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Affect-rich Lottery Problems Used in Studies 1 and 3

	Lottery A
	Lottery B

	Side effect
	Probability of experiencing side effect
	Side effect
	Probability of experiencing side effect

	Flatulence
	.70
	Diarrhea
	.40

	Trembling
	.50
	Itching
	.60

	Fatigue
	.70
	Dizziness
	.30

	Speech disorder
	.30
	Memory loss
	.20

	Depression
	.30
	Insomnia
	.55

	Hallucinations
	.20
	Fever
	.40

	Itching
	.70
	Depression
	.25

	Memory loss
	.25
	Fatigue
	.90

	Flatulence
	1.00
	Hallucinations
	.25

	Depression
	.50
	Memory loss
	.10

	Fever
	.30
	Hallucinations
	.005

	Itching
	.50
	Depression
	.01

	Memory loss
	.10
	Insomnia
	.20
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Affect-rich Lottery Problems Used in Study 2

	Lottery A
	Lottery B

	Amenity
	Probability of obtaining amenity
	Amenity
	Probability of obtaining amenity

	Balcony
	.10
	Sea location
	.05

	Free internet
	.03
	Beach weather
	.005

	Driver
	.05
	Sea water quality
	.01

	Driver
	.20
	Sea location
	.01

	Jacuzzi
	.70
	Air conditioning
	.40

	Cocktails
	.60
	Sauna and massage
	.50

	Safe
	.70
	Cocktails
	.30

	Three-star chef
	.30
	Sauna and massage
	.20

	Swimming pool
	.55
	Beach weather
	.30

	Three-star chef
	.40
	Air conditioning
	.20

	Sights
	.70
	View on sea
	.25

	Sights
	.90
	Balcony
	.25

	Safe
	1.0
	Sea water quality
	.25





Best-fitting Parameter Values for Strategy Classification in Studies 1-3


	
	Study 1
	Study 2
	Study 3

	
	Affect-poor
	Affect-rich
	Affect-poor
	Affect-rich
	Affect-poor
	Affect-rich

	
	EV
	MinM
	EV
	MinM
	EV
	MaxM
	EV
	MaxM
	EV
	MinM
	EV
	MinM

	φ (Mdn)
	0.034
	0
	0.026
	0.008
	0.195
	0.009
	0.058
	0.014
	0.203
	0.006
	0.087
	0.055

	G2 (Mdn)
	17.27
	18.02
	17.84
	17.83
	10.20
	16.70
	15.19
	15.51
	14.12
	17.73
	17.00
	12.97


Note. G2 indicates the goodness of fit. Shown are the best-fitting values of the choice sensitivity parameter and goodness of fit of the expected value strategy (EV), minimax (MinM), and maximax (MaxM) when modeling each participant’s choices in the lottery tasks based on his or her monetary evaluations of the outcomes.



Strategy Classification When Using the Affective Evaluations of the Outcomes to Implement the Strategies
In additional analyses, we derived the of the EV strategy and minimax (Studies 1 and 3) and maximax (Study 3) heuristics using participants’ responses in the affective evaluation task. In other words, for the affect-rich lottery task we used each individual’s affective ratings of the side effects (Studies 1 and 3) and hotel amenities (Study 2) as a proxy for how he or she evaluated the side effects; in the affect-poor lottery task, we used each individual’s affective ratings of monetary outcomes. The best-fitting values of the choice sensitivity parameter φ for EV and minimax (Studies 1 and 3) and maximax (Study 2) as well the as model fits are reported in Table S1. Figure S1 shows the classification results, which are highly similar compared to the results using the monetary amounts to implement the strategies (Figure 1). Based on this result, it appears possible that participants used the amount of affect associated with an outcome as a proximal cue for its subjective value (e.g., Slovic, Finucane, Peters, & MacGregor, 2002; cf. Pachur & Galesic, 2013). 




Table S1. Best-fitting choice sensitivity parameters and model fits of the expected value strategy (EV), minimax (MinM), and maximax (MaxM) when modeling each participant’s choices in the lottery tasks based on his or her affective ratings of the outcomes. 

	
	Study 1
	Study 2
	Study 3

	
	Affect-poor
	Affect-rich
	Affect-poor
	Affect-rich
	Affect-poor
	Affect-rich

	
	EV
	MinM
	EV
	MinM
	EV
	MaxM
	EV
	MaxM
	EV
	MinM
	EV
	MinM

	φ (Mdn)
	0.665
	0
	0.033
	0.034
	2.203
	0.287
	0.462
	0.034
	1.267
	0.117
	0.085
	0.472

	G2 (Mdn)
	16.54
	18.02
	18.01
	17.96
	9.63
	16.21
	16.45
	17.96
	14.88
	17.68
	17.94
	11.80


Note. G2 indicates the goodness of fit. The G2 expected under chance is 18.02 in all three studies.
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Figure S1. Results of strategy classification when using the ratings of the outcomes in the affective evaluation task to test the strategies. Shown are distributions of the participants classified as following the compensatory expected value strategy (EV), the noncompensatory heuristics minimax (Studies 1 and 3) and maximax (Study 2), or as guessing/using another strategy, separately for the affect-poor and affect-rich lottery tasks.



