1
 Anger and Evaluation 15

RUNNING HEAD: ANGER AND EVALUATION
Incidental Anger and the Desire to Evaluate
September 3rd, 2009
 Abstract
Our results indicate that people experiencing incidental anger are more likely than people in neutral and other emotional states to choose to perform evaluative tasks, even though this anger may bias the evaluations they make. In Experiment 1, induced anger increased participants’ desire to evaluate others’ ideas. In Experiment 2, anger increased the appeal of evaluating when evaluations were expected to be largely negative but not when evaluations were expected to be positive. Mediation analyses in both experiments revealed that this desire to evaluate when angry stems from a belief that evaluating others can alleviate the negative feelings associated with anger. Because people are often free to decide when to perform the tasks required of them, this bias toward evaluating when angry may have implications for how and when ideas are evaluated, which may affect which ideas ultimately survive.
Incidental Anger and the Desire to Evaluate 
Many jobs include the task of evaluating others’ ideas. Since people often have the freedom to decide when to perform each of the many tasks required of them, they could choose to evaluate ideas when they are most capable of doing so objectively and thoroughly. For example, an executive who is angry about receiving a speeding ticket could decide to wait to review proposals for new business plans until his anger has subsided and he could approach the task more objectively. But would he wait for his anger to subside, or would he instead evaluate the plans while angry? 
Emotions can dramatically affect how people perceive and evaluate the world around them. People in positive emotional states evaluate stimuli more positively than do those in negative emotional states (e.g., Bower, 1983), and those who are already feeling angry interpret new events as particularly angering, whereas those who are already sad interpret subsequent events as particularly grief-laden (Keltner, Ellsworth, & Edwards, 1993). Emotions can also influence how deeply people process information, such that people generally think more systematically when experiencing sadness and rely more on heuristics when experiencing happiness or anger (Bodenhausen, Sheppard, & Kramer, 1994; Lerner, Goldberg, & Tetlock, 1998; Tiedens & Linton, 2001, but see Moons & Mackie, 2007; Wegener, Petty, & Smith, 1995 for exceptions). Emotions also affect how willing people are to listen to and heed advice (Gino & Schweitzer, 2008). As such, emotions color how positively and thoroughly people evaluate stimuli, even if the stimuli are unrelated to the source of the underlying emotion (e.g., Bower, 1991; Forgas, 1995; Lerner & Tiedens, 2006).

Although prior work has documented the effects of discrete emotional states on how people evaluate stimuli, it has not examined the impact of those emotional states on the decision to evaluate those stimuli. This paper examines whether people are most likely to evaluate others’ ideas when in neutral emotional states or if they systematically choose to evaluate ideas under emotional conditions that may not always result in the most thorough or objective of evaluations. We propose that people experiencing anger, even incidental anger triggered by an experience unrelated to the current environment (Loewenstein & Lerner, 2003), are more likely than those in neutral and even other negative emotional states to choose to evaluate others’ ideas. 
In testing our hypothesis, we contribute to the broader literature on emotion by exploring whether incidental emotion may lead people to be more likely to perform some types of activities (e.g., evaluating others’ ideas) in which their performance is likely to be affected by incidental emotions. We also contribute to the decision-making literature by proposing that emotions can not only directly affect how people make decisions but also that emotions influence when people engage in a particular kind of decision making or evaluation. 
Anger and the Desire to Strike Out Against Others
Considerable research has shown that anger is often a precursor to aggression (e.g., Berkowitz, 1989; 1990, 2000), which Berkowitz (1993) defines as “behavior, either physical or symbolic, that is carried out with the intention to harm someone” (p. 11). Most often, this aggression is directed at the source of the anger. However, anger can also lead people to move against people or obstacles, even if the people or obstacles are not responsible for their anger (Frijda, Kuipers, & ter Schure, 1989). People induced to feel anger have been shown to be more punitive toward those violating social conventions (Goldberg, Lerner, & Tetlock, 1999; Lerner, et al., 1998) and more blaming of others in situations unrelated to the source of their anger (Keltner, et al., 1993; Quigley & Tedeschi, 1996). 
To the extent that evaluating others’ ideas provides an opportunity to strike out at others, people in angry moods should find more appeal in evaluating others’ ideas than should other people. Evaluating others is particularly likely to be seen as an opportunity to strike out at others when people expect to provide criticism rather than praise. Striking out in this way may be seen as a way to alleviate their angry feelings (Bushman, Baumeister, & Phillips, 2001). Although people in sad moods also presumably wish to improve their moods, previous research has demonstrated that people in sad moods show less aggressive tendencies and strike out less (against people in out-groups) than do people in angry moods (Kenworthy, Canales, Weaver, & Miller, 2003). Striking out does not alleviate the kinds of negative feelings associated with sadness, which tend to be more concerned with loss than blame (Lazarus, 1991) Therefore, we would expect incidental anger to more strongly increase the desire to evaluate others’ ideas than would incidental sadness even though sadness is also a negative emotion. In sum, we offer the following hypothesis:
Hypothesis 1: Compared to individuals in neutral and sad emotional states, individuals who experience incidental anger will express stronger desires to evaluate others.

