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Abstract
Aesthetic judgments are influenced by both integral and incidental feelings, yet the relative
strength of these influences remains unclear. We investigated how incidental mood, integral
affect, and biospheric values affect beauty judgments of photographs depicting environmental
pollution. Participants (N = 501) were randomly assigned to a positive, neutral, or negative
mood condition before rating the beauty of images paired with neutral or negative descriptive
texts. Results replicated the moral framing effect: negative descriptive texts led to
significantly lower beauty ratings (p <.001, d =0.5). While a good mood led to higher beauty
ratings than a bad mood (p = .011, d = 0.25), the overall incidental mood effect was only
marginally significant. Biospheric values negatively predicted beauty ratings in the negative
text condition, but not in the neutral condition, suggesting that value-driven responses depend
on contextual cues. In conclusion, our findings highlight the role of integral affect in aesthetic
judgments and suggest that incidental mood effects were overshadowed. Future research
should examine whether aesthetic judgments are inherently resistant to incidental affect or if
stronger manipulations could produce more robust effects.
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Bad Beauty: The Impact of Affect and Biospheric Values on Beauty Judgments of
Environmental Pollution Photography

What makes certain individuals see beauty in polluted landscapes or depictions of
pain, while others are repelled? Aesthetic processing has intrigued scientists for over a century
(Jacobsen, 2006), with research aiming to unravel the factors that shape aesthetic experiences
and underlying feelings such as beauty, awe, or disgust (Brattico et al., 2016; Fingerhut &
Prinz, 2020; Menninghaus et al., 2019). Consistent with the popular notion that beauty is in
the eye of the beholder (Franke, 2016), the empirical literature suggests that aesthetic
processing is influenced by a wide range of individual and contextual factors, rather than
solely by physical stimulus properties (Chatterjee & Vartanian, 2014; Leder et al., 2004;
Leder & Nadal, 2014; Pelowski et al., 2017; Silvia, 2005; Wassiliwizky & Menninghaus,
2021). Indeed, while properties such as contrast (Jacobsen & Beudt, 2017; Ramachandran &
Hirstein, 1999) and symmetry (Jacobsen & Hofel, 2003) are known to affect aesthetic
processing and subsequent beauty judgments, the nature of these effects may change when
accounting for individual factors such as expertise (Darda & Cross, 2022; Else et al., 2015;
Eraetal., 2019; Leder et al., 2014, 2019), prior experience (Bara et al., 2022), affect (Duer et
al., 2024; Eskine et al., 2012; Silvia, 2009, 2013), and personality (Marschallek et al., 2021),
as well as the context of presentation (Brieber et al., 2014; Griiner et al., 2019; Millis, 2001).

The feelings-as-information theory (FAIT; Bower, 1981; Clore et al., 2001; Clore &
Huntsinger, 2007; Scherer, 2005; Schwarz, 2012; Schwarz & Clore, 2003; Tversky &
Kahneman, 1973) has established that different feelings affect decision-making and evaluative
judgments (Bruyneel et al., 2009; Dutt & Wahl, 2017; Pitts et al., 2014) — for example,
researchers found that bad mood results in less favorable judgments of life satisfaction
(Schwarz & Clore, 1983), as well as higher subjective age during midlife and old age (Dutt &
Wahl, 2017). Theoretical work suggests that aesthetic judgments are impacted by feelings in a
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2020), but experiments on this topic remain limited (Reber et al., 1998, 2004; Schwarz, 2018;
Winkielman et al., 2003) and results of the few studies that have investigated the link between
feelings and aesthetic judgments are sometimes inconsistent (Era et al., 2015; Zhang et al.,
2017). We sought to address this research gap by investigating the role of incidental and
integral feelings in the formation of beauty judgments, while also accounting for participant
values.

Our aim was to replicate and build on prior research (Duer et al., 2024), in which we
explored the beauty perceived in morally contentious photographs (Franke, 2016; Silvia &
Brown, 2007). More specifically, we showed participants photographs paired with either
neutral or negative descriptive texts. We situate these stimuli in the bad beauty framework
because all contained scenes of environmental pollution (Ukaogo et al., 2020), but some were
aesthetically pleasing and the “badness” was mainly due to the framing of the descriptive
texts. In essence, the negative affect these stimuli evoke is highly dependent on participant
values and moral framing. This complex interplay connects to other frameworks of aesthetic
responses, such as enjoyment of negative emotions or aesthetic awe, where positive and
negative elements also coexist and influence each other (Eskine et al., 2012; Menninghaus et
al., 2019).

In our original study (Duer et al., 2024), participants felt worse when contemplating
photographs paired with negative descriptive texts (descriptions of adverse effects on the
environment) and rated these photographs as less beautiful than the same photographs paired
with neutral texts (general information about the locations). While these findings allow for
inferences about the role of affect in aesthetic processing, the feelings evoked by the
photographs and descriptive texts were integral (Bodenhausen, 1993; Bodenhausen et al.,
1994; Schwarz, 2012) to the objects of judgment, thus providing valid information about the
participants” attitude towards the stimuli. This made the subsequent beauty judgments biased,

but functional. The FAIT, however, posits that the informational value of feelings extends to
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incidental feelings, i.e., feelings induced by a source with no real informational value to a
subsequent judgment (Messner & Winke, 2011; Schwarz, 2012; Schwarz & Clore, 1983) —a
claim that is underexplored in the field of empirical aesthetics.

Building on the FAIT, we conceptually replicated our prior experiment (Duer et al.,
2024) and expanded its scope by introducing incidental mood alongside integral affect
manipulations. This allowed us to test the joint influence of different affective sources in a
single design and address the underlying question whether beauty judgments are solely guided
by stimulus-related feelings, or also susceptible to unrelated affective states. Since incidental
feelings (e.g., mood) affect a large portion of daily experiences, it is crucial to understand
their role in aesthetic processing. If mood systematically alters beauty judgments, this would
have broad implications for art appreciation and media consumption. Given the effects of
mood in other domains (Siemer & Reisenzein, 1998), it is reasonable to assume such an
influence.

In the present study, we induced good or bad mood (and a neutral control condition)
through an established mood induction technique (MIT) and observed its influence on
aesthetic judgments, using the stimulus set from our previous work (see Supplementary
Material C). As in the original study, photographs were paired with either neutral or negative
descriptive texts. We chose beauty as the domain of judgment because of its central role in
empirical aesthetics (Jacobsen et al., 2004), and define it as a judgment that can reflect both
perceptual features and affective responses (Silvia, 2005).

