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Abstract

FOSHE 0 S5iE%2 FV= 3 DD 3B 28 U ¢, AR 22351k (eliciting situation) D&V FER D> & RAF
TR D e AR S e, IRBUT R HERR 1ZFE S IR DL O RN R (XA L AR E D FTE
(responsible agent)) OHEFHIZHEN SN D EHZZ BTV 2, T OBEGRLE, EAF I 23 3FMEIE X 0 H13%<
Toid L) EBR 1 OFERICE > THEES N, ZOMREDIT 5720 BAFHIENIL BB (Fhib
Sit) FHEHIENICESN TS LB R biLe, T ORSITHIBREREZ V- B 2 L EBR3ICE - T
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F—U—F &M, e, BT kR
LT BITFEGRBUC DN T ORIRIRDIFEHR D HAUX, EORBUCE N EANL BBESNIZB
OEAELH D) DR LB 2B HEN>GE TE 2 T C©X 5 (e.g., Conway & Bekerian,
1987; Reisenzein & Hofman, 1993; Reisenzein, 1995, study3; Siemer, 2001) ,

AWEGE 2 R 5 DIF, LLTO SO BNG,

> FHGRIZ OV TOFERNOEEN EDO L D ITHEFR S L D0 & ) BRGSO L < D
B LB H Y Z D N, EIEH A EHE D Zev v (e.g., Schrer, 1999; Schuster, Rudolph, &
Fosterling, 1998; van Overwalle, Heylighen, Casaer, & Danieels, 1992)

> WEOHIZETIE, TTHIMRUBEARXCLE SFHish TW o zim L, TDbH L TG
HEERPMTHOIL TV D E VWb TE TR, ZHICTFETHT—4DBd D

|Emotion Inferences From Propositional Information About Eliciting Situations.|

TN HERG ORI IMSHBT “FEMBER” TR0 05 OHERHIZIEH LT X 72(e.g., Hohnstone, Van
Reekum, & Schere, 2001), LU, HEAFICB T R, Rz Ia=r—ra 2L
RIHNEiEE L TRINTRDUTHOWTOIFHRD B ESEHEm L TV D Z & ITH 6
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|The Appraisal Mediation Hypothesis|

ORI FAM R  RRAG LR 2T T < BIFHERR BRI 5 2 L8 TE D,

M\Eiﬁ BIFR I & M O BAFRIZ DU T O R E 2372 Enik A3 folk psychology D —# %72 LT\ 5” &
W9 Z & 721 (see Ortony et al., 1988; Weiner, 1995),

A HERR ORI G Tl BUEHEGRIZLL T O 2 BE 2 T & STV 5

@ A XY MZOWTOREED A F —< LFGLRBUZ DN TOIFHRA~ /?/7 Sh, EAARE

DEITEDA Ry N EFHHT 2003 Hm I b

@ #imSNnsHE L EEDa v PR~y T 7 ENT, EAADRBIE NG IND

#l) “HOENTHRIEZDORKNIKRDZ Lo 72" WO g IR L= 5 2
AR NIRRT T 4 7 TT7 =D A IME (KN) 1ZHY ., BEEEFZD AT
=TT “BhA” ZE L5759

EFEOFIAD LnT-=8 5l MG 2 B35 Z S I3 < ORI ERZ H D

>

>
>
>

HHEIICHEH SN E/HELE L TOREEOEREY (EROLIRLD?) 18T D
WEIATONIZFFENR TV I 00 DGR RO R L —BT 5

BUE & SCBLAY 70 DAPIRBBCRFME D & 2 J5-theory-base DHEFRFER Th H-12—H T 5%
i b oD Hisk 2 VL TREAF R 2 1 /R 975 2 & 2 BB IE S b %

U7~ U AP SR R A HE R & B 0D SO RRE ] 2 PR U 7= RIFSE & P JE 3%

>

>

FEAT GEAT IO IR F il 222 - St 2 O IEHER & 0 BT s Db X
IR X ETE O 23T 9 (Smith & Miller, 1983; Reisenzein, Debler, & Siemer, 1992)
L7 L OBFFE DR L% Difi(e.g., Schuster et al., 1998; van Overwalle et al., 1992;
Reisenzein, 1986; Weiner, 1986)

lAims of the Present Research]

