when assuming they sent $10, 88% of As expected a returned amount between $0 and 

$10).  I therefore decided to use Question 2 to test the hypotheses [“Suppose you had sent 

$20 (so Participant B received $60). How much money do you think Participant B would 

send back to you?”].   I should note that the responses to all three questions were 

significantly correlated [between r (64) = .33 and r (64) = .64, all ps < .001]. 

Following Fisher LSD method, I first tested the omnibus ANOVA, which was 

significant, F (3, 62) = 2.41, p < .05, η2 = .12.  Hypothesis 1.3 proposed that As believe 

that angry Bs are less likely to be trustworthy than neutral Bs.  Consistent with this 
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hypothesis, I found that As told that B was angry expected their assigned B to return less 

(M = $12.06) than As told that B was neutral (M = $20.59), t (32) = -2.23, p < .05, d = 

.76.  Hypothesis 1.4 stated that As believe that grateful Bs are more likely to be 

trustworthy than neutral Bs.  I found no support for this hypothesis.  There were no 

differences in the expectations of B’s return between Players A told that B was grateful 

(M = $21.88) and As told that B was neutral (M = $20.59), t (31) = -.32, p = .75.  

Hypothesis 1.5 proposed that As believe that guilty Bs are more likely to be trustworthy 

than angry Bs.  I found that As told that B was guilty expected their assigned B to return 

more (M = $21.25) than As told that B was angry (M = $12.06), t (31) = 2.49, p < .05, d = 

.87, supporting Hypothesis 1.5. 
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FIGURE 4.4.  Players A’s mean amount sent (upper panel) and expectations of B’s 
return, assuming they sent $20 (lower panel) by condition.  Error bars represent standard 
errors of the means. 
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I then focused on Player A’s decisions.  A’s mean amount sent is shown in Figure 

4.4 (upper panel).  Hypothesis 2.3 proposed that Players A interacting with angry Bs 

would trust less than those interacting with neutral Bs; Hypothesis 2.4 proposed that 

Players A interacting with grateful Bs would trust more than those interacting with 

neutral Bs; Hypothesis 2.5 proposed that Players A interacting with guilty Bs would trust 

more than those interacting with angry Bs. 

Because the planned contrasts are not orthogonal, I used Fisher LSD method to 

test these hypotheses (Hays, 1994; Kirk, 1995).  The omnibus F-test was marginally 

significant, F (3, 62) = 2.49, p = .069, η2 = .11.  I then tested the pairwise comparisons.  

The mean amount sent by Players A told that B was angry was $8.71; the mean amount 

sent by Players A told that B was neutral was $13.53.  This difference is significant, t 

(32) = -2.01, p < .05, d = -.69, consistent with Hypothesis 2.3.  Contrary to Hypothesis 

2.4, however, I did not find significant differences in the amount sent by As told that B 

was grateful (M = $12.81) and As told that B was neutral (M = $13.53), t (31) = -.27, p = 

.78.  Finally, I found support for Hypothesis 2.5.  Players A told that B was guilty sent 

more (M = $14.75) than those told that B was angry (M = $8.71), t (31) = 2.82, p < .05, d 

= .98.   

Additional analyses.   I tested for the mediating role of A’s Expectations of B’s 

return in the relation between Knowledge of B’s emotion and A’s Amount Sent.  I tested 

for mediation only using the B-guilty and B-angry conditions, using Baron and Kenny's 

(1986) method.  In the first regression, I used Knowledge of B’s emotion as the 



  
 100   

 

independent variable (0 = anger, 1 = guilt) and A’s Amount Sent as the dependent 

variable.  As expected, this relationship was significant (β = .45, p < .05).  In the second 

regression, I tested the relation between Knowledge of B’s emotion and Expectations (the 

mediator). The relation between these two variables was also significant (β = .41, p < 

.05).  In the final step, I included Knowledge of B’s emotion and Expectations as 

predictors, and A’s Amount Sent as the outcome of the regression model.  The path 

between Knowledge of B’s emotion and Amount Sent became nonsignificant (β = .19, p 

= .162) when the influence of Expectations was also included in the regression (β = .62, p 

< .001).  The Sobel Test and Preacher and Hayes’ (2004) procedure revealed that the 

inclusion of expectation reduced significantly the influence of knowledge of other’s 

emotions  (z = 1.69, p < .05; CI 2.28, 3.39).  The effect size of the variance in Amount 

Sent accounted for by indirect effect was R2 = .17 (Fairchild, MacKinnon, Taborga, & 

Taylor, 2009).  These analyses suggest that A’s expectations of B’s return fully mediate 

the effect of knowledge of B’s emotion on A’s amount sent.  A summary of these results 

is shown in Figure 4.5. 
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Expectations of B's 
Return

Knowledge of Player B's 
Emotional State              

(0 = Anger vs. 1 = Guilt)

Player A's Amount 
Sent

β = -.41* β = .62***

(β = .45*)

β = .19, ns
 

FIGURE 4.5.  The Effects of Knowledge of B’s Emotion on A’s Amount Sent, and the 
Mediating Role of Expectations of Player B’s Return (assuming B sent $20).  The 
coefficient in parentheses is from the analysis of the effect without Expectations in the 
equation. 

  *p < .05 
** p < .01 

 

I also tested whether there were differences across conditions in Players A’s 

answers to the post-decision questionnaire.  I show these results in Table 4.5.  Of the 10 

questions, there was only one significant difference: in Question 1, I considered the 

information about Participant B’s emotional state [F (3, 62) = 9.83, p < .01].  

Examination of the means reveals, unsurprisingly, that those in the B-neutral condition 

reported agreeing less (M = 2.35) with this question than did those in the other three 

(experimental) conditions (M = 3.92). 
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TABLE 4.5.  Means of Players A’s post-decision answers by condition, Trust Game.  
Also included is the F statistic of the omnibus ANOVA. 

Condition

Question B-Angry B-Guilty B-Neutral B-Grateful F

I considered the information about Participant B's emotional state. 4.00 3.88 2.35 3.88 9.83**

I didn’t really think about what Participant B would do. 1.59 1.88 1.88 2.44 1.49

I thought about what I would do if I were Participant B. 4.38 4.19 4.41 3.88 0.90

I considered my own feelings. 4.12 4.06 4.00 4.06 0.04

I mainly thought about the money I would win or lose. 3.00 3.00 3.29 3.00 2.78

I cared about what the other participant would earn. 4.24 3.81 3.71 3.69 1.26

I made my decision in an altrusitic way. 3.53 3.44 4.06 3.75 1.88

I made my decision in a selfish way. 2.24 1.88 1.65 2.50 2.07  

** p < .01 
Note.  Responses range from 1 (Strongly Disagree) to 5 (Strongly Agree).   

 

Player B    

Manipulation checks.  Of the 20 items from the PANAS that Player B answered, I 

aggregated responses to 9 of these items to create composite measures of fear and 

happiness.  To measure Anger, I averaged responses for angry, mad, and irritated (α = 

.93).  To measure Guilt, I averaged responses for guilty, remorseful, and sorry (α = .87).  

To measure Gratitude, I averaged responses for appreciative, grateful, and thankful (α = 

.91).   Means for each condition are shown in Table 4.6.  Players B in the Anger 

condition reported an angrier state (M = 5.10) than those in the other three conditions (M 

= 2.48), t (62) = 4.89, p < .001.  Players B in the Guilt condition reported being more 

guilty (M = 5.58) than those in the other 3 conditions (M = 2.20), t (62) = 7.61, p < .001.   
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Finally, Players B in the Gratitude condition (M = 6.56) reported being more grateful than 

those in the other 3 conditions (M = 4.51), t (62) = 3.63, p < .01. 

TABLE 4.6.  Means of Players B’s reported emotions, Trust Game.   

Condition Anger Guilt Gratitude

Anger 5.10 2.18 4.12

Guilt 3.54 5.58 3.75

Neutral 2.06 2.24 5.67

Gratitude 1.83 2.17 6.56

PANAS

 

 

Test of hypotheses.  Mean values of Players B’s relative return (the amount they 

sent back divided by the amount they received) are shown in Figure 4.6.  Hypothesis 3.2 

proposed that angry Bs would be less trustworthy (i.e., send back less money) than 

neutral Bs; Hypothesis 3.3 proposed that grateful Bs would be more trustworthy than 

neutral Bs; Hypothesis 3.4 proposed that guilty Bs would be more trustworthy than angry 

Bs. 

An omnibus F-test found no significant differences in B’s return across 

conditions, F (3, 56) = .53, p = .663.   Thus, Hypotheses 3.3-3.5 were not supported.  

(The correlation across conditions between amount received and relative return was r 

(64) = .77, p < .001, and between amount received and return was r (64) = .90, p < .001.)  
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FIGURE 4.6.  Players B’s relative return (the amount they sent back divided by the 
amount they received) by condition.  Error bars represent standard errors of the means.   

 

The relative return measure is not the best measure of trustworthiness, especially 

when Bs receive different initial amounts from A.   Several authors have reported that 

when Bs receive less money, their relative return is lower as well (e.g., Kugler et al., 

2007; Pillutla et al., 2003).  Because in my experiment some Players A (i.e., those told 

that B was angry) sent less than others, this was confounded with the emotion 

manipulation, potentially hiding a real emotion effect. 

I decided, therefore, to test trustworthiness differently.  A number of researchers 

have argued that people are strongly motivated by fairness or equality in economic 
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contexts (Bolton & Ockenfels, 2000; Fehr & Schmidt, 1999).  Indeed, Messick (1993) 

has argued that equality is a simple, clear and socially defensible allocation principle that 

people frequently use.   

I defined a fair return as any amount sent back by B that led both players to earn 

equal outcomes.  For example, if A sends $20, a fair return would be $30 (both players 

end up with $30).  If A sends $10, a fair return would be $10 (both players end up with 

$20).  If A sends $4 or less, no fair return is possible, because A always ends up with 

more than B (e.g., if A sends $4 and B returns $0, A ends up with $16 and B with $12).   

