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EXperiment 2

« Same design as Experiment 1 but different manipulation
 Instead of expressing emotions through face, agents express,
through “chat interface”, how they are appraising the interaction

Motivation Hynotheses

« There has been growing interest on the social effects of emotion in decision- | We hypothesize a causal model where emotion displays cause one to assess how the
making (e.g., Van Kleef, De Dreu, Manstead, 2010) counterpart is appraising the ongoing interaction which, in turn, cause one to assess the

« In particular, expression of emotion has also been shown to impact counterpart’s likelihood of cooperation in a social dilemma. Thus,
cooperation in social dilemmas (Boone & Buck, 2003)

« However, the mechanism underlying such effects is still not well understood

« Similarly to Hareli and Hess (2010), we look at appraisal theories (Ellsworth
& Scherer, 2003) to understand what is the information people retrieve from
emotion displays to help in their decisions

« We propose that people infer, from emotion displays, how is the counterpart
appraising the interaction and, from these inferences, infer about the
counterpart’'s mental state, such as his or her likelihood of cooperation in a
social dilemma. We refer to this as reverse appraisal.

« Hypothesis H1: Emotion displays affect perceptions of appraisal (Experiment 1)

« Hypothesis H2: Emotion displays affect perceptions of cooperativeness (Experiment 1)

« Hypothesis H3: Appraisal displays affect perceptions of cooperativeness (Experiment 2)

« Hypothesis H4: Perceptions of appraisal mediate the effect of emotion displays on perception

of cooperativeness (Experiment 1)

Do facial emotions impact perception of how the counterpart is appraising the interaction?

Sample

« 202 participants from Amazon Mturk
« 51.0% males; 56.4% between 22 to 34 years
« Most from US (66.3%) and India (22.8%)

Manipulation: Textual expression of appraisals

[
Exnerlment 1 Mutual Mutual Human Coop, Human Defects, A -
= . articipants perceived.
Scenarios - Cooperation - Defection - Agent Defects - Agent Coop ) ?ﬁt%%aegae:tcs Otr?dﬂi;?:ive the
» Participants imagine playing the prisoner’s dilemma with emotional agents 0 _ ol clveness fo Goak o censssto Gosk ;E;’.’;_"B‘.'Z;Z““““ s e - Sad agents to perceive the
» Each participant is always the told same outcome occurs but, experiences - " | participant Blame " R ~ | = Participint-Blame © mParticipant-Blame . f\‘;tgroyrgz g‘rftg*t’i*tgle‘ig‘e’leve .
three scenarios with agents that express different emotions Q. e outcome as obstructive and
. ] ] ] " — - . . . blame the participant for it
Decision-Making Task: Prisoner’s Dilemma . -+ Guilty agents to perceive the _ _ _
© o o e as r o outcome as obstructive and
Agent (T blame themselves for it e Iatlon na VSIS
Cooperation Defection © 200 5 200 8 ‘r g 200 18 ) | | _ |
N . . Hypothesis H1 ? » We ran a multiple mediator analysis (Preacher & Hayes, 2008) of
% COOperatiOn Neutral Neutral Joy Anger Neutral Joy Guilt Neutral Anger Sadness perceptlon Of appralsa|S on the eﬁ:eCt Of emotlon dISp|ayS on
Q. perceptions of cooperativeness
S : - 7 - J - . . . . .
S Do facial emotions impact perception of the counterpart’s cooperativeness? . The results confirmed (partial and, sometimes full) mediation
Ay
6_“ Defection Mutual Mutual Human Coop, Human Defects, Perception of cooperativeness: For ir?stance: |
Cooperation Defection Agent Defects Agent Coop ; CC: Happy > Neutra c ‘ gfrﬁ;%”r‘:]“e‘g;;etggsjﬁfcfgfaﬁ .
. . NO etliecC .
_ _ _ _ _ _ _ o " H101)=6.475, p=.000* "® " F2,208)=.084, p=.920 & F(2, 194)=38.871, p=.000* & F(2, 200)=8.473, p=.000* ’ CHDAE Guilty > Neutral > Happy ) gﬁgAéggg?:;Zege;ZJO Goals
Manipulation: Facial displays of emotion with virtual agents > g 500 5 6 + DiCu Neutral > 1Anger, Sad) mediated effect of Gull
_ = % e % ek ?ﬁ. 5.0 ?j, - « D.C,: Conduciveness to Goals
Neutral Joy Anger Sadness Guilt % o ] S ] fully mediated effect of Sadness
o O 40 O 40 2 40 o 4.0 %
a3 i 5 5 :
.‘—_U % 3.0 - % 3.0 % 3.0 % 3.0
- 8 =P = = 50 i =5, -
(©
..':.- L 1.0 1.0 i 1.0 10 : : ?
L Neutral Joy Neutral Joy Anger Neutral Joy Guilt Neutral Anger Sadness HypOtheSIS H2 ? Hyp0theS|S H4
Do textual expression of appraisals impact perception of the counterpart’s cooperativeness? nlsc“SSInn
Mutual Mutual Human Coop, Human Defects, P%rg?rijgn Off%oguetgivenessr « Spencer, Zanna & Fong (2005) argue that to establish a causal
£ Cooperation Defection Agent Defects Agent Coop . oD, Nope‘_)ﬁyect model it is necessary to establish each causal link experimentally
= R e T 7 : g“g’*f ﬁg:ttg >l\l{e:rt]rael r> é—laadp;py « Experiment 1 established that emotion displays cause one to infer
= * 60 .y o how the counterpart is appraising the ongoing interaction (link 1)

- Same patterns as Experiment 1 _ _ ) )
« Experiment 2 established that perceptions of appraisal cause one to

infer how likely is the counterpart to cooperate in the future (link ii)

« Additionally, Experiment 1 also shows that perceptions of appraisal
mediate the effect of emotion displays in perceptions of
cooperativeness (Preacher & Hayes, 2008)
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Conditions: Mixed design
« Outcome (between-participants; CCvs DD vs C,D, vs D.C,)
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Expression of
Appraisals
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