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Abstract:
Finucane, Alhakami, Slovic, and Johnson (2000) postulated that we use affect as a heuristic to guide
our decision process. The present study attempts to test Finucane et al.’s (2000) affect heuristic
hypothesis. Finucane et al. (2000) suggested that there are affective tags assigned to a given object and
we use those tags to subsequently guide our judgments. One hundred and forty three introductory
psychology students were assigned to one of two conditions, low-time pressure (LP) and high-time
pressure (HP). Participants provided judgments on various scenarios (e.g., “TheU.S. welfare system
needs to change”) and were able to access both cognitive and affective information about the scenarios.
Participants’ use of heuristics was measured using dimensions of the information search process, (e.g.
type, frequency and time duration they spend on the given piece of information). Participants’ attitude
consistency, affective evaluation and global evaluation of a given topic were measured using the
semantic differential scale (Crites, Fabrigor, & Petty, 1994). The positive and negative affect schedule
(PANAS) was used to measure participants’ mood in order to determine the effects of mood on
information seeking and memory recall (Watson, Clark, & Tellegen, 1988). Participants in the HP
condition accessed more affective information than cognitive information. Participants recalled more
affective information than cognitive information. Participants in the HP condition did not make
corresponding judgments on the basis of affective information. These results are inconsistent with
Finucane et al.’s (2000) results, suggesting that participants do not use affect as the basis for heuristic
judgments. 



BEYOND RATIONAL JUDGMENT:

A TEST OF THE AFFECT HEURISTIC HYPOTHESIS

by

Aaron Sargent Richmond

A thesis submitted in partial fulfillment 
of the requirements for the degree

of

Master of Science 

in

Applied Psychology

MONTANA STATE UNIVERSITY 
Bozeman, Montana

August 2002



APPROVAL

of a thesis submitted by 

Aaron Sargent Richmond

This thesis has been read by each member of the thesis committee and has been 
found to be satisfactory regarding content, English usage, format, citations, bibliographic 
style, and consistency, and is ready for submission to the College of Graduate Studies.

Dr. Richard Block
(Signature)

Approved for the Department o f Psychology

Dr. Michael Babcock(£̂ ^ £
(Signatvlfe)

Approved for the College of Graduate Studies

(Signature) 7

t e - y * ' 1

Date V

^ F *  / 3 ~  c 2 ~ z ~Dr. Bruce McLej
Date



I l l

STATEMENT OF PERMISSION TO USE

In presenting this thesis in partial fulfillment of the requirements for a master’s 

degree at Montana State University, I agree that the Library shall make it available to 

borrowers under rules o f the Library.

If  I have indicated my intention to copyright this thesis by including a copyright 

notice page, copying is allowable only for scholarly purposes, consistent with “fair use” 

as prescribed in the U.S. Copyright Law. Requests for permission for extended quotation 

from or reproduction o f this thesis in whole or in parts may be granted only by the 

copyright holder.

Date

Signature



IV

TABLE OF CONTENTS

1. INTRODUCTION..........................................

Affect Heuristic.................................................
Mood, Stereo Types and Information Search
Affect and A ttitude............................. .............
When Do People Use Heuristics?...................
Demonstrating the Use of Heuristics..............

2. PILOT I ........ ...................................................

M ethod..............................................................
Participants...................................................
Materials ......................................................
Procedure................................. .....................
Results..........................................................

3. PILOT 2

M eth o d .........
Participants 
Materials .. 
Procedure . 

Results..........

10
10
10
10
12

4. EXPERIMENT

Hypothesis ............................
M ethod...................................

Participants........................
D esign ................................
M aterials................ .•...........
Procedure ..........................

R esu lts...................................
Manipulation Checks........

Time Pressure.............
Affective Information

Hypothesis I .......................
Hypothesis 2 .....................