Anticipated Mood Benefits of Striking Out While Angry
Researchers have suggested that one reason that emotion influences judgment and behavior is because people attempt to regulate their moods and emotions (e.g., Gross, 1998). Most commonly, people seek out positive states and attempt to reduce negative feelings. In the case of anger, striking out at others may alleviate some of the negative feelings associated with the angering event (Berkowitz, 1989; Dollard, Doob, Miller, Mowrer, & Sears, 1939; Yates, 2007). In fact, Bushman et al. (2001) demonstrated that people aggress against those responsible for their anger when they believe that their mood will be repaired by aggressing. Although their research showed that people believe that their mood may be improved by aggressing against those responsible for their anger, it is also possible that people may expect mood improvement from aggressing against those not responsible for their anger. Thus, we propose that the desire to evaluate others when angry emerges from angry people’s attempt to alleviate their bad feelings and especially their desire to strike out. We therefore put forth the following two hypotheses: 

Hypothesis 2: Compared to individuals in a neutral or sad emotional state, individuals who experience incidental anger more strongly believe that evaluating others’ ideas will have positive effects on their moods.

Hypothesis 3: Anticipated mood regulation benefits mediate the relationship between incidental anger and the desire to evaluate others’ idea.

Overview of Present Research

Two experiments test our hypotheses. They also test and rule out the possibilities that anger increases the desire to evaluate as a result of the general action-orientation associated with anger (Harmon-Jones, Sigelman, Bohlig, & Harmon-Jones, 2003) or anger’s tendency to make people more certain of their thoughts (Tiedens & Linton, 2001).
Study 1
Method

Participants and Experimental Design

Sixty-three undergraduate and graduate students (61% female, average age = 21.0) received $8 to complete the experiment. Participants were randomly assigned to one of the study’s three conditions: anger, sadness, and neutral emotion. We included a sadness condition because we wanted to ensure that it was anger, rather than more general negative affect, that was particularly likely to increase the appeal of evaluating others’ ideas. 
Procedure and Materials
Participants in the anger (sadness) condition began by completing an event-recall emotion manipulation (Bodenhausen et al., 1994), in which they spent six minutes writing about a time they felt extremely angry (sad). Participants in the neutral condition spent three minutes writing about how they spent the day yesterday (Bodenhausen et al., 1994). 
In an ostensibly different study, participants used a seven point Likert scale (1 = Not at all; 7 = Very much) to rate how appealing they would find doing an Idea Listing Task (Goncalo & Staw, 2006), in which they would list ideas for businesses that could fill a space vacated by a failed restaurant on a University campus. Participants next rated how appealing they would find doing an Idea Rating task, in which they would rate other people’s ideas for uses for the vacated space. Participants also indicated how well they thought would do on the task relative to other participants and how likely the task would be to leave them in a good mood. Participants also completed an emotion manipulation check and provided demographic data.