Following the FAIT, we expected the neutral descriptive texts to cause stronger
positive affect than the negative descriptive texts, which participants should attribute to the
photographs, thereby influencing beauty ratings. Within the bad beauty framework, we refer
to this pattern as the moral framing effect. Consistently, we predicted a main effect of the
descriptive text condition (Neutral vs. Negative), where beauty ratings are higher in the

neutral condition than in the negative condition.



Furthermore, we expected participants” mood to inform beauty judgments in the same
way as integral affect. This should result in lower beauty ratings when participants are in a
bad mood than when they are in a good mood. Quantitatively, we predicted a main effect of
the mood condition (Good vs. Neutral vs. Bad), where beauty ratings are higher in the good
mood condition than in the neutral and bad conditions, and higher in the neutral mood
condition than in the bad condition.

Values are an integral part to explain reactions to the photographs we use in our study
because they are the primary source of affective responses to morally charged stimuli
(Diessner et al., 2008; Jacobsen & Beudt, 2017; Pohling & Diessner, 2016). Participants with
higher levels of biospheric values (i.e., who care about the environment and its preservation;
de Groot & Steg, 2008; Dietz et al., 2005; Steg et al., 2014; van der Werft et al., 2013) should
experience a stronger value intrusion when confronted with environmental pollution than
participants with lower levels of biospheric values (Diessner et al., 2022; Smith &
Leiserowitz, 2014). This value intrusion should result in negative affect, which, in turn,
should translate to lower beauty ratings, as indicated by the FAIT (Schwarz, 2012). In the
neutral descriptive texts condition, however, biospheric values are primarily challenged by the
photographs whereas in the negative condition, they are additionally challenged by the
descriptive texts. Therefore, participants should experience a stronger value intrusion and
subsequent affective response in the negative condition than in the neutral condition. Thus, we
predicted a negative relationship between biospheric values and beauty ratings, and a
moderation effect of the descriptive text, where the relationship between biospheric values
and beauty ratings is more strongly negative in the negative than in the neutral condition.

Finally, incidental mood should influence the relationship between biospheric values
and beauty ratings. This is because research on mood and processing styles (Forgas, 1990,
1995; Schwarz, 2012) suggests that when individuals are in a good mood, they are generally

less critical in their information processing than when they are in a bad mood. Consequently,
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negative content should pose a less pronounced value intrusion, less pronounced negative
affect, and higher beauty ratings when participants are in a good mood. Thus, we predicted a
moderation effect of the MIT condition on the relationship between biospheric values and
beauty ratings. More specifically, we expected a stronger negative relationship in the bad
mood condition than in the neutral and good mood conditions, and a stronger negative
relationship in the neutral than in the good mood condition.
Method

We report how we determined our sample size, all data exclusions (if any), all
manipulations, and all measures in the study (Simmons et al., 2012). All data was collected
using the online tool Unipark, statistical analyses were conducted with R v4.2.2 (imported
packages: tidyverse, ez, car, Isr, ggplot2, ggsignif, olstr, jtools, moments, Imtest), and sample
size calculations were conducted with G*Power v3.1.9.7 (Faul et al., 2007). Photographs and
descriptive texts are available in Supplementary Material C. The dataset of the main study is
available in an online repository (see Supplementary Material E).
Sample Size and Participants

We conducted an a priori power analysis for the main effect of incidental mood in a
3(Mood Condition: Good vs. Neutral vs. Bad) x 2(Descriptive Text: Neutral vs. Negative)
between-subjects ANOVA. Assuming a small to medium effect size of = 0.20, a power of
0.95, and a significance criterion of 0.05, the required sample size was N = 390 participants.
Because online studies are likely to cause a reduction in statistical power (Birnbaum, 2004a),
we targeted a sample size of 500 participants. Our final sample of N = 501 exceeded this
target.

The data collection was conducted pseudo-anonymously and all participants provided
informed consent. Participants in the pre-analysis were recruited at the Helmut Schmidt
University / University of the Federal Armed Forces Hamburg and received course credit as

compensation for completion. For more information about the pre-analysis, please see



Supplementary Material A. Participants in the main study were recruited via a professional
panel service and were evenly distributed across gender, age, and education. They received
one euro of monetary compensation upon completion of the experiment. We conducted the
study in accordance with the World Medical Association’s Declaration of Helsinki and the
Ethical Guidelines of the German Association of Psychologists (DGPs). Given the nature of
the bad mood condition, we applied for (and received) ethical approval from the Ethics
Committee of Psychology at the Helmut Schmidt University. Additionally, we included a
warning in the bad mood condition to avoid the risk of triggering potential trauma (Goritz,
2007; Verheyen & Goritz, 2009).

In total, 998 individuals opened the study, three were screened out because of their
age, 70 were screened out because of their mental health, six were screened out because they
falsely replied to our control item, 95 were screened out because they met our criteria for
photography expertise, 13 chose to quit the study because of the trigger warning in the bad
mood condition, and 310 quit the study for other, unspecified reasons. Regarding age, we
screened out all participants who were younger than 18 and older than 100. We chose to
screen out participants with a self-reported mental disorder because they would potentially be
subjected to a negative mood induction. Towards the beginning of the study, we implemented
a control item (“I understand that this is a control item and select ‘No’.”) to screen out
inattentive participants. We chose to screen out photography experts because their method of
information processing may have influenced the effects that we examined in the study (Else et
al., 2015; Leder et al., 2014). The final sample consisted of 501 German speakers. Of these
participants, 166 were in the good mood condition (86 male, 80 female; Agemean = 50.70,
Agesp = 15.86, Agerange = 20—89), 166 were in the neutral mood condition (73 male, 91
female, 2 diverse; Agemean = 49.73, Agesp = 16.58, Agerange = 21-85), and 169 were in the

bad mood condition (89 male, 80 female, Agemean = 48.88, Agesp = 15.61, Agerange = 21-81).



For detailed information about participant characteristics, please see Supplementary Material
B.
Research Design and Procedure

Participants were randomly assigned to a mood condition and a descriptive text
condition. They rated each of the 25 photographs in terms of perceived beauty. All data
collection was conducted online, and we did not impose any restrictions regarding time, place,
or device used. The median session length in the main study was approximately 13 minutes
and 20 seconds. Upon clicking on the study link, participants gave informed consent and were
screened for age, mental health, and photography expertise, before responding to the control
item. They were then randomly assigned to a mood condition and read the corresponding text.
We instructed participants to pay close attention, as they would allegedly be asked questions
about text perception later in the experiment. Each text was shown for a minimum of three
minutes before participants could continue with the experimental procedure, in order to
encourage participants to read thoroughly. After reading the text, participants were instructed
to complete filler tasks to pass time until they answered the text perception questions: rating
the photographs, providing demographic information, and responding to the mood item and
biospheric values questionnaire (in this order). During the rating task, one trial consisted of a
large version of the photograph appearing on the screen for three seconds, after which a
smaller version of the photograph appeared on the left side of the screen, and its
corresponding descriptive text appeared on the right side next to it. After an additional seven
seconds, the scale for the beauty rating appeared below the descriptive text. This procedure
was repeated for each photograph in randomized order. Finally, participants were briefed that
there would be no text perception questions and then thanked for participating.
Stimuli and Conditions