18
19
19
19
19
20 
21 
21 
21 
22
24
25



Hypothesis 3 .................................................................... 28
Additional Analysis................................................................................................................ 28

5. DISCUSSION............................................................................................................................32

Summary of R e s u l t s ......................................................................................................... 32
Implication for T heory ......................................................................................................... 33
Limitations and Future Research......................................................................................... 33

REFERENCES CITED  ........................................................................................................ .3 9

APPENDICES........................................................................................................................   •4I
APPENDIX A: List of Statements Used in Both the

Welfare and Gun ControIMatrices..............................................................42
APPENDIX B: Example of The PANAS Scale.....................................................................45
APPENDIX C: Example of the Semantic Differential Scale................................................ 47

V



LIST OF TABLES

Table PaSe

1. Global Assessment of Various Topics..................................................................7

2. Paired Sample t test on Cognitive Statements of Welfare....................................12

3. Paired Sample I test on Cognitive Statements of Gun C ontrol......................... 13

4. Paired Sample t test on Positive Affective Statements of Gun Control.............14

5. Paired Sample t test on Positive Affective Statements of W elfare.....................14

6. Paired Sample I test on Negative Affective Statements of Gun C ontrol.......... 15

7. Paired Sample t test on Negative Affective Statements of Welfare................... 16

8. Semantic Differential Means for ANOVA Gun Control.................................... 30

9. Semantic Differential Means for ANOVA W elfare............................................ j I

vi



Vll

LIST OF FIGURES

Figure

Page

1. Global Assessments of Electoral College and
Gun Control..............................................................................• .....................  &

2. Global Assessments o f Food Preservatives and
Welfare..............................................................................................................  9

3. Experiment Procedure Flow Chart...................................    23

. 4. Amount and Type of Information Accessed by Participants..................... 25

5. Evaluative Judgments of Welfare................................. ................................ ' 26

6 Evaluative Judgments of Gun Control......................................................   27

7 Free Recall Measure..........................................................................................  29



V lll

ABSTRACT

Finucane, Alhakami, Slovic, and Johnson (2000) postulated that we use affect as a 
heuristic to guide our decision process. The present study attempts to test Finucane et 
al.’s (2000) affect heuristic hypothesis. Finucane et al. (2000) suggested that there are 
affective tags assigned to a given object and we use those tags to subsequently guide our 
judgments. One hundred and forty three introductory psychology students were assigned 
to one o f two conditions, low-time pressure (LP) and high-time pressure (HP). 
Participants provided judgments on various scenarios (e.g., “TheU.S. welfare system 
needs to change”) and were able to access both cognitive and affective information about 
the scenarios. Participants’ use of heuristics was measured using dimensions of the 
information search process, (e.g. type, frequency and time duration they spend on the 
given piece o f information). Participants’ attitude consistency, affective evaluation and 
global evaluation of a given topic were measured using the semantic differential scale 
(Crites, Fabrigor, & Petty, 1994). The positive and negative affect schedule (PANAS) 
was used to measure participants’ mood in order to determine the effects of mood on 
information seeking and memory recall (Watson, Clark, & Tellegen, 1988). Participants 
in the HP condition accessed more affective information than cognitive information. 
Participants recalled more affective information than cognitive information. Participants 
in the HP condition did-not make corresponding judgments on the basis of affective 
information. These results are inconsistent with Finucane et al.’s (2000) results, 
suggesting that participants do not use affect as the basis for heuristic judgments.
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INTRODUCTION

Every day we make decisions with limited knowledge about given situations. 

These situations demand a swift and accurate judgment even though they may have 

severe consequences. Unfortunately, decision makers do not always have the resources 

or the time to evaluate all aspects of the object in order to make an accurate judgment or

decision. When conditions demand swift judgment and provide limited information the
> /

heuristics may be used to make a decision. Typically, psychologists refer to heuristics as 

general problem-solving procedures and heuristics are often regarded as a general rule of 

thumb as opposed to a specific process of decision making (Best, 2000). For instance, 

creative experiments designed to test the use o f representativeness and availability 

heuristics identified processes that allow people to make immediate decisions or 

judgments (Kahneman & Tversky, 1973; Tversky & Kahneman, 1974). These types of 

heuristics have been extensively researched and have been rigorously applied to multiple 

situational contexts.

Affect Heuristic

In a recent study, Finucane, Alhakami, Slovic, and Johnson (2000) found that 

affect heuristics influenced the judgment of perceived risk and perceived benefits of 

common technologies (e g., nuclear power). Finucane et al. (2000) referred to affect as a 

feeling state that people experience (e.g., happy or sad) or as a quality (e.g., good or bad)
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Affect heuristics function to guide a decision based on positive or negative feelings about 

certain characteristics or images o f a given situation (Finucane et a l, 2000).

