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Emotion as Performance Feedback: (Mis)Inferring Work Quality from Evaluators’ Affect

Abstract

Evaluators often express emotion in evaluative situations (e.g., performance reviews, job
interviews) for reasons both related and unrelated to the evaluation itself. This paper explores
how evaluators’ emotional expressions shape performers’ metaperceptions, self-assessments, and
decision-making. In a field survey of evaluators and performers, the more positive, and the less
negative, performers perceived their evaluators emotions to be, the more positive their
metaperceptions and self-assessments. In five experiments, different emotional expressions by an
evaluator elicited different perceptions of performance quality by performers. In general,
performers perceived their work more positively when their evaluators expressed positive
emotions than negative emotions. However, discrete emotional expressions did communicate
additional information over and above positive or negative valence. Further, performers’
inferences influenced their decisions about whether to accept a job offer, whether to include a
website link in a press release, whether to include a website in a personal portfolio, and whether
to ask a client for a referral. Results from the six studies suggest that evaluators’ emotional
expressions provide interpersonal performance feedback that shapes performers’

metaperceptions, self-assessments, and decision-making.

111



Table of Contents

Page
ADSITACT. . .o e i1
Table Of CONENLS. ... ...t e v
ACKNOWICAZEMENLS. ...\ttt e e e \%
INtrOAUCTION. . . . e e 1
Study ©: Field SUIvey . ....ooiiii i e e 11
Study 2: Performance Evaluation SCenario..............oovuiiiuiiiiiiiiiiiiiii e 24
Study 3: Decision-Making Following an Evaluation.....................cooiiiiiiiiiiiii i 28
Study 4: Nonverbal Expressions of Emotion.............ooooiiiii i e, 33
Study 5: Decisions about @ WebSIte. ......oouiieiiii i 44
Study 6: Disclosing External Sources of Emotion...............coooiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiii e 59
GenETal DISCUSSION. . ...ttt e e e et 65
RETOIENCES. . .t 73
N 0 157 116 Lo 84

v



Acknowledgements

I am exceedingly grateful to my wonderful dissertation committee: Robin Ely, Amy
Cuddy, Alison Wood Brooks, and Mike Norton. Mike Norton taught me how to be creative in
my research designs and how to rule out alternative explanations for my findings. I met with
Mike whenever I needed to feel inspired or wanted to be sure I hadn’t missed something
important. Alison Wood Brooks taught me how to take an idea and turn it into a publishable
paper. Without her constant guidance and answers to my many, many questions, I could never

',’

have finished this dissertation. Her refrain of “onward!” kept me always moving forward even
when I was feeling discouraged. Amy Cuddy taught me to tie my findings into the psychological
literature. She helped me understand what a theory is, and pushed me to strive for a “quality”
dissertation. Robin Ely taught me to craft (and write!) a theory that matters not only to
academics, but also to practitioners. Robin’s detailed feedback and desperately needed
encouragement were lifelines throughout the last few years. I admire her so much and hope to
someday be nearly as impressive, supportive, and insightful as she is. Without this team of
researchers (along with Lakshmi Ramarajan, Teresa Amabile, and Kathleen McGinn), I would
not be the scholar I am proud to have become.

Ting Zhang and Rachel Arnett both played critical roles in shaping this research and me
as a researcher. Ting’s “miraculous” patience, wisdom, and enthusiasm helped me feel confident
enough to pursue the initial project idea, motivated enough to keep working when things were

boring or murky, and inspired enough to finish writing in the final stages. Rachel, my “partner in

crime” since the beginning of grad school, was always the first person I reached out to when I



had a question or needed support. Her intelligence, perseverance, and empathy inspire me, and
her knowledge of my project made it sometimes feel like I had an invisible co-author to turn to. I
also relied on many other members of the HBS community for their insights and support,
including Catarina Fernandes, Erin Frey, Michele Rigolizzo, Ovul Sezer, Lisa Kwan, Allie
Feldberg, Lumumba Seegars, Curtis Chan, Andrew Brodsky, and the members of OB and GRO
Labs.

I am incredibly grateful to my family. Audra Shapiro’s empathy and sense of humor kept
me sane, and her acting talent was key to running Study 4. My dad, Martin Baily, provided me
with crucial support and advice, often giving me hope by describing how he overcame similar
struggles when he was working on his own dissertation. My mom, Vickie Baily, has always been
my biggest fan and supporter. She listened to me talk (and talk and talk and talk...) about this
project, gave me advice based on her own perceptive understanding of the interpersonal nature of
emotions, and read multiple drafts of this paper. Without her help with the work itself and with
coping with the stress of being a doctoral student, I never would have finished this dissertation.
Finally, I cannot express enough thanks to my husband Matthias Wolf. When he isn’t around, I
can’t get anything done because it feels like half of me is missing. Without him by my side, |
never would have started this project, let alone finished it.

I am thankful for the financial support from the Harvard Business School Organizational
Behavior Department and the Harvard University Graduate School of Arts and Sciences

Dissertation Completion Fellowship.

vi



Emotion as Performance Feedback: (Mis)Inferring Work Quality from Evaluators’ Affect

People are motivated to assess how well they are progressing toward their goals, and
often use others’ opinions to help them gauge their progress and potential (e.g., Anseel, Lievens
& Levy, 2007; Ashford, 1989; Cooley, 1902; Jussim et al., 1992; Vorauer & Ross, 1993). When
seeking feedback from others about the quality of their work, people may want to discover
information about a) the true quality of their work, b) other individuals’ opinions of the quality
of their work, or both. For example, when showing a newly designed website to her supervisor,
Sarah may seek feedback from her supervisor to discover a) if her website is a good website or if
she is good designing websites, and/or b) if her supervisor thinks her website is a good website
or believes that she is good at designing websites. Both types of information are often important
to performers in organizations: accurate self-assessments allow performers to regulate their
behavior and decision-making to optimize performance and others’ subjective assessments play a
major role in important outcomes such as raises, job security, and promotions.

When seeking information about the quality of their work, performers may either
explicitly ask for feedback or monitor the situation to try to infer feedback indirectly (e.g.,
Ashford, 1986; Ashford, Blatt, & VandeWalle, 2003; Ashford & Cummings, 1983). For
example, Sarah may ask her supervisor, “Did you like my website?” or she may wait to see
whether her supervisor asks her to design a second website (e.g., Ashford, 1993). Performers
who monitor their situations to infer feedback indirectly may form less accurate self-assessments
than those who explicitly ask for feedback because performers must decide whether or not a
situation contains relevant feedback, and, if so, what the message of the feedback is (Ashford,

1989). Inferred feedback (compared to feedback obtained through direct inquiry) is more



ambiguous, and is more likely to lead to miscommunications about the performers’ past
performance and future potential.

In this paper, I posit that individuals infer performance feedback from their evaluators’
emotional expressions in evaluations (e.g., job interviews, presentations, performance
evaluations), and use this feedback when assessing their own performance and making decisions
under uncertainty. Although previous research has examined the influence of evaluators’ own
internal emotional states on how they evaluate others (e.g., Baron, 1987; Forgas & Tehani 2005;
Loewenstein & Lerner, 2003; Schwarz, 2011), it remains unclear whether evaluators’ emotional
expressions influence the self-assessments and decision-making of performers. However,
individuals’ emotional expressions have the power to profoundly influence the inferences,
behaviors, and decisions of those around them (e.g., Van Kleef, 2009). Further, evaluators are
often emotionally expressive in evaluations for reasons both related and unrelated to the
evaluation itself (e.g., Gooty, Connelly, Griffith, & Gupta, 2010; Hall, Coats, & LeBeau, 2005;
Harrison & Rouse, 2015; Snodgrass, Hecht, & Ploutz-Snyder, 1998). Therefore, it is critical to
explore whether performers infer performance feedback by reading and interpreting their
evaluators’ emotional expressions, and whether this inferred feedback shapes their self-
assessments and decision-making.

Emotional Expressions Shape Metaperceptions

Emotions result from individuals’ subjective reactions to their environments and reflect
their appraisals of, and attributions about, their current situations (Frijda, 1988). Individuals tend
to feel positive emotions when events satisfy their goals and negative emotions when events
threaten their goals (Frijda, 1988). Particular subjective appraisals of exactly how and why

events have satisfied or threatened goals elicit different discrete emotions (e.g., Weiner, 1985).



For example, individuals tend to feel angry when they believe an event that threatens their goals
could have been avoided, whereas they tend to feel sad when they believe the event could not
have been avoided (e.g., Frijda, 1986; Weiner, 1985). Individuals’ emotional reactions prepare
them for action and signal important information to them about the state of their goals (e.g.,
Frijda, 1986; Schwarz, 2011). Individuals’ emotional reactions (and anticipated future emotional
reactions) may therefore influence their own judgments and decision-making (e.g., Forgas, 1995;
Loewenstein & Lerner, 2003).

When individuals experience emotions, they may (or may not) express these emotions to
others through language, facial expressions, vocal intonation, bodily movement, tactile contact,
etc. (for a review, see Keltner et al., 2016). Because individuals’ may express their emotions in
interpersonal interactions, their emotional states not only have the power to influence their own
judgments, attitudes, and decisions, but also the judgments, attitudes, and decisions of those
around them (e.g., Keltner & Haidt, 1999; Parkinson, 1996; Van Kleef, De Dreu, & Manstead,
2010; Van Kleef, van den Berg, & Heerdink, 2015).

In his emotions-as-social-information (EASI) model, Van Kleef (2009) delineates two
paths through which the emotions of one individual (Person A) may influence another individual
(Person B): affective reactions and inferential processes. Affective reactions are the emotions
that Person B feels as a result of Person A’s emotional expressions. These emotions may be
caused either by emotional contagion (i.e., physiological feedback from mirroring nonverbal
behaviors) or by changes in interpersonal impressions and liking. For example, negotiators
became angry and liked their negotiation partners less when their partners showed anger, but
became happy and liked their partners more when their partners showed happiness (Van Kleef,

De Dreu, & Manstead, 2004). Inferential processes on the other hand, are the pieces of



information Person B takes from Person A’s emotional expressions. For example, when their
partners expressed anger, negotiators inferred that their partners believed that they had claimed
too much value (Van Kleef et al., 2004), whereas when their partners expressed guilt, negotiators
inferred their partners believed that the partners themselves had claimed too much value (Van
Kleef, De Dreu, & Manstead, 2006). In this paper, I focus on this second path: individuals’
inferential processes.

When Person B observes Person A’s emotional expression, Person B gathers information
about Person A’s internal emotional state. Because individuals’ internal emotional states reflect
their subjective appraisals of their current situations, Person B may infer Person A’s subjective
appraisal of their situation from their emotional expressions. In dyadic evaluative situations such
as one-on-one performance evaluations or job interviews, Person A’s “current situation” is
evaluating Person B. Therefore, in dyadic evaluative situations, performers may infer that their
evaluators’ emotional expressions convey information about what their evaluator thinks about
the performer and the performers’ work. Inferences (such as these) about how others view the
self are referred to as metaperceptions (e.g., Cameron & Vorauer, 2008). I will use the term
metaperception from now on to refer to performers’ inferences about their evaluators’
assessments of the performers’ work.

Performers are likely to focus on their evaluators’ emotional expressions when forming
metaperceptions because evaluative concerns and anxiety motivate individuals to search for
information on their interaction partners’ reactions (Ashford, 1986; Gino, Brooks, & Schweitzer,
2012; Hall, Murphy, & Carney, 2006; Vorauer, 2006; Vorauer & Ross, 1993). Further,
evaluative concerns especially motivate attention to evaluators’ reactions when (as in most

professional contexts) performers’ outcomes depend on the result of the evaluation (e.g., Kaplan,



Santuzzi, & Ruscher, 2009; Vonk, 1999). For example, Kaplan, Santuzzi, and Ruscher (2009)
found that those participants whose future task assignments depended on an evaluator’s
assessment referenced their evaluator’s reactions more often than those whose future task
assignments did not depend on the result of the evaluation.

In addition, individuals are likely to look at their evaluators’ emotional reactions during
evaluations to determine if they are being deceptive. Performers (rightly) tend to assume that
evaluators exaggerate the positivity of their evaluations to comply with politeness norms and to
avoid hurting performers’ feelings (Bonnefon, Feeney, & De Neys, 2011; DePaulo & Bell, 1996;
Holtgraves, 2014). When individuals seek to uncover others’ deception and determine their true
opinions, they tend to (misguidedly) look at their nonverbal and paraverbal expressions in search
of signals of dishonesty (e.g., Reinhard, Sporer, Scharmach, & Marksteiner, 2011; Zuckerman,
Koestner, & Driver, 2011). For example, laypersons assume that increased nonverbal behavior
associated with anxiety (e.g., nervous facial expressions, increased self-manipulation behaviors,
increased fidgeting) signal lying (Akehurst, Kohnken, Vrij, & Bull, 1996). Therefore, when
performers wish to determine their evaluators’ true assessments, they may attend to their
evaluators’ nonverbal and paraverbal emotional expressions when forming metaperceptions.

Because performers may infer their evaluators’ subjective appraisals from their
evaluators’ discrete emotional expressions, and deliberately seek information about their
evaluators’ reactions when forming metaperceptions in evaluative contexts, I hypothesize that:

Hypothesis 1a: Individuals will rate their evaluators’ assessments of their performance

(i.e., metaperceptions) differently depending on the evaluators’ discrete emotional

expressions.



Further because individuals tend to feel positive emotions when events satisfy their goals
and negative emotions when events threaten their goals, I hypothesize that:

Hypothesis 1b: Individuals will rate their evaluators’ assessments of their performance

(i.e., metaperceptions) higher when the evaluator shows positive emotions than when the

evaluator shows negative emotions.

Metaperceptions Shape Self-Assessments and Decision-Making

Symbolic interactionism theorists propose that, over time, people develop self-
assessments by seeing themselves through the eyes of others (e.g., Ashford, 1989; Cooley, 1902;
Mead, 1934). The theory posits that people observe or receive information about others’
reactions to them, interpret those reactions to form metaperceptions, and then use their
metaperceptions to develop self-assessments in the domain of the metaperception. For example,
if a student receives information that his teacher believes he has performed well on an anagram
test, he will believe that his teacher believes he is good at solving anagrams (i.e,
metaperception), and he himself will believe that he is good at solving anagrams (i.e., self-
assessment; Jussim et al., 1992).