We used the stimulus set from our previous study (Duer et al., 2024), which consisted

of 25 photographs of environmental pollution sources that were handpicked from a large pool
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of pre-selected images. The photographs were standardized in terms of resolution and aspect
ratio (Fekete et al., 2022), and were rated by a student sample (N = 138) on several
dimensions (see Duer et al., 2024, for more detailed information about the stimulus set). Each
photograph was paired with either a neutral or a negative descriptive text, which consisted of
a reference to where the image was taken, and either general information (Neutral Condition)
or information about its content’s adverse environmental effects (Negative Condition). The
texts were controlled in terms of word and character count, and rated in terms of perceived
valence (Duer et al., 2024). During the experiment, participants in the neutral descriptive text
condition were prompted with each photograph and its corresponding neutral text, and vice
versa. All photographs and corresponding descriptive texts used in the original and current
study are in Supplementary Material C.

In contrast to our previous study (Duer et al., 2024), we also applied a mood induction
for which we used an established MIT that has been developed for online use, with kind
permission from the authors (Goritz, 2007; Verheyen & Goritz, 2009). In this MIT,
participants were instructed to read one of three texts. In the neutral condition, participants
read an excerpt from the book Hawking, which describes humankind’s evolving image of the
universe over time. In the good mood condition, participants were shown funny passages that
teachers had found in children’s essays. In the bad mood condition, participants were
confronted with a text that describes two electric chair executions. In one publication
(Verheyen & Goritz, 2009), the authors used only the texts to induce mood, whereas in
another publication (Goritz, 2007), each text was accompanied by two images. Mood
differences between the conditions were larger for plain texts than for texts with
accompanying images. Given these counter-intuitive results, we decided to test both versions
of the MIT, prompting half of the participants with texts and images, and the other half with
plain texts. For more information about the origin and usage of the MIT, please see

Supplementary Material D.
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Measures
Beauty

Participants rated each photograph based on the question “Is this a beautiful picture?”
on a seven-point Likert scale (1 = “not at all”’; 7 = “very much”; Duer et al., 2024; Weigand &
Jacobsen, 2022). We used single-item measures for both beauty and mood to reduce demand
effects and maintain task simplicity, acknowledging that single-items do not allow internal
consistency measures. However, beauty ratings were repeated across 25 stimuli and single-
item mood measures have been successfully used in other studies (Goritz, 2007; Messner &
Winke, 2011; Schwarz & Clore, 1983). Additionally, a single mood item can sometimes
capture mood more precisely than elaborate scales, which cover very specific emotions and
affective stances, that may not be relevant to the current investigation (Gluth et al., 2010;
Watson et al., 1988).
Mood

Participants were prompted with the item “How is your current mood?” (Verheyen &
Goritz, 2009), and responded on a seven-point Likert scale (1 = “very bad”; 4 = “neutral”; 7 =
“very good”).
Biospheric Values

Participants were asked to state the importance of the following values “as guiding
principles in their lives”: (1) “Respecting the earth: harmony with other species”, (2) “Unity
with nature: fitting into nature”, (3) “Protecting the environment: preserving nature”, and (4)
“Preventing pollution: protecting natural resources”. Responses were given on a continuous
scale (0 = “not important”; 100 = “extremely important”). We adapted these items from de
Groot and Steg (2008; see also Steg et al., 2014; van der Werff et al., 2013), but modified the
scale. More specifically, we excluded -1 = “opposed to my principles” and included 101 total
responses rather than nine. Participants were encouraged to consider the entire scale, as prior

work (Duer et al., 2024) had shown that about 25 % of participants selected the maximum
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value. For statistical analysis, the four dimensions were aggregated into a single composite
value. The biospheric values scale was translated into German using the back translation
method (Brislin, 1970).
Expertise

Individuals who responded to at least one of the following items with “yes” were
excluded from participation: (1) I consider myself to be a photography expert, (2) I have at
least five years of professional experience in photography, (3) I am currently working in the
field of photography professionally.
Demographics

We collected the following demographic measures: age, gender identity, occupation,
and education.

Results

For all statistical tests, we employed a significance criterion of .05. Cohens d values
are stated unsigned. We used bootstrapping for all moderation analyses and unless otherwise
specified, all bootstrapping procedures substantiated the original results. Unless otherwise
specified, all statistical assumptions were met. For descriptive statistics, please see
Supplementary Material B.
Manipulation Check and Group Differences

A pre-analysis (N = 72) revealed a significant difference in mood following the MIT
(F(2,69)=5.25, p=.008, n?> = .132, medium-sized effect; (Levine & Hullett, 2002;
Richardson, 2011). A series of one-tailed Welch t-tests with a Bonferroni adjustment indicated
that participants in the good mood condition (M = 4.88, SD = 1.23) reported better mood than
participants in the neutral condition (M =4.04, SD = 1.17; (47) =2.43, p = .028, d =0.70,
medium-sized effect; Cohen, 1988) and bad mood condition (M = 3.74, SD = 1.36; #(44) =
3.01, p=.007, d = 0.88, large effect; Cohen, 1988). Participants in the neutral condition

reported better mood than participants in the bad mood condition, but this difference was non-
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significant (#(44) = 0.82, p = .626, d = 0.24, small effect; Cohen, 1988). Considering (1) that
every mean comparison resulted in at least a small effect, (2) the significant ANOVA with a
medium-sized effect, and (3) that the MIT had already been proven to work in two other
studies (Goritz, 2007; Verheyen & Goritz, 2009), we concluded the MIT to be successful. For
more information about the pre-analysis, please see Supplementary Material A.

We computed a 3 (Mood Condition: Good vs. Neutral vs. Bad) x 2 (Descriptive Text:
Neutral vs. Negative) between-subjects ANOVA to explore whether participants between the
experimental conditions differed in terms of their biospheric values. There was no significant
difference between the mood conditions (F(2, 495) = 0.40, p = .667) or the descriptive text
conditions (F(1, 495) = 0.28, p =.597). The ANOVA indicated a significant interaction (F(2,
495) =5.26, p =.021), but Tukey Honest Significant Difference tests revealed that there were
no significant differences between any two groups, when accounting for Type I error
accumulation.