Monetary Evaluation of the Affect-Rich Outcomes and the Affect Ratings of the Affect-Rich Outcomes 
and Their Monetary Equivalents in Study 3

	Affect-rich outcome
	Monetary evaluation (in Swiss Francs)
	Affect ratings

	
	Percentile
	Affect-rich outcome
	Monetary equivalent
	95% CI
of difference

	
	5%
	50%
	95%
	M (SD)
	M (SD)
	

	Study 3 (negative domain)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	     Memory loss
	-500
	-50
	-8.3
	9.35 (1.17)
	6.58 (2.77)
	[2.23, 3.31]

	     Depression
	-370
	-45
	-8
	8.89 (1.20)
	5.86 (2.67)
	[2.51, 3.54]

	     Hallucinations
	-150
	-30
	0
	7.93 (2.28)
	5.06 (2.64)
	[2.29, 3.44]

	     Speech disorder
	-300
	-30
	-5
	8.19 (1.74)
	5.43 (2.68)
	[2.22, 3.30]

	     Dizziness
	-150
	-20
	-2.3
	6.75 (1.74)
	4.01 (2.40)
	[2.22, 3.26]

	     Insomnia
	-100
	-15
	-1.3
	6.01 (2.14)
	3.80 (2.26)
	[1.64, 2.78]

	     Trembling
	-88
	-15
	-2
	5.44 (1.90)
	3.48 (2.18)
	[1.53, 2.39]

	     Itching
	-80
	-11
	-2
	5.06 (2.16)
	3.68 (2.44)
	[0.89, 1.88]

	     Flatulence
	-50
	-10
	0
	4.25 (2.08)
	2.90 (2.05)
	[0.95, 1.76]

	     Diarrhea
	-85
	-10
	-2
	4.83 (1.91)
	3.31 (2.22)
	[1.07, 1.97]

	     Fever
	-74
	-10
	0
	4.76 (1.96)
	3.35 (2.05)
	[0.99, 1.82]

	     Fatigue
	-50
	-7.5
	0
	3.88 (1.89)
	2.74 (2.09)
	[0.65, 1.62]


Note. The 95% CIs refer to the difference between the mean affect ratings between the affect-rich outcomes and their monetary equivalents (i.e., WTPs).


Calculation of the SM Index
The SM index (Böckenholt & Hynan, 1994) is a function of the difference between the number of alternative-wise and the number of dimension-wise transitions. Dimensions-wise transitions are defined (in Mouselab) as transitions between the boxes belonging to the same dimension; alternative-wise transitions are defined as transitions between boxes belonging to outcomes and boxes belonging to the outcomes’ probabilities, as well as other transitions between dimensions within a lottery. When L is the number of lotteries in a problem, D is the number of dimensions, N is the total number of transitions, ndimension is the number of dimension-wise transitions, and nalternative is the number of alternative-wise transitions, SM is calculated as follows:

			(S1)
Note that those transitions that occurred both between lotteries and between different dimensions were not included, although they are included in the total number of transitions, N. As pointed out by Payne and Bettman (1994), the SM index is sensitive not only to the sequence of information search, but also to the number of acquired pieces of information. Therefore, the SM values were normalized such that N was set to 100 (cf. Pachur, Hertwig, Gigerenzer, & Brandstätter, 2013). The values used for nalternative and ndimension (for each participant) were thus the percentages of gamble-wise and dimension-wise transitions, respectively, of all transitions (= 100%).



Best-Fitting Values of the Choice Rule Parameters for Minimax (Studies 1 and 3) and Maximax (Study 2) Fitted to the Aggregate Choices in Studies 1-3

	Parameter
	Study 1
	Study 2
	Study 3

	
	Affect-poor
	Affect-rich
	Affect-poor
	Affect-rich
	Affect-poor
	Affect-rich

	φ
	0.105
	0.032
	1.353
	0.095
	0.006
	0.153

	g
	< 0.001
	0.604
	0.795
	0.551
	0.224
	0.360

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	G2
	720.8
	701.9
	1402.9
	1296.1
	1686.7
	1395.8


Note. G2 indicates the goodness of fit. The G2 expected under chance is 720.9, 1,441.7, and 1,730.1 in Studies 1, 2, and 3, respectively.



Fitting CPT to Affect-Rich and Affect-Poor Choices in the Same Domain
To examine whether lower probability sensitivity for affect-rich choices can also be found within an outcome class (thus holding the type of outcome constant), we fitted CPT to the subset of those choices (aggregated across all participants), where both outcomes (side effects and monetary outcomes, respectively) in a lottery problems had affect ratings higher (affect-rich) or lower (affect-poor) than the median (across all participants) in the respective outcome class. Overall, CPT was thus fit to four different set of choices: affect-poor lottery problems with monetary outcomes, affect-rich lottery problems with monetary outcomes, affect-poor lottery problems with side effects, and affect-rich lottery problems with side effects. The number of choices included in each of these sets are reported in Table S2, as well as the best-fitting parameter values and the model fit of CPT, and the model fit expected under chance. As can be seen, there is evidence for reduced probability sensitivity in affect-rich choices also when comparing CPT’s probability sensitivity parameter γ between affect-rich and affect-poor choices within a domain. This holds both for the lottery problems with medical outcomes (γ = 0.001 vs. 1) and those with monetary outcomes (γ = 0.566 vs. 1).


Table S2. Best-fitting parameters when CPT is fitted to the aggregate choices (Study 3) for affect-rich and affect-poor lottery problems, separately for choices between side effects and choices between monetary losses. 

	CPT
Parameter
	Side effects
	Money

	
	Affect-poor
	Affect-rich
	Affect-poor
	Affect-rich

	α
	0.001
	0.296
	0.422
	0.602

	γ
	1
	0.001
	1
	0.566

	δ
	1.194
	9.994
	2.114
	0.474

	φ
	2.750
	0.642
	1.381
	1.530

	
	
	
	
	

	G2
	172.4
	389.6
	399.0
	295.3

	N
	139
	290
	324
	322

	G2chance
	192.7
	402.0
	449.2
	446.4
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