If A sends $5, a fair return would be $0 (both players end up with $30).  However, a $0 

return could be a fair or selfish return.  I thus decided to analyze only those cases in 

which A sent an amount larger than $5, in which Bs had the opportunity to act fairly or 

unfairly.  Fifty of 66 As sent more than $5 across conditions.  Of these 50 cases, I found 

that 36 Bs returned a fair amount (72%), which gives support to the idea that Bs generally 

behave fairly.11  

Bs’ fair return rates by condition are shown in Figure 4.8.  Figure 4.9 shows the 

amount received and sent back by Bs, by condition.  The omnibus test of fair return by 

condition was significant, χ² (3, n = 50) = 10.80, p < .05, φ2 = .21.  When comparing the 

conditions I was interested in, surprisingly, I found that angry Bs sent back proportionally 

more fair returns (90.9%) than neutral Bs (37.5%), χ² (1, n = 24) = 6.99, p < .01, φ2 = .30.   

Although grateful Bs’ returns tended to be more fair (70.0%) than neutral Bs’ (37.5%), 

                                                 
11 Within these 50 cases, in only 3 did B return an amount that left A with a larger payoff than B.  We 
considered these cases as fair behaviors as well. 
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this difference was not significant, χ² (1, n = 24) = 2.81, p = .098.   I found no differences 

in returns between guilty and neutral Bs, χ² (1, n = 26) = .74, p = .619.  Figure 4.7-4.8 

suggest that the significance of the omnibus is due to Bs in the neutral condition.   
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FIGURE 4.7.  Percentage of Players B’s fair returns by condition.  
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FIGURE 4.8.  Amount received and sent back by Bs, by emotion condition.  

Note. The line indicates the fair return; points under the line represent unfair returns.  The size of 
each point represents the number of cases in the specific coordinate.  For Anger, N = 11; for 
Guilt, N = 15; for Neutral, N = 13; for Gratitude, N = 11. 
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Joint Payoff 

As in the previous study, I also examined the joint payoff earned by pairs across 

conditions.  I should note that in the Trust Game this is determined by the amount A 

sends.   Consistent with the analysis of A’s amount sent, the omnibus F-test showed a 

strong trend towards a significant difference among conditions in joint payoff, F (3, 62) = 

2.49, p = .069, η2 = .11.  Pairs in the B-angry condition earned significantly less (M = 

$37.41) than those in B-Neutral condition (M = $47.06), t (32) = 2.01, p < .05, d = -.69  

and than those in the B-guilty condition (M = $49.50), t (32) = 2.81, p < .01, d = -.98.  I 

found no significant differences in payoffs between the B-angry and B-gratitude 

conditions (M = $45.62), t (32) = 2.81, p = .09712. 

Discussion 

 Study 3 replicates results found in Study 1a (supermarket request scenario) and in 

the Stag Hunt game.   Consistent with the supermarket scenario, information about B’s 

anger affects both A’s expectations of B’s trustworthiness, and A’s own trusting 

behaviors.  Consistent with the Stag Hunt game, A’s expectations of B’s behavior 

mediate the relation between information about B’s emotion and A’s own behavior.  In 

addition, I found that As are sensitive to information about different emotions of the same 

                                                 
12 Unlike in Study 2, in Study 3 we were unable to assess the accuracy of A’s expectations of B’s return.  
As stated, there were problems with 2 of the 3 expectations questions.  The remaining question was not 
suited to assess accuracy, because it asked participants to assume they had sent $20, which in reality not 
always occurred.   
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valence.  Players A who knew their counterparts were experiencing guilt sent 60% more 

than As who knew their counterparts were experiencing anger. 

I also found that As do not trust more when knowing Bs were grateful gratitude as 

opposed to neutral.  I conclude that, although information about Bs’ emotions such as 

anger and fear  may reduce trusting and risk taking behaviors, it is unlikely that 

information about B’s emotions can enhance these behaviors—even with positive 

emotional states such as happiness and gratitude.  Finally, the analyses that neutral Bs 

tend to make more unfair returns than Bs in heightened emotional states. 

Discussion of Studies 2 and 3 

Studies 2 and 3 included two experimental economic games involving decisions 

with non-trivial financial consequences.  Because of the monetary payoffs, participants 

were arguably more motivated to make decisions that reflect their real preferences.  I 

found a number of consistent findings in these two games, which extend the results found 

reported in Chapter 3.   In the Stag Hunt game, As told that B was fearful were less likely 

to make the risky choice than As told that B was neutral.  Similarly, in the Trust Game, 

As trusted less when told that B was angry than when told that B was neutral. 

I also found, in both games, that expectations fully mediated this effect.  In the 

Stag Hunt game, knowing that B was fearful made As expect that B would be less likely 

to choose the risky option, which in turn made As less likely to choose the risky option 

themselves.  In the Trust Game, knowing that B was angry made As expect that B would 

return less, which in turn made As send less. 
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Because of the Payoff Structure, information about B’s emotional state also had 

an effect on the pair’s joint payoff.  In the Trust Game.  This is because when As in the 

B-angry condition sent less, the pairs in this condition earned less money than those in 

the B-neutral and B-guilty conditions.  In the Stag Hunt game, because As in the B-

fearful condition were less accurate, the pairs in this condition earned less money than 

those in B-happy and B-neutral conditions. 

Interestingly, both studies also suggest that A’s expectations of B’s behaviors may 

be wrong under certain circumstances.  In the Stag Hunt game, while As thought fearful 

Bs would tend to make the safe choice, fearful Bs actually tended to make the risky 

choice.  In the Trust Game, while As thought angry Bs would be less trustworthy than 

neutral Bs, angry Bs were actually made more fair returns than neutral Bs.  Finally, 

results of the Trust Game also suggest that discrete emotions of similar valence have 

different impacts on people’s expectations.  Players A expected angry Bs to be less 

trustworthy than guilty Bs.          
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CHAPTER 5 

GENERAL DISCUSSION 

Over the last two decades, researchers have consistently found that emotional 

states have important effects on decisions (Vohs et al., 2007).  Scholars have also 

investigated the interpersonal effects of integral emotions in interactive settings (Barry et 

al., 2004; Van Kleef et al., 2004a).  This research has made a significant contribution to 

our understanding of the role of emotions in social domains.  However, research has 

largely neglected to address the influence of incidental emotions in strategic decision 

making. 

In the present set of studies, I examined the effects of a decision maker’s 

knowledge of others’ incidental emotions in interactive settings.  More specifically, the 

purpose of the present dissertation was threefold.  First, I examined Player A’s beliefs or 

expectations about how Player B’s behavioral reactions are affected by his or her 

emotional state.  Second, I studied A’s actions in light of B’s emotional state.  Third, I 

examined B’s actual decisions, as a function of his or her emotional state. 

Overview of the Results 

What stands out most from the results of these four studies is that people do have 

strong beliefs about how different incidental emotions affect behaviors.  Because of these 

beliefs, when informed about their counterparts’ emotions, people in interactive settings 

modify their behavior.  People are also sensitive to differential impacts of different 

emotions, not simply their overall valence. Different negative emotions such as guilt and 
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anger have different effects on their expectations.  I also found that people’s expectations 

about how their counterparts’ emotions affect their behavior can be inaccurate in specific 

settings. 

The results show that people strongly believe that a fearful counterpart is likely to 

be risk averse. For example I found that in situations in which people needed to ask for a 

risky loan (risky for the potential lender), they avoided doing so if told the potential 

lender was fearful.  In a stag hunt game, I found that people avoided risks when they 

knew their counterparts were fearful—and the results suggest that expectations of the 

counterpart’s risk avoidance guide these behaviors.  People also believe that anger makes 

people less trustworthy.  Because of this, in the supermarket scenario of Study 1b, they 

trusted angry others less than they trusted neutral and guilty others.  In the trust game, 

Players A paired with angry Bs sent 38% less money than As paired with neutral or guilty 

Bs.  Expectations of B’s trustworthiness mediated the effect of information about B’s 

emotion on trust behavior. 

Being told that another person is happy or grateful had less consistent effects on 

people’s beliefs across studies.  In Study 1a, I found that people thought happiness was 

related to increased  risk taking.  In the loan request scenario of Study 1b, I found that 

people were more likely to ask happy lenders for a risky loan than neutral lenders.  In the 

Stag-Hunt game, however, I found no significant differences in degree of risk shown by 

Players A paired with a happy B and those paired with a neutral B.  Similarly, I found 

that although people thought gratitude made people more trustworthy (Study 1a), in both 

the supermarket scenario of Study 1b and the Trust Game (Study 3), decision makers did 
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not trust grateful others more than neutral others.  A potential explanation of these 

findings is that in both economic games, some choices involved uncertainty.  Choosing 

the risky option in the Stag Hunt game, or sending more money in the Trust Game, makes 

Player A more vulnerable to what B does.  Previous research suggests that people believe 

emotions can provoke uncontrollable and bizarre behaviors (Ben-Artzi & Mikulincer, 

1995).  Because of this, some people may think that highly emotional counterparts are too 

unreliable to be trustworthy, even if they are experiencing positive emotions that could 

lead to a larger payoff. 

In the economic games, information about B’s emotional state also had significant 

financial consequences: it affected the pair’s joint payoff.  In the Trust Game, this was 

directly due to A’s actions.  Players A confronting angry Bs trusted less (i.e., they put less 

money “on the table”), so pairs in this condition earned less money than those in which 

As confronted guilty or neutral Bs.  In the Stag Hunt game, players in the B-fearful 

condition coordinated less and thus earned less.  Players A who were told that B was 

fearful tended to choose the safe option, though in fact fearful Players B tended to choose 

the risky option.  In contrast, both As and Bs in the B-happy and B-neutral conditions 

converged to the risky option, increasing their joint payoffs. 

I also found that in some cases, people are fairly accurate in the prediction of how 

emotions affect behavior.  In the Stag Hunt game, As told that B was happy correctly 

expected B to choose the risky option.  In the Trust Game, As told that B was guilty 

correctly expected B to be trustworthy.  In other cases, however, As’ predictions were 

wrong.  In the Stag Hunt game, As expected fearful Bs to be risk avoidant, while fearful 
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Bs were actually risk seeking. In the Trust Game, As expected angry Bs to be 

untrustworthy, while angry Bs actually tended to act fairly, returning an amount that 

equalized outcomes across the two players.     

Finally, the results suggest that people understand emotions beyond their mere 

valence.  Across three studies, I found that people think guilt (a negative emotion) is 

linked to trustworthiness, while anger (a negative emotion as well) is not.  This implies 

that decision makers tend to trust guilty others more than angry others, as suggested by 

findings in the supermarket scenario of Study 1b, as well as the Trust Game.   These 

findings are in line with Saffrey et al. (2008) who found that guilt was expected to  

facilitate smooth social relations, significantly more so than anger.   