FEBR 1 CIHRFL STV A0 5 OIS HERR & FHIHERR O SO 2 feig L, B0 287 5,
EBR 2 o 3 TIHRIFHEGR OB T T b0 . ROSER O R AZTAS 2 2 N TE AR
A= B @ - FHRALIGIZ SOV CTRETT 5,
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Experiment 1

DEREE AP 38 73 405 18 4 55), FHIFIR 25.1 i, alzs DB & 5] & HL 2 [ZEBRSN,
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R
i ST EIE T =LA, B0 FRERE, O 4 T (Weiner, 1986), L2 DRENE D5 KDL
ZHOTZHICS T ) A NFEENE T 14 SOMER S U7,
SINFTZNEND T Y FNZDNT 4 FEEEOREHIEr & 9 SOFHm I, FEHFRE GO KT
) D ENEITSTZ,
ZNENDORIEIL yes/no DRI T, [MIEOFET no NIEMTH D L HITELIL TV,

THA L
B SMBVTLIENE 4 FE X G/ 28 =92 o a v v x— a V&% IT -7,
SINEVIAREAE IOV T 14+ 9 OERIGEEHIMr 4 . FBAFEEHEIET 9 X 2 GRY+x472), il DIC
[EIF- Py
SMBNLE S4B D 14 DV T T N—T12300 b, 147 7 v —7) X142+ U A) X 14(E R
WD T T Fiks TIRMFBLE S e GIEFIREHET 2 LT VA vt bni)

Tt 0 BINFINERCERICBML, £ BRI PC TEBREZITT-,
BT, ETVFUARERENTE, BIEIX STV A EFHEAKDD L Enter F—%F L,
12 Yes=1,No=2 THIZ L7z, 720065 Z R EET L RSN, TEHETHLS KT
HEITIFRO N T,
BRIZ 50 S VA RTLIC—XFT BRI, B 2R GBI £ TORMHIE S,
BT DR O ) AERE T 1 OB 2B\,

Judments (percentage of Yes Responses)
Yes SUG 2 F8E L TWZRE T, EBRO Yes SUGAY 50% LA 172 7o 3O SUR OFNG % et

> AW IR T 85%., LSO 90% THE SR R S vts, FHESND UG
ARG T 50% AR 72 - 724,

> FHEEINT T, BRSO W TR ORI N Z — o B R S Bilpity= “R AT 4 77 + “F
HTERY + “HE + A" 27— A+ “MAIRIDRE” ), FEEF DS Z—
IZ Reisenzein & Spielhofer(1994) D5 R A2 1FIFBR TE Tz,

> EFHIWT CRUE S IV BUS R ST EIG IR, AW THUE SV BUS R ST EIE LR
FREE, F3LvEd o, THLBEOHELE BT HHEER,

L 1B A 2 FaHli, 20ETER)A X2 REHE, 3.8 R, 4thE GG, 5. EEEM W, 6. RSB0

O, T EALOFTE, S8MHIFTREME, 9.4 X2 b D7+ — 71 AW

2 AR UHIWrERE R —important 7> & 9 2, R AVHIETERE >unimportant 22 E 9 A, o) T &

83 I T VIKEIE L T U RRIE LR ERRETENEO O E SO Th D, TT UK E RO T T &

TV, FERORZRD D, 77 k&L, m AOPBRFIZmEEOFERZ 32 & ZZmFImITIChl

FIL, EDF| - ATICHRIUERD —ETFOFENDS L OICEE L DT, T X TOHERE TR UL A E

STNEFTITH) 2B TED L, IHFOMRERWTEMEBRE ICEEOERSFMNE G252 ENTEH LN

FYREFINH D, (http//www.1-ski.net/archives/000054.html 2007/04/03 £ 1R)