Results
Manipulation Check

People in the anger condition (M = 4.00, SD = 2.00) reported feeling more angry than did those in the other conditions (M = 2.47, SD = 1.81; t(26.4) = 2.38, p = .02)
. Participants in the sadness condition (M = 4.87, SD = 1.57) reported feeling more sad than did those in the other conditions (M = 2.38, SD = 1.57; t(59) = 6.14, p < .01).
Main Analyses
Table 1 displays the appeal participants found in rating others’ ideas. We conducted a 3 (emotion between subjects: anger vs. sadness vs. neutral) x 2 (repeated measures of task type: creating ideas vs. evaluating ideas) mixed ANOVA on the appeal participants estimated they would find in performing the two different tasks. This mixed ANOVA revealed no significant main effects for emotion condition, p = .20 or task type, p = .70. As hypothesized, the interaction of emotion condition and task was significant, F(2,59) = 6.76, p < .01, (2 = .19. Participants in the anger condition found the task of evaluating others’ ideas to be more appealing than did people in the neutral condition (t(59) = 2.00, p = .05, d = .65) or the sadness condition, t(59) = 2.50, p = .02, d = .81. Angry participants found significantly more appeal in evaluating ideas than they did in creating ideas (t(17) = 2.38 p = .05, d = .47). 
Mood Regulation

A 3 (emotion between subjects: anger vs. sadness vs. neutral) x 2 (repeated measures of task type: creating ideas vs. evaluating ideas) mixed ANOVA revealed no significant main effects for emotion condition (p = .52) or task type (p = .11) on participants’ beliefs that performing the task would leave them in a good mood. The interaction of emotion condition and task type was significant, F(2,59) = 4.20, p = .02, (2 = .13. Participants in the anger condition believed that evaluating others’ ideas would be more likely to leave them in a good mood (M = 4.89, SD = 1.41) than did people in the neutral condition (M = 4.14, SD = 1.08, t(59) = 1.92, p = .053, d = .60) or the sadness condition (M = 3.82, SD = 1.22, t(59) = 2.73, p = .01, d = .81). As may be seen in Figure 1, the perceived likelihood of the rating task leaving the participant in a good mood mediated the relationship between anger and the appeal of rating ideas. Emotion condition did not significantly influence beliefs that completing the Idea Listing task would improve participants’ moods.
Ruling out Alternative Hypotheses

Emotion condition did not affect participants’ ratings of perceived competence to judge the ideas. Similarly, the alternative hypothesis that anger simply increases action-orientation was not supported, as emotion induction did not significantly affect the appeal of creating ideas (p'’s > .45). 
Discussion

Study 1 provided causal evidence that people experiencing incidental anger found greater appeal in judging others’ ideas than did participants in sad or neutral emotional states.  The study further showed that people experiencing incidental anger found such appeal in large part because they expected that evaluating others’ ideas would improve their mood.  
Study 2
In Study 1 participants experiencing incidental anger found more appeal in evaluating others’ ideas than did people in neutral or sad emotional states.  In Study 1, we assumed that participants thought it was likely that they would make negative evaluations of others’ ideas (which is why these evaluations would constitute striking out).  However, we did not explicitly test this.   In Study 2, we manipulate participants’ expectations of the valence of their evaluations.  If anger leads people to believe that making negative, but not positive, evaluations of others’ ideas can be emotionally rewarding and, therefore, mood-repairing, it would be evidence that anger increases the appeal of evaluating others because it instills the desire to strike out at others.  Some Study 2 participants were led to expect the ideas to be of high quality whereas others were led to believe the ideas would be low quality.  For evaluations of low-quality ideas, for which presumably negative evaluations would be provided, we expect to replicate the effect found in Study 1, in which anger increased the appeal of evaluating others’ ideas.  For evaluations of high-quality ideas, for which evaluations are likely to be positive, we do not expect anger to increase the appeal of evaluating others. Having established that anger produces a stronger desire to evaluate than does the negative emotion of sadness in Study 1, we focus in this study on the comparison between angry and neutral emotion conditions.
Method
Participants and Experimental Design