Extending Finucane et al.’s (2000) rationale, Damasio (1994) postulated the 

somatic marker hypothesis, in which he argued that human thought is primarily made up 

o f images, which consist of perceptual and symbolic representations. Damasio also 

postulated that positive feelings, negative feelings, or both mark the images we collect 

over a lifetime, and that these images are connected directly to our somatic or bodily 

states. Essentially, affect heuristics in judgment and decision making are determined by 

the positive and negative feelings that we have assigned to certain images pertaining to a 

decision.

Mood. Stereotypes and Information Search

Empirical evidence supports the hypothesis that moods and stereotypes mediate 

social judgments (Bower, 1981; Devine, 1989). These studies suggest that social 

judgments may be executed in an automatic fashion. Branscombe and Cohen (1991) 

found that moods and stereotypes affect social judgments in two specific ways: (a)

People may involuntarily activate or seek mood-consistent or stereotype-consistent target 

qualities, which biases the subsequent judgment, and (b) people use an affective tag 

associated with the target as a judgmental shortcut, to evade assessment of the target 

information. That is, people use an affect heuristic to make social judgments.

Bower and Forgas (1991) interpreted the impact of mood on social memory using 

an associative network approach. Specifically, people store information about a given
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target using a corresponding affective connotation (e.g., positive, negative, or neutral). 

The association becomes stronger as repeated exposures occur (as long as they are the 

same as the initial affective evaluation). More importantly, people produce an evaluative 

response through a “How do I feel about it?” heuristic. The findings from Bower and 

Forgas’s (1991) study support the affect heuristic hypothesis.

Studies have demonstrated that mood may influence memory and judgment (Isen 

& Means, 1983). Niedentrhal and Showers (1991) suggested that affective reactions to 

information bias how the information is interpreted. Isen, Shalker, Clark, and Karp 

(1978) found that when participants were in a particular affective state (e.g., negative or 

positive mood) and information was presented as consistent with their affective state, 

recall was enhanced. Therefore, affect may determine the type of information recall, 

affect the interpretation of information, and guide the use of heuristics (Niedenthral & 

Showers, 1991). These two studies illustrate the integral role that affect plays in decision 

making processes.

Affect and Attitude

Previous research suggests that affect plays an important role in the formation of 

attitudes. In particular, attitudes are structured by three components: behavior, cognition, 

and affect (Cacioppo, Petty & Geen, 1989; Zajonc & Markus, 1982, Zajone, 1980). The 

latter component is of most interest as it pertains to the affect heuristic. Affect as a basis 

for attitudes refers to a person’s feelings or emotions that he or she associates with a 

given attitude object. Research has suggested that people will change their attitude only
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when the associated attitude is weak, the argument to change the attitude is strong, or 

both (Forgas, 2001). Attitudes may be measured by the consistency between the 

affective component and the cognitive component (Chaiken & Baldwin, 1981). This 

research suggests that inconsistent attitudes are more amenable than consistent attitudes 

to persuasive arguments (e.g., a person’s cognitive component is at odds with his or her 

affective component). Consequently, in order to predict whether a persuasive argument 

will be effective it is important to determine the affective and cognitive consistency of 

attitude. Crites et al.’s (1994) modified semantic differential scale measures both the 

affective and cognitive components of attitudes.

When Do People Use Heuristics?

Payne, Bettman, and Johnson (1988, 1993) suggested that'people have a toolbox 

of decisional strategies. In order to adopt a given decisional strategy, persons assess 

situations in the context of costs and benefits of using one strategy over another. Costs 

are defined as the cognitive effort needed to make a decision and benefits are defined as 

degree of accuracy needed to make the decision. This cost-benefit model may be 

bypassed in certain situations (Payne et al., 1988, 1993). For example, Gigerenzer and 

Todd (1999) suggested that when limited time and limited knowledge constrain 

decisions, the cost-benefit model may not hold. Consequently, in situations in which 

there is limited time and limited knowledge, people tend to use heuristics.
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Demonstrating the Use of Heuristics

Gigerenzer and Todd (1999) proposed a process oriented approach that specifies 

the importance o f assessing the information search involved in the decision process; 

specifically, the amounts of information people seek, type of information, frequency of 

information, and the duration of time a particular piece of information may be assessed. 

Additionally, Gigerenzer and Todd postulated that when people use heuristics, they spend 

less time on irrelevant information, more time on information that seems pertinent to the 

decision, and are limited in their search. In the present study, aspects of information 

search were measured using an information board presented on a computer screen. An 

information board is a matrix of information arranged by different objects (e g. three 

different software companies). On the x-axis and on the y-axis are shared characteristics 

of those companies (e.g., company share price, number of employees, share capital). 

