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Abstract

The affect heuristic and implicit attitudes are ts@parate concepts that have
arisen within different literatures but that haveusmnber of similarities. This paper
compares these two constructs with the aim offglag exactly what they are and
how these relate to one another. By comparingcantrasting the affect heuristic
and implicit attitudes we conclude that the ‘affpobl’ of images tagged with
feelings referred to within the affect heuristtetature may be equivalent to the
construct of implicit attitudes. Further to thilse affect heuristic itself could be
considered as a specific sub-type of spontaneacegs that is driven by implicit
attitudes. We propose that each of the impli¢ituate and affect heuristic constructs
could be further developed through the examinadimh comparison of existing

literatures surrounding the other. Implicationsfidgure research are outlined.



| ntroduction

The affect heuristic and implicit attitudes are tvayy interesting concepts
that have developed within the areas of risk anattitides respectively. Implicit
attitudes refer to the spontaneous associationg#mabe measured between attitude
objects and their evaluations. The affect heurigtiers to the process of using
underlying feelings that are associated with ai@agr hazard in forming perceptions
of risks and benefits. These two concepts havegadewithin different literatures
and have been of undeniable benefit within eacbwever, there are a variety of
similarities between these concepts both concdptwald procedurally in the way
that they are measured, which indicates that tbeseepts may refer to the same or
similar phenomenon. This review is not intendeditoinish either of these concepts
but is rather aimed at stimulating research whiely provide advances in either or
both of these by conducting an analysis and cormpaf the two in order to direct

future research.

The Affect Heuristic

The affect heuristic is described as being an emdiased shortcut used
within decision-making (Finucane, Alhakami, SlovcJohnson, 2000). Itis
proposed that images (which may be perceptualrabsiic representations) within
the mind are tagged to varying degrees with pas#ivd negative affective feelings
and that these are used to guide judgements amdaremaking, particularly when
decision-making is carried out spontaneously oh\whited cognitive resources. lItis
argued that this method of decision-making is aengdficient way of making
decisions when time or mental resources are lin{fséalvic, Finucane, Peters, &

MacGregor, 2004). Our evolutionary ancestors laneght to have relied on this type



of decision-making, using intuition and instinctni@ke decisions, before analytical
decision-making tools were developed.

The important role of emotion in decision-making lh&en recognised by a
variety of researchers. For example, Zajonc (1@8@Yorward the idea that affective
reactions to stimuli are our very first reactionsl guide subsequent perceptions and
information processing. Emotion has also beeruged as a crucial factor in
decision-making within Damasio’s (1994) somatic keahypothesis, Epstein’s
(1994) dual process theory of rational and expéakthinking and Loewenstein,
Weber, Hsee and Welch’s (2001) risk as feelingothgsis, amongst other theories.

The theoretical development of the affect heuristems primarily from
evidence obtained within risk research that in@idahat feelings of dread were the
main determinant of public perceptions and acceetan risk for a variety of
different hazards (Fischoff, Slovic, Lichtensteitead, & Combs, 1978). It was noted
that, although in reality risk and benefit tend®positively correlated, people’s
individual perceptions of risk and benefit tendeonegatively correlated (Fischoff et
al., 1978). In addition to this, the inverse rnelaship noted between perceived risks
and benefits was related to the strength of p@stiivnegative affect associated with
the particular hazard in question (Alhakami & Si994). In other words, it seems
that perceptions of risks and benefits are drivefeblings. If feelings are positive
this leads an individual to judge risks as low aedefits as high and if feelings are
negative this leads an individual to judge riskfigg and benefits as low. In further
support of this view, Finucane et al., (2000) desti@ied that perceptions of benefits
could be influenced by manipulating risks and wieesa. So, for example, increasing
perceived benefits resulted in a decrease in pardeisks. The affect heuristic is

also found to be relied on to a greater extent wiesmsion time is limited. Evidence



indicates that the inverse relationship noted bebharesks and benefits is more
pronounced when judgements are made under a tiessymed condition (Finucane et
al., 2000).