Contributions and Implications 

Recent models of the interpersonal effects of emotions, such as the EASI model, 

have underlined the importance of emotion expression and how it triggers inferential 

processes in others (Van Kleef, 2009).  Because in the set of studies I studied incidental 

emotions, decision makers were unable to make inferences about their past behaviors.  I 

conclude that the inferential process is not necessary for the interpersonal effects of 

emotions to appear.  In these studies, the mere information that the counterpart is 

experiencing a specific emotion made decision makers adopt different strategies, because 

they believe that the emotion is linked to their counterpart’s behavior.    

 The results extend those of Andrade and Ho (2007) in several ways.  A&H 

investigated the interpersonal effects of incidental emotions in an ultimatum game.  They 
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found that proposers made proportionally more fair offers to angry receivers than to 

happy receivers.  In these studies I first extended the range of emotions (including fear, 

gratitude and guilt) and behaviors (including risk taking and trust behavior).  I also 

examined, as noted, Players A’s beliefs, which provide us a clearer picture of their 

motivation.  One possible explanation of A&H’s results is that the receivers’ emotions 

affected what proposers valued, not their expectations about B’s behavior.  For example, 

it has been found that the expression of embarrassment after making a mistake makes 

expressers more likeable for observers (Semin & Manstead, 1982; Semin & 

Papadopulou, 1990).  A&H may have found that proposers made more fair offers to 

angry receivers because they did not want to upset further receivers who were already 

experiencing an unpleasant emotion.  In this investigation, I did find that expectations of 

B’s behavior mediated the relationship between information of B’s emotion and A’s 

behavior.  I also included, unlike A&H, a neutral emotion condition which served as a 

yardstick to determine which emotion was having actual effects on people’s beliefs.  

A&H implied that those proposers who confronted happy receivers were the ones who 

were acting strategically (under the assumption that Bs in this state will be less likely to 

retaliate).  In this study, I found that Bs’ negative emotions—not the positive ones—were 

actually having the effects on A’s behaviors.   

The findings also suggest that lay beliefs about how emotions affect behavior may 

be more complex than currently thought.  Ben-Artzi and Mikulincer (1995) found that 

people attach different attributes to general emotional experiences.  For example, people 

think that emotions are uncontrollable and make individuals more likely to engage in 
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bizarre behaviors.  The study provides a more fine-grained view of how people think 

about emotions.  Different emotions are believed to have distinct effects on different 

behaviors.  Although for several decades researchers disregarded the study of emotions 

beyond their valence (Lerner & Keltner, 2000; Slaughter & Kausel, 2009; Zeelenberg & 

Pieters, 2006), my results suggest that laypeople do recognize that different emotions of 

the same valence can have different consequences on decisions.  

These findings  stand in contrast to what Ross and Nisbett (1991) call lay 

dispositionism.  This refers to people’s tendency to use traits as behavior’s main 

predictor, disregarding other episodic influences.  Although I did not compare traits vs. 

emotions, I found that people do think that incidental emotions significantly impact 

behaviors.  Future studies should examine the relative weight that people assign to 

emotional states and personality traits in predicting behavior.   

The reanalysis of B’s behavior in the Trust Game showed that neutral Bs tended 

to make fewer fair returns than those Bs experiencing emotions.  These results are in line 

with Bereby-Meyer, Moran, Halali and Schweitzer (2009) who found that people told to 

regulate their emotions by means of cognitive reappraisal were more prone to make 

economically rational decisions in ultimatum and trust games.  Given the importance of 

trust and trustworthiness in increasing collective value (Arrow, 1974; Ostrom, 2005), it is 

interesting that people in heightened emotional states are the ones who reciprocate more.  

One potential explanation of these findings comes from the persuasion literature, which 

suggests that felt obligation is an important predictor of reciprocity (e.g., Cialdini, 1993; 

Cialdini & Trost, 1998).  Pillutla et al. (2003) showed that, in trust games, Bs who feel an 
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obligation to reciprocate tend to be more trustworthy (i.e., sent back more).  It is possible 

that Players B who already are experiencing strong emotions may struggle in dealing 

with this obligation, sending back fair returns.  Neutral Bs may have more resources to 

regulate this felt obligation, and therefore act in a more selfish way.   

A final finding, although not central to my study, is how people thought anger 

affects risk taking.  In Study 1a, people reported believing that anger has a strong positive 

effect on individual risk-taking behaviors (e.g., gambling heavily; driving too fast).  This 

contrasts with the loan request scenario of Study 1b, in which participants reported 

expecting that an angry lender would take less risk than a neutral lender.  This supports 

Kugler et al.’s (2010) distinction between lottery risk and person-based risk. The former 

comes from nature; the latter comes from people.  Participants seemed to recognize this 

distinction, and thus expected different behaviors from angry people when the risk they 

faced came from nature or people.   

Limitations, Issues and Future Research 

 A limitation of this set of studies is that it may be unclear what people 

understands by the term “neutral emotion.”  In the survey (study 1a) I conceptualized a 

neutral emotion as the status quo: lack of change.  Recall that participants were asked 

whether different emotions made people more or less likely to engage in some behavior.  

Therefore, if for example a participant indicated that fear had no effect on risk-taking, 

then angry people are thought to have the same likelihood than neutral people to engage 

in this behavior.  In studies 2 and 3, we explicitly told participants that their emotional 
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state has not been affected by the task.  Despite these different conceptualizations of 

neutral emotions, most results hold across studies, which suggests have some notion of 

neutral emotion that is consistent across conditions and specific manipulation. 

 Another limitation is the potential influence of demand characteristics.  

For example, some people participating in the trust game were explicitly told that B was 

experiencing anger.  This manipulation might make create an expectation in the 

participant about what the experimenter may be testing.  Again, we found similar results 

across 4 studies, which suggest that the effects of information about another person’s 

emotional state are more than just demand characteristics. 

 One interesting issue is the question of why giving more social 

information to participants (e.g., telling people about others’ emotional state) may 

actually be detrimental under certain conditions.  There are two potential explanations for 

this (which reflect a debate in JDM research in the past 15 years.  Some researchers 

would argue that people under certainty are sometimes wrong, as suggested by the 

heuristics and biases literature (Kahneman, Slovic  & Tversky, 1982).   Other researchers 

may argue that the problem is not with people: experimenters ask participants to 

complete tasks that are not representative of the real world (e.g., Gigerenzer, Hoffrage, & 

Kleinbölting, 1991).  When they deal with information that is representative of their 

environment, participants are far more accurate (Fiedler & Juslin, 2006).       

 There are a number of questions that future research should address.  Now that 

we know that people have specific beliefs about emotions and how they impact decisions, 
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it would be interesting to examine whether people strategically pretend to experience 

emotions in certain situations.  For example, if person A anticipates that B will ask her 

for a loan, but A wants to avoid this situation, A may display fear or anxiety when 

encountering B (or A may ask her personal assistant to tell B about her anxiety).  

Similarly, a seller may suggest a buyer that she is experiencing anger before bargaining 

on a used car.  Doing so may cause the buyer to propose a fairer offer, as Andrade and 

Ho’s (2007) findings suggest.  Pretending feeling regret may also be used strategically.  

A person who makes a mistake, or misbehaves, may express regret to regain her 

trustworthiness.  As Barry (1999) suggested, people think that pretending emotions is 

more ethically acceptable, and more likely to be successful, than other forms of 

deception.  I thus think that investigating whether people fake emotions in strategic 

interactions is a fruitful avenue for future research. 

The finding that people may be inaccurate in predicting how some emotions affect 

other people’s behavior is worth examining more closely. First, future research should 

study how the hot-cold empathy gap affects people’s accuracy in predicting others’ 

behavior.  The hot-cold empathy gap refers to a bias in which unaroused (“cold”) people 

fail to consider the power of visceral drives in determining feelings or behavior 

(Loewenstein, 2005; Van Boven & Loewenstein, 2003, 2005).   For example, a neutral, 

“cold” observer may underestimate how the wrath of others may affect their aggressive 

behavior.  An explanation of this phenomenon is that people are usually biased in the 

direction of their current drive states.  On the basis of this bias, in a Stag Hunt game, As 

may be more accurate in predicting fearful B’s behavior if they themselves are 
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experiencing fear as well.   More generally, future research could address the joint impact 

of A’s and B’s emotional states on their (mis)predictions of each others’ likely behaviors 

in an interaction between them. 

Another interesting consequence of people’s inaccuracy in predicting how 

emotions affect other people’s behavior is that in some cases less information may lead to 

better outcomes.  Consider a Trust Game in which all Players A are confronted with 

angry Bs.  One group of As are told about B’s emotional state, a second group are left 

without this information.  My results suggest that As told that B is angry send less money 

($8.71) than As told that B is neutral ($13.53).  Because these findings also indicate that 

virtually every angry B sends back fair returns (equalizing outcomes), people told about 

B’s emotion would end up with less money (around $19) than those who are not (around 

$24).  This “emotional information” about others, then, could be counterproductive in 

some cases. 

A final issue meriting research attention is to examine individual differences that 

may moderate the effect of information about B’s emotion on Players A’s behavior.  For 

example, Ben-Artzi and Mikulincer (1995) found that people differ in their beliefs about 

emotions.  Some people think that emotions have a stronger impact on behaviors than 

others.  This implies that telling people about their counterpart’s emotion may have a 

greater impact on people who strongly believe that emotions affect behavior.    
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Conclusion 

People have beliefs that emotions are associated with specific states and 

behaviors.  Edith Piaf sang that happiness makes people see the world through rose-

colored glasses.  Malcolm X is reported to have said: “Usually when people are sad, they 

don't do anything. They just cry over their condition. But when they get angry, they bring 

about a change.”   This dissertation underscores the importance of lay beliefs about 

emotions in strategic interactions.  In the game of social chess, knowing about others’ 

emotions—even if these are incidental—can change decision makers’ expectations and 

strategic behaviors.  These expectations, however, are not always accurate, and can have 

detrimental consequences on decisions makers’ outcomes.  The studies reported here 

suggest that these effects can be substantial, and open up a number of promising 

directions for future research. 
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APPENDIX A 

QUESTIONNAIRES AND MATERIALS  

Study 1a (Survey) 



 
123 

 

Emotions and Other People’s Behavior 
 

 

Welcome to the study.  The following pages contain questions about how 

YOU think emotions affect OTHER people’s behavior.  Please circle one 

point on the rating scales next to each question to indicate how each 

emotion listed generally affects each of the behaviors described. 