Empirical research on symbolic interactionism demonstrates that individuals’
interpretations of others’ reactions are often flawed and/or biased by their own pre-existing self-
assessments, leading them to form metaperceptions only moderately related to evaluators’ actual
assessments (e.g., Kenny & DePaulo, 1993; Shrauger & Schoeneman, 1979). For example, when
supervisors and subordinates in a high-tech company in Beijing rated subordinates’ task
performance, the correlation between supervisor and subordinate ratings was r=0.35 (Hu,

Kaplan, Wei, & Vega, 2014). However, regardless of their degree of accuracy, individuals’



interpretations of others’ evaluations (i.e., metaperceptions) influence their self-assessments
(e.g., London, 1994; Lundgren, 2004; Shrauger & Schoeneman, 1979; Wallace & Tice, 2012).

Much of the research on the relationship between metaperceptions and self-assessments
has examined how evaluators’ interpersonal feedback influences performers’ metaperceptions
and self-assessments (e.g., Shrauger & Schoeneman, 1979; Wallace & Tice, 2012). Interpersonal
feedback is information about how an evaluator perceives a performer’s work or ability (e.g.,
Ashford, 1986; Jussim et al., 1992). Interpersonal feedback differs from objective feedback,
which is quantitative information about performance without information about how another
individual assesses that performance (e.g., Jussim et al., 1992). Both objective and interpersonal
feedback are common in organizations. However, only interpersonal feedback, not objective
feedback, may be available for many complex, ambiguous, or inherently interpersonal tasks. For
example, when individuals develop new creative prototypes (e.g., technological inventions,
modern dance productions), objective feedback is generally unavailable for most or all of the
prototype’s development (e.g., Berg, 2016; Fleming, 2001; Harrison & Rouse, 2015). Performers
in these circumstances often rely heavily on evaluators’ interpersonal feedback to understand and
develop their work, even so much so that evaluators and performers co-construct the idea of what
the prototype could and should be (Harrison & Rouse, 2015).

Previous research demonstrates that interpersonal feedback influences performers’
metaperceptions and that these metaperceptions, in turn, influence performers’ self-assessments
(e.g.,Jussim et al., 1992; Shrauger & Schoeneman, 1979). For example, Jussim and colleagues
(1992) explored the influence of interpersonal and objective feedback on metaperceptions and
self-assessments in three experiments using anagram tasks. In all three experiments, the authors

found that evaluators’ interpersonal feedback (i.e., “that is a very good/bad score) about



performers’ scores on an anagram test influenced performers’ metaperceptions of both
performance on the anagram task and ability to complete anagrams, and that these
metaperceptions in turn influenced self-assessments of both performance and ability. Although
interpersonal feedback influenced metaperceptions and metaperceptions influenced self-
assessments regardless of participants’ objective performance on the anagram test, the effect of
interpersonal feedback on metaperceptions and self-assessments was stronger when participants
correctly solved roughly half of the anagrams on the test than when they solved essentially all or
none of the anagrams; in other words, performers were especially dependent on their evaluators’
feedback to develop their self-assessments when information about the quality of their score was
ambiguous. In this paper, I propose that emotional expressions, like verbal statements such as
“that is a very good score,” serve as interpersonal feedback that influences performers’
metaperceptions and self-assessments.

Performers’ self-assessments influence various important outcomes, including their
motivation, effort, persistence, and decision-making (e.g., Ashford, 1989; Jussim et al., 1992;
Jussim, HsiuJu, & Aiello, 1995; Swann, Chang-Schneider, & Larsen McClarty, 2007; Vallerand,
Fortier, & Guay, 1997). For example, in the study described above, Jussim and colleagues (1992)
found that performers’ self-assessments influenced their intrinsic motivation to solve additional
anagrams. Similarly, students’ math self-assessments predict their decisions about whether to
take advanced math courses (Marsh et al., 2006) and men and women’s (biased) science self-
assessments predict their decisions about whether to sign up for a science jeopardy competition
(Ehrlinger & Dunning, 2003).

Because individual’s metaperceptions may shape their self-assessments, I hypothesize

that:



Hypothesis 2a: Individuals will rate their performance differently depending on the

evaluators’ discrete emotional expressions.

Further, because performers may have more positive metaperceptions when their
evaluators express positive emotions than negative emotions (i.e., Hypothesis 1b), I predict that:

Hypothesis 2b: Individuals will rate their performance higher when their evaluator

shows positive emotions than when the evaluator shows negative emotions.

Because individuals’ metaperceptions and self-assessments can influence their decisions,
I also predict:

Hypothesis 3: Individuals will make different decisions depending on the evaluators’

discrete emotional expressions.

Finally, because emotional expressions should influence metaperceptions and
metaperceptions should influence self-assessments and decision-making, I hypothesize:

Hypothesis 4: Metaperceptions mediate the relationship between emotional expressions

and self-assessments, and between emotional expressions and decisions.

Previous Research on the Influence of Evaluators’ Emotions on Performers

Several studies have examined the effects of affective reactions (but not inferential
processes) in evaluations. Specifically, some prior work has examined how interpersonal
impressions and liking influence evaluations, examining both how evaluators’ liking of
performers influences their evaluations of them (e.g., Cardy & Dobbins, 1986; Tsui & Barry,
1986; Robbins & DeNisi, 1994), and how the content of evaluations influence performers’ liking
for their evaluators (e.g., Bono & Ilies, 2006; Gaddis, Connelly, & Mumford, 2004; Glomb &
Hulin, 1997). In addition, scholars have examined the impact of evaluators’ different internal

emotional states on their evaluations of others (e.g., Baron, 1987, 1993; Forgas & Bower, 1987;



Forgas & Tehani, 2005). Other work has examined how leaders’ or team members’ emotions are
contagious to their teams and influence team performance (e.g., Barsade, 2002; Lewis, 2000; Sy,
Coté, & Saavedra, 2005; Visser, van Knippenberg, van Kleef, & Wisse, 2013; see Gooty,
Connelly, Griffith, & Gupta, 2010 for a review).

This previous research tended to ignore that leader or evaluator affect may not only
influence subordinates or performers because of performers’ liking of their evaluators and/or
emotional contagion effects, but also because of performers’ inferential processes. An exception
is Van Kleef, Homan, and colleagues’ (2009, 2010) studies of the impact of team leaders’
emotional expressions on their teams’ performance. Teams believed their team leader was more
satisfied with their performance when identical feedback was delivered in a happy tone than an
angry tone. Although this work provides preliminary evidence that evaluators’ emotional
expressions can influence performers’ metaperceptions about the quality of their work, three
important questions remain. First, given feedback delivered to individuals is fundamentally
different than feedback delivered to teams (e.g., Nadler, 1979), how do evaluators’ emotional
expressions influence performers in dyadic evaluations? Second, given Van Kleef and
colleagues’ studies did not ask participants about their self-assessments or decisions about their
work following the evaluation, how do evaluators’ emotional expressions influence performers’
self-assessments and decision-making? Third, given that different discrete emotions signal
different information beyond simple valence (Van Kleef, De Dreu, & Manstead, 2010), how do
emotional expressions other than anger and happiness influence performers? This final question
is particularly important given that most evaluators experience anxiety when conducting

performance evaluations (e.g., Sweeny & Shepperd, 2007; Solomon, n.d.).
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Overview of Studies

I test my hypotheses in a survey and five experiments. In a field survey of pairs of
performers and evaluators, I explore whether performers’ perceptions of their evaluators’
emotional expressions shape their metaperceptions and self-assessments. In Study 2, |
experimentally test whether evaluators’ emotional expressions shape performers’
metaperceptions and self-assessments by asking participants to imagine a performance
evaluation with an emotionally expressive boss. In Studies 3 and 4, I test whether emotional
expressions shape metaperceptions, self-assessments, and decision-making in an exploding job
offer scenario: after a job interview with an emotionally expressive interviewer, participants
decided whether to take an existing (inferior) job offer, or decline the existing offer to wait for
the result of the interview. In Study 5, I test how both evaluators’ emotional expressions and the
quality of the work they evaluate influences participants’ metaperceptions, self-assessments, and
decisions. Finally, in Study 6 I examine how providing an external source (i.e., a source other
than the performer) for an evaluators’ emotional expressions influences performers’
metaperceptions and self-assessments.

Study 1: Field Survey

First, I test Hypotheses 1 and 2 in a field setting. In this study, performers and evaluators
completed a survey immediately after a performance evaluation. Because performers and
evaluators both completed the survey independently immediately after their interaction, it also
allowed me to determine if performers and evaluators agreed about their interaction as they
walked out of the same meeting, which has important implications for the interpretation of
emotional expressions in feedback meetings. If evaluators and performers agree about the

emotions evaluators express in evaluations, it implies that metaperceptions based on emotional
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expressions may be an effective means of communicating interpersonal feedback: evaluators
may be aware of the emotional expressions they make in evaluations and use those expressions
deliberately to convey information to performers. However, if evaluators and performers do not
have a high degree of agreement about the emotions the evaluator expressed in the evaluation, it
implies that metaperceptions based on emotional expressions are likely to contribute to
miscommunications about the quality of the performers’ work. Based on previous research on
the perception of emotion in oneself and others, I expected a low degree of agreement between
performers’ and evaluators’ ratings of the emotions the evaluator expressed (e.g., Barr & Kleck,
1995; Gilovich, Savitsky, & Medvec, 1998; Hess, Senecal, & Thibault, 2004).

Method

Procedure and sample. The data was collected in an introductory management course at
an elite business school on the east coast of the United States. The course had 503 students
divided into 54 teams of 9 or 10 students. Over the course of the semester, each team completed
a field project with a community service organization under the supervision of a Teaching
Assistant (TA). TAs met with their teams regularly as a group to discuss the team’s progress and
its relationship with the project client. Each TA only supervised one team.

Mid-way through the semester, students underwent a performance review. For the
review, students prepared a self-assessment, where they considered their performance in three
key areas: participation in the class, productivity in working on the team project, and relationship
building with teammates. Further, students reflected more generally on whether they are on the
right track in the course, who they are when they are being their “best selves,” and how they can
grow and develop to be their best selves more often. Students also gave feedback to all of the

other members of their team and read feedback from all of their teammates.
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After preparing their self-assessments and reading the feedback from their teammates,
students had one-on-one meetings with their TAs to discuss their performance in the course. In
this meeting, the TA was instructed to acknowledge the students’ growth over time and give
feedback about areas where the student needs to continue to grow and develop.

Immediately after the performance evaluations, TAs and students completed surveys
independently online. The course instructor informed students in advance that they should bring
their laptops to their meetings to be able to fill out the survey, and TAs reminded students to fill
out the survey at the end of each meeting. TAs asked their students to move to a specific
location, out of their sight (for privacy) to complete the survey. To ensure that TAs and Students
would complete the survey immediately after their performance evaluations, 10 extra minutes
were built into the scheduled time for each meeting. To ensure that participants felt comfortable
being open about their true perceptions, I emphasized in recruiting materials and in the survey
itself that only I, an outside researcher from a different university, would ever have access to
their responses.

After their performance evaluations, 92.2% of students (464; 208 women, M,e.=18.20)
completed the survey and gave consent to have their survey used for research. Out of the 54 TAs
for the course, 38 (19 women, M,,=20.12) filled out and gave consent to have at least one of
their surveys used for research. However, not all of these TAs filled out surveys for each of their
evaluations. Out of the 503 performance evaluations that took place, TAs filled out surveys for

290 (57.7%).' I have reciprocal data from 273 (54.3%) evaluations; that is, I have data from 273

' To assess if the emotional content of the feedback meetings differed in the meetings where TAs
completed the survey versus meetings where TAs did not complete the survey, I conducted a
series of multilevel models predicting students’ ratings of their evaluators’ emotional expressions
based on whether the TA completed the survey (using the specific TA ast he subject identifier).
All tests were not signficiant, ps>.10.

13



evaluations where both the TA and the student filled out the survey about their perceptions of the
same meeting. Twenty-three (60.5%) TAs indicated that they had been a TA in this course in the
past, whereas 13 (34.2%) TAs were inexperienced (2 TAs did not respond to this item).
Measures. Students and TAs responded to nearly identical surveys. However the survey
was written from the perspective of either the TA or the student, depending on the role of the
participant. I assessed TAs’ perceptions of the students’ performance and their own emotional
expressions. | assessed Students’ metaperceptions, self-assessments, and their perceptions of
their TAs’ emotional expressions. I randomized the presentation order of all scales.
Performance perceptions, metaperceptions, and self-assessments. First, both TAs and
students were asked a series of questions related to the student’s performance. Specifically, TAs
were asked how well they thought the students were performing on eight items. Students were
asked how well they thought their TA thought they were performing on these same eight items
(i.e., metaperceptions), and how well they themselves thought they were performing on these
eight items (i.e., self-assessments). The items were adapted from the questions TAs and students
were told to discuss in the performance review. Two items each captured four dimensions
(sample items written in the student self-assessment format): class performance (e.g., “How well
do you think you are doing in this class?”’), project performance (e.g., “How well do you think
you are doing at completing your group project?”’), team relationship performance (e.g., “How
well do you think you are doing at building constructive relationships with others?””) and overall

performance (e.g., “To what extent do you believe you are "on the right track" in the course?”).

99 ¢¢ 29 ¢

Responses were either “unsatisfactory,” “satisfactory,” “good,” “very good,” or “excellent.” As

expected, a factor analysis revealed that all items loaded onto a single factor. The items had a
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high reliability for TAs performance perceptions (a=.96), students’ metaperceptions (0=.92),
and students’ self-assessments (a=.90).

TAs’ emotional expressions. A series of multiple-choice questions asked the extent to
which the TA displayed ten emotions during the one-on-one on a 5-point Likert scale (not at all
to extremely). To ensure that TAs answered about the emotional expressions they believed they
displayed (as opposed to the emotions they internally experienced but did not display) I told
TAs: “Please indicate the extent to which you believe you displayed each of the emotions listed
below during your one-on-one with [Student Name]. That is, please indicate the extent to which
you believe [Student Name] observed each of the emotions listed below on your face, in your
tone of voice, or through your words during your one-on-one.”

I selected ten emotions to represent a variety of positive and negative emotions that
varied in their level of arousal, certainty, and other-orientation. I provided two emotions to assess
each emotional state (using terms that represent the same emotions from Shaver, Schwartz,
Kirson, & O’Conner, 1987): 1) disappointed and displeased, 2) proud and triumphant, 3) excited
and enthusiastic, 4) hopeful and optimistic, 5) anxious and tense, 6) annoyed and irritated, 7) sad
and unhappy, 8) calm and relaxed, 9) bored and disinterested, and 10) happy (with no other
word). I combined the pairs of terms to form scales for each discrete emotion. To test my
hypotheses about emotion valence, I averaged the disappointed, anxious, annoyed, sad, and
bored terms for negative valence scale (a=.85), and the proud, excited, hopeful, happy and calm
terms for positive valence scale (0=.83).