The affect heuristic is described as using an &Gf@ol’ which contains
images (perceptual and symbolic representationshjeicts and events which are
linked to varying degrees with positive and negatffective markers (Slovic, Peters,
Finucane and MacGregor, 2005). The descripticandhffect pool’ has much in
common with the experiential (or spontaneous) sysieprocesses which is
described within dual process attitude models. pgtein, 1994; Chaiken, 1980;
Fazio, 1990; Devine, 1989) and contrasted withtiamal system of processes. The
experiential system is theorised to depict realgyg images, metaphors and
narratives which are differentially associated vatfect and which processes
information rapidly. In contrast, rational systeams thought to be a logical system
which encodes reality using symbols, words, andlyarmsiand which processes

information more slowly (Epstein, 1994).

I mplicit Attitudes

Implicit attitudes have been defined as ‘introspety unidentified (or
inaccurately identified) traces of past experiethet mediate favourable or
unfavourable feeling, thought, or action towardiababjects’ (Greenwald & Banaiji,
1995, p. 8). In other words, these are evaluatssociations that have been
developed through previous experience that are(peksibly without conscious
knowledge) towards attitude objects. See Fazio@sdn (2003) or Spence (2005)
for a more extensive review of implicit attitudes. contrast to explicit attitudes,
which are generally measured using direct questiondicit attitudes are examined

indirectly using measures such as reaction tinkstas by examining non-verbal



behaviour. Within measures of implicit attitudpspple are asked to respond (or
observed whilst responding) spontaneously to relestamuli in order that the
individual's basic associations with those stinmaln be examined.

The construct of implicit attitudes is, as yetmwoversial and the way in
which implicit attitudes relate to explicit attitesl remains a point for discussion. One
view, the dual attitude model (Wilson, Lindsey, &®oler, 2000) postulates that
implicit and explicit attitudes are separate cands that are developed in different
ways. This model suggests that an individual add more than one attitude towards
the same attitude object and that which attitudeiwated will depend on the
situation and the cognitive resources availabkaéondividual.

The alternative view, held by the majority of resb@rs, asserts that implicit
and explicit attitudes are measures of differemtautying systems of processes
through which attitudes are produced. In this wanplicit and explicit attitudes can
actually be thought of as two different measureattifudes rather than as entirely
different constructs This is the view held by dual process theo(stg. Epstein,
1994; Chaiken, 1980; Fazio, 1990; Devine, 1989) valsgpreviously discussed,
outline a system of experiential processes andt@yof rational processes. Implicit
attitudes are thought to measure processes wiikiexperiential system and explicit
attitudes to measure processes within the ratsysiem.

More recently, the conceptual relationship betwiberpostulated experiential
system and the rational system of processes (&ncbtinesponding measures of
implicit and explicit attitudes) has been elabadate. Strack and Deutsch (2004)
proposed the Reflective-Impulsive model which depel the ideas of the
experiential (here described as impulsive) anddhienal (here described as

reflective) system of processes and integratedetbescepts with motivational



components in order to produce a more completeaegpibn of how these processes
may influence behaviour. Within this model, asabons activated within the
experiential system of processes are postulated subordinate to, and form the
basis for, the rational system of processes whia build on, discard, or otherwise
gualify these associations as appropriate (seeGdsaonski and Bodenhausen, 2006
and Green, Applebaum and Tong, 2006). In this waglicit attitudes are
conceptualised as a measure of initial associatltatsare activated by an attitude
object, these associations are simple and exisperntently of truth values. For
example, an individual may hold negative assoamstiwith African Americans due to
a knowledge of negative stereotypes even thoughrtizwidual may not agree with
the association and may regard this as false. leaments of explicit attitude are a
measure of these same associations once thesbéavenodified by processes
within the rational system, e.g. self presentaéfiacts or contextual information (see
Hofmann, Gschwendner, Nosek and Schmitt, 2005 fewview of moderators of the
implicit — explicit attitude relationship). Hencan individual may suppress the
negative associations that he/she may have witicagkfrAmerican individuals

because it is understood that it is wrong to stgpEpeople by race in this way.