Beauty Ratings as a Function of Descriptive Texts

A one-tailed Welch t-test (Descriptive Text: Neutral vs. Negative) revealed that
participants in the neutral descriptive text condition (M = 3.73, SD = 0.98) reported higher
beauty ratings than participants in the negative condition (M = 3.21, SD = 1.07; #(496) = 5.58,
p <.001, d=0.50, medium-sized effect; Cohen, 1988).

Beauty Ratings as a Function of the MIT

A between-subjects ANOVA (Mood Condition: Good vs. Neutral vs. Bad) revealed a
difference approaching significance in beauty ratings between the mood conditions (F(2, 498)
=2.52, p=.081, > =.010, small effect; Levine & Hullett, 2002; Richardson, 2011). Because
of our predictions regarding group comparisons and current statistical recommendations
(Midway et al., 2020), we conducted planned contrasts. A series of one-tailed Welch t-tests
with a Bonferroni adjustment showed that participants in the good mood condition (M = 3.59,

SD = 1.00) reported higher beauty ratings than participants in the bad mood condition (M =
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3.33,SD =1.04; #333)=2.29, p =.011, d = 0.25, small effect; Cohen, 1988). Beauty ratings

between participants in the good and neutral mood conditions (M = 3.49, SD = 1.12; #(326) =

0.79, p = .216, d = 0.09, negligible effect; Cohen, 1988), and participants in the neutral and
bad mood conditions (#330) = 1.38, p =.084, d = 0.15, negligible effect; Cohen, 1988) did
not differ significantly.

An exploratory 3 (Mood Condition: Good vs. Neutral vs. Bad) x 2 (Descriptive Text:
Neutral vs. Negative) between-subjects ANOVA indicated that there was no interaction

between the mood condition and the descriptive text condition with respect to beauty ratings

(F(2,495)=1.25, p = .287, n* = .005, negligible effect; Levine & Hullett, 2002; Richardson,

2011). Please see Figure 1 for a visual representation of the analyses described above.

Figure 1

Beauty Ratings as a Function of MIT and Descriptive Text
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Beauty Ratings as a Function of Biospheric Values and the Descriptive Texts

We computed a linear regression which revealed a significant effect of biospheric
values on beauty ratings (b =-0.01, 95% CI [-0.011, -0.001], # =-0.101, 95% CI [-0.188, -
0.013], t=-2.26, p = .024, R* = .010, small effect; Cohen, 1988). To further explore this
relationship, we added the descriptive text condition to the model and conducted a moderation
analysis (Hayes PROCESS for R, v4.3.1, Model 1) with biospheric values as the predictor
(X), beauty ratings as the dependent variable (Y), and the descriptive text condition as the
moderator (M). This analysis revealed a significant moderation effect (F(1, 497)=7.58, p =
006, R’change = .014, small effect; Cohen, 1988). The conditional effect of X on'Y in the
neutral condition was not significant (b = 0.002, 95% CI [-0.005, 0.008], 5 = 0.026, 95% CI [-
0.095, 0.146], t = 0.42, p = .675, R* = .001, negligible effect; Cohen, 1988), and the
conditional effect in the negative condition was significant (b =-0.012, 95% CI [-0.019, -
0.005], #=-0.211, 95% CI [-0.330, -0.093], ¢ = -3.50, p < .001, R’ = .045, small effect;
Cohen, 1988). In other words, we found no significant relationship between biospheric values
and beauty ratings in the neutral condition, and a significant negative relationship between
biospheric values and beauty ratings in the negative condition. The moderation analysis
revealed that, in total, biospheric values, the descriptive text condition, and their interaction
accounted for 8.17% of the variance in beauty ratings (R’ = .082, small effect; Cohen, 1988;
F(3,456) =14.73, p <.001).
Beauty Ratings as a Function of Biospheric Values and the MIT

In order to explore the impact of the mood condition (M) on the relationship between
biospheric values (X) and beauty ratings (Y), we conducted a moderation analysis (Hayes
PROCESS for R, v4.3.1, Model 1). This analysis revealed a non-significant moderation effect
(F(1,497)=0.25, p = .618, R’change = .001, negligible effect; Cohen, 1988). The conditional
effect of X on Y in the good mood condition was not significant (b =-0.004, 95% CI [-0.012,

0.004], =-0.071, 95% CI [-0.206, 0.065], t = 1.02, p = .307, R? = .005, negligible effect;
15



Cohen, 1988), the conditional effect in the neutral condition was significant (b = -0.006, 95%
CI[-0.011,-0.001], B =-0.098, 95% CI [-0.186, -0.011], ¢ =-2.21, p = .028, R’ = .010, small
effect; Cohen, 1988), and the conditional effect in the bad mood condition was approaching
significance (b = -0.007, 95% CI [-0.015, 0.001], f# =-0.126, 95% CI [-0.269, -0.018], t = -
1.72, p = .085, R’ = .016, small effect; Cohen, 1988). The moderation analysis revealed that,
in total, biospheric values, the descriptive text condition, and their interaction accounted for
1.96% of the variance in beauty ratings (R’ = .020, small effect; Cohen, 1988; F(3, 497) =
14.73, p = .020).
Discussion

In this study, we investigated the impact of incidental and integral affect and
biospheric values on the perceived beauty in photographs depicting environmental pollution
sources. First, we predicted that the descriptive texts condition would result in higher beauty
ratings when showing neutral than negative descriptive texts. The results clearly supported
this prediction, thus replicating the moral framing effect from our previous study (Duer et al.,
2024), although the magnitude of this effect is arguably dependent on whether the content of
the photographs is experienced as “bad” in the first place (Diessner et al., 2022). If an
individual does not care about the preservation of the environment, there will be no mismatch
between their values and the content of the photographs (de Groot & Steg, 2008; Jacobsen &
Beudt, 2017). Therefore, there is little potential for negative affect in either condition,
reducing the presumed effect size. Regarding our choice of stimulus material, please note that
environmental pollution in itself is not our focus of research, but an arbitrary instantiation of
bad beauty. We use it simply as a vehicle to induce a mismatch between content and values
which, in turn, induces negative affect because the majority of the population is negatively
inclined towards environmental pollution (de Groot & Steg, 2008; Jacobsen & Beudt, 2017;
Steg et al., 2014). Likewise, we did not seek to investigate biospheric values as a construct but

used it as a proxy for this mismatch. These notions have important implications regarding the
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overarching question of how feelings, especially moods, influence aesthetic judgments. Prior
research has shown an inherent connection between moral beauty and positive affective
responses (Diessner et al., 2008; Pohling & Diessner, 2016), and between moral standing and
physical beauty (He et al., 2022; Klebl et al., 2021). Our study is consistent with these
findings, but the exact nature of the underlying eftfect needs to be further investigated. Future
studies should investigate the moral framing effect for various instantiations of negativity,
e.g., images depicting war, poverty, or social injustice (Aquino et al., 2007).