In my analyses, I use Students’ ratings of their TAs’ emotional expressions as a proxy for
emotional expression. Because of confidentiality and privacy reasons, I could not video tape

Student and TA interactions to have them coded for emotional expressions. I chose to use
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Student ratings instead of TA ratings because past research has demonstrated that, when Person
A and Person B interact, groups of coders rate Person A’s emotional expressions the same way
that Person B rates Person A’s expressions, but significantly differently from how Person A rates
his or her own expressions (e.g., Barr & Kleck, 1995; Hess, Senecal, & Thibault, 2004). Further,
although individuals who watch themselves express emotion on videotape do not rate themselves
differently from groups of coders who watch them on video tape, individuals who rate their
emotional expressions immediately after live interactions do differ from groups of coders in how
they rate their own emotional expressions (Hess, Senecal, & Thibault, 2004). Therefore, it seems
that Student ratings of emotional expressions are a superior proxy for emotional expression than
TA ratings of emotional expressions.

Analytical strategy. Because each TA rated multiple students, but each student only
rated one TA, my design is a reciprocal one-with-many design (Kenny, Kashy, & Cook, 2006).
The design is “reciprocal” because both students and TAs rated the interaction. The design is a
one-with-many design because “one” TA rated “many” students. To account for the clustering in
my data that results from the same TA filling out the survey more than once for various students,
I used multilevel models with maximum likelihood estimation (random effects), including the
specific TA identification number as the cluster/subject identifier (Rabe-Hesketh & Skrondal,
2012).7

Results

? Either a multilevel model or clustering standard errors could have been appropriate. However,
because some TAs filled out a survey for each student, whereas others filled out surveys for only
a subset of students, I had unequal numbers in each cluster. Because estimates can be biased
when clustering standard errors when there are an unequal number of observations in each
cluster, I used a multilevel model to model my data. Unless otherwise noted in the results, I
conducted the analyses reported here using the xtreg or xtmixed commands in STATA (version
14.0). Running the models as fixed effects models or as repeated measures/mixed models
clustering standard errors yielded nearly identical results to those reported here.
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Metaperceptions. To test whether students impressions of their TA’s discrete emotional
expressions relate to students’ metaperceptions of performance (H1a), I included student’s
performance metaperceptions as the dependent variable and TA emotional expressions (as rated
by the student) as the independent variables, with student and TA genders as control variables, in
a multilevel model. In the first model, I only include emotional expressions and gender of TA
and Student. In the second model, I add in TA-rated performance. This model allowed me to test
if the TA’s emotional expressions (as rated by the student) were related to students’
metaperceptions about performance, above and beyond the TA’s actual assessment of the
student’s performance. The effects of the subject identifier (i.e., the specific TA who filled out
the survey) was significant in Model 1, y=.02>, 5°(1)=5.60, p=.009, and Model 2, y=.02,
%'(1)=3.88, p=.02, but were not of interest in this study as I was not exploring how specific TAs
rate students. As can be seen in Table 1, I found that student-rated expressions of happiness and
pride, and marginally annoyance and disappointment, significantly predicted students’
metaperceptions of performance.* However, when including TAs ratings of students’
performance, only pride remains a significant predictor. This may, however, be due to the fact
that the number of observations drops significantly between the two models because not all TAs

completed the survey (Model 1 n=456, Model 2 n=273).

3 represents the random intercept variance
4 Mutlicollinearity was not an issue, 7s<0.67.
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Table 1

Predicting performers’ metaperceptions from performer-rated emotional expressions and
evaluator-rated performance, Study 1

Model 1 Model 2
n=456 n=273
Variable Estimate SE Estimate SE
Intercept 2.90 0.30 2.75 0.43
Evaluator Gender -0.08 0.07 -0.11 0.08
Performer Gender -0.07 0.05 -0.08 0.06
Happy 0.13%* 0.05 0.05 0.06
Proud 0.09%* 0.03 0.10* 0.04
Calm 0.06 0.04 0.07 0.05
Excited 0.05 0.05 0.06 0.06
Hopeful 0.06** 0.04 0.06 0.06
Anxious -0.09 0.08 -0.03 0.11
Annoyed -0.207F 0.11 -0.12 0.14
Bored -0.06 0.08 -0.04 0.11
Sad 0.08 0.13 -0.002 0.15
Disappointed -0.187 0.11 -0.15 0.12
Evaluator-Rated 0.13%* 0.04

Performance

Note. T p<.10 *p<.05. **p<.01.

To test whether students’ impressions of their TA’s emotional expression valence relate
to students’ metaperceptions of performance (H1b), I included student-rated performance as the
dependent variable and students ratings of their TA’s positive emotions and negative emotions as
the independent variables. As reported above, I included only student-rated positive and negative
emotions and controls in Model 1, but also included TA-rated performance in Model 2. The

effect of the subject identifier (i.e., the specific TA who filled out the survey) was significant
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both for Model 1, y=.02, %°(1)=6.11, p=.007, and Model 2, y=.03, x°(1)=5.24, p=.01. As can be
seen in Table 2, I found that student-rated expressions of positive emotions and negative
emotions significantly predicted students’ metaperceptions of performance, even when
controlling for TAs’ actual assessments of student performance.” As expected, the more positive
the emotions students observed, the higher their metaperceptions and the more negative the

emotions students observed, the lower their metaperceptions.

Table 2

Predicting performers’ metaperceptions from performer-rated emotional expressions (by
valence) and evaluator-rated performance, Study 1.

Model 1 Model 2
n=456 n=273
Variable Estimate SE Estimate SE
Intercept 2.92 0.26 2.69 0.36
Evaluator Gender -0.07 0.07 -0.11 0.08
Performer Gender -0.07 0.05 -0.08 0.03
Positive Emotions 0.40%** 0.05 0.35%** 0.05
Negative Emotions -0.31°%* 0.10 0.36* 0.17
Evaluator-Rated 0.14%%* 0.04

Performance

Note. *p<.05. ¥¥p<.01. ***p<.001

Self-assessments. To test whether students impressions of their TA’s discrete emotional
expressions relate to students’ self-assessed performance (H2a), I included students’ self-
assessed performance as the dependent variable and emotional expressions as the independent
variables, with student and TA genders as control variables, in a multilevel model. In the first

model, I only include Student-rated emotion and gender of TA and Student. In the second model,

> Mutlicollinearity was not an issue; positive and negative emotions were not highly correlated,
r=-0.19, p<.001.
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I add in TA-rated performance to see if TA’s emotional expressions, above and beyond the TA’s
actual assessment of the student’s performance, are related to self-assessments. The effects of the
subject identifier was significant in Model 1, y=.02, x°(1)=7.84, p=.003, and Model 2, y=.02,

%' (1)=4.19, p=.02, but were not of interest in this study. As can be seen in Table 3, I found that
student-rated expressions of annoyance and pride significantly, and hope and calmness
marginally significantly, predicted students’ self-assessments. However, when including TAs
ratings of students’ performance, only pride remains significant and calmness marginally

significant.

Table 3

Predicting performers’ self-assessments from emotional expressions and evaluator-rated
performance, Study 1

Model 1 Model 2
n=456 n=273

Variable Estimate SE Estimate SE

Intercept 2.87 0.30 2.39 0.44
Evaluator Gender 0.001 0.07 -0.04 0.08
Performer Gender -0.0971 0.05 -0.117 0.06
Happy 0.06 0.05 0.04 0.06
Proud 0.1 1% 0.03 0.12%* 0.04
Calm 0.08F 0.04 0.09 0.06
Excited 0.05 0.05 0.07 0.06
Hopeful 0.08F 0.05 0.06 0.06
Anxious 0.07 0.07 -0.04 0.10
Annoyed -0.25%* 0.11 -0.16 0.15
Bored 0.001 0.08 0.02 0.11
Sad 0.11 0.13 0.19 0.16
Disappointed -0.11 0.10 -0.10 0.12
Evaluator-Rated 0.13%* 0.04

Performance

Note. T p<.10 *p<.05. **p<.01. ***p<.00]1.
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I ran a similar test to assess whether students’ impressions of their TA’s emotional
expression valence relate to students’ self-assessments (H1b). The effect of the subject identifier
(i.e., the specific TA who filled out the survey) was significant both for Model 1, y=.02,

%' (1)=8.32, p=.002, and Model 2, y=.03, 5’(1)=4.32, p=.02. As can be seen in Table 4, I found
that student-rated expressions of positive emotions and negative emotions significantly predicted
students’ self-assessments. However, when controlling for TAs’ actual assessments of student
performance, only positive emotional expressions significantly predicted students’ self-
assessments. The more positive the emotions students observed, the higher their self-

assessments.

Table 4

Predicting performers’ metaperceptions from performer-rated emotional expressions (by
valence) and evaluator-rated performance, Study 1.

Model 1 Model 2
n=456 n=273
Variable Estimate SE Estimate SE
Intercept 2.86 0.25 2.41 0.36
Evaluator Gender 0.009 0.07 -0.05 0.08
Performer Gender -0.107 0.05 -0.117 0.06
Positive Emotions 0.39%** 0.05 0.39%:** 0.05
Negative Emotions -0.20* 0.10 -0.17 0.17
Evaluator-Rated 0.13%* 0.04

Performance

Note. T p<.10 *p<.05. **p<.01. ***p<.001.

Agreement about expressed emotions. I calculated intraclass correlation coefficients to
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assess the degree of agreement between evaluators’ and performers’ ratings of the emotions that
took place in the evaluation. I conducted 10 multivariate models (one for each emotion),
including both TA and Student ratings of each emotion in the model (as repeated-measures
nested within the specific TA in a three-level model) and calculated the intraclass correlation
coefficients between measurements of the ratings of the two individuals in the dyad (within the
same TA cluster). These intraclass correlation coefficients represent the absolute degree of
agreement between TA and student ratings of the same emotion in the same performance
evaluation.

The intraclass correlations between ratings of the same emotion in the same meeting by
the two individuals in the meeting were relatively low, see Table 5. The results suggest that there
is a relatively poor degree of agreement between TAs and Students about which emotions, at
what magnitudes, the TA expressed during the evaluation. Only between 9% and 23% of the
variance in the ratings of the emotional expressions was accounted for by the particular dyad to
which an individual belonged. Stated differently, the ratings of the two individuals who
participated in the same evaluation were only slightly more similar to one another than the

ratings of two individuals who participated in two different evaluations.
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Table 5

Emotion Intraclass Correlation
Coefficient
Anxious 13
Annoyed .09
Bored 22
Sad .10
Disappointed A2
Happy 23
Proud .20
Calm 18
Excited 23
Hopeful 20

Agreement about performance. I also calculated the intraclass correlation coefficient
between TAs’ ratings of students’ performance and Students’ metaperception ratings. This
allowed me to assess the accuracy of Students’ metaperceptions. I found that the relationship
between TAs’ perceptions of students performance and Students’ metaperceptions was relatively
low, r;.=.23.

Discussion
This study provides evidence that there is a relationship between performers’

metaperceptions and self-assessments, and evaluators’ emotional expressions. Evaluators’
discrete emotional expressions, especially their pride expressions, influenced students’
metaperceptions and self-assessments (H1a and H2a). In addition, emotional expression valence

strongly influenced students’ metaperceptions and self-assessments: the more positive emotion
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and the less negative emotion students’ perceived in their evaluators, the more positive their
metaperceptions (H1b) and self-assessments (H2b).

Further, I found that there was a relatively low degree of agreement between evaluators’
and performers’ perceptions of the magnitude of evaluators’ emotional expressions. This
suggests that evaluators’ emotional expressions are not serving as an effective method for
evaluators to communicate feedback to their performers. This implies that metaperceptions based
on emotional expressions are likely to contribute to miscommunications about the quality of the
performers’ work. This is especially important given I also found that performers were not very
accurate when attempting to assess how their evaluators perceived their performance.

This study is limited in that it tests how performers’ inferences influence performers’
inferences. It may be that the relationships between emotional expressions and performers’
metaperceptions and performers’ self-assessments are caused by common rater effects (e.g.,
Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Lee, & Podsakoff, 2003). Further, although I predict that evaluators’
emotional expressions cause performers to form different metaperceptions and self-assessments,
this study did not test for causal relationships. It may be that performers’ pre-existing self-
assessments or metaperceptions cause them to rate their evaluators’ emotional expressions
differently. Therefore, in Study 2, I manipulate evaluators’ emotional expressions to assess their
influence on performers.

Study 2: Performance Evaluation Scenario

In Study 2, I test my hypotheses in an experiment using a hypothetical performance
evaluation. I manipulate evaluators’ emotional expressions to determine their influence on
metaperceptions and self-assessments.

Method
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Participants. Two-hundred and twenty-five (94 female, M,,.=33.24) American
participants from Amazon’s Mechanical Turk participated in return for $0.40.

Procedure. After providing consent, participants read the following scenario:

Imagine that you have recently started a new job. After your first week at work, you sit

down with your new boss, Sam, to go over how you did in your first week. After asking

you how you feel about your first week, Sam says, “You have done pretty well this
week.” Sam then goes on to describe two things that he noticed you did well and two
things you could do to improve. As he is speaking, Sam seems...

At the end of the descriptions were two adjectives describing emotional states. These
were: calm and relaxed, tense and stressed, excited and enthusiastic, frustrated and annoyed, sad
and depressed, tired and bored, disappointed and displeased, proud and impressed, or flat and
emotionless. I used two words for each emotion in case any participant was unfamiliar with a
particular emotional state. When examining the influence of emotion valence, I compared results
for calm, excited, and proud with the results for sad, annoyed, tense, annoyed and disappointed.

Participants then described in a few sentences what they would be thinking during the
interaction. Next, on 1-100 (extremely poorly to extremely well) scales, they indicated how well
they thought they performed in their first week (self-assessment) and how well they thought Sam
thought they performed in their first week (metaperception). They then wrote why they believed
Sam was feeling the way he seemed to be feeling, followed on the next page by a question
asking them to indicate whether they believed the primary reason Sam was feeling this way was
his opinion of their performance, his opinion of them as people, his feelings about the feedback-
giving process, something unrelated to them, or other (with write-in). Next, on 1 to 9 (strongly
disagree to strongly-agree) scales, they rated the valence of Sam’s emotional state (“Sam

99 C6y

seems...” “in a good mood,” “in a bad mood,” “to feel good,” “to feel bad,” negative items
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reverse-coded, a=.93), and how aroused he seemed to be (“to have a lot of energy,” “wide-
awake,” “alert,” a=.92).
Results

Metaperceptions. One-way analyses of variance showed that evaluators’ emotional
expressions led participants to believe the evaluator perceived their performance differently,
F(8,216)=7.36 p<.001, np2=.21, see Table 6 for means and standard deviations. The feedback
delivered in an excited tone was seen as reflecting a more positive assessment from the boss than
the tense tone, p=.005, the annoyed tone, p<.001, and the disappointed tone p=.001. Pride
showed the same pattern of results, ps<.003. The annoyed tone was also seen as reflecting a
significantly poorer assessment from the boss than the calm tone, p=.006, or (marginally) the sad
tone, p<.10. Further, participants believed their evaluator assessed their performance more
positively when the evaluator showed positive emotion (M=68.58, SD=15.58) than negative

emotion (M=50.05, SD=21.31), F(1, 172)=41.53 p<.001, n,>=.19.