 

 

 

Behavior: Taking risks 
 
Examples: Gambling heavily; driving too fast; engaging in dangerous sports. 
 

 

Does being afraid generally change how likely people are to take risks?  
 

○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 
Makes them 
much more 
likely to take 

risks 

  No effect   
Makes them 

much less likely 
to take risks 

 
 
Does being happy generally change how likely people are to take risks?  
 

○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 
Makes them 
much more 
likely to take 

risks 

  No effect   
Makes them 

much less likely 
to take risks 

 
Does being angry generally change how likely people are to take risks?  
 

○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 
Makes them 
much more 
likely to take 

risks 

  No effect   
Makes them 

much less likely 
to take risks 
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Does being grateful generally change how likely people are to take risks?  
 

○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 
Makes them 
much more 
likely to take 

risks 

  No effect   
Makes them 

much less likely 
to take risks 

 

 
Does being guilty generally change how likely people are to take risks?  
 

○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 
Makes them 
much more 
likely to take 

risks 

  No effect   
Makes them 

much less likely 
to take risks 

 

 

 

PLEASE CONTINUE THE SURVEY ON THE NEXT PAGE 
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Behavior: Behaving in a trust-worthy way 
 
Examples: Paying back money you have borrowed; keeping promises, even when it is 

difficult or costly. 
 

Does being guilty generally change how likely people are to behave in a trust-worthy way? 
 

○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

Makes them 
much more likely 

to be  
trust-worthy 

  No effect   
Makes them 

much less likely 
to be trust-worthy 

 
 
Does being grateful generally change how likely people are to behave in a trust-worthy way? 
 

○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

Makes them 
much more likely 
to be trust-worthy 

  No effect   
Makes them 

much less likely 
to be trust-worthy 

 
Does being happy generally change how likely people are to behave in a trust-worthy way? 
 

○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 
Makes them 

much more likely 
to be trust-worthy 

  No effect   
Makes them 

much less likely 
to be trust-worthy 

 
 
Does being angry generally change how likely people are to behave in a trust-worthy way? 
 

○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

Makes them 
much more likely 

to be  
trust-worthy 

  No effect   

Makes them 
much less likely 

to be 
 trust-worthy 

 
 
Does being afraid generally change how likely people are to behave in a trust-worthy way? 
 

○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

Makes them 
much more l 

likely to be trust-
worthy 

  No effect   
Makes them 

much less likely 
to be trust-worthy 
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Behavior: Helping others 
 
Examples: Giving money to charity; helping others with homework; volunteering in the 

community. 
 
 
Does being happy generally change how likely people are to help others? 
 

○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 
Makes them 

much more likely 
to help others 

  No effect   
Makes them 

much less likely 
to help others 

 
Does being afraid generally change how likely people are to help others? 
 

○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 
Makes them 

much more likely 
to help others 

  No effect   
Makes them 

much less likely 
to help others 

 
 
Does being grateful generally change how likely people are to help others? 
 

○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 
Makes them 

much more likely 
to help others  

  No effect   
Makes them 

much less likely 
to help others 

 
 
Does being guilty generally change how likely people are to help others? 

○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

Makes them 
much more likely  

to help others 
  No effect   

Makes them 
much less likely 
to help others 

 
Does being angry generally change how likely people are to help others? 
 

○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 
Makes them 

much more likely 
to help others  

  No effect   
Makes them 

much less likely 
to help others 
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Behavior: Acting fairly 
 
Examples: Sharing chores equally with roommate, taking turns, doing your share in joint 

projects.  
 
 
Does being angry generally change how likely people are to act fairly? 
 

○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

Makes them 
much more likely 

to act fairly 
  No effect   

Makes them 
much less likely 

to act fairly 

 
Does being guilty generally change how likely people are to act fairly? 
 

○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

Makes them 
much more likely 

to act fairly 
  No effect   

Makes them 
much less likely 

to act fairly 

 
Does being afraid generally change how likely people are to act fairly? 
 

○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 
Makes them 

much more likely 
to act fairly 

  No effect   
Makes them 

much less likely 
to act fairly 

 
 
Does being happy generally change how likely people are to act fairly? 
 

○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 
Makes them 

much more likely 
to act fairly 

  No effect   
Makes them 

much less likely 
to act fairly 

 
 
Does being grateful generally change how likely people are to act fairly? 
 

○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

Makes them 
much more likely 

to act fairly 
  No effect   

Makes them 
much less likely 

to act fairly 
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Behavior: Retaliating 
 
Examples: Honking back at people who honk at you first, hitting back at someone who tries to 

hit you. 
 
 
Does being grateful generally change how likely people are to retaliate? 
 

○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 
Makes them 

much more likely 
to retaliate 

  No effect   
Makes them 

much less likely 
to retaliate 

 
 
Does being angry generally change how likely people are to retaliate? 
 

○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 
Makes them 

much more likely 
to retaliate  

  No effect   
Makes them 

much less likely 
to retaliate 

 
                

Does being guilty generally change how likely people are to retaliate? 
 

○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

Makes them 
much more likely 

to retaliate 
  No effect   

Makes them 
much less likely 

to retaliate 

 
Does being afraid generally change how likely people are to retaliate? 
 

○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 
Makes them 

much more likely 
to retaliate 

  No effect   
Makes them 

much less likely 
to retaliate 

 

 
Does being happy generally change how likely people are to retaliate? 
 

○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 
Makes them 

much more likely 
to retaliate 

  No effect   
Makes them 

much less likely 
to retaliate 
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Please answer the final questions of this first survey below. 

 

1. What is your gender? (check one)   □ Female   □ Male 

 

2. What is your age?  _________ 

 

3. What is your ethnicity/race? (check one) 

 

□ White-non Hispanic  □ Hispanic □ Black/African-American 

□ Native-American   □ Asian  □ Pacific-Islander 

□ Other 

 

4. What is your class standing in the undergraduate program? (check one) 

□ Freshman  □ Sophomore  □ Junior  □ Senior 

 

5. Is English your first language? (check one)  □ Yes  □ No 

 

Thank you so much for your participation. Please slide the completed survey under 

the door and stay in your room.   
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Study 1b (Scenarios) 

 
 

Affect and Strategic Behavior Study: Introduction 

 

Welcome to the study. In this study you will be presented with 5 different 

scenarios. On each of these scenarios, you'll be asked to make a decision on the 

basis of the available information.  

 

Please try to put yourself in the described situation. 

 

At the end of the survey you will be asked for your name. This is only to give you 

the credit. After this, your name will be deleted from all databases. 
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Scenario 1 : “The loan request” 

 

 
 
You and your friends are in a band and you need to borrow $1,000 to take the band on a road trip. Your 
uncle Paul—a very nice guy—might loan you the money, but there’s obviously a risk that you won’t be 
able to pay him back if the road trip goes badly; and your uncle generally doesn’t like big risks. The 
crucial question is: Is he willing to take the risk this time? 
 
Before going to talk to him you ask your cousin Janet how Paul is feeling today. She tells you he 
recently got some bad news and is in an angry mood. 
 

 
Would you go ahead today and ask for the loan or would you wait to ask him another day?  

    I would go ahead and ask him today     I would wait and ask him another day 
 
Assume you ask him today. On a scale from 0 to 10, what is the likelihood that he would take the risk and 
loan the money?   

 

I’m 
certain he 
will not 
take the 
risk  

         I’m 
certain he 
will take 
the risk  
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Scenario 2: “The supermarket request” 
 

 
 
You are standing in a grocery store checkout line when the woman in front of you realizes that she left her 
wallet at home. She asks you whether you could lend her $40. She tells you that she lives nearby, so she 
will be back in a few minutes to pay you back. 
 
You are aware that she is in a fearful mood, because of the way she was talking to her husband on her cell 
phone while waiting on line.  
 
Would you lend her the $40? 

  Yes, I would lend her the $40 

  No, I would not lend her the $40 
 

Assume you ask him today. On a scale from 0 to 10, what is the likelihood that he would take the risk and 
loan the money?   

 

I’m certain 
she won’t 
return the 
money  

         I’m certain 
she will 
return the 
money  
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Scenario 3: “Grade appeal” 

 

 
 
You just got a poor quiz grade (an F) from Professor Baldwin in a course on Organizational Behavior, 
and you feel it is quite unfair—you thought you deserved a B. You hope to persuade Prof. Baldwin to 
improve your grade on the quiz as it will affect your overall grade for the course. Of course, you'd like to 
get what you deserve, but if Prof. Baldwin considers you're asking for too much he might disagree AND 
think you're brash and daring (which, you think, might affect your participation grade). 
 
As you show up for his office hours you ask the department secretary what sort of mood Prof. Baldwin is 
in today. She tells you someone recently did a favor for him and he is in a grateful mood.  
 
When trying to persuade Prof. Baldwin, what grade would you ask for? 

    B     C 
Assume you asked for a B. On a scale from 0 to 10, what do you 
think is the likelihood that he will agree with this grade?  

 
I’m certain 
he will 
disagree  

         I’m 
certain he 
will agree 
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Scenario 4: “Begging cab-fare” 

 

 
 
Late one evening you find yourself alone in an unfamiliar part of town. You had planned to take a cab to 
get home but when you feel in your pocket you discover you’ve lost your wallet. You have a few dollars 
in loose change, but you’re pretty sure that won’t be enough for cab-fare and a tip.  
 
You decide to ask a passing stranger for money. You don’t feel physically threatened but there's no-one 
else around, and the stranger appears to be in a very happy mood.  

 
How much do you ask for?  $____ 

Assume you asked him $10. What do you think is the percentage likelihood that she will say 
yes?  

 
I’m certain 
he will 
disagree  

         I’m 
certain he 
will agree 
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Scenario 5: “The concert ticket” 

 

 
 
Brandon is a classmate of yours, though not a close friend. He bought a $100 ticket for tonight’s big 
concert but now discovers that he won’t be able to go. During class he offers to sell you the ticket, and he 
asks you to propose a price—just one offer, take it or leave it, no haggling. You are not a big fan of the 
band, but you are mildly curious about them and would go if the ticket was cheap enough. However, if 
your offer is too low, Brandon may feel insulted and reject it. It is quite late in the day and it is unlikely 
that Brandon will find other prospects. 
 