Participants are allowed to click on information for different companies and different 

characteristics of those companies. Only one piece of information may be accessed at a 

time, but participants may view any given piece of information numerous times. The 

information is only visible when a participant clicks on that particular square of the 

matrix. The frequency, duration spent on information, and type of information that is 

accessed will be recorded by the computer program (cf. Gigerenzer & Todd, 1999).
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PILOT I

Pilot I was conducted to determine which topics would not have an attitudinal 

bias. That is, if a topic like abortion is measured on a Likert scale from I {good) to 7 

{bad) and most participants respond toward the bad anchor of the scale, then the 

distribution is skewed. The shape of the distribution is important because if a topic is 

attitudinally skewed or biased then participants who hold for example, negative attitudes 

toward abortion may not be influenced by positive information, this pre-test eliminates a 

confounding factor. Out of the 20 topics chosen for Pilot I, 2 will be used in Pilot 2 and 

in the main experiment.

Method

Participants

A total of 53 introductory psychology students (23 males and 30 females), from 

Montana State University participated in for partial course credit. Participants ranged 

from 18 to 34 years of age.

Materials

Participants were provided with both consent and debriefing forms. Pilot I was 

conducted on the software program Media Lab. Media Lab allows the participant to 

respond to questions via computer and the software records each answer. Participants 

completed all measures on personal computers using Media Lab software.
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Procedure

Participants read 20 statements and made a global assessment regarding the 

statement (e g., “Nuclear power is a valuable source o f energy”). Participants rated these 

statements on 7-point Likert scales, with the anchors from I (strongly disagree) to 7 

(strongly agree). All statements were counterbalanced using the Latin square technique.

Results

To assess the distributions of each global assessment, the skewness and kurtosis

of response distributions were evaluated (see Table I). The topics gun control, welfare.

Electoral College, and food preservatives were among the most normally distributed.

Table I. Global Assessment of Various Topics

Topic N M SD Skewness Kurtosis

Capital Punishment 53 5.19 1.71 -0.81 -0.38
Electoral College 53 ' 3.83 1.83 -0.01 , -1.28
Family Planning 53 5.81 1.71 -1.68 2.16
Gay Rights 53 5.34 ' 2.30 -1.06 -0.49
Gim Control 53 4.28 1.69 -0.37 -0.61
Hydro-Electric Dams 53 5.49 1.45 1.04 1.03
Logging Industry 53 3.47 1.74 -0.41 -0.71
Monopolies 53 2.13 1.27 1.73 4.01
Natural Gas Industry .53 5.26 1.27 . -0.52 0.08
Euthanasia 53 3.75 2.03 0.08 -1.36
Food Preservatives 53 4.57 1.47 .. -0.43 0.02
Nuclear Energy 53 4.64 1.58 -0.68 0.04
Recycling 53 6.25 1.02 -1.20 0.76
Religion 53 4.38 ' 1.98 -0.20 -1.01
Solar Energy 53 5.36 1.19 -0.60 0.13
Stock Market 53 4.70 1.08 -1.05 1.67
TV Industry' 53 5.09 1.38 -0.64 -0.27
Abortion 53 4.96 2.38 -0.68 -1.23
Affirmative Action 53 4.70 1.45 -0.40 0.26
Welfare 53 4.45 1.53 -0.38 -0.53
Note: Scores centered around 4.00 on the mean score represent a neutral global assessment of that topic. 
Scores on both the skewness and kurtosis measure that are centered on 0.00 represent normality.
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with the least amount o f kurtosis and skewness. To determine which of these four topics 

would be used in Pilot 2, it was necessary to assess the distributions on each individual 

topic and compare them on the basis of normality.

As illustrated in Figure I and Figure 2 food preservatives was the most normally 

distributed, yet it is improbable that negative or positive affective information could be 

believably created to manipulate affect. Thus, gun control and welfare, which were also 

normally distributed and showed minimal kurtosis and skewness, were used in Pilot 2.

Electoral College Gun Control

4 5 6

Global Assessment

Figure I.
Global Assessments of Electoral College and 

Gun Control
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Figure 2.
Global Assessments of Food Preservatives and 

Welfare
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PILOT 2

Pilot 2 was conducted to determine the specific amount o f time that constitutes 

high and low time pressure conditions. Pilot 2 was also conducted to pre-test negative 

and positive affective statements and cognitive statements regarding welfare and gun 

control. It is necessary to pre-test these statements to determine whether participants 

interpret a statement as either factual or affective to eliminate the possibility of 

ineffective manipulations.