Table 6

Descriptive statistics, Study 2.

Positivity Activation Metaperception Self-

Assessment

Affective M SD M SD M SD M SD

State

Sad 278 1.83 4.15 1.64 5821 2149 61.75 21.56

Annoyed 329 155 576 158 4236 19.02 53.28 20.05

Tense 361 1.65 510 1.89 50.86 19.10 5329 20.07

Tired 396 099 243 1.03 57.56 15.09 64.80 17.10

Disappointed ~ 4.00 1.57 538 1.64 4921 20.13 5096 17.84
Emotionless 440 1.64 368 198 57.69 1651 61.70 17.04

Calm 7.06 127 571 147 61.79 13.62 64.18 15.67
Proud 7.64 154 704 143 7248 14.80 73.15 13.99
Excited 805 1.06 755 123 7196 1634 6840 17.10

Note. Positivity and activation on 9-point scales, performance on a 100-point scale.
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Regressing metaperceptions on both the perceived emotional positivity and activation of
the emotional state suggests that it is the valence of the emotion, p=.50, =6.84, p<.001, not the
activation, $=-.003, =0.05, p=.96 that determined more of assessments. However, when
including the perceived valence of the emotional expression as a covariate in an Analysis of
Covariance (ANCOVA), along with the categorical variable of emotional expression, the effect
of discrete emotion on participants’ metaperceptions remained significant, F(8,215)=2.51, p=.01,
np2=.09, in addition to the main effect of valence F(1,215)=28.92, p<.001, np2=.12. Taken
together, these results suggest that it is not only the perceived positivity versus negativity of the
emotion that determines metaperceptions, but also the information carried by the specific
discrete emotions or states.

Self-assessments. Participants also perceived their own performance differently,
F(8,216)=4.35, p<.001, np2=.14, depending on the emotional expression by the evaluator.
Participants assessed their own performance better when feedback was delivered in an excited
tone than a disappointed tone p=.03, and better when the feedback was delivered in a proud tone
than a tense, p<.006, annoyed, p<.003, or disappointed, p<.001, tone, see Table 6. Further,
participants assessed their performance more positively when the evaluator showed positive
emotion (M=68.52, SD=15.85) than negative emotion (M=54.85, SD=20.03), F(1, 172)=24.31,
p<.001, n,=.12.

Metaperceptions as mediator. As expected, a mediation analysis demonstrated that
metaperceptions mediated the effect of emotional expression condition on self-assessments
(omnibus indirect effect estimate=0.13, bias-corrected 95% CI [.056, .019], 10,000 repetitions).

Discussion
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As predicted, performers’ metaperceptions (H1a) and self-assessments (H2a) were
different depending on the discrete emotion the evaluator showed. When evaluators delivered
feedback in an excited or proud tone performers assumed they had performed better than when
their evaluator delivered feedback in a disappointed, tense, or annoyed tone. Overall, performers
believed their evaluators assessed their performance (H1b) and assessed their own performance
(H2b) more positively when their evaluator showed positive emotions than negative emotions.
However, participants’ ratings were based not only on whether the evaluator seemed positive or
negative, but also on the specific information carried within the discrete emotional expressions.
As predicted, evaluators’ emotional expressions influenced performers’ metaperceptions, and
these metaperceptions, in turn, influenced performers’ self-assessments (H4).

Study 3: Decision-Making Following an Evaluation

Study 2 demonstrated that performers’ metaperceptions and self-assessments differ
depending on their evaluators’ emotional expressions. However, it did not test whether
performers’ metaperceptions (based on their evaluators’ emotional expressions) in turn influence
their decision-making (H3). In Study 3, I put participants into an “exploding job offer” scenario
where they needed to make a decision about one job offer without knowing if they would receive
a second, preferable, job offer as well. Although participants in the scenario did not know if they
would get the second offer, they did already undergo the job interview for the second (better)
job. The design of this study allowed me to test whether emotional expressions may influence
decisions made under uncertainty. This study also allowed me to test whether emotional
expressions affect inferences in a second type of evaluative context other than formal
performance reviews: job interviews.

Method
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Participants. Four hundred and three (175 female, M,,.=35.24) American participants
from Amazon’s Mechanical Turk participated in return for $0.35.

Procedure. I told participants to imagine that they were looking for a new job and that
they had received one job offer already, which they needed to respond to by Friday at S5pm. They
then read that they also had a second interview on Friday morning for a job that would have
better pay, a shorter commute, and would involve much more interesting work. In the control
condition, participants then read that they had the interview with a man named Samuel, and that
the interview took place in a beautiful conference room with big windows. Participants in the
other conditions also read about the emotional state of their interviewer throughout the interview.
They read “Sam seems...” followed by the emotion, and then a short description of the
nonverbal expression and energy level. The emotions were: excited (smiling a lot, a lot of
enthusiastic energy), sad (frowning a lot, depressed, low energy), tense (voice is shaky, has a lot
of nervous energy), annoyed (frowning, a lot of frustrated energy), proud (holding his head and
shoulders high, a lot of proud energy), calm (relaxed, has peaceful energy). In the control
condition, this sentence was omitted. To compare positive and negative emotions, I combined the
calm, excited, and proud conditions to create the positive emotion condition, the tense, annoyed,
and sad conditions to create the negative emotion condition, and the control condition was used
as a control.

Participants then read that it was Friday afternoon and they must make a decision about
whether to accept the existing job offer or wait until they hear back from the second job
interview. I told them that if they accept the job offer, they would need to sign a contract (to
avoid too many participants saying that they would accept and then still wait for the outcome of

the second interview). I also told them that Samuel must interview more people, so there is no
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way to rush the second decision or use the first job offer as leverage with the second company.
Therefore, participants were asked to decide whether to accept or decline the job offer they have,
without knowing whether they would receive a second offer.

Participants indicated whether or not they would accept the first job offer and described
in a few sentences why they made their decision. Next, on 1-100 scales, they indicated how well
they thought they performed in the job interview (self-assessment) and how much they thought
Samuel liked them (metaperception).

Results

Metaperceptions. As predicted, emotional expressions led participants to make different
inferences about the degree to which their interviewer liked them, F(6,396)=41.70, p<.001,
np2=.39. Descriptive statistics are reported in Table 7. Planned contrasts revealed that although
calmness, p=.43, and pride, p=.30, did not differ from control, excitement, p=.005, anxiety,

p<.001, sadness, p<.001, and frustration, p<.001, did.

Table 7

Descriptive statistics, Study 3.

Percent of
Participants Who
Accepted the
Emotion Existing Offer Self-assessments ~ Metaperceptions
Control 49.1% 73.55 (17.08) 68.94 (16.59)
Calm 50.8% 74.29 (17.93) 71.71 (18.49)
Proud 37.3% 75.42 (14.57) 72.61 (17.26)
Excited 51.8% 78.35 (14.18) 78.98 (13.96)
Anxious 58.3% 63.50 (18.11) 53.82 (21.15)
Sad 65.5% 55.11 (18.84) 46.38 (20.22)
Annoyed 71.7% 42.62 (23.42) 34.91 (22.56)

Note. Performance and liking were rated on100-point scales. Standard deviations are in

parentheses.
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Similarly, the valence of the emotional expression influenced metaperceptions,
F(1,348)=183.38, p<.001, np2=.35. Participants inferred their evaluator liked them more when
the evaluator expressed positive emotions (M=74.36, SD=16.94) than negative emotions
(M=45.45, SD=22.50).

Self-assessments. Similarly, emotional expressions also led participants to perceive their
own performance in the interview differently, 7(6,396)=29.90, p<.001, np2=.3 1. Planned
contrasts revealed the same pattern of results as for metaperceptions, except that excitement did
not differ significantly from control (p=.16). All negative emotions (i.e., anxiety, sadness,
frustration) were significantly different from control, ps<.003.

The valence of the emotional expression also influenced self-assessments,
F(1,348)=115.12, p<.001, np2=.25. Participants assessed their own performance more positively
when their evaluator expressed positive emotions (M=75.98, SD=15.68) than negative emotions
(M=54.20, SD=21.71).

Decision to take the job. To test if condition significantly predicted the decision to take
the first (inferior) offer, I ran a logistic regression of the decision to accept or decline the job on
emotional expressions (dummy coded with the control condition as the reference category). The
logistic regression results are reported in Table 8. As predicted, an overall significant effect of
emotional expression emerged, x> (6)=18.20, p=.006. Different emotional expressions by the
interviewer led to different decisions by participants about whether or not to accept the existing
job offer. When examining how each emotion compares to the control condition, only annoyed

differed significantly from control, p=.02. Sad was also marginally different from control, p=.07.
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Table 8

Results of the logistic regression of the influence of discrete emotional expressions on decisions,
Study 3.

95% CI for Odds Ratio

Emotion B(SE) Lower Odds Ratio Upper
Constant -0.21 (0.10)

Calm -0.07 (0.38) 0.45 0.93 1.94
Proud 0.48 (.38) 0.77 1.62 3.42
Excited -0.11 (0.38) 0.43 0.90 1.89
Anxious -0.37 (.38) 0.33 0.69 1.44
Sad -0.687 (.38) 0.24 0.51 1.07
Frustrated -0.97** (.27) 0.17 0.38 0.85

Note. R°=.04 (Cox & Snell), .06 (Nagelkerke). Model % (6)=18.20, p=.006. Dummy coding was
used such with that the control was the reference category. Therefore, significance indicates
significant difference from control. {p<.10, *p<.05.

Running a similar analysis using emotion valence, instead of discrete emotion, revealed
that participants were more likely to accept the inferior job when their evaluator expressed
negative emotions than when the evaluator expressed positive emotions, (B=0.76, SE=0.31), x°
(1)=0.76, p=.001.

Metaperceptions as a mediator. Mediation analyses revealed that metaperceptions
mediated the relationship between discrete emotional expressions and self-assessments (omnibus
indirect effect estimate=0.24, bias-corrected 95% CI [.17, .30], 10,000 repetitions), and between
emotional expressions and decisions (omnibus indirect effect estimate=0.012, bias-corrected
95% CI1[.0074, .019], 10,000 repetitions).

Discussion

Supporting Hypotheses 1a and 2a, performers had different metaperceptions and self-

assessments depending on the discrete emotional expressions of their evaluators. Performers

believed their interviewers liked them better and that they had performed better in the interview
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when they were told that the interviewer seemed excited, and worse when the interviewer
seemed anxious, sad, or annoyed, than when they did not have information about their
evaluator’s emotional expressions. In general (supporting H1b and H2b), performers inferred
more positive metaperceptions and assessed their own performance more positively when their
evaluators showed positive emotions than negative emotions. As predicted, these inferences
subsequently led participants to make different decisions about an exploding job offer (H3).
Performers who were interviewed by an annoyed or sad evaluator were less likely to wait to find
out the results of their interview and more likely to take the existing exploding job offer than
those without information. Overall, performers were more likely to take the inferior job when
their evaluator expressed negative emotions than positive emotions. As expected, it was
performers’ inferences about whether or not their evaluator liked them that predicted performers’
self-assessments and decisions about whether or not to accept or decline the exploding offer
(H4).
Study 4: Nonverbal Expressions of Emotion

In Study 4, I tested whether the findings in Study 3 would replicate in situations in which
the performer infers the evaluator’s emotional state from the evaluator’s nonverbal expressions.
Whereas Studies 2-3 experimentally tested whether an evaluator’s emotional state influences
performers’ metaperceptions and assessments of their own performance, and Study 3 tested
whether these perceptions can affect decisions, they did so using written vignettes. Using
vignettes allowed for a great deal of experimental control, but it did not allow individuals to
observe the nonverbal behavior of their evaluator. Nonverbal expressions of emotion may lead

performers to perceive emotions differently than written descriptions of emotion because
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nonverbal expressions are subtler and more ambiguous to interpret than written descriptions
(e.g., Elfenbein, 2007; Keltner, et al., 2014; Barrett, Mequita, Gendron, 2011).

Further, Studies 2-3 asked participants to judge their own performance in scenarios where
they had not actually performed. Therefore, it is possible that, because the evaluator’s
expressions were the only source of information participants had in the scenario, they used these
expressions to infer their own performance when they would not have done so if they had more
information. Although Study 1 was a field study, it did not experimentally test whether
individuals evaluated their own performance differently depending on the emotional expression
of their evaluator. Study 4 asks participants to engage in a job interview simulation before
judging their own performance, thereby allowing participants to gauge their performance
independently from their evaluator’s expressions.

Finally, I made two other changes between Study 3 and Study 4. First, I used a female
evaluator instead of a male. Second, I specified that participants would not work with the
evaluator after the job interview to ensure participants’ (dis)interest in working closely with the
evaluator was not driving participants’ decisions about whether to accept or decline the job offer.
Method

Stimuli. Following previous research (e.g., Bono & Ilies, 2006; Van Kleef et al., 2009), 1
manipulated nonverbal emotional expressions using a trained actor. The same actress (wearing
the same clothes, sitting in the same position, using the same props, etc.) played the interviewer
in all videos. The script and basic format of each video was identical across conditions (for a
copy of the script, see Appendix A), while the emotional delivery of the script varied. The
actress conveyed annoyance, sadness, anxiety, calmness, happiness/excitement, or boredom. |

chose these emotions because they had clear nonverbal emotional expressions and varied in their
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valence, arousal, and other-orientation. I did not use a control condition because, unlike verbal
behavior, even the absence of nonverbal behavior, or “neutral” nonverbal behavior conveys
information (e.g., DePaulo, 1992). I used the calm condition in my analyses as the comparison
group. When assessing the influence of emotion valence, I combined the calm and excited for
positive emotions and the annoyed, sad, anxious, and bored videos for negative emotions.

The actress used her facial expressions, body language, and intonation to convey the
different emotions. Although the actress did use slightly different hand gestures and body lean in
the different videos, she always remained seated. In pretests, more participants indicated that the
actress was displaying the intended emotion in each negative emotion condition than any other
alternative. Although pretest participants in both the calm and excited conditions indicated that
the actress seemed “happy” at similar rates (though more said calm in the calm condition),
participants in the calm condition rated the interviewer as having a significantly lower level of
arousal associated with the happiness than participants in the excited condition.