4 Guilt > U A D—#ET anger ~D yes [IGN 53% TH o723, TIUIED~DREY LEZHND
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Tahle |
Percentage Agreement and Response Latercies in msec for Judgments Woth More Than 5%
Yes-Answers, Experiment [
Scenario
Pity Anzer Gt Cernbitude
Judgment "[- ms ".3.'"-.,‘ ms I 5 ms .,.":'E ms
_ Tarzet smotion __ ____ ___ i 1":.,__L|2L_;'__q_ﬁ_"'-____mlu___.:"__1_-__1&L___.;5___ML_ | __
N Event evaluation: negative | 88 % 1181 { 00 % 1228 ;i R4 i 1403
0, O, £ H H H 3 H : H H
%73 50 /0 % Event evaluation: posilive i L
N Muoral evaluation: wnfair HEC T I683 AT I725 73 1668
R S QAT Moral evaluation: fair {om Lism
= Event uncontrollable 6 (12 1] a0 P 321 58§ 200
LR Event controllable _ P& o1em 55 [
Responsibility: other {66 | 5B 52 i 104D | ; 5
Responsibility: self H R 1)
Focus: ather - S {1t ; ] i
Focus: self F— I547 ¢ &3 1585 il 1576
Selfevaluation: positive P55 0 M7 35 1T
Self-evaluation: negative F L 1419 H
Other-ovaluation: negative i 56 ;0 ITED G
Other-evaleation: positive i F - A [
Event importance: imponant 1450 70 1476 3 .79 ¢ 1780 86§ 1270
Expectedness: unexpected 1516 &I/ 1533 YRR S 1025 Voo
® anger = 53%. " M = 61% without anser-scenarios | and 11 (see Appendix A

Target Emotion
NLIDEN L
DHEN%TH
% Z &IZiEH

Response Latencies

BOSKFFIEZINE Z & IR L S,

bz, F72. 200ms A O BT X5 KIGS(EMGD 1.1%) b EIC 2 Bz,

JEAFHIBTRRE T O RS EIC

X G OFEFIC L 0BV B o 72(F(3,216)=3.2, p<.05),

R N R it
H O T s e
5 LR

z f3RN 3 LLED b DI3Z OERI~DEIZ R OS5 2 2

SAMARRE O FOSHE Tld. HEOFTEHIEr(F2,144)=18.6, p<.001) & fBEN/SHIK(F2, 144)=3.9,

p<.021) DA TESE OFEFHIZ L VEVRH -T2,

SRR ) T RARE & B A AR A LS S 72 DI RIS 2 &

(RS RERNT6 LC 20K & A

7 A ) X 40 O FEER) 0 SARIE O o3 A F i L7 (Table2 M), ZO#iE, T4y

Briz

BV CHIE 4 A 70 1 RN BB LI < BERHIIT D 5 ) C AT B AR I o T2,

Zofth, EEME, HEEDOFTE.
TRE ST

AETE NS L
IBWTCOAFETH- T,

Table 2
Twe-Way Repeated Measurement ANOVAs for Judement Latencies, Experiment T

IBWTEIE XA 7OFEMEN R o=, ZAEEHIX

Effec

Appraisal " Emotion vs. Appraisal (EA) ™. Emotion Type (ET)

EA = ET

Subjective event evaluntion: positive/oegative ; :'. Fil, T2} = 751, p=.01 Fi3,216) = 1.24_my

Moral evaluation: Fairfinfair H FUl_ T2y = 2268, p < 001 Y F3,216) < 1 8y
Responsibility: sz lfother Fil_ T2y = 3200, p < 001 F2,144) = 1927, p < 001
Focus: s=lffather FU1. 72} = 4625, p - 001  F3 26 < 1 Ry
Self-evaluation: posilive/megative 5 Fr1, ."“E} - 12 M, <00 R T Y T Y

Other evaluation: positive/negative FIl. T2y =553 p= 05 S R TN =280p< 10
Evenl importance: imporizntunimporiant -, FIL ""} - 3713, p = III] S0 FR 1) =366 p<- 05

Expectedness: expecledionespectod "--.,FI.I T =584 p= IZII:II FiZ, 1d4) = 349, p = 05

Fi3 216} <1, ar
Fi3, 26} < 1, ax

Fi2, 144) = 1555, p= 001
Fi3, 26l < 1. ns
Fi2 144} = 211, ns

Fil,T2) = 1.58, ax
FI3, 26} < I as
Fi3, 144) =

i3, p<i5

Nate.