Method

Participants

A total of 49 male and female introductory psychology students (26 females and 

23 males) at Montana State University participated for partial course credit in this study. 

Their ages ranged from 17 to 34.

Materials

Participants were provided with consent forms and debriefing forms. Eight IBM 

compatible computers with the laboratory software program Media Lab and Mouse Lab 

was used to record answers for each questionnaire.

Procedure

Media Lab allows the participant to respond to questions via computer and the 

software records each answer. Mouse Lab is the software program that presents the 

previously mentioned information board. The program records information search
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pattern (e.g., frequency, time duration and search order). Mouse Lab also can be 

programmed to only allow the participant to view an information board for a given 

amount o f time. Participants were asked to view an example o f the information board, 

access every piece o f information on the board, and read each piece of information 

thoroughly. Times were measured in milliseconds by the Mouse Lab software. As a 

manipulation check, participants were then asked to recall as much information as 

possible to evaluate whether they understood the information. Next, participants rated 10 

negative affective statements, 10 positive affective statements, 10 cognitive statements, 8 

negative affective attribute titles, and 8 cognitive attribute titles on 7-point Likert scales, 

on both the respective topics established in Pilot I (see Appendix A for list of statement 

examples). For example, participants were given a statement (e.g., “Because of the 

bureaucratic red tape Lhad a hard time filling out the paperwork and my family and I did 

not receive our welfare check this month”), which is considered a negative affective 

welfare statement. Participants were asked to rate each statement on two measures. The 

first measure assessed the affective connotation (affective rating) of the statement and the 

second assessed the cognitive connotation (cognitive rating) of the statement. Affective 

ratings were anchored from I {slightly emotional or not at all) to 7 {extremely emotional). 

Cognitive ratings were anchored from I {slightly factual or not at. all) to 7 {extremely 

factual). These two measures determined whether participants viewed the information in 

the information board as affectively or cognitively based. Participants evaluated the ease 

of use of the information board and all the respective instructions.
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Results

In order to determine which cognitive statements would be used in the 

experiment, paired sample t tests were conducted comparing the cognitive rating and the 

affective rating for each topic (see Table 2 and Table 3). Each pair presented in Tables 2 

and 3 represents the cognitive rating subtracted from the affective rating for that specific 

statement. That is, participants rated each statement for cognitive content and for 

emotional content.

Table 2. Paired Sample I test on Cognitive Statements of Welfare

Statement
Number . Mean Difference SE

I 0.96 ' 0.28 2.78*** 48
2 0.96 0.35 1.67** 48
3 0.67 0.33 2.05* 48
4 0.59 0.27 2.16* 48
5 0.55 0.32 1.72 48
6 1.27 0.29 4.43*** 48
7 0.37 0.30 1.21 48
8 0.12 0.23 0.52 48
9 0.57 0.28 2.04* 48
10 1.08 0.27 3.94*** 48

Note-. Each statement is comprised of the difference between one cognitive rating regarding 
welfare and one affective rating about an individual statement regarding welfare. *** p  < .01, ** 
p  < .05, and */? < .10.

As shown in Table 2, the following statements were rated significantly more 

cognitive than affective: Statement I, Statement 2, Statement 6, and Statement 10. These 

four statements were used in the main experiment as the cognitive statements regarding

welfare.
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As shown in Table 3, the following statements were rated significantly more

cognitive than affective: Statement 2, Statement 3, Statement 5, and Statement 6. These

four statements were used in the main experiment as the cognitive statements regarding

gun control.

Table 3. Paired Sample t test on Cognitive Statements of Gun Control

Statements
Number Mean Difference SE t df

I 0.70 0.25 2.78** 48
2 0.90 0 28 3.17** 48
3 1.43 0.33 4.26*** 48
4 1.02 0.34 2.98** 48
5 1.27 0.31 4 09*** 48
6 1.41 0.32 4.37*** 48
7 0.12 0.29 0.43 48
8 -0.19 0.25 -0.72 48
9 0.47 0.23 2.06* 48
10 0.33 029 1.12 48

Note: Each statement is comprised of the difference between one cognitive rating regarding gun 
control and one affective rating about an individual statement regarding gun control. *** p < .01, 
**p  < .05, and *_p < .10.