I based the format of the video on job interview simulation videos, which involve an
actor asking questions to the camera and leaving time for participants to answer. The interviewer
started by briefly describing the interview process. Then, she asked the first of four questions.
After asking each question, the interviewer acted as though she was listening to the participants’
answers and taking notes for 30 seconds. After 30 seconds passed, the screen faded to black to
indicate that the interviewer would move on to the next question. After two second of black
screen, the interviewer would reappear and ask the next question. At the end of the interview, the
interviewer gave a short wrap-up and thanked the participant for the interview.

Participants. Three hundred and five (124 female, M,,.=33.81) American participants

from Amazon’s Mechanical Turk participated in return for $2.00. During recruitment,
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participants indicated that they would be able to watch a video and listen to its audio, had a
private place where they could speak aloud and interact with a video, and were using a device
with a relatively large screen. The average number of job interviews in which participants had
been previous involved was 11.94 interviews, and ranged from1 to 100 interviews.

Procedure. After giving consent to participate, participants read that they would be
engaging in a job interview simulation and were asked to indicate what job they would be
interviewing for. I told them to choose a job they would actually like to have and that they were
(at least somewhat) qualified for. Then, participants read the same instructions as in the
exploding job offer scenario in Study 4, other than the new information that their interviewer was
from the Human Resources department and that if they were to be offered the job at her
company, they would not work or “have much contact” with her.

Instead of reading about their interviewer’s emotional expressions in the interview as in
Study 3, participants engaged in the job interview simulation with the emotionally expressive
interviewer. I told participants to imagine that this interview was happening on a video chat
program (such as Skype), and that they should speak aloud when talking to the interviewer. I
instructed participants to imagine that the interviewer was actually asking them questions and
listening to their answers.

Participants then watched and interacted with the video, and answered the same questions
as in Study 4. In addition, on five-point Likert scales, they indicated the extent to which they
themselves experienced anxiety, annoyance, boredom, sadness, happiness, and calmness (not at
all to extremely) in the moment of filling out the scale. They then answered the question “In
general, how confident are you about your ability to perform well in job interviews?” (five

points, not at all to extremely), and reported roughly how many job interviews they had been on
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in their life. Participants also indicated the extent to which they believed the interviewer
experienced each of the manipulated emotions (as a manipulation check) on five-point scales
(not at all to extremely).

Results

Because participants with more general comfort with interviews and with more
experience interviewing were likely to experience the interview videos differently than those
with greater comfort and experience with interviews, all analyses controlled for participants’
general level of confidence when undergoing job interviews and the number of interviews they
had been on in the past. I also excluded those participants who indicated that they “did not try at
all” (n=4) during their interview simulation. Results were similar when including all participants
and not controlling for these variables, and are reported in the footnotes.

Manipulation check. Because confidence in interviews and number of previous
interviews should not have influenced perceptions of the interviewers’ emotion, I did not include
these controls for the manipulation check. As expected, I found that condition was related to
ratings of the evaluators’ emotions for every emotion, ps<.001. I conducted planned contrasts to
test whether the intended emotion was perceived significantly more than the other emotions for
each condition. The interviewer in the calm condition was seen as significantly calmer than all
conditions, ps<.001, except the excited condition, p=.38. The interviewer in the anxious
condition seemed more anxious than the interviewer in any other condition, ps<.002, the
interviewer in the sad condition seemed sadder than the interviewer in any other condition,
ps<.001, the interviewer in the happy condition seemed happier than the interviewer in any other
condition, ps<.01, and the interviewer in the bored condition seemed more bored than the

interviewer in any other condition, ps<.02. Unfortunately, however, the interviewer in the
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“annoyed” condition was not perceived to be significantly more annoyed than the interviewer in
the anxious, sad, or bored condition. In fact, the interviewer in the bored condition was rated as
significantly more annoyed than the interviewer in the annoyed condition, p<.001. Further,
participants believed the interviewer in the annoyed condition was more bored than annoyed,
F(1,51)=6.61, p=.01, np2=. 12. However, they did also rate the interviewer in the bored condition
as significantly more bored than annoyed, F(1, 48)=29.15, p<.001, np2=.38.

Because the interpretation of emotional expressions is ambiguous, I analyzed the results
including the annoyed condition despite the fact that the manipulation check did not show that
this video was seen as more annoyed than the other videos. However, the results for the annoyed
video should be interpreted with caution.

Metaperceptions. Emotional expressions led participants to infer their interviewer’s
liking of them differently, F(5,293)=27.64, p<.001, np2=.326, see Table 9 for descriptive
statistics. Planned contrasts showed that participants believed the interviewer in the calm
condition liked them more than those in the anxious, p<.001, annoyed, p<.001, sad, p<.001, or
bored, p<.001 conditions, and less than those in the excited condition, p=.06. General confidence

in interview performance was a significant predictor, F(1,293)=18.91, p<.001, np2=.06, and

interview experience was marginally significant, F(1,293)=2.72, p=.10, np2=.009.

® Without controls: F(5,299)=25.88, p<.001, n,’=.30
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Table 9

Descriptive statistics, Study 4.

Percent of
Participants Who
Accepted the

Emotion Existing Offer Self-Assessments ~ Metaperceptions

Calm 68.0% 66.36 60.04
(22.99) (23.99)

Excited 68.6% 65.59 69.41
(25.18) (22.29)

Annoyed 81.3% 56.52 39.83
(24.63) (24.89)

Anxious 92.3% 48.04 28.79
(27.59) (25.19)

Sad 74.5% 52.14 34.73
(27.67) (27.39)

Bored 81.6% 52.53 2431
(30.04) (27.93)

Note. Self-assessments and metaperceptions were rated on100-point scales, means are provided
and standard deviations are in parentheses.

Participants believed the interviewer liked them better when the interviewer showed a
positive emotion (M=64.77, SD=23.51) than a negative emotion (M=31.86, SD=26.82),
F(1,297)=118.63, p<.001, np2=.29.7 The effect of general confidence was also significant,
F(1,297)=17.96, p<.001, np2=.06, though experience interviewing was not, p=.11.

Self-assessments. Performers also rated their performance differently depending on the
emotional expression of the interviewer, £(5,293)=5.23, p<.001, np2=.088. Planned contrasts
showed that those in the calm condition believed they had performed better in their interview
than those in the anxious, p<.001, annoyed, p=.02, sad, p=.005, or bored, p=.002 conditions.

Participants in the calm and excited conditions did not differ significantly. Participants’ general

7 Without controls: F(1,299)=109.58, p<.001, np2=.27
® Without controls: F(1,299)=18.21, p<.001, n,’=.06
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confidence in their interview ability was also significant, F(1,293)=68.59, p<.001, np2=. 19,
though interview experience was not, p=.14.

Performers rated their interview performance higher when their interviewer showed
positive emotions (M=65.97, SD=24.00) than negative emotions (M=52.22, SD=27.52),
F(1,297)=24.13, p<.001, np2=.08. Again, the effect of general confidence was also significant,
F(1,297)=70.09, p<.001, np2=.19, though experience interviewing was not, p=.15.

Decision to take the job. To test if condition significantly predicted the decision to take
the first (inferior) offer (H3), I ran a logistic regression using dummy coding (with the calm
condition as the reference category), see Table 10. As predicted, an overall significant effect of
emotional expression emerged, x> (5)=12.64, p=.03. Different emotional expressions by the
interviewer led to different decisions by participants about whether or not to accept the existing
job offer. When examining how each emotion compares to the calm condition, only the anxious,
p=.003, differed significantly from the calm condition, though the bored condition, p=.08, and

the annoyed condition, p=.10, were also marginally significantly different.
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Table 10

Results of the logistic regression of the influence of discrete emotional expressions on decisions,

Study 4.
95% CI for Odds Ratio
Emotion B(SE) Lower Odds Ratio Upper
-1.57
Constant (0.68)
Interview 0.20
Confidence (0.10) 1.01 1.22 1.47
Interview -0.03
Experience (0.02) 0.94 0.97 1.00
-0.07
Excited (0.44) 0.39 0.93 2.19
-0.79%
Annoyed (0.49) 0.18 0.45 1.18
-1.82%*
Anxious (0.61) 0.05 0.16 0.54
-0.37
Sad (0.45) 0.29 0.69 1.68
-0.87F
Bored (0.48) 0.16 0.42 1.09

Note. R°=.08 (Cox & Snell), .12 (Nagelkerke). Model %* (7)=23.60, p=.001. Dummy coding was
used such with that the calm condition was the reference category. Therefore, significance of
each emotion variable indicates significant difference from calm. ¥p<.10, *p<.05 **p<.01.

When comparing decisions made with an evaluator expressing a positive and negative
emotion, participants in the negative emotion conditions were significantly more likely to accept
the existing offer than those in the positive emotion conditions (B=0.85, SE=0.29), %* (1)=8.53,
p=.003.

Meta-perceptions as a mediator. Mediation analysis demonstrated that metaperceptions

mediated the effect of condition on both self-assessments (omnibus indirect effect estimate=0.17,
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bias-corrected 95% CI [.11, .23], 10,000 repetitions)9 and the decision of whether to take the
existing (worse) offer or wait for the (better, but uncertain) second offer (omnibus indirect effect
estimate=0.009, bias-corrected 95% CI [.005, .014], 10,000 repetitions)."

Performers’ emotional experiences. Evaluator emotional expression influenced
participants’ own emotional states for some emotions, but not others. Participants did not differ
by condition in their level of calmness, F(5, 292)=0.09, p=.99, np2=.002, sadness, F(5,
292)=1.30, p=27, n,"=.02, or anxiety, F(5, 293)=0.49, p=.78, 1,°=.008. Participants did differ
by condition in their level of annoyance, F(5, 293)=10.44, p<.001, np2=.15, happiness, F(5,
293)=3.59, p=.004, n,°=.06, and (marginally) boredom, F(5, 293)=2.15, p=.06, n,"=.04.
Specifically, planned contrasts showed that participants in the annoyed condition were more
annoyed than those in the calm, p=.03, or happy, p=.008, conditions, but were actually less
annoyed in the annoyed condition than the bored condition, p=.003. Participants in the bored
condition were more bored than those in the calm, p=.03, anxious, p=.07, annoyed, p=.07, or
happy, p=.02, conditions, but not than those in the sad condition, p=.87. Participants in the happy
condition were happier than those in the anxious, p=.006, annoyed, p=.04, or bored, p=.004,
conditions, though the difference between the happy condition and both the sad, p=.15, and calm,
p=.85, conditions were not significant.

Discussion

Supporting Hypotheses 1a, performers also believed that their evaluator felt more
favorably about them depending on the evaluator’s emotional expressions: performers believed
an excited interviewer liked them better than a calm interviewer, and that a calm interviewer

liked them better than an annoyed, anxious, sad, or bored interviewer. Supporting Hypothesis 1b,

? Without controls: Omnibus indirect effect estimate=0.18, bias-corrected 95% CI [.12, .25].
' Without controls: Omnibus indirect effect estimate=0.009, bias-corrected 95% CI [.005, .015].
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performers who saw positive emotional expressions believed their interviewer liked them better
than performers who saw negative emotional expressions. Replicating the results of Study 3 and
supporting Hypothesis 4, it was these metaperceptions that led performers to make different
decisions: performers’ inferences about whether or not their evaluator liked them mediated the
relationship between the emotional expressions of the evaluator and performers’ decisions about
whether to accept or decline their exploding offer. Supporting Hypothesis 2a-b, participants also
believed that they had performed better when their evaluator seemed excited or calm (positive)
than when the evaluator seemed annoyed, bored, anxious, or sad (negative).

As predicted in Hypothesis 3, evaluators’ emotional expressions influenced performers’
decisions about whether or not to accept an exploding job offer. Performers who interviewed
with a calm or excited interviewer were more likely to risk waiting for a better job (and decline a
certain but inferior job) than performers who interviewed with an anxious, bored, or annoyed
interviewer. Supporting Hypothesis 4, it was performers’ inferences about how their evaluator
assessed their interview performance (i.e., their metaperceptions) that led them to accept the job
more often when interviewing with an anxious, bored, or annoyed interviewer than with an
excited or calm interviewer.

The evaluators’ emotional expressions also influenced performers’ emotional
experiences: performers interacting with a bored interviewer were more bored and annoyed than
those in other conditions, and participants who interacted with an excited interviewer
experienced more happiness than those interacting with an interviewer expressing a negative
emotion. Surprisingly, however, participants interviewing with an anxious, sad, or calm
interviewer did not differ from those in other conditions in their self-reported anxiety, sadness, or

calmness. These results highlight that although emotional contagion plays a role in the

43



relationship between observing another person’s emotional expressions and metaperceptions,
self-assessments, and decision-making, inferential processes also play a major role in
determining observers’ inferences and behavior after observing an emotional expression.
Study 5: Decisions about a Website

Studies 3 and 4 demonstrated that individuals shift their metaperceptions, self-
assessments, and decision-making based on their evaluators’ emotional state in job interviews.
Although the results of these studies suggest that individuals do use their evaluators’ emotional
expressions to assess their own performance and to make decisions, job interviews represent a
context in which the quality of performance is tightly linked with evaluators’ assessments. In a
job interview, performers’ task is to make their interviewer like and feel excited about them (e.g.,
Rivera, 2015). The evaluators’ perception of performance (i.e., metaperception) is the defining
characteristic of performance quality. In Study 5, I explore how evaluators’ emotions influence
individuals’ metaperceptions, self-assessments, and decision making in a task where the
evaluators’ assessment of performance and the inherent quality of that performance are less
tightly linked than in an interview task.

Further, I wished to have participants in Study 5 assess the quality of, and make decisions
about, a specific work product that was not hypothetical. Although the results of Study 4
demonstrate that performers perceptions of their own performance can be shaped by their
interviewers’ emotional expressions after non-hypothetical performance, it is possible that
performers did, in fact, perform differently in the different conditions because their evaluator
expressed different emotions. For example, participants interviewed by a bored evaluator may
have been distracted by their evaluator’s boredom, leading them to perform worse than

participants interviewed by a calm evaluator. Participants’ inferences about the quality of their
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performance based on their evaluators’ emotional expressions might therefore have reflected
differences in actual performance, not differences in metaperceptions based on emotional
expressions. In Study 5, I wished to control for the inherent quality of performance while also
having participants engage in a non-hypothetical task.

I asked participants in Study 5 to assess the quality of a website. Because I was interested
in how evaluators’ emotional expressions influence perceptions of both high-quality and low-
quality websites, [ manipulated the quality of the website itself as well as evaluators’ emotional
expressions. Although I did not expect an interaction effect between evaluators’ emotional
expressions and website quality (because I expected emotional expressions to influence
performers regardless of website quality), I did wish to evaluate the relative effect sizes of
website quality and emotional expressions and the influence of both expression valence and
website quality on the likelithood of making several decisions about the website after the
evaluation.