Comparison of the affect heuristic and implicit attitudes

The affect heuristic and implicit attitudes appeahave a number of
similarities with regards to the way that they defined and with regards to the way
that they are measured. Both have (1) been limktdaffect, (2) are described as
being spontaneous in nature, and (3) have beeaditikthe experiential system of
processes within dual process theories. Eachesktbbservations will now be

discussed.



1. Affect

Affect is referred to within theoretical descript®of implicit attitudes and of
the affect heuristic. Within the affect heuristdfect is defined as ‘the specific
guality of goodness or badness (a) experiencedesding state (with or without
consciousness) and (b) demarcating a positive gative quality of a stimulus’
(Slovic et al., 2005, p.35). This is quite a gaheescription of affect which seems to
encompass the definition of an attitude. Thereel@aen a variety of definitions of
the term attitude. For example Thurstone (19326 states that, “Attitude is the
affect for or against a psychological object”, Kie€ruthfield and Ballachy (1962, p.
139) report that “Attitudes [are] enduring systeshpositive or negative evaluations,
emotional feelings, and pro or con action tendenaigh respect to social objects”
and Greenwald and Banaji (1995, p. 7) suggest ‘tAtttudes are favourable or
unfavourable dispositions toward social objectshsas people, places, and policies”.
Most of these definitions seem to relate to thénitedn provided for affect as used
within the affect heuristic literature, either engmassing (b) as stated above or both
(a) and (b). Itis possible therefore that affastreferred to within the affect
heuristic, fundamentally refers to an attitudestaple evaluation of the “goodness”
or “badness” of something.

Implicit attitudes have also been repeatedly aateat with affect (Epstein
1994; Marsh, Johnson, & Scott-Sheldon, 2001). @aski and Bodenhausen (2006)
recently suggested that implicit attitudes mayegpond to the affective component
of attitude outlined within the tripartite model attitudes that distinguishes affective,
cognitive and behavioural components of attituden(a and Rempel, 1988) and that
explicit attitudes may be a joint product of affeetand cognitive components. The

distinction between implicit attitudes as affectarsd of explicit attitudes as cognitive



(or as a joint product of cognition and affectijntiitively appealing. However, there
are as yet few empirical examinations of the refeghip between implicit attitudes
and affect.

An important study often cited as evidence forlatrenship between implicit
attitudes and affect examined implicit racial ad#s and neural activation. This
study demonstrated that implicit attitudes towdtick people covaried with
amygdala activation in White people exposed to ghof Black people (Phelps,
O’Connor, Cunningham, Funayam, Gatenby, Gore €2@00). As the amygdala is
associated with emotional learning, it was thoubht implicit attitudes may be
linked to emotional experiences in particular. lewer, the amygdala has also been
linked with evaluative decision-making situatiohattmay not elicit conscious
emotions which indicates that the role of the anayganay be more generally
evaluative rather than being linked to specific @omal experiences (Bechera,
Damasio, Tranel and Damasio, 1997). Another ptessdason for this finding may
be that the specific attitude under observatiocigtattitudes) may have an emotional
basis; it does not necessarily mean that all int@ititudes have an emotional basis.

Further evidence has indicated that the affecoraponent of an attitude was
accessed faster than the cognitive component ddtthede (Verplanken, Hofstee and
Janssen, 1998). This may help to explain linkevbeh affect and implicit attitudes
because implicit attitudes are typically assesse@ry fast speeds. However, Giner
Sorolla (2004) investigated this finding in morgtteand demonstrated that in
stimuli used within their study, the affective coomgnt of an attitude was only
accessed faster than cognitive components whesttibede object had an affective

basis, e.g. desserts.