One hundred forty-five participants (67% female, average age = 35.2) completed this experiment in exchange for a five dollar Amazon.com gift certificate. Participants were randomly assigned to either the anger or neutral emotion condition. Half of the participants were led to believe that they would be judging high-quality ideas and half were led to believe they would be judging low-quality ideas. The primary dependent variables were the appeal participants found in evaluating others’ ideas and how likely participants were to choose to evaluate others’ ideas.
Procedure

Participants began the online experiment by completing the event-recall emotion manipulation used in Study 1. Participants then indicated how appealing they would find completing the idea listing and idea rating tasks described in Study 1. 
Expected Idea Quality Manipulation

Before rating the appeal of completing the idea rating task, people in the low (high) expected quality of idea condition were told that the ideas they will evaluate are likely to be of low (high) quality and that they will, therefore, likely be making mostly negative (positive) evaluations of others' ideas.
Dependent Variables

As manipulation checks, participants indicated how good they expected the quality of ideas to be and how angry they felt after completing the emotion manipulation. Participants also indicated how appealing they would find the idea listing and idea rating tasks, how likely they would be to choose to engage in each task, how likely it was that each task would leave them in a good mood, and how satisfying they would find judging others’ ideas. 
Results and Discussion

Manipulation Checks
People in the anger condition (M = 4.69, SD = 1.71) reported feeling more angry than did those in the neutral condition (M = 1.61, SD = 1.19; t(124.3) = 12.57, p < .01). People in the high expected quality of ideas condition expected the ideas to be better (M = 5.34, SD = 1.09) than did those in the low expected quality of ideas condition (M = 4.29, SD = 1.34; t(142) = 5.06, p < .01). 
Main Analyses

To test the hypothesized moderating role of expected quality of ideas on the relationship between anger and the appeal of evaluating others’ ideas, we conducted a 2 (emotion Condition: anger vs. neutral) x 2 (expected quality of ideas: low vs. high) ANOVA on appeal of evaluating others’ ideas. The main effect of expected quality of ideas was significant (F(1, 139) = 26.23, p < .01), such that people found more appeal in evaluating high quality ideas. This effect was moderated by the expected emotion condition x expected quality of ideas interaction, F(1, 139) = 8.84, p =  .01. As Figure 2 illustrates, participants induced to feel anger found significantly more appeal in evaluating others’ ideas when the expected quality of ideas was low (M = 3.97, SD = 1.64) than did participants in the neutral emotion condition (M = 3.28, SD = 1.38; F(1, 139) = 4.44, p =  .04). However, they found significantly less appeal in evaluating others’ ideas when the expected quality of ideas was high (M = 4.49, SD = 1.48) than did those in the neutral emotion condition (M = 5.21, SD = 1.14; F(1, 139) = 4.40, p = .04). Thus, although the majority of participants across condition found more appeal in reading about and evaluating good ideas than they did in reading about and evaluating bad ideas, those induced to feel anger found much more appeal in making the negative judgments than did those in the neutral condition. The same pattern of results emerged when we used likelihood to choose to engage in the idea rating task as the dependent variable, all p’s < .05. The main effect of emotion condition was not significant in predicting appeal of rating ideas or likelihood of choosing to engage in the task, p’s > .70.
Mood Regulation