Method

Stimuli. Participants in this study were asked to imagine that they had created a website
for a new French restaurant called “La Parisien.” I used the platform “Wix” to create the website.
With the assistance of an experienced professional web content evaluator, I developed two
versions of a website that varied in inherent quality. Although much of the content of the two
websites was identical between conditions, I varied the number of pages, the number and quality
of images, the amount of information provided in key locations, and the font typesetting and
colors to manipulate website quality. The low quality version of the website included a home
page, an about page, and a contact information page, whereas the high quality version included

these pages and a page with the menu, a page about the restaurant’s chef, a map to show the
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location of the restaurant, and a page about a brunch special at the restaurant. The high quality
page also used five images of the food at the restaurant, whereas the low quality version used
only three. Whereas the home page of the low quality version included only the location and
phone number of the restaurant, the high quality version included location, phone number, and
hours. The high quality version also repeated this information in a footer at the bottom of the
website, whereas the low quality version did not. Pretests showed that the high quality version
was consistently rated as higher quality than the low quality version.

Because participants in both the high quality condition and the low quality condition
would receive identical feedback about the website, both websites included several similar areas
for improvement. However, the high quality version required less dramatic improvement than the
low quality version. For example, all participants read feedback that a web page should “always
include a full menu with the names of the dishes, the ingredients, the descriptions, and prices.”
Whereas the low quality version of the website did not include a menu at all, the high quality
version included a menu, but without the ingredients, descriptions, or prices. For the evaluators’
feedback about the websites, see Appendix B.

Participants. Two thousand and forty seven (1068 female, M,,.=35.64) American
participants from Amazon’s Mechanical Turk participated in return for $1.00. Out of the 2047
participants, 134 had designed websites professionally, 81 had evaluated websites professionally,
103 had both evaluated and designed websites professionally, and 1729 had never evaluated nor
designed websites professionally.

Procedure. After consenting to participate, I told participants to imagine that they had a
new job working for a man named Sam Johnson who “helps people who want to open small

restaurants, cafes, and coffee shops with the logistics of starting a new business” and that, as part
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of their role, they would need to build websites for any businesses who did not wish to hire a
professional web designer immediately because “Sam believes that it is critical for all new
restaurants to have websites as soon as possible.” Next, I provided each participant with a link to
either the high quality or the low quality website (varied between subjects), and asked them to
imagine that they had created this website. Participants then reviewed the website carefully. To
increase participants’ personal investment in the website and ensure that participants reviewed
the website, they then wrote a statement in first person stating one decision that they made when
creating the website, and why they made the decision. Participants then answered four questions
on 1 to 100 slider scales (extremely bad/dissatisfied to extremely good/satisfied): “How good do
you think your website is?” “How satisfied are you with the quality of your website?” “How
good do you think Sam will think your website 1s?”” and “How satisfied do you think Sam will be
with the quality of your website?”” The first two items were combined to form the pre-evaluation
self-assessment scale (0=.96), and the second two items were combined to form the pre-
evaluation meta-perception scale (0=.97).

After providing their perceptions, participants imagined that they were meeting with Sam
to hear his feedback. In the control condition, no emotional information was provided (“You and
Sam sit down to have your meeting. Sam says:”). In the emotion conditions, I included emotional
information (“You and Sam sit down to have your meeting. Sam seems [emotion 1]. Sam says in
a [emotion 2] tone:”). After the feedback, I also included a sentence reiterating Sam’s emotional
state (“As he is talking, Sam seems [emotion 1].””). The emotions were: disappointed (1) and
displeased (2), proud (1) and triumphant (2), excited (1) and enthusiastic (2), hopeful (1) and
optimistic (2), anxious (1) and tense (2), annoyed (1) and irritated (2), sad (1) and unhappy (2),

calm (1) and relaxed (2), and bored (1) and disinterested (2). I provided two terms to help
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participants better understand the emotional state of the interviewer and to avoid restating the
same sentence three times. Each pair of terms represents the same underlying emotional state
(see Shaver, Schwartz, Kirson, & O’Conner, 1987). When combining conditions to assess the
influence of valence, I combined the disappointed, anxious, annoyed, sad, and bored conditions
for negative emotions, and the proud, excited, hopeful, and calm conditions for positive
emotions.

In a randomized order, participants then answered the same four questions as above (in
present tense instead of future tense). These items were combined to form the post-evaluation
self-assessment scale (0=.96), and the post-evaluation metaperception scale (0=.95). In a
randomized order, participants then made three decisions about the website. I asked participants
to imagine they had written a press release about the restaurant and that, in order to meet
deadlines to have the release ready before the restaurant opened, they would need to send the
press release out immediately after their meeting with Sam. I then asked participants whether or
not they would include the link to their website in the press release. I also told participants that
they found out that their client is friends with a coffee shop owner next door who does not have a
website. | then asked if they would ask their client for a referral (i.e., if they would ask the client
to recommend them to the client’s friend). I also asked participants whether or not they would
include this website in their personal portfolio to show to future clients. After giving their self-
assessments, meta-perceptions, and making their decisions, participants answered a manipulation
check question asking what emotion Sam seemed to be experiencing during the evaluation. And
answered the questions “How much experience do you have evaluating the quality of websites?”
and “How much experience do you have with creating websites?” (five points, none at all to a

great deal). Participants then answered demographic questions asking for their gender, ethnicity,
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age, whether they had experience evaluating websites professionally, and whether they had
experience creating websites professionally.
Results

Manipulation checks. To assess whether participants rated the high quality version of
the website better than the low quality version of the website, I ran one-way ANOV As
comparing the pre-evaluation metaperceptions and self-assessments of participants in the high
quality and low quality conditions. Because participants did not see emotion information before
they rated the quality of the website prior to the evaluation, I did not include emotion as an
independent variable. As expected participants believed their evaluator would think their website
was better in the high quality condition (M=71.47, SD=22.45) than in the low quality condition
(M=58.69, SD=25.72), F(1, 2045)=143.26, p<.001, np2=.07. Similarly, participants believed the
website was better in the high quality condition (M=70.25, SD=22.12) than in the low quality
condition (M=57.34, SD=25.48), F(1, 2045)=149.67, p<.001, np2=.07.

Participants answered a question asking which emotion the materials said the evaluator
was feeling. Out of the 2047 participants, 1561 (76.3%) answered this question correctly. Results
were similar when including or excluding those who failed to pass this check. I report the
remainder of the results excluding these individuals, with the results for the full sample reported
in the footnotes.

Metaperceptions. To test Hypothesis 1a, [ ran a 2 Website Quality (high, low) x 10
Emotion factorial ANOVA on post-evaluation metaperceptions, see Table 11 for descriptive
statistics. As expected, different discrete emotional expressions led participants to infer their

interviewer’s perceived their performance differently, (9, 1541)=42.54, p<.001, 7]1322.201 L

" Full sample: F(9, 2027)=42.64, p<.001, n,’=.16
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There was also a significant main effect of website quality, F(9, 1541)=53.71, p<.001, np2=.03.
There was no interaction effect, p=.16. Planned contrasts showed that participants believed the
evaluator in the control condition believed the website was better than those in the anxious,
p<.001, annoyed, p<.001, sad, p<.001, bored, p=.001, or disappointed, p<.001 conditions.
Participants also believed the evaluator in the control condition believed their website was worse
than those in the excited, p<.001, proud, p<.001, or hopeful, p=.002 conditions. Participants in
the calm and control conditions did not differ, p=.33.

Table 11

Descriptive statistics, Study 5.

Emotion Quality Percent of  Percentof Percentof Metaperceptions Self-
Participants Participants Participants Assessments
Who Who Who

Included Asked for Included
Website in Client Website in

Press Referral Portfolio
Release

Control Low 71.1% 77.6% 51.3% 37.13 40.54
(18.15) (20.76)

High 70.0% 87.1% 51.4% 49.19 53.81
(18.22) (22.15)

Calm Low 46.2% 70.5% 46.2% 40.24 42.71
(18.42) (24.71)

High 68.3% 75.6% 72.0% 50.34 55.87
(16.83) (21.57)

Hopeful Low 55.7% 82.0% 52.5% 48.2 45.34
(20.21) (20.94)

High 60.6% 80.3% 60.6% 52.74 55.41
(17.99) (19.36)

Excited Low 65.5% 71.4% 59.5% 48.21 45.51
(20.55) (24.30)

High 71.1% 82.9% 72.4% 59.48 59.40
(17.94) (22.80)

Proud Low 70.3% 81.3% 62.5% 52.66 45.96
(21.31) (24.54)
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Table 11 (Continued).

High 73.5% 80.9% 67.6% 55.79 52.55

(20.72) (23.63)

Anxious Low 52.4% 65.5% 36.9% 29.00 34.82
(19.30) (23.56)

High 53.9% 65.8% 44.7% 39.25 48.84

(19.54) (23.18)

Bored Low 57.8% 68.9% 51.1% 33.74 41.17
(18.93) (22.31)

High 72.0% 78.5% 59.1% 38.24 50.83
(23.05) (25.79)

Sad Low 56.7% 64.4% 44.4% 30.17 40.44
(18.52) (25.19)

High 66.2% 73.8% 52.3% 31.32 45.55
(17.57) (21.17)

Anmnoyed  Low 45.9% 55.3% 23.5% 25.77 33.87
(17.66) (21.83)

High 67.0% 72.7% 61.4% 33.59 49.36
(20.81) (27.15)

Disappointed ~ Low 48.1% 53.2% 30.4% 25.35 36.01
(18.41) (26.01)

High 64.0% 77.9% 45.30% 31.69 41.74
(14.62) (22.77)

To test Hypothesis 1b, I conducted a similar analysis using valence of the emotional
expression instead of discrete emotion found that both emotion valence, F(1, 1411)=324.50,
p<.001,1,”=.19, '* and website quality, F(1, 1411)=41.67, p<.001, n,’=.03, influenced
metaperceptions (no interaction, p=.48). Participants formed more positive metaperceptions
when their evaluator expressed positive emotions (M=50.81, SD=19.90) than negative emotions
(M=31.86, SD=19.42).

Self-assessments. To test Hypothesis 2a, I ran a 2 Website Quality (high, low) x 10

Emotion factorial ANOVA on post-evaluation self-assessments. Performers rated their

' Full sample: F(1, 1838)=329.65, p<.001, n,’=.15
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performance differently depending on the emotional expression of the evaluator, F(9,
1541)=5.72, p<.001, np2=.0313. There was also a significant main effect of website quality, F(9,
1541)=80.42, p<.001, np2=.05. There was no interaction effect, p=.40. Planned contrasts showed
that participants in the control condition believed their website was better than those in the
anxious, p=.05, annoyed, p=.04, or disappointed, p=.002 conditions, and worse than those in the
excited condition, p=.05. Participants in the calm, sad, bored, proud, and hopeful conditions did
not differ from the control condition, ps>.12.

To test Hypothesis 2b, I used valence instead of discrete emotion. Both valence of the
expression, F(1,1411)=39.08, p<.001, n,’=.03'*, and website quality, F(1, 1411)=68.33, p<.001,
np2=.05, but not their interaction, p=.67, were significant. As predicted, participants in the
positive emotion conditions (M=50.41, SD=23.48) believed their website was higher quality than
participants in the negative emotional expression conditions (M=42.26, SD=24.65).

Decision to include the website in a press release. To test if condition significantly
predicted the decision to include the website in a press release, I ran a logistic regression using
dummy coding, including emotion (with the control condition as the reference category) and
website quality as categorical predictors. The logistic regression results are reported in Table 12.
As expected, the quality of the website significantly influenced participants’ decision-making
(1)=17.34, p<.001. Further, as predicted, an overall significant effect of emotional expression
emerged, x° (9)=25.34, p=.003. Different emotional expressions by the evaluator led to different
decisions by participants about whether or not to include the website link in a press release.
Participants in the control condition were more likely to include the link to the website in the

press release than those in the anxious, p=.002, annoyed, p=.009, sad, p=.09, disappointed,

" Full sample: F(9, 2027)=6.22, p<.001, 1,°=.03
' Full sample: F(1, 1838)=44.14, p<.001, 1,°=.02
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p=.008, hopeful, p=.03, or calm, p=.02, conditions. The control condition did not differ

significantly from the proud or excited conditions.

Table 12

Results of the logistic regression of the influence of discrete emotional expressions on decisions,
Study 5.

Press Release Client Referral Portfolio
Odds Odds Odds
Emotion B(SE) Ratio B(SE) Ratio B(SE) Ratio
0.35
-1.11 1.79 (0.18)
Constant (0.19) (0.23)
-0.56%** 1.75
Website -0.44 %% -0.47%%* (0.10)
Quality (0.11) 1.56 (0.12) 0.62
0.31 0.73
Calm -0.59* -0.55¢ (0.23)
(0.24) 1.81 (0.28) 0.58
0.20 0.82
Hopeful -0.56* -0.09 (0.25)
(0.26) 1.76 (0.32) 0.91
0.61* 0.55
(0.25) 1.12 (0.29) 0.72
Proud 0.05 -0.09 0.56* 0.57
(0.27) 1.06 (0.31) 0.91 (0.25)
Anxious -0.76 -0.89%* -0.44+ 1.55
(0.24) 0.47 (0.27) 0.41 (0.23)
Bored -0.27 -0.51F 0.14 0.87
(0.24) 0.76 (0.28) 0.60 (0.23)
Sad -0.427 -0.74%* -0.11 1.12
(0.25) 0.66 (0.28) 0.48 (0.23)
Annoyed -0.63** -0.97%** -0.37 1.45
(0.24) 0.54 (0.27) 0.38 (0.23)
Disappointed -0.64** 0.53 -0.89%* 0.41 -0.57* 1.77
(0.24) (0.27) (0.23)

Note. Dummy coding was used such with that the control condition was the reference category
for emotion, and the high quality website was the reference category for quality. Tp<.10, *p<.05
*Ep< 01 ***p<.001.
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Running the same analysis using emotion valence instead of discrete emotion showed
that both quality, %> (1)=18.69, p<.001, and emotion valence, %> (1)=3.97, p=.046, significantly
influenced decision-making about the press release. Participants in the positive emotion
conditions were more likely to include the website in their press release than those in the
negative emotion conditions, B=0.22, SE= .11, see Figure 1 for the percentage of participants

who included the website in their portfolio by valence.
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Figure 1. Percentage of participants who chose to include the website in the press release based
on the valence of the evaluator’s emotional expression and the quality of the website, with 95%
confidence intervals (Study 5).
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Decision to ask client for a referral. I ran the same analysis as above to test if condition
significantly predicted the decision to ask the client for a referral. Logistic regression results are
reported in Table 12. As expected, the quality of the website significantly influenced
participants’ decision-making %* (1)=16.33, p<.001. Further, as predicted, an overall significant
effect of emotional expression emerged, % (9)=32.22, p<.001. Different emotional expressions
by the evaluator led to different decisions by participants about whether or not to include the
website link in a press release. Participants in the control condition were more likely to include
the link to the website in the press release than those in the anxious, p=.001 annoyed, p<.001,
sad, p=.008, bored, p=.06, disappointed, p=.001, or calm, p=.05, conditions. The control
condition did not differ significantly from the proud, hopeful, or excited conditions, ps>.25.

