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

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

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

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

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

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

ENDNOTES

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

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

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

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

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

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