FBR 1 OFERITIBEDOWIEREROERE LT Y | SN HIBNI XM X 0 S RER23 23705 T
Do T, FEBR 1 ORE SUTFAMEA D HILFA T2 2 E R TE 220,

TIE, EOE I L TREIEHERIZITON TV AHDES I 72 2 2 £ 2 L 3 TlE, iz Lz
HIWHE S E (TR ShTWD &0 ) REEHIA 2 BT 5,

The Proceduralization Hypothesis
Tt bARE Anderson(1983) DFBENY A X /LD HEMLET LR — R, 2 DOFHR L,
O EEHERITD &b SITFEMEW I ST e, [MELKY KT S bIcAEM b

(Anderson, 1987; Branscombe, 1988; Smith, 1994),

@ FHlEIE AT O £ O EEERD LN GAITIE. A 13IEB BN TRORR O HERR Tt 2 ST,
ZOETANLEEHERERIAT S EoExRE LT, OKE - fMEHERIC OV TIEB 26T
Z o ik se s (knowledge complication) D& 2 & & D W TWHQ@BEBI Y 1t R & B
TREANERL[FEEELOMN. LT e ATHD LWV I BEO iEfEET L(e.g., Smith &
Neumann, 2005) L 1Z 8720 | —o%@GEAO 7oA L TEBHZTWVD

HIFRTERT K 2 G HERR O Fiilk 7" = & A TIE, ARG b OREFEHER R = EALDVREE ORI T
REDKIEERRT 20 ERDLEEANE LIZAEEM T rE R, EB515
CEEAMG LA™ BRI
[F A P 2ukin S TG E 2 RBT 204005 2 L AN A i
+ AP 2VRI S OFHM al, a2...an 217572
AP AR S TR E 25T 5 LRSS

(GRAmASEBR 224 B
AP 28R S O al, a2...an AU 5 = & A E
HARDL S DR £, £2...fn B FF o TNz
AP 2SR S OFHi al, a2...an & F4 & kST 5

(BHEICHR D RS Tt -)
[[H AP 2%k S RS E 2B 200 &k 5 2 LA
IR S AIEFEK £1, £2...fn 2 FFo T2
AP AR S TR B 23892 L im0 %
Yoo OFEV ., RGeS E Z 5 2 & CTRMEHERRIL. (ZORIEIZRA ORI A B 72 5 77) RILOFF
MHEHTOID X910 FHEOEAN 25072 < 2%

FRefbRGUIER 1 THEON R E REICHIT 5

> FRULRBUIET FIRERE A~ O USRS HlRE L 0 bR < e bripo7c 2 & Gl Al hE

> B ORHEZRROIUE, EAFHIBERE A~ O ISR F S FHEERE Z 5 bEb o7 2 & b aE

> FRe LRI RAMBES T R & FRR, FFE O RAE IR ORIl N F — 3 D Z & bRt ATRE
— 5
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Experiment 2

SINE DR AR 48 44(5 16 72 32), I 24.2 7%

K
FRIERK - %0 - 0> 3 FEEH X 24 SC=72 TV A, ARREITRE HIWTRE 3 R+ AR AN 4 fE (3
BIAOREAR « AR - A /deservedness B FEMIREAR, =7 4 — 7 A f]l#7)
TR ORI AR O BRI IEZE Yes 7223, No 2N IEZA OFHIFRE % 2 B A,

Fie 0 FEBR1 LIZEFRT, HEATLLTO LB

BEMOREIOEBEEFHEHT LD, FRNVET 7 =v 7 2/,

> SFITSERFA ORI LT 2 X R bz, (72 & 21T positive/negative (31~
> Ml O IRK)