Some more recent investigations have indicatatithplicit attitudes towards
the self can predict affective state (Conner andeda 2005; Dijksterhuis, 2004).
Interestingly, findings indicate that only negataféective states are influenced by
implicit self attitudes and positive affective gstremain unaffected. Results imply
(and are interpreted as) that implicit self attésanay have a role in the defence of
threats to self appraisal. However, the specyfiaitd interpretation of these findings
indicate that any relationship between impliciitattes and affect may be limited to
attitudes towards the self rather than implicitadtes more generally.

Overall, there is a variety of evidence that intbsaa link between implicit
attitudes and affect. Empirical evidence remapas however, and results are
complicated, underlining the likely complexitiestlexist within the relationship.
Again though, this is highly dependent on the defn of affect. If affect has a
broad definition that includes any association wewaluations, then an attitude by its
very nature is strongly associated with affect fouimore so with implicit attitudes
than with explicit attitudes). However, if affastdefined as an emotional experience
then current evidence is not conclusive. It sedrasalthough both the affect
heuristic and implicit attitudes have repeatedlgrbknked with affect, empirical
support for specific associations between thesstoaects and well defined measures
of affect are lacking, and this is an interestiirgction for future research.

2. Spontaneity

The affect heuristic and implicit attitudes haveoaboth been associated with
spontaneity. Both are commonly measured underpirassured conditions in order
to examine spontaneous, rather than deliberateciasi®ns. It is noted however that
(generally) no time limit is utilised and some deliation may be possible during

longer time lengths (D. Green, personal commurocatNovember 30, 2006), this is
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an issue for both the affect heuristic and imphtittudes. Within the affect heuristic
literature, evidence suggests that the influenaddefffect heuristic (on judgements
of risk and benefit) becomes stronger under tinesgured conditions (Finucane,
Alhakami, Slovic and Johnson, 2000). Further evigeindicates more generally that
the influence of affective responses to stimulbehaviour increases under time
pressured conditions (Shiv, and Fedorikhin, 2008)a similar way, implicit attitudes
are found to be better predictors of spontaneaherahan deliberate behaviour
(Asendorpf, Banse and Mucke, 2002; Steffens andd<@®06; Spence and
Townsend, in press). Itis possible that furtleéinement of the measurement of
these constructs may enable purer measuremenismameous processes.

3. Experiential System of Processes

Both the affect heuristic and implicit attitudes/adeen linked theoretically
with an experiential system of processes, descmbgdn dual process theories of
attitudes. One possible distinction that couldiizvn between implicit attitudes and
the affect heuristic relates to what each constratially refers to conceptually
within the experiential system of processes (waklan anonymous reviewer for
raising this point). Tasks that examine impli¢tittades measure associations
between a target stimulus and positive and negetraiations, whereas tasks that
examine the affect heuristic measure perceptiomsiofand benefit relating to a
target stimulus that are presumed to be drivenroledying affective evaluations.
For this reason, implicit attitudes are most comiydefined as a measure of the
content of the experiential system of processeseadsethe term affect heuristic is
commonly used to refer to the active use of theartrof the experiential system of
processes during decision making. This is an itapbrand interesting distinction

that deserves further exploration both empiricaligl conceptually. It is possible that

11



implicit attitudes are simply a different descrgptiof the ‘affect pool’ described
within the affect heuristic literature that consist images linked with positive or
negative markers. The affect heuristic may theestonstitute the act of using
implicit attitudes (within the field of risk) andald be conceptualised as a sub-type
of spontaneous process that is driven by implitifuales. Indeed, to the extent that
speeded risk and benefit judgments can themseb/esgarded as a spontaneous
behaviour, implicit attitudes may be found to bgoad predictor of these judgements.
In fact, to the extent that the bounds of the affeairistic are unknown, it is possible
that the affect heuristic may predict evaluationbe&haviours other than risk and
benefit judgements in a similar way to implicititatties, particularly under time
restricted conditions. Therefore, it is possiblattthe affect heuristic and implicit

attitudes may be referring to different aspecta similar phenomenon.