Paired sample t tests were conduced to determine which positive affective 

statements would be used in the Experiment for both the gun control and welfare topics. 

For gun control statements, cognitive ratings were subtracted from affective ratings on 

each of the 10 tested statements creating a mean difference between the two ratings. 

Results of positive affective statements regarding gun control and welfare are presented 

in Table 4 and Table 5 respectively.
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Table 4. Paired Sample t test on Positive Affective Statements of Gun Control

Statements
Nmnber Mean Difference SE t df

I -0.12 0.27 -0.48 48
2 -0.06 0.26 -0.24 48
3 0.67 0.31 2.16** 48
4 -0.20 0.24 -0.85 48
5 0.97 0.30 3.24*** 48
6 -0.53 0.30 -1.42* 48
7 0.00 0.27 0.00 48

' 8 0.53 0.31 1.69* 48
9 -0.57 0.24 -2.43** 48
10 . 0.41 0.23 1.77* 48

Note: Each statement is comprised of the difference between one cognitive rating regarding gun control and 
one affective rating about an individual statement regarding gun control. *** p < .01, **p < .05, and * p < 
. 10.

As shown in Table 4, the following statements were rated significantly more 

affective than cognitive: Statement 3, Statement 5, Statement 6, and Statement 9. These 

four positive affective statements regarding gun control were used in the main 

experiment.

Table 5. Paired Sample t test on Positive Affective Statements of Welfare

Statement
Number Mean Difference SE t df

I -0.82 0.25 -3.26** 48
2 -0.84 0.26 -3.16** 48
3 -0.10 0.27 -0.37 48
4 -0.33 0.23 -1.42 48
5 -0.47 0.23 -2.06* 48
6 -0.43 0.19 -2.30* 48
7 -0.22 0.23 -0.96 48
8 -0.65 0.22 -2.98** 48
9 -0.94 0.26 -3.22** 48
10 -1.10 0.27 -4.09*** 48

Note: Each statement is comprised of the difference between the cognitive rating regarding welfare and the 
affective rating about an individual affective statement regarding welfare. *** p < .01, **£<  .05, and
*p<.10.
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As shown in Table 5, the following statements were rated significantly more 

affective than cognitive: Statement I, Statement 2, Statement 9, and Statement 10. These 

four positive affective statements regarding gun control were used in the main 

experiment.

To determine which negative affective statements would be used for both topics, 

paired sampled 1 tests were performed comparing the cognitive rating versus the affective 

rating on 10 statements of each respective topic. Tables 6 and 7 represent the results of 

these t tests.

Table 6. Paired Sample t test on Negative Affective Statements of Gun Control

Statement
Number Mean Difference SE t df

I -1.63 0.27 -5.94*** 48
2 -0.51 0.24 -2.09* 48
3 -0.71 ' 0.24 -2.95** 48
4 -0.53 0.30 -1.78 48
5 -0.86 0.22 -3.83*** 48
6 -0.49 0.26 -1.89 48
7 -0.08 0.27 -0.30 48
8 -0.73 0.28 -2.59* 48
9 -0.71 0.24 -2.99** 48
10 -0.14 0.27 -0.52 48

Note: Each statement is comprised of the difference between the cognitive rating regarding gun 
control and the affective rating about an individual affective statement regarding gun control. 
***p  < .01, **/? < .05, and *p < .10.

As indicated by Table 6, participants rated the following statements as more 

affective than cognitive: Statement I, Statement 3, Statement 5, and Statement 9. These
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statements were used in the main experiment as the four negative affective statements

regarding gun control.

Table 7. Paired Sample t test on Negative Affective Statements of Welfare

Statement
Number Mean Difference SE t df

I -0.55 0.28 -1.95 ■ 48
2 -0.67 0.26 -2.61* 48
3 -0.90 0.31 -2.99** 48
4 -1.33 0.26 -5.04*** 48
5 -0.82 0.27 -2.97** 48
6 -0.00 0.25 0.00 48
7 -1.06 0.32 -3.34** 48
8 -1.39 0.29 4.84*** 48
9 -0.90 0.30 -2.95** 48
10 -0.71 0.32 -2.26* 48

Note: Each statement is comprised of the difference between the cognitive rating regarding 
welfare and the affective rating about an individual affective statement regarding welfare. *** p  
< .01, ** p  < .05, and * p<  .10.

