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Judging people and events is something we do a lot and about a great many topics. This diversity of judgmental topic is paralleled (if not exactly equalled) by a diversity of judgmental models proposed by social psychologists. Typically, these are domain-specific frameworks that, seemingly, are quite unrelated to each other. Thus, major models of persuasion seem unrelated to major attributional models, which in turn seem unrelated to models of stereotyping, group perception or statistical likelihood judgments. There is an intriguing exception to this disjunctivity: most judgmental models distinguish between two qualitatively distinct modes of making judgments. Arguably, however, this seeming commonality not only does not reduce the fragmentation but it compounds it. That because the different models identify very different pairs of judgmental modes. A recent dual-process source book edited by Shelly Chaiken and Yaacov Trope (1999) contains 31 chapters most of which describe their own, unique, dual modes of judgment. Thus, the current literature features nearly sixty distinct judgmental modes. The picture they paint of human judgment is indeed quite complex and disjointed.

Against this fragmented backdrop, I would like to present a parametric unimodel of human judgment that integrates this domain of phenomena. Our basic argument is that all instances of judgment are governed by a set of quasi orthogonal parameters that intersect at their different values. These parameters are (1) subjective relevance of the information to the requisite judgment (2) difficulty of the judgmental task (affected by variables such as length and complexity of the information, and accessibility of inference rules), (3) the knower's degree of nondirectional and directional processing motivation, and (4) her or his degree of cognitive capacity. Our main argument buttressed by data is that where prior evidence was interpreted in support of qualitatively different judgmental modes this was due to a massive confounding of parametric intersections with content categories of information. It is the contents that lend the air of qualitative distinctiveness to the various pairs of dual modes. However, once the parametric intersections are controlled for, the content differences are eliminated or reversed.  I shall review research showing this to be the case in the domains of (1) persuasion, (2) attribution, and (3) statistical versus heuristic reasoning. It is, therefore, argued that the pervasive qualitative distinctions  between judgmental modes are unnecessary and that all human judgments irrespective of contents are governed by the same set of parameters whose intersections explain the variance more compellingly than do the various dualistic partitions proposed previously.