We combined participants’ responses to the questions “How likely is it that rating the ideas would leave you in a good mood?” and “How satisfying would you find judging other’s ideas?” into a single measure of expectations for mood regulation. We conducted the same 2 (emotion condition: anger vs. neutral) x 2 (expected quality of ideas: low vs. high) ANOVA using this measure of mood regulation as the dependent variable. The main effect of emotion condition was not significant, p = .66. The main effect of expected quality of ideas was significant (F(1, 141) = 13.94, p < .01), such that people thought that judging high quality ideas would be more likely to positively affect their moods. This effect was moderated by the expected emotion condition x expected quality of ideas interaction, F(1, 141) = 13.58, p < .01. As may be seen in Figure 3, participants in the anger condition believed that evaluating high quality ideas would be significantly less likely to positively affect their moods (M = 3.64, SD = 1.07) than did participants in the neutral emotion condition, (M = 4.51, SD = 1.41), t(67) = -2.93, p = .01. By contrast, participants in the anger condition believed that evaluating low quality ideas would be significantly more likely to positively affect their moods (M = 3.63, SD = 1.29) than did participants in the neutral emotion condition, (M = 2.94, SD = 1.32), t(74) = 2.30, p = .03. As Figure 4 displays, this perception that making negative judgments would help to repair people’s moods mediated the relationship between induced anger and the appeal of rating low-quality ideas. 
General Discussion
People in angry emotional states found more appeal in evaluating others’ ideas than did people in neutral or sad moods, particularly when they expected to be issuing criticism rather than praise. People experiencing anger believed that evaluating others’ ideas would be more likely to leave them in a good mood than did people in other conditions unless they believed that they would have to make predominantly positive judgments of the ideas. This anticipation of mood repair appeared to be why participants experiencing anger found evaluation to be so appealing. 
Implications for Decision-Making

A bias toward evaluating when angry could have detrimental implications for the way people select ideas from the marketplace of ideas. Because anger often leads to heuristic forms of information-processing (e.g. Tiedens & Linton, 2001) and negative evaluations of others (e.g., Bower, 1981), incidental anger may lead people to evaluate ideas carelessly and overly negatively. Indeed, we tested the possibility that incidental anger has systematic effects on evaluations of others’ ideas by having a separate sample of students rate the ideas generated by Study 1 participants on the basis of likeability, potential for contribution to campus life, and novelty.  We found that evaluations made by people experiencing incidental anger were significantly more negative than were evaluations made by those in neutral emotional states.  By choosing to evaluate ideas when angry, people are therefore apt to evaluate those ideas more negatively than they would if they were evaluating while experiencing different emotional states.  
While the link between incidental anger and the desire to evaluate others’ ideas may introduce a general negativity bias into judgment, the link could also introduce a confirmation bias into judgment.  In Study 2 incidental anger heightened the appeal of evaluating ideas when people expected to be evaluating low-quality ideas but not when they expected to be evaluating high-quality ideas.  If people experiencing incidental anger are 1.) more apt to evaluate ideas initially perceived to be of low quality, 2). not as apt to evaluate ideas initially perceived to be of high quality, and 3. more apt to issue negative evaluations, only low-quality ideas would be evaluated overly negatively.  Ideas that are pre-judged to be of high quality would not be judged so harshly.  As such, pre-determined impressions of the quality of ideas may become more important as a result of the link between incidental anger and the evaluation of others’ ideas.
Given the importance of selecting the best quality ideas from the plethora of novel ideas generated in the processes of creativity and innovation (Nijstad & De Dreu, 2002) and the critical role idea selection plays in Campbell’s (1965) variation-selection-retention model of culture, the anger-evaluation link could have wide-reaching effects on which ideas make their way into the cultural mainstream. Moreover, it could lead people to make distorted decisions, as people overweight the likelihood of anger-inducing events when experiencing incidental anger (DeSteno, Petty, Rucker, Wegener, & Braverman, 2004).  We would therefore counsel managers to pay attention to this tendency to evaluate others’ ideas when angry.
Perhaps the most important contribution of the present research to extant knowledge about the links between affect and decision-making/cognition is the introduction of task choice as a dependent measure.  Previous research has extensively explored how people’s emotions affect performance on the tasks they are asked to do (e.g., Isen, Daubman, & Nowicki, 1987).  Other work has also started to explore how people adjust their emotional state to prepare for upcoming tasks (e.g., Cohen and Andrade, 2004; Erber, Wegner, and Therriault, 1996). The present research takes a different angle, and explores how emotions influence which tasks people choose to do.  If positive affect leads to improved performance on a particular type of cognitive task but that same positive affect is also likely to leave people less likely to choose to engage in that type of task, the benefit of the positive mood performance link is lost.  We hope that this article inspires other emotions and decision-making researchers to explore how emotions affect which tasks people choose to do.
Implications for the Study of Emotions

