
Same Situation—Different Emotions: How Appraisals Shape Our 

Emotions. (Siemer, Mauss and Gross, 2007) 

 

The idea that people respond with different emotions to the same situation 

depending on how they interpret, or appraise, the situation is one of the core 

assumptions of cognitive appraisal theories of emotions. 

 

Specifically, appraisal theories of emotion assume that the emotions elicited by 

an event are determined by how the event is interpreted along a number of 

appraisal dimensions. These dimensions include the importance of the event, 

its expectedness, the responsible agent, and the degree to which it is possible 

to control the event. 

 

The primary goal of the present study was to test the core assumption of 

appraisal theories of emotion, namely that the same situation evokes 

different emotional responses according to how it is appraised. 

 

Two hypotheses: 

1 The hypothesis that appraisals are sufficient causes of emotions predicts 

that if a person has a specific configuration of appraisals, he or she will 

have a specific emotional response. Thus, different emotional reactions 

should be predictable by different appraisal patterns of the situation across 

participants. 

2 The necessity hypothesis predicts that if a person shows a specific 

emotional response, this response has been caused by (and requires) a 

specific appraisal pattern. Thus, to test the necessity hypothesis, we 

examined whether different emotional response profiles were associated 

with distinct appraisal patterns. 

(The author provided literature reviews, pick articles when necessary) 
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extinction when physiological responses are non-verdically increased. 

(false physiological response increase).  

4 The present study aimed to investigate whether anxiety patients tend 

to infer danger on the basis of anxiety response information. 

 

Discussion: 

1 Anxiety patients tend to infer danger not only on the basis of the presence 

of objective danger, but also on the basis of a subjective anxiety response. 

2 There was no indication that panic patients are more prone than other 

anxiety patients to infer danger on the basis of anxiety response information. 

3 The effect of anxiety response information on the anxiety patients' danger 

ratings was not situation-specific. 

4 It seems also clear that the danger ratings by the anxiety patients were not 

automatic responses to feared situations: in that case situation-specificity 

and neglectable influences of danger and response information would have 

been expected. 

5 It seems also unlikely that the observed difference between anxiety patients 

and normals in the influence of anxiety response information on danger 

ratings was caused by effects of anxiety response information on other 

variables, such as perceived control, experienced unpleasantness, or 

expected outcome, or by a generalized negative connotation of anxiety 

responses in anxiety patients. 

6 The effect of anxiety response information on danger ratings in the anxiety 

patient groups could not be explained by a generalized negative evaluation 

of the situation caused by the anxiety response information, or by other 

specific evaluations, such as experienced unpleasantness, perceived 

control or expected outcome of the event as influenced by the response 

information. 

7 The influences of danger and anxiety response info on danger rating were 

not significantly related to educational and professional level.  
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types implies that the appraisals of frustration and other-blame are also 

activated, which themselves are necessary for anger to be experienced; 

therefore, people will always become angry when they experience ‘hostile 

threat’ or ‘threat to self-esteem’. 

 

Understanding of trait anger 

1 Certain people are more prone to anger than others because, first, they 

require less negative situational input to experience anger-relevant 

appraisals and action tendencies and, second, because they need less of 

these anger-relevant appraisals and action tendencies to become angry. 

 

Limitations 

1 The analysed data consist of responses to hypothetical situations. 

2 The research questions and discussion focused on how this study 

contributes to understanding (individual differences in) the subjective 

experience of anger. 

 

 

 

 

All Negative Moods Are Not Equal: Motivational Influences of Anxiety 

and Sadness on Decision Making (Raghunathan and Pham, 1999) 

 

We argue that even affective states of the same valence can have distinct 

influences on decision making. This is because different positive affective states 

(e.g., pride vs cheerfulness), or different negative affective states (e.g., anger 

vs sadness), may activate different implicit goals. 

 

Negative affect as colour, process interference, and mood to be repaired 

(literature review) 
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9 There was no evidence that greater involvement in the events and the 

resulting higher levels of emotion led to decreased logicality. 

10 We are confident that differences found were not the result of either the 

specific stimuli or the fact that we used an atypical sample, one that was 

not composed of undergraduate students. 

11 Performance on the terrorism-incongruent problems was related to risk 

perception. 

11.1 Participants who were accurate on these problems also estimated the 

short-term risk of a similar attack as being less than did people who 

were inaccurate. 

12 Thus, overall, our findings showed that, as expected, participants who were 

most directly affected by the attacks also reported higher levels of certain 

types of emotion. 

13 Despite this, they reasoned with greater logical accuracy on the problems 

that were most directly related to the source of their emotion, specifically 

when it was necessary to inhibit prior belief to reason on the basis of logical 

validity. (difference between British and Canadian responses is analysed 

here, cultural or situational factors.) 

 

Experiment 2 discussion 

1 The results of Study 2 suggest that the differences found in reasoning 

between the groups in Study 1 were not due to cultural differences between 

the British and Canadian samples. 

2 The London sample was still more likely than was the Canadian sample to 

provide answers based on logical validity rather than on belief. 

3 Two possibilities that could account for the differences between London 

participants and those in the other cities. 

3.1 For participants in London, after 6 months the events and issues 

surrounding them may have seemed still very current. People’s 

memory for the events may have been primed every day just by 
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decision to search might have involved such factors. 

 

Preparatory Information 

1 We may conclude that our results are not due to a differential induction of 

mood, as suggested by Calvert-Boyanowsky and Leventhal (1975). Rather, 

they seem to be due to differential implications of one's present affective 

state for the judgment to be made under different experimental conditions. 

 

Happiness Versus Satisfaction 

1 Although the data reported by Andrews and McKennel (1980) suggest that 

happiness is more a function of past affective experiences than is 

satisfaction, our data suggest that persons use their affective state at the 

time of judgment to make both judgments in a similar way. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Individual differences in patterns of appraisal and anger experience 

(Kuppens et al., 2007) 

 

Our primary aim was to examine individual differences in the contextual 

experience of appraisals and emotional experience and in the interrelations 

between the two. 

 

Central appraisals of anger 

1 Goal-obstacle. 

2 Other-accountability. 
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2.1 The appraisal of goal obstacle is associated less with anger compared 

with the association between frustration and anger obtained in Study 

1 (may not be a key determinant). 

2.2 Study 2 showed a positive association between the antagonistic 

action tendency and anger, whereas this was not the case in Study 1 

(This confirms our initial suspicion that the formulation of the 

antagonistic action tendency in Study 1 was too general or ambiguous, 

yielding no association with any of the emotions). 

3 The appraisal of control (which was included in this study, unlike in Study 1 

is not associated with anger (a distinction should be made between the 

feeling of having had control over what has happened before on the one 

hand, and the feeling that one can still change something about the 

situation on the other hand). 

 

General discussion 

Associations Between Components and Emotions 

1 Anger proved to be associated with a distinctive pattern of components, 

including frustration or the appraisal of goal obstacle (although results were 

less univocal regarding the latter), other accountability and unfairness, and 

an antagonistic action tendency (in terms of wanting to express opposition). 

2 The other emotions that were included in the present research proved to 

be consistently associated with distinct patterns of components as well. 

3 Other accountability is an appraisal that is specific to anger. 

4 Arrogant entitlement, as an instance of unfairness, is also a specific 

appraisal of anger. 

5 Unfairness in itself, however, does not seem to be specific to anger (also 

related to sadness).  

 

Necessity and Sufficiency of Components 

1 None of the selected components can be considered as a truly singly 
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