Second, we predicted that incidental mood would lead to progressively lower beauty
ratings from the good to the neutral to the bad mood conditions. Descriptively, beauty ratings
followed the predicted pattern, but only the difference between the good and bad mood
conditions reached significance. Therefore, the predicted linear trend was not supported,
indicating that mood effects on beauty judgments were minimal. One explanation is that
integral affect effects are often stronger (Slovic et al., 2007) and less subjective to distortion
(Messner & Winke, 2011; Schwarz, 2012). Additionally, the impact of the MIT was less
immediate than that of the descriptive texts. The weak effect of incidental mood suggests that
aesthetic judgments may be more resistant to mood influences than assumed. Given the
dominant role of integral affect, incidental mood may have had limited influence on beauty
judgments. While this resembles real-world interaction with aesthetic stimuli (i.e., ecological
validity), future studies may isolate mood effects more directly, for example by removing
deliberate manipulations of integral affect.

Third, we predicted a negative relationship between biospheric values and beauty
ratings which interacts with the descriptive texts condition. Both predictions were
substantiated by descriptive and inferential statistics. Upon closer inspection, however, the
results only indicated a negative relationship in the negative but not in the neutral condition.
Since we found this pattern in our previous study (Duer et al., 2024), it cannot reasonably be

attributed to noise in the data. Instead, the results suggest that the photographs are not able to
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induce a noticeable value intrusion without the descriptive texts. One possible explanation is
that participants in the neutral condition were distracted from the negative content when
reading the texts, which may have mitigated the subsequent value intrusion to a point where it
no longer had an effect on beauty ratings. In the negative condition, however, the descriptive
texts directed the participants” attention to the negative content elements. This should have
different effects for participants with higher or lower levels of biospheric values, which could
explain the observed effect. Another explanation is different processing styles (Forgas, 1990,
1995; Schwarz, 2012) that may have been induced by the descriptive texts. More specifically,
the negative descriptive texts may have induced negative affect independent of the
photographs, resulting in a more critical processing style. This may have led participants to
consider their values and reasoning to a higher degree when contemplating an associated
photograph and judging its beauty. Both possibilities could explain why we only found a
relationship between biospheric values and beauty ratings in the negative condition and
deserve to be investigated in future studies.

Finally, we predicted that the relationship between biospheric values and beauty
ratings would interact with incidental affect, resulting in a progressively stronger negative
relationship from the good to the neutral to the bad mood condition. This hypothesis was not
substantiated, as the moderation effect was negligible (Cohen, 1988) and not statistically
significant. Exploratory analyses revealed that the descriptive pattern of the conditional
effects matched the predicted pattern. However, while this may suggest that the effect was
present but underpowered, it does not warrant support for the hypothesis beyond further
investigating the effect in a future study. Beyond a limitation in statistical power, one possible
explanation for the lack of significant results is that processing styles did not influence how
participants with varying biospheric values evaluated the stimulus contents. This explanation
contradicts existing research (Schwarz, 2012; Schwarz & Clore, 1983), as well as the results

of our moderation analysis (X = Biospheric Values; Y = Beauty; M = Descriptive Texts),
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given the assumption that the descriptive texts modulated processing styles through the
affective responses they evoked. A more likely explanation is that the moderation effect size
was negligible due to interference with integral feelings induced by the descriptive texts,
which adversely affected statistical power. This would be consistent with (although not
substantiate) the originally hypothesized mechanism, as well as the descriptive pattern of
results. Future studies should investigate the moderation effect in isolation—specifically, in an
experiment using neutral stimuli and no integral affect manipulation (Jacobsen & Héfel,
2002).

Overall, although several effects reached statistical significance, most effect sizes were
small (Cohen, 1988; Richardson, 2011). This indicates that the practical impact of incidental
mood on aesthetic judgments is limited, and that biospheric values, as a proxy for value
intrusion, exerted only modest effects. Integral affect, on the other hand, produced medium-
sized and consistent effects. Therefore, our findings suggest that beauty judgments are more
strongly shaped by immediate and content-related feelings than by unrelated mood states.
Limitations

Online studies have several drawbacks, including potential distractions from the study,
different display methods and screen sizes, and generally less experimental control of nearly
every variable (Birnbaum, 2004a, 2004b). While online protocols offer advantages (Verheyen
& Goritz, 2009), these drawbacks must be carefully addressed in order to ensure high-quality
data collection. We employed several strategies to mitigate these negative effects, such as
control items, screen-outs, and a larger sample size than otherwise recommended by a-priori
power analyses. In retrospect, we have no indication for a systematic influence of the
aforementioned factors on our results.

While we used an established MIT (Goritz, 2007; Verheyen & Goritz, 2009) to induce
incidental mood and tested its effectiveness in a pre-analysis, a direct manipulation check of

the MIT was not feasible in the main study. This is because we only collected data on mood
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after the rating task, a point in the experiment at which mood was heavily influenced by the
photographs and descriptive texts. This was, however, a methodological necessity, because
drawing attention to the participants” mood may have influenced its effect on subsequent
beauty ratings (Schwarz, 2012; Schwarz & Clore, 1983). Indeed, Messner and Wénke
(Messner & Winke, 2011) found that asking participants about their mood before a rating task
eliminated its effect on a subsequent evaluative judgment. Future studies should address this
limitation, e.g., by utilizing biofeedback during the study to measure mood changes after the
mood induction and over the course of the study (see Leder et al., 2014).

Conclusion

The FAIT provides a robust framework for understanding how various feelings shape
evaluative judgments, yet its application to aesthetic processing remains underexplored. Our
work contributes to bridging this gap by demonstrating that both integral and incidental affect
may influence beauty judgments of morally contentious photographs, i.e., photographs
depicting environmental pollution.

We successfully replicated prior findings that integral affect (elicited by descriptive
texts) modulates beauty judgments (Duer et al., 2024). In contrast, incidental mood showed
only a weak and inconsistent influence, with beauty ratings descriptively following the
predicted direction but not supporting a robust effect beyond the comparison between good
and bad mood. Finally, we found further evidence that values influence beauty judgments,
especially when contextual presentation factors are at odds with these values.

Future research should further isolate incidental mood effects, potentially using neutral
stimuli and removing integral affect manipulations. Expanding the scope to different forms of
morally charged content, such as images of war, poverty, or social injustice, may also yield

deeper insights into how feelings and values affect aesthetic processing.
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Data Availability

We provide the dataset of the main study here: https://doi.org/10.23668/psycharchives.21441.

Please see Supplementary Material E for additional information about the dataset.