[EZ1T 72 5 NS EREIS, &V O BURB R ST,

SMENL T VA 1 D& FiAf&D D & Enter ¥ —%F L, 2 FEHOMREIZE 27,

> BT VTV Ao E 20T, BIF=HE E 2 ITEHME= BB OIEE TRR ST,

> AT ER SN HEEB00ms)IZ Yes/No TEIZET XD E DT, #EEHO H 21T 300ms
bIFoiic, YT U FITONWTOEGRIRIEE TRWVIEG- & 2 guilt >V A TERRE
7= angry) IZHEHIFRE & L CHERE L 7=,

THA L
3 (s OFEEH « SRR/ 0 R X 2 GREEOFEER « BN HIWTEEAM) <A (A Se s anse) X 4 GF
MR ORSR), 3 TR N,
B OREITEE 1 +5Hli 4 = 5 FEH T, ZNDFIMZRICERINDSDOT 5X 2 =10 i, ZAUIH
il 2 FkE (BiEm L ORREBYE, BUE 1+ 1) 2272 12 OXTRb T, 12 X7 % 27
TV TCRLE L, 2% 3FREOE TRVIE LZ, oF 0  BINE ITEE T 72 FEICEE Lz,

Judgments

Replication of Previous Findings
FNENOEBTH O Yes RISZE R TH 5 & FEBR 1 LR ARE LBV D Yes SR 2 X7 (A
AN PRI IREEHIED 2 R < TR TT 9B 6TV,
=FMTDH -T2 DD, ERIDOAEIL Yes JUSDENGITIE L A EFREL TWRhoTc bz b,

Reaction Times

HER 1 L AROTTIETHVIENRFE S, FHEICE S #Z TS,

SRR 1 TR TWIERISKH ORI Y bER 2 THROLNDZRDOIE S B/NS NI ENTFRENZOT, 2475
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1 DDOBIHART ZERNTT N TORTITIBN T, FEAF W~ SOGSIRF FFEAHE W~ D BOSRF ] &
D HEM T, ERT OFRRITERSNIZE VR D

Judment Facilitation Effects

(G = &4 D BRI
ST H) T RARE O SO RF AT 6 LTI O FRAR X GTAf DM X AR 2 2 > ORAEHIE ANOVA % i
Liz& 24, 3ERDOZANEMNAE Th - 7-(F 6, 282)=2.20, p<.005),
#ﬁ®@% CNIE O X R Y a OGN 1T o T, T ORE, A2 M, 74—

A O kwfﬁ%® BRI B W THBEMOZAEEAN R S,

%‘E‘ZT M S EICERIOR Y Y 3 /%ﬁﬂi%?ﬁk T 5 t BEEFEh L7- & 2 AFigurel), 12 X7
D 5B 9 TRIGKHAFTL V % THEIZHED > TeHREN R DG DI TUN 6,

QRN = FEAT D B )
FEAMG AR OO BSOS IR R L C b AR O IE OFE X FHEORHX AR > a v O EFEf L7 & 2
5. 8 BRI AHAEH A B T - 72 (F6, 282)=1.93, p<.08),
JBAE ORI T L ICRHEOFEEX RV a Y OB EIToT & 2 A, TR TCORECHERRY
TarOFHRNPELN, BH TV A TREEERH VAR TH -T2,
TG, S Z S CEMOR Y Y a VEMNIERE T O tREEZEMLTZE A, 12T DHH 9
TROSKFIDATE D & 1% THEIZHED > 7o HEEN R DG STz,
DFEY | EESFHMEO I . FHE= AR O I b IREN RIT R b T,

Comparison of Facilitation Effects

ZNENOME TR SN R 2 el 5 7212, /5 O SUSKRFNS 6k U CRE O FlE X 3T
OFEFA XS A 7 GHE= RS G =) OB 217 - 72,

ZDRER TS A 7 OB ENAE(F(1,47)=11.52, p<.001) T, BIHE2FH OMEtEDIF 5 2 FE=
BEEOREL Y SR PEREICRE N -T2,

& OFERE(F(2,94)=3.96, p<.022), FFHli OFEFE(F(3, 141)=3.38, p<.20)D EZh%E, 3 BRI DA HAIEH
(F6,182)=2.47, p<.020) b HAETH o1z, KAFEMANEE THDH Z LIk, ZFEOMRERROFLE
PSRN OFECFHI OFEEIC IS U CRAe D 2 L2 EWRT 5O THE,