Incidentally, you are aware that Brandon is in a fearful mood—he just finished a conversation with the 
course instructor and walked away looking very anxious.  

 
How much would you offer for the ticket? $____ 
Assume you offered him $30. On a scale from 0 to 10, what do you think is the likelihood 
that he will accept the offer? 
  

 

I’m 
certain he 
will 
accept the 
offer 

         I’m 
certain he 
will reject 
the offer  
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Manipulations, Scenario 1: “The loan request.”   

Other’s Anger: 
“Before going to talk to him you ask your cousin Janet how Paul is 
feeling today. She tells you he recently got some bad news and is in an 
angry mood.” 

Other’s Fear: 
“Before going to talk to him you ask your cousin Janet how Paul is 
feeling today. She tells you he recently got some bad news and is in a 
fearful/anxious mood.” 

Other’s Gratitude: 
“Before going to talk to him you ask your cousin Janet how Paul is 
feeling today. She tells you someone recently did a favor for him and he 
is in a grateful mood.” 

Other’s Happiness: 
“Before going to talk to him you ask your cousin Janet how Paul is 
feeling today. She tells you that he got some good news and is in a happy 
mood.” 

Other’s Guilt: 
“Before going to talk to him you ask your cousin Janet how Paul is 
feeling today. She tells you that he just did something wrong to someone 
else and is in a guilty mood.” 

Other’s Neutral: 
“Before going to talk to him you ask your cousin Janet how Paul is 
feeling today. She tells you that he is in a neutral mood.” 

 
 

Manipulations, Scenario 2: “The Supermarket Request.” 

Other’s Anger: 
“You are aware that she is in an angry mood, because of the way she was 
talking to her husband on her cell phone while waiting on line.” 

Other’s Fear: 
“You are aware that she is in a fearful mood, because of the way she was 
talking to her husband on her cell phone while waiting on line.” 

Other’s Gratitude: 
“You are aware that she is in a grateful mood, because of the way she 
was talking to her husband on her cell phone while waiting on line. 

Other’s Happiness: 
“You are aware that she is in a happy mood, because of the way she was 
talking to her husband on her cell phone while waiting on line.” 

Other’s Guilt: 
“You are aware that she is a guilty mood, because of the way she was 
talking to her husband on her cell phone while waiting on line.” 

Other’s Neutral: 
“You are aware that she is a neutral mood, because of the way she was 
talking to her husband on her cell phone while waiting on line.” 
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Manipulations, Scenario 3: “Grade appeal” 

Other’s Anger: 
“As you show up for his office hours you ask the department secretary 
what sort of mood Prof. Baldwin is in today. She tells you he recently 
got some bad news and is in an angry mood.” 

Other’s Fear: 
“As you show up for his office hours you ask the department secretary 
what sort of mood Prof. Baldwin is in today. She tells you he recently 
got some bad news and is in a fearful/anxious mood.” 

Other’s Gratitude: 
“As you show up for his office hours you ask the department secretary 
what sort of mood Prof. Baldwin is in today. She tells you that he got 
some good news and is in a happy mood.” 

Other’s Happiness: 
“As you show up for his office hours you ask the department secretary 
what sort of mood Prof. Baldwin is in today. She tells you that he got 
some good news and is in a happy mood.” 

Other’s Guilt: 
“As you show up for his office hours you ask the department secretary 
what sort of mood Prof. Baldwin is in today. She tells you that he just 
did something wrong to someone else and is in a guilty mood.” 

Other’s Neutral: 
“As you show up for his office hours you ask the department secretary 
what sort of mood Prof. Baldwin is in today. She tells you that he is in 
a neutral mood.” 
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Manipulations, Scenario 4: “Begging Cab-fare” 

Other’s Anger: 
“You don’t feel physically threatened but there's no-one else around, 
and the stranger appears to be in a very angry mood.” 

Other’s Fear: 
“You don’t feel physically threatened but there's no-one else around, 
and the stranger appears to be in a very fearful mood.” 

Other’s Gratitude: 
“You don’t feel physically threatened but there's no-one else around, 
and the stranger appears to be in a very grateful mood.” 

Other’s Happiness: 
“You don’t feel physically threatened but there's no-one else around, 
and the stranger appears to be in a very happy mood.” 

Other’s Guilt: 
“You don’t feel physically threatened but there's no-one else around, 
and the stranger appears to be in a very guilty mood.” 

Other’s Neutral: “You don’t feel physically threatened but there's no-one else around, 
and the stranger appears to be in a neutral mood.” 
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Manipulations, Scenario 5: “The concert ticket” 

 

Other’s Anger: 
“Incidentally, you are aware that Brandon is in an angry mood—he just 
finished a conversation with the course instructor and walked away 
looking very upset.” 

Other’s Fear: 
“Incidentally, you are aware that Brandon is in a fearful mood—he just 
finished a conversation with the course instructor and walked away 
looking very anxious and fearful.” 

Other’s Gratitude: 
“Incidentally, you are aware that Brandon is in a grateful mood—he just 
finished a conversation with the course instructor and walked away 
looking very thankful.” 

Other’s Happiness: 
“Incidentally, you are aware that Brandon is in a happy mood—he just 
finished a conversation with the course instructor and walked away 
looking very joyful.” 

Other’s Guilt: 
“Incidentally, you are aware that Brandon is in a guilty mood—he just 
finished a conversation with the course instructor and walked away 
looking very remorseful.” 

Other’s Neutral: 
Brandon seems to be in a neutral mood. 
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Study 2: Stag Hunt Game 

Emotion Inductions 

Fear 

 

 

Episodic Memory Study 

 
 
 
 
Thank you for participating in this survey. In this questionnaire, we will ask 
you to tell us a bit about yourself and about an episode you have had in your 
life. Please answer as candidly and completely as you can. We guarantee that 
your responses will be completely anonymous. Please do not put your name 
anywhere in the questionnaire. The information you give will be used for 
research purposes only.  
 
When you have completed the survey, please return it to the envelope and slide 
it under the door. If you have any problems or questions, before you are
finished, please slide the HELP card under the door and an experimenter will 
respond. 
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Remembering an experience in your life. 
 
Please try to remember an experience in the past 2 years that left you feeling extremely 
fearful. Try to pick a situation in which you felt more fear than any other emotion. Try not to 
pick a situation in which you felt an emotion other than fear, or in which you felt mixed 
emotions.   
 
Try to imagine yourself back in that situation and try to recall as vividly as you can just what 
being so fearful felt like. Don’t just think about being so fearful; try to actually feel the fear, 
as though you were experiencing it right now; this will help you write a more realistic 
account. Try to focus on the experience of fear itself, what it felt like at the time, not on what 
came before or after. 
 
Now try to describe that feeling to a best friend or relative. It is very important that your 
friend understands exactly how you felt during the incident and why you felt that way.  
 
Please write what you would tell your friend or relative. Include as much detail as possible. 
As a guide, we expect that your story will fill at least this side of the page – please turn the 
page over for more space as needed.  
 
Remember: Your reply is completely anonymous. 
 

_______________________________________
_______________________________________
_______________________________________
_______________________________________
_______________________________________
_______________________________________
_______________________________________
_______________________________________
_______________________________________
_______________________________________
_______________________________________ 
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Please rate very carefully the degree to which you are currently experiencing each 
of the following feelings (circle one number on each scale):  
 

      Do not feel                   Feel stronger 
            at all                                                than I ever have 

 
Joyful  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
 
Afraid   1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
 
Appreciative 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
 
Guilty  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
 
Scared   1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
 
Mad  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
 
Self-fulfilled   1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
 
Grateful 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
 
Irritated 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
 
Blue  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
 
Thankful 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
 
Delighted 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
 
Angry    1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
 
Gloomy 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
 
Sorry  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
 
Nervous 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
 
Remorseful  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
 
Happy  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
 
Proud   1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
 
Sad  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
 
Successful 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
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Happiness 

 

 Remembering an experience in your life. 
 
Please try to remember an experience in the past 2 years that left you feeling extremely 
happy. Try to pick a situation in which you felt more happiness than any other emotion. Try 
not to pick a situation in which you felt an emotion other than happiness, or in which you felt 
mixed emotions.   
 
Try to imagine yourself back in that situation and try to recall as vividly as you can just what 
being so happy felt like. Don’t just think about being so happy; try to actually feel the 
happiness, as though you were experiencing it right now; this will help you write a more 
realistic account. Try to focus on the experience of happiness itself, what it felt like at the 
time, not on what came before or after. 
 
Now try to describe that feeling to a best friend or relative. It is very important that your 
friend understands exactly how you felt during the incident and why you felt that way.  
 
Please write what you would tell your friend or relative. Include as much detail as possible. 
As a guide, we expect that your story will fill at least this side of the page – please turn the 
page over for more space as needed.  
 
Remember: Your reply is completely anonymous. 
 

_______________________________________
_______________________________________
_______________________________________
_______________________________________
_______________________________________
_______________________________________
_______________________________________
_______________________________________
_______________________________________
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Neutral 

 Remembering an experience in your life. 
 
Please try to describe the last classroom session you have been in. Please write 
what you would tell a friend or relative so she/he could picture it perfectly. Include 
as much detail as possible. As a guide, we expect that your story will fill at least 
the lines of this side of the page – please turn the page over for more space as 
needed.  
 
 
 
 
Remember: Your reply is completely anonymous. 
 
 
 
 

_______________________________________
_______________________________________
_______________________________________
_______________________________________
_______________________________________
_______________________________________
_______________________________________
_______________________________________
_______________________________________ 
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Instructions, Player A 

Strategic Decision Making in Dyads 

Instructions – Participant A 

 

Welcome to the experiment. Before starting, it is important to note that in this 

study there is no deception.  That is, everything described in these pages will actually 

occur—real participants, real information, and real money.  If you have questions 

regarding this, please ask the experimenter immediately. 

 

In the next few minutes you will be making a significant money decision. The 

money you earn for the experiment will be determined by the decision you make as well 

as the decisions other people make. The cash you have at the end of the experiment will 

be yours to keep.  