21



References

Aquino, K., Reed, A., Thau, S., & Freeman, D. (2007). A grotesque and dark beauty: How
moral identity and mechanisms of moral disengagement influence cognitive and
emotional reactions to war. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 43(3), 385—
392. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2006.05.013

Bara, 1., Binney, R. J., & Ramsey, R. (2022). Investigating the role of working memory
resources across aesthetic and non-aesthetic judgements. Quarterly Journal of
Experimental Psychology (2006), 17470218221101876.
https://doi.org/10.1177/17470218221101876

Birnbaum, M. (2004a). Human research and data collection via the internet. Annual Review of
Psychology, 55, 803—832. https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.psych.55.090902.141601

Birnbaum, M. (2004b). Methodological and Ethical Issues in Conducting Social Psychology
Research via the Internet. (pp. 359-382). https://doi.org/10.4135/9781412976190.n16

Bodenhausen, G. V. (1993). Emotions, Arousal, and Stereotypic Judgments: A Heuristic
Model of Affect and Stereotyping. In D. M. Mackie & D. L. Hamilton (Eds.), Affect,
Cognition and Stereotyping (pp. 13—37). Academic Press.
https://doi.org/10.1016/B978-0-08-088579-7.50006-5

Bodenhausen, G. V., Kramer, G. P., & Siisser, K. (1994). Happiness and stereotypic thinking
in social judgment. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 66, 621-632.
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.66.4.621

Bower, G. H. (1981). Mood and memory. American Psychologist, 36, 129—148.
https://doi.org/10.1037/0003-066X.36.2.129

Brattico, E., Bogert, B., Alluri, V., Tervaniemi, M., Eerola, T., & Jacobsen, T. (2016). It’s Sad

but I Like It: The Neural Dissociation Between Musical Emotions and Liking in

22



Experts and Laypersons. Frontiers in Human Neuroscience, 9.
https://www.frontiersin.org/articles/10.3389/fnhum.2015.00676

Brieber, D., Nadal, M., Leder, H., & Rosenberg, R. (2014). Art in Time and Space: Context
Modulates the Relation between Art Experience and Viewing Time. PLOS ONE, 9(6),
€99019. https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0099019

Brislin, R. W. (1970). Back-Translation for Cross-Cultural Research. Journal of Cross-
Cultural Psychology, 1(3), 185-216. https://doi.org/10.1177/135910457000100301

Bruyneel, S. D., Dewitte, S., Franses, P. H., & Dekimpe, M. G. (2009). I felt low and my
purse feels light: Depleting mood regulation attempts affect risk decision making.
Journal of Behavioral Decision Making, 22(2), 153—-170.
https://doi.org/10.1002/bdm.619

Chatterjee, A., & Vartanian, O. (2014). Neuroaesthetics. Trends in Cognitive Sciences, 18(7),
370-375. https://doi.org/10.1016/].tics.2014.03.003

Clore, G. L., Gasper, K., & Garvin, E. (2001). Affect as information. In J. P. Forgas (Ed.),
Handbook of affect and social cognition (pp. 121-144). Lawrence Erlbaum Associates
Publishers.

Clore, G. L., & Huntsinger, J. R. (2007). How emotions inform judgment and regulate
thought. Trends in Cognitive Sciences, 11(9), 393—-399. Scopus.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tics.2007.08.005

Cohen, J. (1988). Statistical Power Analysis for the Behavioral Sciences (2nd ed.). Routledge.
https://doi.org/10.4324/9780203771587

Darda, K. M., & Cross, E. S. (2022). The role of expertise and culture in visual art
appreciation. Scientific Reports, 12(1). Scopus. https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-022-
14128-7

de Groot, J. I. M., & Steg, L. (2008). Value orientations to explain beliefs related to

environmental significant behavior: How to measure egoistic, altruistic, and biospheric
23



value orientations. Environment and Behavior, 40, 330-354.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0013916506297831

Diessner, R., Klebl, C., Mowry, G., & Pohling, R. (2022). Natural and Moral Beauty Have
Indirect Effects on Proenvironmental Behavior. Ecopsychology, 14(2), 71-82.
https://doi.org/10.1089/ec0.2021.0038

Diessner, R., Solom, R. D., Frost, N. K., Parsons, L., & Davidson, J. (2008). Engagement
With Beauty: Appreciating Natural, Artistic, and Moral Beauty. The Journal of
Psychology, 142(3), 303—332. https://doi.org/10.3200/JRLP.142.3.303-332

Dietz, T., Fitzgerald, A., & Shwom, R. (2005). Environmental values. Annual Review of
Environment and Resources, 30, 335-372. Scopus.
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.energy.30.050504.144444

Duer, C., Weiler, S. M., & Jacobsen, T. (2024). Bad beauty: Aesthetic judgments are
influenced by references to morally contentious content in photographs. Acta
Psychologica, 248, 104404. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.actpsy.2024.104404

Dutt, A. J., & Wahl, H.-W. (2017). Feeling sad makes us feel older: Effects of a sad-mood
induction on subjective age. Psychology and Aging, 32(5), 412—418.
https://doi.org/10.1037/pag0000179

Else, J. E., Ellis, J., & Orme, E. (2015). Art expertise modulates the emotional response to
modern art, especially abstract: An ERP investigation. Frontiers in Human
Neuroscience, 9. https://doi.org/10.3389/fnhum.2015.00525

Era, V., Candidi, M., & Aglioti, S. M. (2015). Subliminal presentation of emotionally negative
vs positive primes increases the perceived beauty of target stimuli. Experimental Brain
Research, 233(11), 3271-3281. Scopus. https://doi.org/10.1007/s00221-015-4395-5

Era, V., Candidi, M., & Aglioti, S. M. (2019). Contextual and social variables modulate
aesthetic appreciation of bodily and abstract art stimuli. Acta Psychologica, 199.

Scopus. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.actpsy.2019.102881
24



Eskine, K. J., Kacinik, N. A., & Prinz, J. J. (2012). Stirring images: Fear, not happiness or
arousal, makes art more sublime. Emotion, 12, 1071-1074.
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0027200

Faul, F., Erdfelder, E., Lang, A.-G., & Buchner, A. (2007). G*Power 3: A flexible statistical
power analysis program for the social, behavioral, and biomedical sciences. Behavior
Research Methods, 39(2), 175—-191. Scopus. https://doi.org/10.3758/BF03193146

Fekete, A., Pelowski, M., Specker, E., Brieber, D., Rosenberg, R., & Leder, H. (2022). The
Vienna Art Picture System (VAPS): A Data Set of 999 Paintings and Subjective
Ratings for Art and Aesthetics Research. Psychology of Aesthetics, Creativity, and the
Arts. Scopus. https://doi.org/10.1037/aca0000460

Fingerhut, J., & Prinz, J. J. (2020). Aesthetic Emotions Reconsidered. The Monist, 103(2),
223-239. https://doi.org/10.1093/monist/onz037

Forgas, J. P. (1990). Affective influences on individual and group judgments. European
Journal of Social Psychology, 20(5), 441-453.
https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.2420200506

Forgas, J. P. (1995). Mood and judgment: The affect infusion model (AIM). Psychological
Bulletin, 117(1), 39—66. https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.117.1.39

Franke, A. (2016). La paradoja de la fealdad / The Paradox of Ugliness. Bogota: Ediciones
Uniandes.