FHOPTE U CKENS - SMBEOREZ L IREXY A 7Ot REEE L= L 2 A, 12 OflAE DY
DI H 4D TR EIE=FHE > FM=E) B 2 A BERERNALN, 5 OTHETIER
WHMGERIZ =T 23 F — U B R BTz,

25 L OB DESNIEE LT,

CEBENR LN ST 33T OES bIRGIZ—8 T 5 M Th o7,

THEENRONRNST2ED 3T D5 H 1 XT ORI —FH LW HF T Th o7,
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Swmrr e D P

]
i Response Time Differences In msec _
L 1) P
800 . = = F5} T
600 g -g— 0 == r - :
400 1 -~ f | ]
S a ad T 1 "
{E g | [L18]
0
Evaluation Responsiblity Focus 7) i
i [ e Fitpostioes oo Ty
o Preceding Apprakas _—|_E
Scenano-Type Fe—— igra——
=] it Dzt *p< 05 *"p<.01 " p< 0N Brerarin Jyim. |
l.-‘-| I1I_I.-'-'\-|.-I|:q T Ta< BT e IR
Figurs 1. Emotion judgment facililation effectss RT-differences between first-posilion and second-position M oyl i’ - el T e | e i el gl
emotion jodgmemts, Experiment 2. RT = reaction time bl e |_|--.-| i T NT = sl o
Table &
Results of the Two-Way Repeated Measuremenis ANOVAs for Emotion Judements, Experiment 2
Proceding appraisad
Effect Evaluation Rasponsibelity Focus Faimoss
{__Position ) __” RIAN= 907 p< 000 A1 AT -BIEp< Bl C_ FILAIN-31E.p< 001 ALAN =537 p <000 )
Emotion Type (ET) F(20d) = 1768 p" g1 F2, M) = 1241 p = 001 Fi2 04y = 2117, p < 001 F2od) = 1177, p < 001
PxET ML 04y =435 p < 05 2, 4} = 1LEG, p = 07 Fi2 o) =810, p<.01 M2, 04) = 484, p = {5

Node.  AMNOVAs = analyses of variance,

Tahle 7
Resulis of the Two-Way Repeated Measurements ANOVAs for Appraisal Judgments,
Experiment 2

Emption type
Effect Anper Gaull Grantude
_________________________________________________________________ '
1
: Position {F) Fi(l1,47) = 1352, p < 001 FI1L4T) = 2664, p < 001 FU1, &Th = 1316, p < 001 |
- —Appraiss £ A - - F3 40— K p <008 - - 3% HHy =872 p—= 881 - - FE-Hb—3605 p—= D8 -!
PxA F3. 1410 < 1. ay F3 141 =< 1. ar Fi3, 141} =301, p= 05

Node. ANOVAs — analyses of vanance

FEHR 2 TITER 1 ORI BER I, £, EBR 2 TR O EE= M > 7L = A5 O~
Z = ORPNBERIT, BAFHER ORI WM 7 v ARTEH LS TWDH 2 & 2R LTV D,
o TFRALBGR O LB 0 | BAEHER OFRITIEML SN D TERO—EIX, £ DIFITHIET 5
PRI CIEME L SN D TEHREF L & Wz b

AT W= A R OMREZN R OFE L, ZHOHIWr T S Bl < &b —IdER -
TWHZ LTS,

e o — o NG = R > FHl= S TH 5 Z L. SRAAYFTHMHER CIE ML S D RR s g s
BAFHER R TRMAF—~ &~ v F U 7 SN LFHEHERR DIZA D —E T LINRNWZ L 2R LTV D,
R =T DM HERERDIHE D A oNneno Bl & LTINS OB 2 6 b,
1. RENDOHS, =BRPMLE,