Both quality, %* (1)=14.22, p<.001, and emotion valence, %> (1)=16.48, p<.001,
significantly influenced decision-making about whether to ask the client for a referral.
Participants positive emotion conditions were significantly more likely to ask their client for a
referral than participants in the negative emotional expression conditions, B=0.51, SE= .13, see

Figure 2.
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Figure 2. Percentage of participants who chose to ask their client for a referral based on the
valence of the evaluator’s emotional expression and the quality of the website, with 95%
confidence intervals (Study 5).

Decision to include the website in a personal portfolio. I again ran the same analysis to
evaluate how condition influenced participants’ decisions to include this website in their personal
portfolio to show future clients. Logistic regression results are reported in Table 12. As expected,
more participants included the high quality website in their profile than the low quality website,
v* (1)=28.71, p<.001. Further, as predicted, an overall significant effect of emotional expression
emerged, % (9)=53.81, p<.001. Participants in the control condition were more likely to include
the website in their portfolio than those in the anxious, p=.06 annoyed, p=.11, or disappointed,
p=.01, conditions. Participants in the control condition were less likely to include the website in
their portfolio than those in the excited, p=.01, or proud, p=.02, conditions. The control did not

differ significantly from the calm, sad, bored, or hopeful conditions, ps>.18.
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Including emotion valence instead of discrete emotion in the analysis revealed that both
quality, x* (1)=30.59, p<.001, and emotion valence, %* (2)=37.70, p<.001, significantly
influenced decision-making about whether to include the website in a personal portfolio.
Participants positive emotion conditions were significantly more likely than those in the negative

emotion conditions to include the website in their portfolio, B=0.69, SE= .11, see Figure 3.
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Figure 3. Percentage of participants who chose to include the website in their personal portfolio
based on the valence of the evaluator’s emotional expression and the quality of the website, with
95% confidence intervals (Study 5).

57



Meta-perceptions as a mediator. Metaperceptions mediated the effect of discrete
emotional expressions'” on self-assessments (omnibus indirect effect estimate=0.17, bias-
corrected 95% CI [.13, .21], 10,000 repetitions). Similarly, metaperceptions mediated the
relationship between discrete emotion and the decision of whether to include the website in a
press release (omnibus indirect effect estimate=0.006, bias-corrected 95% CI [.004, .007], 10,000
repetitions), the decision of whether to ask the client for a referral, (omnibus indirect effect
estimate=0.008, bias-corrected 95% CI [.004, .012], 10,000 repetitions), and the decision of
whether to include the website in a personal portfolio (omnibus indirect effect estimate=0.009,
bias-corrected 95% CI [.002, .016], 10,000 repetitions).

Discussion

Study 5 demonstrates that evaluators’ emotional expressions provide feedback to
performers about the quality of their work even when performers have evaluated the quality of
that work independently in advance of the evaluation. Evaluators’ emotional expressions while
giving feedback about a website shaped performers’ metaperceptions (H1a), and these
metaperceptions, in turn, influenced performers’ self-assessments (H2a) and decision-making
(H3) after the evaluation (H4). Performers believed their evaluator perceived their website to be
higher quality when their evaluator expressed excitement, pride, or hope than control, and lower
quality when their evaluator expressed anxiety, annoyance, boredom, sadness, or disappointment
than control. Performers themselves also believed the website was better when their evaluator
expressed excitement than control, and believed the website was worse when their evaluator
expressed anxiety, annoyance, or disappointment than control. Overall, they believed their

website was higher quality, and that their evaluator believed their website was higher quality,

' Because process, the program used to run these analyses, would not allow use of a categorical
variable with 10 levels, I excluded those in the control condition for these analyses.
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when the evaluator expressed positive emotions than negative emotions (H1b, H2b). The
evaluators’ emotional expressions had a similar effect on performers regardless of the inherent
quality of the website itself. Both quality and evaluators’ emotional expressions influenced
performers’ decisions about their website made after the evaluation: performers were more likely
to include the website in a press release, ask their client for a referral, and include the website in
their personal portfolio when their evaluator expressed positive emotions than negative emotions,
and when the website was higher quality than lower quality.

Study 6: Disclosing External Sources for Emotion

In Study 6, I sought to gain insight into the mechanism by manipulating evaluators’
attributions for their emotional expressions. If performers infer that their evaluators’ emotional
expressions carry information about their evaluators’ assessment of the quality of their
performance, and then use this information to help them assess their own work, then evaluators
should be able to attribute their emotional expression to something other than the performer’s
work to prevent performers from forming metaperceptions based on their evaluators’
expressions. In this study, I either include or do not include an external attribution (i.e., a reason
other than the quality of the performers’ work) for the evaluators’ emotional display.

I predict that there will be an interaction between valence of emotion and attribution type
(external or none) on metaperceptions: external attributions should change perceptions following
an external attribution for a negative emotion more so than a positive emotion. Three lines of
research suggest that providing an external attribution for an emotional expression would change
inferences about negative emotions more so than positive emotions. First, negative information
encourages people to engage in more thorough information processing than positive information

(e.g., Baumeister, Bratslavsky, Finkenauer, & Vohs, 2001). Second, individuals tend to make
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internal rather than external attributions for their success (Miller & Ross, 1975). Therefore, when
individuals receive positive feedback in the form of positive emotions, they may attribute the
positive emotion to themselves even when presented with evidence of an external cause. Finally,
norms in organizations dictate that individuals should express or exaggerate positive emotions
and suppress negative emotions (e.g., Diefendorff & Richard, 2008; Grandey, 2000; Hochschild,
1983; Rafaeli & Sutton, 1987). Therefore, disclosing a positive emotion and/or its source is more
normative than disclosing a negative emotion and/or its source. When judging another person,
individuals tend to pay closer attention to counter-normative information than norm-consistent
information, especially when they are motivated to make accurate judgments (Erber & Fiske,
1984). Taken together, these lines of research suggest that performers are likely to both a) pay
closer attention to information about the source of a negative emotion than a positive emotion,
and b) use an external attribution as information when assessing the relevance of negative
emotional expressions to their work more so than positive emotional expressions.
Method

Participants. Five hundred and five (199 female, M,,.=33.42) participants from
Amazon’s Mechanical Turk participated in return for $0.35.

Procedure. After providing consent, participants read the following scenario:

Imagine that you have recently started a new job. After your first week at work, you sit

down with your new boss, Sam, to go over how you did in your first week. As you get

settled in the conference room, Sam asks you about how your day is going. (He mentions

that he has had a particularly good [bad] day today.) He then asks about your general

impressions of your first week. Next he says, "I think you have done pretty well this

week." Sam goes on to describe two things that he noticed you did well and two things

you could do to improve. As he is speaking, Sam seems...

At the end of the descriptions were two adjectives describing emotional states. These

were: calm and relaxed, tense and stressed, excited and enthusiastic, frustrated and annoyed, sad
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and depressed, tired and bored, disappointed and displeased, proud and impressed, or flat and
emotionless. In the no information condition, the sentence in parentheses was excluded. In the
external attribution condition, the sentence in parentheses was included, with either information
about having a good day for positive emotions (i.e., calm, excited, and proud), or a bad day for
the negative states (i.e., tense, annoyed, sad, disappointed, emotionless, and tired)."
Participants then described in a few sentences what they would be thinking during the
interaction. Next, on 1-100 (extremely poorly to extremely well) scales, they indicated how well
they thought they performed in their first week (self-assessment) and how well they though Sam
thought they performed in their first week (metaperception). To evaluate if participants believed
that a person showing emotion incidental (i.e., unrelated) to the meeting was unfair in an
evaluative context, I also asked how fair participants thought their evaluation was. They then
wrote why they believed Sam was feeling the way he seemed to be feeling, followed by a
question asking them to indicate whether they believed the primary reason Sam was feeling this
way was his opinion of their performance, his opinion of them as people, his feelings about the
feedback-giving process, something unrelated to them, or other (with write-in). Next, on 1 to 9

(strongly disagree to strongly-agree) scales, they rated the valence (“Sam seems...” “in a good

mood,” “in a bad mood,” “to feel good,” “to feel bad,” negative items reverse-coded, a=.95), and

29 ¢¢

activation (“to have a lot of energy,” “active,” “alert,” a=.90) of the boss’s emotion.

Results

' Because Study 2 found that the emotionless and tired conditions were essentially neutral on
positivity versus negativity, I included both a good day version and a bad day version in the
study. For all analyses reported here I use the “bad day” version of the emotionless and tired
states because it seemed more face valid. Across dependent variables, the “good day,” “bad day,’
and unspecified source did not differ significantly.

b
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Metaperceptions. A 9 (Discrete Emotion) x 2 (Attribution: External, Unspecified)
Factorial ANOVA showed a significant main effect of emotional expression on metaperceptions,
F(8,443)=22.81, p<.001, np2=.29 and of source F(1,443)=16.96, p<.001, np2=.04. However,
these effects were qualified by the predicted significant interaction F(8,443)=2.55, p=.01,
np2=.04, see Tablel3 for descriptive statistics. Simple effects tests showed that the effect of
emotion was significant both when an external source was provided, F(8,443)=6.06, p<.001,
np2=. 10, and not provided, F(8,443)=20.36, p<.001, np2=.27. However, note that the effect was
almost three times larger when the source was not provided (np2=.27) than when the source was
provided (np2=.10). Disclosure of an external source of emotion caused a significant change in
ratings of performance when the evaluator seemed tense, F(8,443)=5.53, p=.02, np2=.01,
annoyed, F(8,443)=12.63, p<.001, np2=.03, sad, F(8,443)=4.18, p=.04, np2=.009, or
disappointed, F(8,443)=12.26, p=.001, np2=.03, but not when he seemed calm, p=.97, excited,
p=.74, tired, p=.70, proud, p=.45, or emotionless p=.47. Therefore, as expected, for each of the
positive emotions, there was no significant difference when an external source was specified
versus not, but for the negative emotions there was a significant difference depending on whether
an external source was specified or not. For the subjective states that are not emotions, there was

also no significant difference.
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Table 13

Descriptive statistics, Study 6

Metaperceptions Self-Assessments
External Unspecified External Unspecified  Perceived
Emotion Source Source Source Source Fairness
Sad 64.68 54.87* 70.94 60.80* 71.55
(17.19) (16.26) (11.88) (17.16) (23.73)
Annoyed 59.82 42.80%** 62.86 52.28%** 61.89
(17.21) (24.54) (16.63) (22.25) (20.29)
Disappointed 52.09 35.775%** 61.18 39.71%** 55.72
(16.85) (15.09) (16.22) (15.59) (26.01)
Tense 67.36 56.30* 66.73 60.78 69.84
(56.30) (14.69) (13.26) (16.95) (16.94)
Emotionless 52.50 49.13 61.91 58.80 63.37
(19.83) (14.40) (16.09) (16.76) (19.39)
Tired 63.50 61.80 70.11 70.33 66.50
(15.53) (21.06) (12.99) (20.54) (21.48)
Calm 68.21 68.36 69.83 69.64 82.04
(12.56) (13.86) (12.38) (13.07) (17.75)
Proud 75.92 79.46 76.79 80.84 82.40
(15.91) (10.48) (12.60) (13.73) (17.43)
Excited 73.74 72.31 74.04 75.52 83.5
(13.23) (15.60) (14.57) (13.16) (16.19)

Note. Standard deviations are provided in parentheses. Positivity and activation ratings made on
9-point scales, perceived performance and fairness on 100-point scales. Significance denotes
significant differences between the source of information being external or unspecified. *p<.05,
*Ep<.01 ***¥p<.001

Self-assessments. | found the same pattern of results for self-assessments. The main
effect of emotion, F(8,443)=15.93, p<.001, np2=.22, source F(1,443)=11.88, p=.001, np2=.03,
and their interaction, F(8,443)=3.23, p=.001, np2=.06, were all significant. As for
metaperceptions, emotional expressions significantly influenced self-assessed performance
regardless of whether an external source was specified, F(8,443)=2.85, p=.004, np2=.05, or
unspecified, F(8,443)=17.55, p<.001, np2=.24. Disclosure of an external source of emotion

caused a significant change in ratings of performance when the evaluator seemed annoyed,
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F(8,443)=5.33, p=.01,m,°=.03, sad, F(8,443)=4.87, p=.03, n,"=.01, or disappointed,
F(8,443)=23.09, p<.001, np2=.05, but not when he seemed tense, p=.19, calm, p=.97, excited,
p=.74, tired, p=.70, proud, p=.45, or emotionless p=.47.

Perceived fairness. Because an evaluator experiencing and discussing an incidental
emotion (i.e., an emotion that was caused by something unrelated to the evaluation) during an
evaluation might be perceived as less fair than an evaluator experiencing and discussing a
directed emotion (i.e., an emotion that was caused by the evaluation itself), I conducted a
factorial ANOVA testing the influence of emotion and attribution on ratings of perceived
fairness of the evaluation revealed that only the main effect of emotion, £(8,443)=12.65, p<.001,
np2=. 19, not the main effect of source, p=.33, nor the interaction between source and emotion,
p=.95, was significant, see Table 13 for mean fairness ratings of each emotion. Although
participants found evaluations more or less fair depending on the emotion the evaluator showed,
disclosing an external cause of the emotion did not influence perceptions of fairness.

Discussion

Performers metaperceptions and self-assessments stem, at least in part, from the
inferences they make about the cause of their evaluators’ emotional expressions. Performers who
had been evaluated by an evaluator showing a negative emotion (i.e., tension, annoyance,
sadness, or disappointment) had more positive metaperceptions when an external cause of the
emotion was provided (that the evaluator “has had a particularly bad day”) than when no external
cause for the emotion was provided. However, as predicted, this effect was not found for positive
emotions: performers’ metaperceptions and self-assessments were not influenced by the

information that their evaluator “had a particularly good day.”
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General Discussion

In one field study and five experiments, I show that emotional expressions can be a
powerful source of interpersonal feedback in evaluative contexts. Performers rate their
evaluators’ assessments of their performance differently depending on their evaluators’ discrete
emotional expressions. Across all studies, evaluators’ positive emotional expressions elicited
more positive metaperceptions and self-assessments than negative emotional expressions.
Performers use their evaluators’ emotional expressions to determine their evaluators’ assessment
of their work (i.e., form metaperceptions), and these metaperceptions influence their assessments
of their own performance and the decisions they make after the evaluation. These results held
whether the context was a job interview, a formal performance review, or an informal meeting to
discuss changes to a website.