Gluth, S., Ebner, N. C., & Schmiedek, F. (2010). Attitudes toward younger and older adults:
The German Aging Semantic Differential. International Journal of Behavioral
Development, 34(2), 147-158. https://doi.org/10.1177/0165025409350947

Goritz, A. S. (2007). The Induction of Mood via the WWW. Motivation and Emotion, 31(1),

35-47. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11031-006-9047-4

25



Griiner, S., Specker, E., & Leder, H. (2019). Effects of Context and Genuineness in the
Experience of Art. Empirical Studies of the Arts, 37(2), 138—152.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0276237418822896

He, D., Workman, C. 1., He, X., & Chatterjee, A. (2022). What is good is beautiful (and what
isn’t, isn’t): How moral character affects perceived facial attractiveness. Psychology of
Aesthetics, Creativity, and the Arts, No Pagination Specified-No Pagination Specified.
https://doi.org/10.1037/aca0000454

Jacobsen, T. (2006). Bridging the Arts and Sciences: A Framework for the Psychology of
Aesthetics. Leonardo, 39(2), 155-162. https://doi.org/10.1162/1eon.2006.39.2.155

Jacobsen, T., & Beudt, S. (2017). Stability and Variability in Aesthetic Experience: A Review.
Frontiers in Psychology, §.
https://www.frontiersin.org/articles/10.3389/fpsyg.2017.00143

Jacobsen, T., Buchta, K., Kohler, M., & Schroger, E. (2004). The Primacy of Beauty in
Judging the Aesthetics of Objects. Psychological Reports, 94(3_suppl), 1253-1260.
https://doi.org/10.2466/pr0.94.3¢.1253-1260

Jacobsen, T., & Hofel, L. (2002). Aesthetic Judgments of Novel Graphic Patterns: Analyses of
Individual Judgments. Perceptual and Motor Skills, 95(3), 755-766.
https://doi.org/10.2466/pms.2002.95.3.755

Jacobsen, T., & Hofel, L. (2003). Descriptive and evaluative judgment processes: Behavioral
and electrophysiological indices of processing symmetry and aesthetics. Cognitive,
Affective, & Behavioral Neuroscience, 3(4), 289-299.
https://doi.org/10.3758/CABN.3.4.289

Klebl, C., Luo, Y., Tan, N. P.-J., Ping Ern, J. T., & Bastian, B. (2021). Beauty of the Beast:
Beauty as an important dimension in the moral standing of animals. Journal of

Environmental Psychology, 75, 101624. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvp.2021.101624

26



Leder, H., Belke, B., Oeberst, A., & Augustin, D. (2004). A model of aesthetic appreciation
and aesthetic judgments. British Journal of Psychology, 95(4), 489-508.
https://doi.org/10.1348/0007126042369811

Leder, H., Gerger, G., Brieber, D., & Schwarz, N. (2014). What makes an art expert? Emotion
and evaluation in art appreciation. Cognition and Emotion, 28(6), 1137-1147. Scopus.
https://doi.org/10.1080/02699931.2013.870132

Leder, H., & Nadal, M. (2014). Ten years of a model of aesthetic appreciation and aesthetic
judgments: The aesthetic episode — Developments and challenges in empirical
aesthetics. British Journal of Psychology, 105(4), 443—-464.
https://doi.org/10.1111/bjop.12084

Leder, H., Tinio, P. P. L., Brieber, D., Kroner, T., Jacobsen, T., & Rosenberg, R. (2019).
Symmetry Is Not a Universal Law of Beauty. Empirical Studies of the Arts, 37(1),
104-114. https://doi.org/10.1177/0276237418777941

Levine, T. R., & Hullett, C. R. (2002). Eta Squared, Partial Eta Squared, and Misreporting of
Effect Size in Communication Research. Human Communication Research, 28(4),
612-625. https://doi.org/10.1111/.1468-2958.2002.tb00828.x

Marschallek, B. E., Weiler, S. M., Jorg, M., & Jacobsen, T. (2021). Make It Special! Negative
Correlations Between the Need for Uniqueness and Visual Aesthetic Sensitivity.
Empirical Studies of the Arts, 39(1), 101-117.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0276237419880298

Menninghaus, W., Wagner, V., Wassiliwizky, E., Schindler, 1., Hanich, J., Jacobsen, T., &
Koelsch, S. (2019). What are aesthetic emotions? Psychological Review, 126, 171—
195. https://doi.org/10.1037/rev0000135

Messner, C., & Winke, M. (2011). Good weather for Schwarz and Clore. Emotion, 11, 436—

437. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0022821

27



Midway, S., Robertson, M., Flinn, S., & Kaller, M. (2020). Comparing multiple comparisons:
Practical guidance for choosing the best multiple comparisons test. Peer.J, 8, e10387.
https://doi.org/10.7717/peerj. 10387

Millis, K. (2001). Making meaning brings pleasure: The influence of titles on aesthetic
experiences. Emotion, 1, 320-329. https://doi.org/10.1037/1528-3542.1.3.320

Pelowski, M., Markey, P. S., Forster, M., Gerger, G., & Leder, H. (2017). Move me, astonish
me... delight my eyes and brain: The Vienna Integrated Model of top-down and
bottom-up processes in Art Perception (VIMAP) and corresponding affective,
evaluative, and neurophysiological correlates. Physics of Life Reviews, 21, 80—125.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.plrev.2017.02.003

Pitts, S., Wilson, J. P., & Hugenberg, K. (2014). When One Is Ostracized, Others Loom:
Social Rejection Makes Other People Appear Closer. Social Psychological and
Personality Science, 5(5), 550-557. https://doi.org/10.1177/1948550613511502

Pohling, R., & Diessner, R. (2016). Moral Elevation and Moral Beauty: A Review of the
Empirical Literature. Review of General Psychology, 20(4), 412—-425.
https://doi.org/10.1037/gpr0000089

Ramachandran, V. S., & Hirstein, W. (1999). The science of art: A neurological theory of
aesthetic experience. Journal of Consciousness Studies, 6, 15-51.