 

Several people are participating in this session.  You have been randomly assigned 

to be Participant A . You will be paired anonymously with another Participant (B), but 

you will not learn, now or later, who the other member of your pair is. 

 

During the experiment you will have to choose between option 1 and option 2.  If 

you choose option 1, you will receive $10 for sure. If you choose option 2, your payoff 

will depend on the choice of the other participant: if both of you choose option 2 then 

both of you will receive a payoff of $20, but if you choose option 2 and the other 

participant chooses option 1 you will receive $0 and the other participant will receive 

$10.  Participant B will face the same decision.   
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At the end of the experiment you will each be paid in real money according to the 

outcomes.  

 

To be more specific:  

a. If both you and the other participant choose option 2, you would each 

receive $20. 

b. If you choose option 2 and the other participant chooses option 1, you 

would get nothing and the other participant would get $10. 

c. If you choose option 1 and the other participant chooses option 2, you 

would get $10 and the other participant would get nothing. 

d. If both of you choose option 1, you would each get $10. 

 

Important note:  Before participating in the current strategic decision making task, 

you participated in a Memory Study.  You were asked to write about a classroom session.  

Your assigned Participant B participated in a similar task, but he/she was asked to write 

about a personal experience that had left him/her feeling really happy. For example, one 

person who participated in this task wrote about a time when, after a long semester, they 

enjoyed a perfect vacation at a beautiful beach with very good friends.    

In previous studies, we have found that this task really affects people’s emotional 

state.  People who wrote about the classroom session task you did reported an average 

happiness score of around 51, on a scale from 0 to 100. In contrast, people who wrote 

about a happiness-inducing incident, like your Participant B, reported an average 

happiness score of around 84 on the same scale.  

 

 Please consider your decision carefully. If you have any questions slide your “HELP” 

card under the door and one of the experimenters will assist you. 
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When you are sure you understand how the experiment works, please turn the page. 
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Open the envelope. 

Inside the envelope you will find a decision form.  Read the form carefully, fill it out 

completely (including your room number) and return it to the envelope. Slide the envelope under 

your door when you are ready and one of the experimenters will collect it. You will then receive 

another form to fill-out. Meanwhile please remain in your room with the door closed. 

 

REMEMBER: you will receive the money at the end of this experiment exactly 

according to the rules explained above. You will NOT be allowed to change your 

decisions later. Please think about them carefully. 
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Decision Form, Player A 

 

Decision Form, Participant A 

 

Remember, you will get paid in cash exactly according to the rules. Please think 

carefully about your decision. Circle either option 1 or option 2, and fill in your 

room number on top. 

 

Remember: 

Scenario If I choose… 
And 

Participant B 
chooses… 

THEN 
I will 

receive… 

And 
Participant B 

will 
receive… 

I Option 1 Option 1 THEN $10  $10  

II Option 1 Option 2 THEN $10  $0  

III Option 2 Option 1 THEN $0  $10  

IV Option 2 Option 2 THEN $20  $20  
 

Recall that the other participant is facing the same decision with the same potential 

payoffs.  Also recall that Participant B completed a writing task that very 

likely left him/her happy .   

 

I choose (check one): 

□  Option 1 

□  Option 2 

 

 

Remember to write your room number on top.  When you are done, please fold this 

form and put it back into the envelope. Then, slide the envelope under the door 

and wait for further instructions. 

 

 

Room # _______________ 
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Post-Experimental Questionnaire, Player A 

Final Survey—Participant A 

While waiting for the decision from Participant B, please answer the following questions. 

 

1) In the Memory task, your assigned Participant B wrote about (mark with an X only one): 

____ An experience that made him or her fearful. 

____ An experience that made him or her happy. 

____ A classroom session. 

 

2) Do you think that the writing task had an effect on Participant B’s emotional state? (mark with an X 

only one): ____ Yes   ___ No 

 

3) Your expectations about what your assigned Participant B will do: 

Remember: Participant B is facing the same decision you faced. 

Scenario If I choose… 
And 

Participant B 
chooses… 

THEN I will receive… 
And 

Participant B 
will receive… 

I Option 1 Option 1 THEN $10  $10  
II Option 1 Option 2 THEN $10  $0  
III Option 2 Option 1 THEN $0  $10  
IV Option 2 Option 2 THEN $20  $20  

 

 

a. What are your expectations that Participant B will choose Option 2—the risky choice (circle one 

percentage)? 

 

0%   10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100% 

b.  

c.  

 

 

 

Room # _______________ 

I’m certain s/he will 

choose Option 1—the 

Safe Option 

I’m certain s/he will 

choose Option 2—the 

Risky Option 
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Please read the following statements and circle the response that best fits your thought 
(D = Strongly Disagree to A = Strongly Agree).

I considered the information about Participant 
B's emotional state.

D d ? a A

I didn’t really think about what Participant B 
would do.

D d ? a A

I thought about what I would do if I were 
Participant B.

D d ? a A

I considered my own feelings. D d ? a A

I mainly thought about the money I would win 
or lose.

D d ? a A

I cared about what the other participant would 
earn.

D d ? a A

I made my decision in an altrusitic way. D d ? a A

I made my decision in a selfish way. D d ? a A

Strongly 
Agree

NeutralWhile making my decision…
Strongly 
Disagree

Disagree Agree

 

 

Describe in as much detail as possible how you made your decision: 

 
______________________________________________________________________________ 
 
______________________________________________________________________________ 
 
______________________________________________________________________________ 
 
______________________________________________________________________________ 
 
______________________________________________________________________________ 
 
______________________________________________________________________________ 
 
______________________________________________________________________________ 
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Please answer the demographic questions below. 

 

1. What is your gender? (check one)   □ Female   □ Male 

 

2. What is your age?  _________ 

 

3. What is your ethnicity/race? (check one) 

 

□ White-non Hispanic  □ Hispanic □ Black/African-American 

□ Native-American  □ Asian  □ Pacific-Islander 

□ Other 

 

4. What is your class standing in the undergraduate program? (check one) 

□ Freshman  □ Sophomore  □ Junior  □ Senior 

 

5. Is English your first language? (check one)  □ Yes  □ No 

 

Thank you so much for your participation. Please remember to mark your room number on 

the first page of this survey, slide the completed survey under the door and stay in your 

room.  In a moment, your earnings will be determined. 
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Manipulations, Player A 

 

B-Happy 

Important note:  Before participating in the current strategic decision 
making task, you participated in a Memory Study.  You were asked to 
write about a classroom session.  Your assigned Participant B 
participated in a similar task, but he/she was asked to write about a 
personal experience that had left him/her feeling really happy. For 
example, one person who participated in this task wrote about a time 
when, after a long semester, they enjoyed a perfect vacation at a beautiful 
beach with very good friends.    

In previous studies, we have found that this task really affects people’s 
emotional state.  People who wrote about the classroom session task you 
did reported an average happiness score of around 51, on a scale from 0 
to 100. In contrast, people who wrote about a happiness-inducing 
incident, like your Participant B, reported an average happiness score of 
around 84 on the same scale.  

B-Fearful 

Important note:  Before participating in the current strategic decision 
making task, you participated in a Memory Study.  You were asked to 
write about a classroom session.  Your assigned Participant B 
participated in a similar task, but he or she was asked to write about a 
personal experience that had left him or her feeling really fearful .  For 
example, one person who participated in this task wrote about a time 
when they were followed by potentially dangerous men at night in a 
third-world country.   

In previous studies, we have found that this task strongly affects people’s 
emotional state.  People who wrote about the classroom session task you 
did reported an average fear score of around 26, on a scale from 0 to 100. 
In contrast, people who wrote about a fear-inducing incident, like your 
Participant B, reported an average fear score of around 53 on the same 
scale.  

B-Neutral 

Important note:  Before participating in the current strategic decision 
making task, you participated in a Memory Study.  You were asked to 
write about a classroom session.  Your assigned Participant B 
participated in a similar task—he or she was asked to write about a 
classroom session as well.  In previous studies, we have found that this 
task does not affect people’s emotional state. 
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Instructions, Player B 

Strategic Decision Making in Dyads 

Instructions – Participant B 

 

Welcome to the experiment. Before starting, it is important to note that in this 

study there is no deception.  That is, everything described in these pages will actually 

occur—real participants, real information, and real money.  If you have questions 

regarding this, please ask the experimenter immediately. 

 

In the next few minutes you will be making a significant money decision. The 

money you earn for the experiment will be determined by the decision you make as well 

as the decisions other people make. The cash you have at the end of the experiment will 

be yours to keep.  

 

Several people are participating in this session.  You have been randomly assigned 

to be Participant B . You will be paired anonymously with another Participant (A), but 

you will not learn, now or later, who the other member of your pair is. 

 

During the experiment you will have to choose between option 1 and option 2.  If 

you choose option 1, you will receive $10 for sure. If you choose option 2, your payoff 

will depend on the choice of the other participant: if both of you choose option 2 then 

both of you will receive a payoff of $20, but if you choose option 2 and the other 

participant chooses option 1 you will receive $0 and the other participant will receive 

$10.  Participant B will face the same decision.   
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Open the envelope. 

Inside the envelope you will find a decision form.  Read the form carefully, fill it out 

completely (including your room number) and return it to the envelope. Slide the envelope under 

your door when you are ready and one of the experimenters will collect it. You will then receive 

another form to fill-out. Meanwhile please remain in your room with the door closed. 

 

REMEMBER: you will receive the money at the end of this experiment exactly 

according to the rules explained above. You will NOT be allowed to change your 

decisions later. Please think about them carefully. 
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Decision Form, Player B 

Decision Form, Participant B 

 

Remember, you will get paid in cash exactly according to the rules. Please think carefully 

about your decision. Circle either option 1 or option 2, and fill in your room number on 

top. 

 

Remember:   

 

Scenario If I choose… 
And 

Participant A 
chooses… 

THEN 
I will 

receive… 

And 
Participant A 

will 
receive… 

I Option 1 Option 1 THEN $10  $10  

II Option 1 Option 2 THEN $10  $0  

III Option 2 Option 1 THEN $0  $10  

IV Option 2 Option 2 THEN $20  $20  
 

Recall that the other participant is facing the same decision with the same potential 

payoffs.   