In practice, interpreting feedback from evaluators’ emotional expressions may often be a
good idea. Individuals’ emotional expressions often do correspond with what they feel, and what
they feel relates to how they evaluate their current situations (e.g., Ekman, 1993; Frijda, 1988).
When evaluators show a negative emotion, often this expression will genuinely be consistent
with their evaluation of the situation as dissatisfactory. For example, an evaluator’s anger is often
indeed caused by the evaluator’s assessment that the performer is not progressing well enough
toward the evaluator and performer’s mutual goal (e.g., Fitness, 2000).

However, the inferences individuals draw from their evaluators’ emotional expressions
are also often inaccurate. Study 1 demonstrated that performers and evaluators in the field did
not show a high degree of agreement about the emotions the evaluators expressed in their
evaluations. Emotional expressions are easy to misinterpret (e.g., Keltner, et al., 2014; Scherer &

Ceschi, 2000), especially given the same exact expression may convey dramatically different
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emotions depending on the context or assumptions of the perceiver (Aviezer et al., 2008; Barrett,
Mequita, Gendron, 2011; Carroll & Russell, 1996). In general, the more ambiguous the source of
feedback, the less accurate self-assessments based on that feedback will be (e.g., Ashford, 1989).

Further, even if performers do perceive the emotional states of their evaluators accurately
from their evaluators’ emotional expressions, feedback inferred from these expressions may be
inaccurate because the emotional state of the evaluator is unrelated to the performer’s work.
Evaluators often feel incidental emotions, which are emotions unrelated to the evaluation. For
example, an evaluator may feel frustrated because he had a fight with his spouse before work, or
feel excited because he negotiated with his own boss for a raise in his previous meeting. The
results of Study 5 suggest that if the evaluator comes to an informal feedback meeting with the
performer, frustrated about the fight with his spouse, and gives specific, actionable, and useful
feedback to the performer about how to improve her already high-quality website, the performer
may infer that her website is low-quality and decide not to ask the company’s client for a
potentially lucrative referral. Or if the evaluator comes to the evaluation after his negotiation,
excited about his raise, and gives specific, actionable, and useful feedback about how to improve
a low-quality website, the performer may infer her website is high-quality and inadvertently hurt
her client’s business by including the low-quality website in a press release.

Similarly, evaluators may feel emotional about the process of evaluation itself. Although
it is well established that evaluators consistently feel anxious and uncomfortable when delivering
negative feedback (e.g., Fisher, 1979; Sweeny & Shepperd, 2007), evaluators also often feel
anxious when delivering positive feedback (Solomon, n.d.). This may be especially true for new
evaluators who are unfamiliar with the evaluation protocol. For example, untrained interviewers

may feel anxious when interviewing job candidates. The results of Studies 3 and 4 suggest that
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the job candidate interacting with the anxious interviewer will infer that her interviewer does not
believe that she is a good candidate, assume she has performed poorly in her interview, and be
more likely to accept an offer with a different organization. This may happen despite the fact that
the interviewer liked the candidate, but was simply feeling anxiety about how to conduct the
interview.

The results of Study 6 show that some of these miscommunications could be avoided if
evaluators disclose the true cause of their emotional states to performers before the evaluation.
Although the results of Study 6 suggest that evaluators experiencing positive incidental emotions
cannot disclose the source of their emotions to reduce performers’ metaperceptions, evaluators
experiencing negative incidental emotions can disclose the sources of their emotions to increase
performers’ metaperceptions so that performers do not misinterpret their feedback. Although
evaluators might worry that telling the performer about external causes for their emotions would
make the performer perceive the evaluation as less fair, the results of Study 6 suggest that
performers would find evaluations similarly fair whether or not they are explicitly informed
about the cause of their evaluators’ emotional expressions. Although participants did find the
evaluation less fair when their evaluator expressed negative emotions than positive emotions,
attributing the emotion to an external source was not perceived as significantly less fair than not
attributing the emotion to any source. However, because emotions are ambiguous to interpret (as
demonstrated in Study 1), it may be that participants with less clear information about the
emotional state of their evaluator than was provided in Study 6 would indeed find evaluations
where evaluators disclose an external cause of emotion unfair if they had not otherwise noticed
or understood the nature of their evaluators’ nonverbal expressions prior to the disclosure.

Disclosing an external cause for an emotion prior to an evaluation might also make performers
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perceive their evaluators as less competent than if they do not disclose a reason for their
emotional state. Future work should examine how disclosing emotions prior to delivering
performance evaluations influences the performer-evaluator relationship and performers’
judgments about their evaluation.

Even if evaluators’ emotional expressions are caused by incidental emotions, performers
may still be wise to use their emotional expressions to deduce their evaluations. Feelings-as-
information theory (e.g., Schwarz, 2011) suggests that people interpret the signals contained
within their own affective states and use these signals to make sense of their own impressions.
Evaluators often ask themselves “how do I feel about this?”” and then use their response as a
heuristic for judgments. These judgments may then impact their decision-making (e.g.,
Loewenstein & Lerner, 2003). For example, Rivera (2015) found that, when faced with multiple
qualified candidates, recruiters decided which candidate to hire based on which candidate they
felt most emotionally excited about. Therefore, evaluators who feel incidental anxiety during an
interview may still be reluctant to hire a job candidate they felt anxious with, regardless of the
reason for their anxiety.

Because evaluators’ emotional states may both reflect and/or cause their assessments of
performers, performers who attend to their evaluators’ emotional expressions should form more
accurate metaperceptions than performers who do not. However, performers who use their
evaluators’ emotions as feedback should not necessarily form more accurate self-assessments or
make better decisions than performers who ignore their evaluators’ emotional expressions,
particularly if these emotional expressions are incidental to the quality of the performers’ work.
The relationship between attending to evaluators’ emotional expressions and the quality of

performers’ decisions may depend on context. In situations where the outcomes of performers’
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decisions depend on evaluators’ impressions of the performer (e.g., job interviews; Studies 3 and
4), performers may make better decisions when attending to their evaluators’ emotional
expressions than when they do not. However, in situations where the outcomes of performers
decisions do not depend directly on evaluators’ impressions of the performer (e.g., asking a
client for a referral; Study 5), decisions may or may not be improved by taking feedback inferred
from evaluators’ emotional expressions into account. The results of Studies 3-5 suggest that
performers will use their evaluators’ emotional expressions in both types of situations.

Future work could directly test whether performers who attend to their evaluators’
emotional expressions and use them when making decisions, on average, are more accurate in
their metaperceptions and/or make better decisions than those who do not. Participants could be
assigned to an evaluator-performer pair to complete a task with three parts: a first round of a
task, a feedback session, and a second round of a task. Performers could complete the first round
of the task and then receive feedback from their evaluators. Prior to the evaluation, performers
could a) be instructed to attend only to their evaluators’ emotional expressions, b) be instructed
to attend only to the content of their evaluators’ feedback, c¢) be instructed to attend to both their
evaluators’ emotional expressions and the content of their evaluators’ feedback, or d) be given
no instructions about what to attend to during the evaluation. Performers could then engage in
the second round of the task and make a decision. In one version of the study, the quality of
performers’ decisions could depend on evaluators’ assessments (e.g., a job interview task where
performers need to decide whether their evaluator will or will not hire them, similar to Studies 3
and 4). In a second version of the study, the quality of performers’ decisions could be unrelated
to evaluators’ assessments (e.g., a web design task where performers need to ask a third-party

client for a referral, similar to Study 5). This design would give insight into how attending to
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evaluators’ emotional expressions influences the accuracy of performers’ metaperceptions and
the quality of performers’ decisions when these decisions either depend or do not depend on
evaluators’ assessments.

Theoretical Contribution

Emotion as Social Information. This work contributes to the growing literature on
Emotions as Social Information (e.g., Van Kleef, 2009). Here I show that evaluators’ emotional
expressions can shape performers’ inferential processes (i.e., metaperceptions) and affective
reactions (i.e., emotional experiences). I also show that performers use the inferences they make
as a result of their evaluators’ expressions to assess their own performance and make decisions.
Although previous studies on Emotion as Social Information have examined how inferential
processes and affective reactions influence behavior in negotiations and on teams, this is the first
study to examine how emotion serves as performance feedback in the dyadic evaluative contexts
that are fundamental to organizational life.

I advance Emotion as Social Information Theory by showing that evaluators’ emotional
expressions not only have the power to shape individuals’ inferences, affective reactions,
attitudes, and social behavior, but also their self-assessed performance. Previous theorizing on
Emotion as Social Information has focused mostly on how individuals’ observations of others’
emotionally expressive behavior influences their behaviors and decisions toward that other
individual. Although recent work has begun to explore how emotional expressions by one
individual may persuade another individual to form or change their attitudes (Van Kleef, van den
Berg, & Heerdink, 2015), this is the first study to examine how one person’s emotional

expressions can influence another person’s ideas about him- or herself.
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This work also extends previous work on Emotion as Social Information by exploring
how evaluators’ expressions of emotions other than anger and happiness may influence
performers. In a field setting, I find that pride may be more important than anger in real
performance evaluations. Across experiments, I find that evaluators’ anxiety and boredom, two
emotions not commonly studied by Emotion as Social Information scholars, have a strong
influence on performers’ metaperceptions, self-assessments, and decision-making.

Feedback-Seeking. This research also contributes to the vast literature on feedback-
seeking (e.g., Ashford, Blatt, & VandeWalle, 2003). Although the feedback-seeking literature is
extensive, almost all of the research has focused on the antecedents and consequences of
individuals’ decisions to seek feedback (e.g., Ashford, De Stobbeleir, & Nujella, 2016). Few
studies have examined the cues that individuals use when monitoring their environments for
feedback (for an exception, see Ashford, 1993). In their most recent review of the feedback
seeking literature, Ashford, De Stobbeleir, and Nujella (2016) called for research on cues that
people use to infer feedback, and on the relationship between emotional expression and
feedback-seeking specifically. My work demonstrates that individuals use their evaluators’
emotional expressions as an important cue when monitoring their situations for feedback.
Limitations

This research has several limitations. First, in several of my studies, participants had
limited information about their performance other than their evaluators’ emotional expressions
on which to base their metaperceptions and self-assessments. Although this is a major limitation
of Studies 2, 3, and 6, it is also the case that in many real evaluative contexts, individuals have

limited information beyond the emotional expressions of their evaluators on which to base their
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assessments. In job interviews, entrepreneurial pitches, client presentations, etc., there is often
little information conveyed by the evaluator other than their emotional expressions.

Second, participants in all studies were relatively new to their performance domains and
received little objective feedback about their performance. People are most likely to seek
feedback and incorporate it into their self-assessments when they are unfamiliar with situations
or are in the process of developing their self-assessments (e.g., Morrison, 1993). People are also
most likely to rely on interpersonal feedback when objective feedback is unavailable or
ambiguous (e.g., Jussim et al., 1992). Therefore, it may be that the effects I found here are
limited to situations in which individuals do not already have well-defined self-assessments.
Future work could explore whether the metaperceptions, self-assessments, and decision-making
of performers who have pre-established self-assessments are also influenced by the emotional
expressions of their evaluators.

Conclusion

Performers use their evaluators’ emotional expressions as interpersonal performance
feedback. In dyadic evaluative contexts such as formal performance evaluations, job interviews,
and informal feedback meetings, performers assumed that their evaluators’ emotional
expressions conveyed information about the evaluators’ assessment of their work, and used those
metaperceptions when assessing their own performance and making decisions after the
evaluation. Overall, performers assumed that their evaluators’ assessed their performance more
positively when expressing positive emotions than negative emotions. However, the specific
information communicated by discrete emotional expressions had an influence over and above

positive or negative valence alone.
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Appendix A
Script from Study 3

OPENING: “Thank you for coming in today. My job is to learn as much about you as I can in a
fairly short period of time. This will mean that you will have to do most of the talking. Hopefully
I can guide you through with questions that will give you a chance to cover the things you think
are important. While we’re talking, I might make a few notes. I hope that wont be too distracting,
but it will help me and the other people who review candidates, since we interview so many
people in a given day.

Lets get started. Why don’t you tell me about yourself?”

**30 second pause** TAKE NOTES

QUESTION 2: “In preparation for this interview, I suspect you’ve given some thoughts as to
what are your greatest strengths and how you would use them on the job if we were to hire you.
Can you talk a bit about this?”

**30 second pause** TAKE NOTES

QUESTION 3: “Why do you want this job?”

**30 second pause** TAKE NOTES

QUESTION 4: “Ok, well we’re getting to the end of our allotted time, but the last question,
which is probably the most important, is why should we hire you?”

**30 second pause** TAKE NOTES

WRAP UP: “Well, I think we’ve reached the end of our allotted time. I want to thank you very
much for coming in to talk with me today. Next steps are pretty straight forward, you know,
we’re going to go back and review all of the resumes and interviews we have conducted today
and we will be back in touch with you in about a week to talk about appropriate next steps if we
are interested. Well I think that does it! Thanks a lot.”
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Appendix B
Feedback About the Website in Study 5

"This is a pretty good start. Overall, it looks good. I really like the photographs you chose to
include because they show the focus on traditional French dishes. Though, the photographs
showing the dishes here at the bottom are a little oddly stretched. You should change the setting
so that they are not stretched to fit the space.

"Also, the look of some of the text seems a bit off. The colors you chose sometimes make the
text hard to read. Like here at the top, choosing a color so similar to the background for the name
of the restaurant and again here for the summary "about" statement in the middle. The size of the
text for the about statement should also be a bit larger. The about statement you wrote is really
good, though. I like that it emphasizes that this restaurant's mission is all about traditional French
cuisine and has a chef who has experience in this area. That will appeal to the target customers
well. The rest of the text seems to be OK sizes, but the colors of the headings on the main page--
here with location, hours--are not all the same color. Those should be updated to look more
cohesive.

"Some key information seems missing here. You should always, always include a full menu with
the names of the dishes, the ingredients, the descriptions, and prices on any restaurant website.
Also, did two of the numbers get cut off from the phone number on the home page? That is
clearly an issue.

"It might also be nice to include some photographs of the interior of the restaurant to show what

the atmosphere is like. That is something a lot of people want to see when they go to the
website."
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