| mplications for Future Resear ch

The comparison of the affect heuristic and impkditttude constructs would
benefit from an empirical assessment of the affeatistic using measures of implicit
attitude. It would be interesting to see if an icipattitude held towards a stimulus
predicts perceived risks and perceived benefithatfstimulus. In this way, the
proposition that implicit attitudes are equivalemthe ‘affect pool’ described within
the affect heuristic literature could be examin&drther to this, it would be useful to
examine whether an implicit attitude task adaptedrder to measure associations
between an object and risk-benefit evaluations @eprist, Keller and Cousin, 2006)
would provide the same results as a task usedder @ measure the affect heuristic.

As noted earlier, whilst both constructs undeusoy here have been linked
to affect, the association with affect is likelydepend on the specific definition of

affect itself. Further research should, therefexamine the relationship between
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affect and the affect heuristic and implicit attiés whilst being careful to define
exactly what is meant by the term ‘affect’. Oneywsé doing this might be to attempt
to actually develop implicit attitudes in an expeent using different techniques. The
most common method of inducing implicit attitudeshrough evaluative

conditioning (see De Houwer, Thomas, and Baeydi&] , Xor a review). In relation
to this, it would be useful to compare implicititaities that are developed using
associations with other valent stimuli (as the uitioned stimulus) with implicit
attitudes that are developed using associatiorisfelings or emotional states.
Similarly, it would be interesting to examine hovweasurements of the affect heuristic
differ depending on whether associations held tdw/#éarget attitude objects are
induced using different techniques. It is noteat the affect heuristic literature is
relatively sparse with regard to the way in whilis ttonstruct is developed and it
may be particularly beneficial to draw on liter&tuegarding implicit attitudes in this
respect.

Further known characteristics of these construatsevidence that has been
gathered in association with one construct may teeipform the other. For example,
it is found that implicit attitudes are to a centaixtent uncontrollable or, at least,
difficult to control (Kim, 2003; Steffens, 2004}t would be interesting to examine
the degree of control associated with the affeatisc. This could be done in
several ways, the spontaneity of the task coulddbied by utilising a response
window or increasing cognitive load. Alternativellye participant could be provided
with different aims in completing the task, for exae they could be asked to present
themselves in a certain way, e.g. as a risk avarask seeking individual, when

completing the task.
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A wealth of different avenues for exploring imptiettitudes and the affect
heuristic in association with each other exist #imsl paper was written in order to
open the debate and stimulate research in this diea conceptual and empirical
comparison and clarification of implicit attitudes)d the affect heuristic will benefit
both constructs and will help to refine theory amderstanding within the domains of

risk and attitude research.

Conclusions

The affect heuristic and implicit attitudes ardimied very similarly. Both
constructs are associated with affect, both aresared in a spontaneous manner, and
both are linked with the evaluative system of psses described within dual process
theories of attitudes. It is noted, however, thase constructs refer to somewhat
different phenomena; implicit attitudes refer te tictual evaluative associations that
people hold towards attitude objects whilst theetfheuristic refers to the application
of evaluative associations in risky decision-makivge conclude that implicit
attitudes may equate to the ‘affect pool’ of imagssociated with positive and
negative markers referred to within the affect stiarliterature. In turn, the affect
heuristic could be conceptualised as a specifie tfdmplicit process that is driven
by implicit attitudes, though these assertions egempirical verification. These
claims are not intended to diminish the importasiceither construct which both
have demonstrable utility. It is intended that tbenparison of these constructs
should instead stimulate further research in bothains and potentially across these
two domains which may help to clarify and develo@ tonceptual understanding of

the affect heuristic and implicit attitudes.
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Footnote

LWwithin this manuscript, the terms ‘implicit attiteidand ‘explicit attitude’ will be
used, however this should not be taken as an auteete a particular theoretical

stance.
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