 

I choose (check one): 

□  Option 1 

□  Option 2 

 

 

Remember to write your room number on top.  When you are done, please fold this form 

and put it back into the envelope. Then, slide the envelope under the door and wait for 

further instructions. 

 

Room # _______________ 
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 Please read the following statements and circle the response that best fits your thought 
(D = Strongly Disagree to A = Strongly Agree).

I didn’t really think about what Participant A 
would do.

D d ? a A

I thought about what I would do if I were 
Participant A.

D d ? a A

I mainly thought about the money I would win 
or lose.

D d ? a A

I cared about what the other participant would 
earn.

D d ? a A

I made my decision in an altrusitic way. D d ? a A

I made my decision in a selfish way. D d ? a A

I considered my own feelings. D d ? a A

I felt that circumstances beyond anyone's 
control were controlling what was happening in 
this situation.

D d ? a A

I felt that I had the ability to influence what was 
happening in this situation.

D d ? a A

I felt that someone other than myself was 
controlling was happening in this situation.

D d ? a A

I felt that I understood very well what was 
happening in this situation.

D d ? a A

I felt very uncertain about what was happening 
in this situation.

D d ? a A

I felt that I could predict what was going to 
happen in this situation.

D d ? a A

Strongly 
AgreeWhile making my decision…

Strongly 
Disagree

Disagree Neutral Agree

 

Describe in as much detail as possible how you made your decision: 

 
______________________________________________________________________________ 
 
______________________________________________________________________________ 
 
______________________________________________________________________________ 
 
______________________________________________________________________________ 
 
______________________________________________________________________________ 
 
______________________________________________________________________________ 
 
______________________________________________________________________________  
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Please answer the demographic questions below. 

 

1. What is your gender? (check one)   □ Female   □ Male 

 

2. What is your age?  _________ 

 

3. What is your ethnicity/race? (check one) 

 

□ White-non Hispanic  □ Hispanic □ Black/African-American 

□ Native-American  □ Asian  □ Pacific-Islander 

□ Other 

 

4. What is your class standing in the undergraduate program? (check one) 

□ Freshman  □ Sophomore  □ Junior  □ Senior 

 

5. Is English your first language? (check one)  □ Yes  □ No 

 

Thank you so much for your participation. Please remember to mark your room number on 

the first page of this survey, slide the completed survey under the door and stay in your 

room.  In a moment, your earnings will be determined. 
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Study 2: Trust Game 

Emotion Inductions 

Anger 

Remembering an experience in your life. 
 
Please try to remember an experience in the past 2 years that left you feeling extremely 
angry. Try to pick a situation in which you felt more anger than any other emotion. Try not to 
pick a situation in which you felt an emotion other than anger, or in which you felt mixed 
emotions.   
 
Try to imagine yourself back in that situation and try to recall as vividly as you can just what 
being so angry felt like. Don’t just think about being so angry; try to actually feel the anger, 
as though you were experiencing it right now; this will help you write a more realistic 
account. Try to focus on the experience of anger itself, what it felt like at the time, not on 
what came before or after. 
 
Now try to describe that feeling to a best friend or relative. It is very important that your 
friend understands exactly how you felt during the incident and why you felt that way.  
 
Please write what you would tell your friend or relative. Include as much detail as possible. 
As a guide, we expect that your story will fill at least this side of the page – please turn the 
page over for more space as needed.  
 
Remember: Your reply is completely anonymous. 
 

_______________________________________
_______________________________________
_______________________________________
_______________________________________
_______________________________________
_______________________________________
_______________________________________
_______________________________________
_______________________________________ 
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Guilt 

Remembering an experience in your life. 
 
Please try to remember an experience in the past 2 years that left you feeling extremely guilty
because of something you did to others. Try to pick a situation involving others in which you 
felt more guilt than any other emotion. Try not to pick a situation in which you felt an 
emotion other than guilt, or in which you felt mixed emotions. 
 
Try to imagine yourself back in that situation and try to recall as vividly as you can just what 
being so guilty felt like. Don’t just think about being so guilty; try to actually feel the guilt, 
as though you were experiencing it right now; this will help you write a more realistic 
account. Try to focus on the experience of guilt itself, what it felt like at the time, not on what 
came before or after. 
 
Now try to describe that feeling to a best friend or relative. It is very important that your 
friend understands exactly how you felt during the incident and why you felt that way.  
 
Please write what you would tell your friend or relative. Include as much detail as possible. 
As a guide, we expect that your story will fill at least this side of the page – please turn the 
page over for more space as needed.  
 
Remember: Your reply is completely anonymous. 
 

_______________________________________
_______________________________________
_______________________________________
_______________________________________
_______________________________________
_______________________________________
_______________________________________
_______________________________________
_______________________________________ 
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Gratitude 

Remembering an experience in your life. 
 
Please try to remember an experience in the past 2 years that left you feeling extremely 
grateful. Try to pick a situation in which you felt more gratitude than any other emotion. Try 
not to pick a situation in which you felt an emotion other than gratitude, or in which you felt 
mixed emotions. 
 
Try to imagine yourself back in that situation and try to recall as vividly as you can just what 
being so grateful felt like. Don’t just think about being so grateful; try to actually feel the 
gratitude, as though you were experiencing it right now; this will help you write a more 
realistic account. Try to focus on the experience of gratitude itself, what it felt like at the 
time, not on what came before or after. 
 
Now try to describe that feeling to a best friend or relative. It is very important that your
friend understands exactly how you felt during the incident and why you felt that way.  
 
Please write what you would tell your friend or relative. Include as much detail as possible. 
As a guide, we expect that your story will fill at least this side of the page – please turn the 
page over for more space as needed.  
 
Remember: Your reply is completely anonymous. 
 

_______________________________________
_______________________________________
_______________________________________
_______________________________________
_______________________________________
_______________________________________
_______________________________________
_______________________________________
_______________________________________ 
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Neutral 

Remembering an experience in your life. 
 
Please try to describe the last classroom session you have been in. Please write 
what you would tell a friend or relative so she/he could picture it perfectly. Include 
as much detail as possible. As a guide, we expect that your story will fill at least 
the lines of this side of the page – please turn the page over for more space as 
needed.  
 
 
 
 
Remember: Your reply is completely anonymous. 
 
 
 
 

_______________________________________
_______________________________________
_______________________________________
_______________________________________
_______________________________________
_______________________________________
_______________________________________
_______________________________________
_______________________________________ 
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Instructions, Player A 

Strategic Decision Making in Dyads 

Instructions – Participant A 

 

Welcome to the experiment. Before starting, it is important to note that in this 

study there is no deception.  That is, everything described in these pages will actually 

occur—real participants, real information, and real money.  If you have questions 

regarding this, please ask the experimenter immediately. 

 

In the next few minutes you will be making a significant money decision. The 

money you earn for the experiment will be determined by the decision you make as well 

as the decisions other people make. The cash you have at the end of the experiment will 

be yours to keep.  

 

Several people are participating in this session.  You have been randomly assigned 

to be Participant A . You will be paired anonymously with another Participant (B), but 

you will not learn, now or later, who the other member of your pair is. 

 

To start the experiment you have been given $20. This money is in the envelope 

on the desk. Participant B will receive nothing at the start of the experiment. You must 

now decide how much money to send to B. You can send any whole-dollar amount 

between $0 and $20. Any money you do not send to B is yours to keep. 

 

The money you send will be tripled by the experimenter before B receives it. That is, if 

you send $1, B will receive $3. If you send $10, B will receive $30. If you send $20, B 

will receive $60.  If you send $0, B will not receive anything.  
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Participant B has also been given this same information about the interaction 

procedures—s/he knows about the decision you’re facing. 

This tripled money is B’s to keep or to split with you any way s/he wants. B has to 

decide how much of the money received s/he is going to send back to you. S/he can send 

none or all or any amount in between. (Note: This amount will not be tripled!). B will 

keep any money s/he does not send back to you. 

 

 

Important note:  Before participating in the current strategic decision making task, 

you participated in a Memory Study.  You were asked to write about a classroom session.  

Your assigned Participant B participated in a similar task, but he/she was asked to write 

about a personal experience in the past that had left him/her feeling really angry. For 

example, one person who participated in this task wrote about a time when they worked 

very hard for a class presentation that eventually went very well, but they then received 

an unfair grade. 

 In previous studies, we have found that this task strongly affects people’s 

emotional state.   People who wrote about the classroom session task you did reported an 

average anger score of around 31, on a scale from 0 to 100. In contrast, people who wrote 

about an anger-inducing incident, like your Participant B, reported an average anger score 

of around 84 on the same scale.  

  

 

 

 Please consider your decision carefully. If you have any questions slide your “HELP” 

card under the door and one of the experimenters will assist you. 

 

When you are sure you understand how the experiment works, please turn the page. 
 



 
167 

 

Open the envelope. 

Inside the envelope you will find $20 and a decision form in it. Put back any money you 

want to send to Participant B in the envelope. The rest of the money is yours to keep. We will 

triple the money you send before handing it to Participant B. Remember to fill in the amount you 

sent on the decision form, and put the form in the envelope as well. Slide the envelope under 

your door when you are ready and one of the experimenters will collect it. We will contact you 

again when the Participant B with whom you have been paired has made his or her decision 

about how much money to return to you. Meanwhile please remain in your room with the door 

closed. 
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Decision Form, Player A 

 

Decision Form, Participant A 

 

I have decided to send $________ to Participant B 

 

Remember: you can send any whole-dollar amount between $0 and $20. Also 

recall that Participant B completed a writing task that very likely left him/her 

angry.   

 

 

 

 

 

Please remember to write your room number on top.  Then place this form in the 

envelope together with any money you want to send to Participant B.  Slide the 

envelope under the door and wait for further instructions. 

 

Room # _______________ 
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Post-Experimental Questionnaire, Player A  

Final Survey—Participant A 

While waiting for the decision from Participant B, please answer the following questions. 

 

1) In the Memory task, your assigned Participant B wrote about (mark with an X only one): 

____ An experience that made him or her angry. 

____ An experience that made him or her grateful. 

____ An experience that made him or her guilty. 

____ A classroom session. 

 

2) Do you think that the writing task had an effect on Participant B’s emotional state? (mark with an X 

only one): ____ Yes   ___ No 

 

3) How much money did you send to Participant B?    $____ 

 

4) How much money did Participant B receive?    $____ 

 

5) How much money do you think your assigned Participant B will send back to you? 