Reber, R., Schwarz, N., & Winkielman, P. (2004). Processing Fluency and Aesthetic Pleasure:
Is Beauty in the Perceiver’s Processing Experience? Personality and Social
Psychology Review : An Olfficial Journal of the Society for Personality and Social
Psychology, Inc, 8, 364-382. https://doi.org/10.1207/s15327957pspr0804 3

Reber, R., Winkielman, P., & Schwarz, N. (1998). Effects of Perceptual Fluency on Affective
Judgments. Psychological Science, 9(1), 45-48. https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-

9280.00008

28



Richardson, J. T. E. (2011). Eta squared and partial eta squared as measures of effect size in
educational research. Educational Research Review, 6(2), 135-147.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.edurev.2010.12.001

Scherer, K. R. (2005). What are emotions? And how can they be measured? Social Science
Information, 44(4), 695—729. https://doi.org/10.1177/0539018405058216

Schwarz, N. (2012). Feelings-as-information theory. In Handbook of theories of social
psychology, Vol. I (pp. 289-308). Sage Publications Ltd.
https://doi.org/10.4135/9781446249215.n15

Schwarz, N. (2018). Of fluency, beauty, and truth: Inferences from metacognitive experiences.
In Metacognitive Diversity: An Interdisciplinary Approach (pp. 25-46). Scopus.
https://doi.org/10.1093/0s0/9780198789710.003.0002

Schwarz, N., & Clore, G. L. (1983). Mood, misattribution, and judgments of well-being:
Informative and directive functions of affective states. Journal of Personality and
Social Psychology, 45, 513-523. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.45.3.513

Schwarz, N., & Clore, G. L. (2003). Mood as Information: 20 Years Later. Psychological
Inquiry, 14(3—4), 296-303. https://doi.org/10.1080/1047840X.2003.9682896

Siemer, M., & Reisenzein, R. (1998). Effects of Mood on Evaluative Judgements: Influence
of Reduced Processing Capacity and Mood Salience. Cognition and Emotion, 12(6),
783-805. https://doi.org/10.1080/026999398379439

Silvia, P. J. (2005). Emotional Responses to Art: From Collation and Arousal to Cognition and
Emotion. Review of General Psychology, 9(4), 342—357. https://doi.org/10.1037/1089-
2680.9.4.342

Silvia, P. J. (2009). Looking past pleasure: Anger, confusion, disgust, pride, surprise, and
other unusual aesthetic emotions. Psychology of Aesthetics, Creativity, and the Arts, 3,

48-51. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0014632

29



Silvia, P. J. (2013). Interested Experts, Confused Novices: Art Expertise and the Knowledge
Emotions. Empirical Studies of the Arts, 31(1), 107-115.
https://doi.org/10.2190/EM.31.1.f

Silvia, P. J., & Brown, E. M. (2007). Anger, disgust, and the negative aesthetic emotions:
Expanding an appraisal model of aesthetic experience. Psychology of Aesthetics,
Creativity, and the Arts, 1, 100—-106. https://doi.org/10.1037/1931-3896.1.2.100

Simmons, J. P., Nelson, L. D., & Simonsohn, U. (2012). 4 21 Word Solution (SSRN Scholarly
Paper No. 2160588). https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2160588

Skov, M., & Nadal, M. (2018). Art is not special: An assault on the last lines of defense
against the naturalization of the human mind. Reviews in the Neurosciences, 29(6),
699-702. https://doi.org/10.1515/revneuro-2017-0085

Skov, M., & Nadal, M. (2020). A Farewell to Art: Aesthetics as a Topic in Psychology and
Neuroscience. Perspectives on Psychological Science, 15(3), 630—642.
https://doi.org/10.1177/1745691619897963

Slovic, P., Finucane, M. L., Peters, E., & MacGregor, D. G. (2007). The affect heuristic.
European Journal of Operational Research, 177(3), 1333—-1352.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ejor.2005.04.006

Smith, N., & Leiserowitz, A. (2014). The Role of Emotion in Global Warming Policy Support
and Opposition. Risk Analysis, 34(5), 937-948. https://doi.org/10.1111/risa.12140

Steg, L., Perlaviciute, G., van der Werff, E., & Lurvink, J. (2014). The Significance of
Hedonic Values for Environmentally Relevant Attitudes, Preferences, and Actions.
Environment and Behavior, 46(2), 163—192. Scopus.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0013916512454730

Tversky, A., & Kahneman, D. (1973). Availability: A heuristic for judging frequency and
probability. Cognitive Psychology, 5(2), 207-232. https://doi.org/10.1016/0010-

0285(73)90033-9
30



Ukaogo, P. O., Ewuzie, U., & Onwuka, C. V. (2020). Environmental pollution: Causes,
effects, and the remedies. In P. Chowdhary, A. Raj, D. Verma, & Y. Akhter (Eds.),
Microorganisms for Sustainable Environment and Health (pp. 419—429). Elsevier.
https://doi.org/10.1016/B978-0-12-819001-2.00021-8

van der Werft, E., Steg, L., & Keizer, K. (2013). The value of environmental self-identity: The
relationship between biospheric values, environmental self-identity and environmental
preferences, intentions and behaviour. Journal of Environmental Psychology, 34, 55—
63. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvp.2012.12.006

Verheyen, C., & Goritz, A. S. (2009). Plain Texts as an Online Mood-Induction Procedure.
Social Psychology, 40(1), 6-15. https://doi.org/10.1027/1864-9335.40.1.6

Wassiliwizky, E., & Menninghaus, W. (2021). Why and How Should Cognitive Science Care
about Aesthetics? Trends in Cognitive Sciences, 25(6), 437-449.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tics.2021.03.008

Watson, D., Clark, L. A., & Tellegen, A. (1988). Development and validation of brief
measures of positive and negative affect: The PANAS scales. Journal of Personality
and Social Psychology, 54, 1063—1070. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.54.6.1063

Weigand, R., & Jacobsen, T. (2022). Interruption, work rumination, and stress as indicators of
reduced working memory resources affect aesthetic experiences. Quarterly Journal of
Experimental Psychology, 75(7), 1272—1288.
https://doi.org/10.1177/17470218211050194

Winkielman, P., Schwarz, N., Fazendeiro, T. A., & Reber, R. (2003). The hedonic marking of
processing fluency: Implications for evaluative judgment. In J. Musch & K. C. Klauer
(Eds.), The psychology of evaluation: Affective processes in cognition and emotion

(pp- 189-217). Lawrence Erlbaum Associates Publishers.

31



Zhang, W., He, X., Lai, S., Wan, J., Lai, S., Zhao, X., & Li, D. (2017). Neural substrates of
embodied natural beauty and social endowed beauty: An fMRI study. Scientific

Reports, 7(1). Scopus. https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-017-07608-8

32