Substantial previous work has shown that people’s emotional states may affect their performance on different types of cognitive tasks (see Martin & Clore, 2001 for review). For example, people experiencing anger have been generally shown to think more heuristically than people in neutral or sad emotional states (e.g., Bodenhausen et al., 1994; Tiedens & Linton, 2001; but see Wegener, Petty, & Smith, 1995 for exceptions). The current research supports the more novel notion that performance of different types of cognitive tasks may have differing effects upon people’s emotional states depending on their initial emotional state. We found specifically that people induced to feel anger saw evaluative tasks as more likely to leave them in a good mood than did people who were either induced to feel sadness or not induced to feel an emotion. 
Of course, people’s perceptions of how performing various cognitive tasks will affect their mood may not be accurate. In other words, people are angry and then provide negative evaluations of others may not actually feel better after doing so. Gilbert and Wilson (e.g., Gilbert, Pinel, Wilson, Blumberg, & Wheatley, 1998; Wilson, Wheatley, Meyers, Gilbert, & Axsom, 2000) have repeatedly shown that people often err when it comes to forecasting their emotions. As such, future research is needed to determine whether performing evaluations is an effective emotion regulation strategy for those experiencing anger. 
Future research might also productively explore when people choose tasks on the basis of repairing or maintaining their moods and when they choose tasks on the basis of performing well on those tasks. Cohen and Andrade (2004) adeptly showed that people often will regulate their moods to prepare for upcoming tasks, even if that means putting themselves in a negative mood.  How can this be reconciled with our findings? One possibility is that when people have the freedom to choose tasks, they may choose tasks that fit well with the appraisal tendencies of the emotion they are experiencing, whereas when they have decided to perform a specific task they may try to modify their emotions to fit with that task. 
Lastly, the present research highlights the need for more emotion-specific work to be conducted in the area of mood regulation.  To date, little work has explored how individuals who experience different negative emotions, such as sadness and anger, will differ in their use of mood regulation strategies.  Our results suggest that people experiencing incidental sadness might not find the same appeal in a given strategy for repairing their moods (i.e., evaluating others’ ideas) that people experiencing incidental anger do.  Future work should explore whether different negative or positive emotions lead to different emotional regulation strategies and different levels of effectiveness in using those strategies.  
Conclusion
In closing, our findings suggest that people find more appeal in evaluating ideas when angry, even as evaluations made in such emotional states may be far from sound. We hope that future research will allow us to discover strategies for mitigating biases caused by this tendency as well as situations in which the anger-evaluation link is beneficial.
Figure Captions:
Table 1: Rated appeal of creating and evaluating ideas by emotion induction in Study 1.
Figure 1: Mediation of anger-appeal of evaluation link by anticipated mood repair from rating ideas in Study 1.
Figure 2: Rated appeal of evaluating ideas by emotion induction and expected quality of ideas in Study 2.
Figure 3: Anticipated mood benefit of evaluating ideas by emotion induction and expected quality of ideas in Study 2.
Figure 4: Mediation of anger-appeal of evaluation link by anticipated mood repair from making negative judgments in Study 2.
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Table 1

	Emotion
	 
	Appeal of
	 
	Appeal of
	 

	Induction
	 
	Rating Ideas
	 
	Creating Ideas
	 

	Sad
	Mean
	4.09 b
	
	5.04 a,b
	

	
	Std. Deviation
	1.38 
	
	1.69
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Angry
	Mean
	5.17 a
	
	4.50 b
	

	
	Std. Deviation
	1.29
	
	1.54
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Neutral
	Mean
	4.29b
	
	4.73 a,b
	

	
	Std. Deviation
	1.42
	
	1.39
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Total
	Mean
	4.47
	
	4.78
	

	
	Std. Deviation
	1.42
	
	1.54
	


Means with different superscripts are significantly different from one another
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� Levene’s test of homogeneity of variance was significant for reported anger; we therefore used the corrected t-test in this case. 