2. REZN R OFE W DG ARG OFEEHIC K o TH e D ATREME

3. ZOFEENRTHEA LTI TV ABROBITEIEHERR DT oL TN e - 7o TRENE

> EFITEM SN T LD TEME LS N0 s Lty



Experiment

FER 3 DHEMNITER 2 O RZER L, ZH>OREHAZHNTTL5 2L
1. T U A06 OEEHER TIT7AR <0 ERIC X 2R0E OTEME L2 B & Tz aREME
2. MRERDP A ONT-DITH R DMEDE EFOZR) (T SR AlRErE

ZINE - DEE AR 48 4 (F5 10 2 38), “EXIFR 27.3 Ik
FgE T A v EBR2 LIRIER T, BEAIILLTO 35
(1) FEHBRRE O A 4 7225 3 FFITH ST
(2) FEBR1CTHERINEEY 77 47— T U AITRED TN A>TV EHi
D)NHEHRAIILD
(3) TI7AIVI7EHR(BY/IZ2U)NBMSND, ZHUCLY, &7 U F3458EE T 56,
Tt : FBR2 LIZERC, HELEROSMEILT 74 v 7 OREE =T T2,
> TIAIUTHVESINEN YT A EHAEDY Enter X— &9 L SCO TFICHERSEDN
& B biv, 400ms ZITEIEFEN 150ms 721 /R &4, £ 150ms BEMNERENT, 77
A & EERIO SOA 1% 300ms,
> TIAIUT7R U BIEREOND I xxx DERI N,
G
() HWEREOR Y a v Rar 22y hThIUE, EBR2 LRIUERIMEONDTEA 9.,
(2) JEAE=FHBOMRHERN BT, AR 7 I I U7k D 6D TIERWES S, Lo T, kibE
DT TA I T Lo TEIESFMOMRENRITIHE R RN TEA I,

Judgments
EBR 2 LIRIER A RN R ST,

Reaction Times

FBR 2 LRRROR D T2 THIEDN LB S e, AANVIEIZRIRD 1.7% 72572,

Effectiveness of the priming manipulation.
JEATHIWTRIVE & B 2AT - 1o B DRIERE~O ISR N 7T A X 2 7 OB o % & et
FORR, TT74 I 700 BEDETIEMS) DT D 3 e LEEMES26ms) £ 0 b UG 233 < (A1
47)=17.25, p<.001), 77 A I 7 BEFOBE 2R L T\ e Z & 3bipo Tz, BEIE ORI L
HIEWVITAONRNST,
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Facilitation of appraisal judgments by preceding emotion judgments.
JEIE ORHERNC RO X R v a o X 7T 4 I 7 ORERE ANOVA 23 FE i S i,
ZORER, LR T a v OEIREP TN TOKETHE ThH o2, BVIZHOWTIRAERD
AETH-oT-, Lo T, ER2 o RIS,
EHIT, BVIZHOWTIE 3 ERNORZRAAERA, BHICX L TET T4 I 7 X BV Y a v ORZRAE
HABBEETH-T,
tEDRE R, 7T A I 2 77 LEETIE TN TORM TRAER R TG =5l > =& TH 0 |
TIAILTIRLEETS 900 9 B 6 O THE RN =7 > FHl =8 dE OMEER R0 Loz,

Table 8
Results of the Two-Way Repeated Measurement ANOVAs for Appraisal Judgments, Experiment 3 AL TMA O I T8
Emotion type

_________________ Amgor _____________ Qi ____________DCmiitwde ____

1
' Prsition (P FL, 47) = 158.84, p= 001 Fil, 47) = 5122, p < Kl Fil, 47) = 007, p < 10) '
| Appraizal (A) FI(2, 04) = 2537, p < .001 Fil, 04) = 34 14, p < (01 Fi2, 9d) = 3403 p < 001 |
|J‘nm|nﬂ (PR FL 4T <1, ns Fl, 4T) = 1.3 ns Fil. 47} =1, a5 |
e FH- My =328 pc 85 - - - -F2 b= d Ar - - - - - - - - B -4 ar- - - - - !
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Figure 3. Appraisal judgment facifitation-effects: RT-differences between postcontrod and postemotion. ap-
praizal judgments with and withom emotion-concept priming, Experiment 3. BT = reaction fime.
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