I think Participant B will send $_____ back to me, so I'll end up with a total of $_____, and B 

will end up with a total of $_____. 

 

6) Suppose you had sent $20 (so Participant B received $60). How much money do you think 

Participant B would send back to you? 

I think Participant B would send $_____ back to me, so I'd end up with a total of $_____, and B 

would end up with a total of $_____. 

 

7) Suppose you had sent $10 (so Participant B received $30). How much money do you think 

Participant B would send back to you? 

a) I think Participant B would send $_____ back to me, so I'd end up with a total of $_____, 

and B would end up with a total of $_____. 

 

 

Room # _______________ 
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Please read the following statements and circle the response that best fits your thought 
(D = Strongly Disagree to A = Strongly Agree).

I considered the information about Participant 
B's emotional state.

D d ? a A

I didn’t really think about what Participant B 
would do.

D d ? a A

I thought about what I would do if I were 
Participant B.

D d ? a A

I considered my own feelings. D d ? a A

I mainly thought about the money I would win 
or lose.

D d ? a A

I cared about what the other participant would 
earn.

D d ? a A

I made my decision in an altrusitic way. D d ? a A

I made my decision in a selfish way. D d ? a A

Strongly 
Agree

NeutralWhile making my decision…
Strongly 
Disagree

Disagree Agree

 

 

Describe in as much detail as possible how you made your decision: 

 
______________________________________________________________________________ 
 
______________________________________________________________________________ 
 
______________________________________________________________________________ 
 
______________________________________________________________________________ 
 
______________________________________________________________________________ 
 
______________________________________________________________________________ 
 
______________________________________________________________________________ 
 

 
 



 
171 

 

 
Please answer the demographic questions below. 

 

1. What is your gender? (check one)   □ Female   □ Male 

 

2. What is your age?  _________ 

 

3. What is your ethnicity/race? (check one) 

 

□ White-non Hispanic  □ Hispanic □ Black/African-American 

□ Native-American  □ Asian  □ Pacific-Islander 

□ Other 

 

4. What is your class standing in the undergraduate program? (check one) 

□ Freshman  □ Sophomore  □ Junior  □ Senior 

 

5. Is English your first language? (check one)  □ Yes  □ No 

 

Thank you so much for your participation. Please remember to mark your room number on 

the first page of this survey, slide the completed survey under the door and stay in your 

room.  In a moment, your earnings will be determined. 
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Manipulations, Player A 

B-Angry 

Important note:  Before participating in the current strategic decision 
making task, you participated in a Memory Study.  You were asked to 
write about a classroom session.  Your assigned Participant B 
participated in a similar task, but he/she was asked to write about a 
personal experience in the past that had left him/her feeling really 
angry. For example, one person who participated in this task wrote about 
a time when they worked very hard for a class presentation that 
eventually went very well, but they then received an unfair grade. 

In previous studies, we have found that this task strongly affects people’s 
emotional state.   People who wrote about the classroom session task you 
did reported an average anger score of around 31, on a scale from 0 to 
100. In contrast, people who wrote about an anger-inducing incident, like 
your Participant B, reported an average anger score of around 84 on the 
same scale.  

B-Guilty 

Important note:  Before participating in the current strategic decision 
making task, you participated in a Memory Study.  You were asked to 
write about a classroom session.  Your assigned Participant B 
participated in a similar task, but he/she was asked to write about a 
personal experience that had left him/her feeling really guilty.   For 
example, one person who participated in this task wrote about a time 
when s/he hit an old lady in the parking lot with his/her truck.  When 
s/he got out of the truck the lady was bleeding—s/he called 911 but left 
the place.  

In previous studies, we have found that this task strongly affects people’s 
emotional state.   People who wrote about the classroom session task you 
did reported an average guilt score of around 27, on a scale from 0 to 
100. In contrast, people who wrote about a guilt-inducing incident, like 
your Participant B, reported an average guilt score of around 59 on the 
same scale.  

B-Grateful 

Important note:  Before participating in the current strategic decision 
making task, you participated in a Memory Study.  You were asked to 
write about a classroom session.  Your assigned Participant B 
participated in a similar task, but he/she was asked to write about a 
personal experience that had left him/her feeling really grateful. For 
example, one person who participated in this task wrote about a time 
when they got lost visiting a new city and a local stranger took a lot of 
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time to help them find their hotel.   

In previous studies, we have found that this task strongly affects people’s 
emotional state.   People who wrote about the classroom session task you 
did reported an average gratitude score of around 41, on a scale from 0 to 
100. In contrast, people who wrote about a gratitude-inducing incident, 
like your Participant B, reported an average gratitude score of around 81 
on the same scale.  

B-Neutral 

Important note:  Before participating in the current strategic decision 
making task, you participated in a Memory Study.  You were asked to 
write about a classroom session.  Your assigned Participant B 
participated in a similar task—he or she was asked to write about a 
classroom session as well.  In previous studies, we have found that this 
task does not affect people’s emotional state.  
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Instructions, Player B 

Strategic Decision Making in Dyads 

Instructions – Participant B 

 

Welcome to the experiment. Before starting, it is important to note that in this 

study there is no deception.  That is, everything described in these pages will actually 

occur—real participants, real information, and real money.  If you have questions 

regarding this, please ask the experimenter immediately. 

 

In the next few minutes you will be making a significant money decision. 

The money you earn for the experiment will be determined by the decision you 

make as well as the decisions other people make. The cash you have at the end of 

the experiment will be yours to keep.  

 

Several people are participating in this session.  You have been randomly assigned 

to be Participant B. You will be paired anonymously with another Participant (A), but 

you will not learn, now or later, who the other member of your pair is. 

 

To start the experiment Participant A was given $20. You received nothing. 

Participant A must now decide how much money to send to you. Participant A can send 

any whole-dollar amount between $0 and $20.  Any money A does not send to you is his 

or hers to keep. 

 

The money Participant A sends will be tripled by the experimenter before you 

receive it. That is, if A sends $1, you will receive $3. If A sends $10 you will receive $30. 

If A sends $20 you will receive $60. If A sends $0, you will not receive anything. 

Participant A has also been given this same information about the interaction procedures. 
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The tripled money is yours to keep or to split with Player A any way you want. 

You have to decide how much of the money received you are going to send back to A. 

You can send none or all or any amount in between. (Note: This amount will not be 

tripled!). You will keep any money you do not send back to A. 

 

 Please consider your decisions carefully. If you have any questions slide you 

“HELP” card under the door and one of the experimenter will assist you. 

 

When you are sure you understand how the experiment works, please sit quietly 

with your door closed. An envelope from Participant A will be delivered to you 

shortly. When you receive this envelope, please turn the page. 
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Open the envelope. 

Inside the envelope you will find a decision form and some money, which is triple the 

amount that Participant A sent. This money is yours to keep or to split with Participant A any 

way you like. You can send back any whole-dollar amount between $0 and the entire amount 

you received. Complete the decision form and place it inside the envelope together with the 

money you want to send back. The rest of the money is yours to keep. Slide the envelope under 

the door when you are ready and one of the experimenters will collect it. We will contact you in 

a moment with a final short questionnaire we would like you to complete. Meanwhile please 

remain in your room with the door closed. 
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Decision Form, Player B 

Decision Form, Participant B 

 

I received $_____  (Remember: This is 3 times what A decided to send).  

I have decided to return to Participant A $_____ (You can return any amount between $0 

and the entire amount you received). I will keep the rest of the money. 

 

Please place this form in the envelope together with any money you want to send back to 

Participant A.  Slide the envelope under the door and wait for further instructions. 

 

Room # _______________ 
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Post-Experimental Questionnaire, Player B 

Final Survey—Participant B 

Please answer the following questions: 

 

1) How much money did Participant A send to you (before being multiplied)?    $____ 

2) How much did you receive from Participant A?      $____ 

 
3) Your expectations about what Participant A would do: 

Of the initial $20 given to Participant A, how much did you expect him/her to send to you (before the 

amount is multiplied by 3)?  Note that Participant A could send anything between $0 to $20. 

I thought Participant A would send $_____ to me.  This would have been multiplied by 3, so  I would 
have had  a total of $_____ to decide how much to return to Participant A.  
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 Please read the following statements and circle the response that best fits your thought 
(D = Strongly Disagree to A = Strongly Agree).

I didn’t really think about what Participant A 
would do.

D d ? a A

I thought about what I would do if I were 
Participant A.

D d ? a A

I mainly thought about the money I would win 
or lose.

D d ? a A

I cared about what the other participant would 
earn.

D d ? a A

I made my decision in an altrusitic way. D d ? a A

I made my decision in a selfish way. D d ? a A

I considered my own feelings. D d ? a A

I felt that circumstances beyond anyone's 
control were controlling what was happening in 
this situation.

D d ? a A

I felt that I had the ability to influence what was 
happening in this situation.

D d ? a A

I felt that someone other than myself was 
controlling was happening in this situation.

D d ? a A

I felt that I understood very well what was 
happening in this situation.

D d ? a A

I felt very uncertain about what was happening 
in this situation.

D d ? a A

I felt that I could predict what was going to 
happen in this situation.

D d ? a A

Strongly 
AgreeWhile making my decision…

Strongly 
Disagree

Disagree Neutral Agree
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Describe in as much detail as possible how you made your decision about how much to send back: 

 
______________________________________________________________________________ 
 
______________________________________________________________________________ 
 
______________________________________________________________________________ 
 
______________________________________________________________________________ 
 
______________________________________________________________________________ 
 
______________________________________________________________________________ 
 
______________________________________________________________________________ 

 

Please answer the demographic questions below. 

 

1. What is your gender? (check one)   □ Female   □ Male 

 

2. What is your age?  _________ 

 

3. What is your ethnicity/race? (check one) 

 

□ White-non Hispanic  □ Hispanic  □ Black/African-American 

□ Native-American  □ Asian  □ Pacific-Islander 

□ Other 

 

4. What is your class standing in the undergraduate program? (check one) 

□ Freshman  □ Sophomore  □ Junior  □ Senior 

 

5. Is English your first language? (check one)  □ Yes  □ No 

 

Thank you so much for your participation. Please remember to mark your room number on the 

first page of this survey, slide the completed survey under the door and stay in your room.  In a 

moment, your earnings will be determined. 
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