As shown in Table 7, participants rate the following statements as more affective 

than cognitive: Statement 3, Statement 4, Statement 5, and Statement 8. These 

statements would be used in the main experiment for negative affective statements 

regarding welfare.

In order to determine the time duration for low-time pressure and high-time 

pressure conditions, participants viewed two information boards pertaining eight blocks 

of information each and were instructed to read each block carefully only once. 

Participants were also instructed that they would be tested on the material at the end of 

the experimental session. Times, in milliseconds, were recorded indicating for how long
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each box was open and the total amount of time elapsed from the time participants 

opened the first box to the time they closed the last box. The negative welfare matrix 

results indicated that participants took an average o fM =  140.6 s, (SD = 24.0 s) and the 

positive gun control matrix results suggest that participants took an average o f M =  136.4 

s, (SD = 20.8 s). Reading time for the matrix in the high-time pressure (HP) condition 

was calculated by subtracting 1.5 SD’s from the mean reading time as determined by 

pilot 2. Reading time for the matrix in the low-time pressure (LP) condition was 

calculated by adding 1.5 SB’s to the mean reading time as determined by pilot 2 (see 

Finucane et al. 2000).
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EXPERIMENT

The experiment was designed to demonstrate the use o f the affect heuristic in two 

evaluative judgment tasks (e.g., “Would you vote for or against the installation of a 

nuclear power plant in your community?”). The main objective o f the study was to link 

the use of affective information with the use of heuristics. The study also investigated 

whether or not participants use heuristics and affective information to guide their 

judgments. Pilot I determined which topics to use in Pilot 2. Pilot 2 determined the 

average time it takes to evaluate the information on the information board, which in turn 

determined the allotted time for both HP and LP conditions. Pilot 2 also determined 

which affective statements (both positive and negative) and which cognitive statements 

would be used in the experiment for each respective topic. The following are the 

predicted effects for the experiment:

Hypotheses

Hypothesis I: Participants in the HP condition will access more affective 

information than cognitive information, and participants in the LP condition will access 

more cognitive information than affective information.

Hypothesis 2: Compared to participants in the LP condition, participants in the 

HP condition will base their judgments of topic value relatively more on affective 

information and provide a corresponding judgment (e.g. negative affective laden 

information will produce a negative judgment).
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Hypothesis 3: Compared to participants in the LP condition, participants in the 

HP condition will recall relatively more affective information than cognitive information.

Method

Participants

A total o f 143 introductory psychology students (56 males and 87 females) at 

Montana State University, participated for partial course credit. Participants ages ranged 

from 18 to 53 years of age.

Design

The experiment was mixed 2 X 2  design, with time pressure (low vs. high) 

manipulated between subjects and affective tone (positive vs. negative) manipulated 

within subjects. The dependent variables were free recall, semantic differential ratings, 

PANAS scores, evaluative judgments, amount o f information accessed, type of 

information accessed (e.g,, cognitive vs. affective information), and the amount of time 

spent reading information.

Materials

Participants were provided with participant consent forms and debriefing forms. 

Eight IBM compatible computers with the laboratory software programs Media Lab and 

Mouse Lab were used to record answers for each questionnaire.
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Procedure

Participants were randomly assigned to either the LP condition or the HP 

condition. Participants completed all measures on personal computers. In order to 

evaluate participant’s attitudes towards the manipulated topics on both the cognitive and 

affective components, as suggested by Crites et al. (1994) (see Appendix C for example), 

participants completed the semantic differential scale on five different topics (e g., 

nuclear power, euthanasia, etc.). These topics were presented in Latin square 

counterbalanced order and participants made ratings on Likert scales anchored by I 

(valuable} to 7 (worthless). Among the five topics, gun control and welfare were the 

critical topics. To measure mood, participants completed the positive and negative affect 

schedule (PANAS; Watson et al., 1988, see Appendix B for example). Next, participants 

in both conditions performed a distractor task. During the 5-minute distractor task, 

participants were instructed to experiment with the mouse and perform various tasks 

using the mouse (e g., clicking boxes, moving things with the mouse).

After the distractor task, participants in both conditions were informed that the 

screen would contain various statements about gun control (e.g., accidents involved with 

rifles or assault weapons, which would be affective information, and facts about the 

effectiveness of current gun control laws, cognitive information). They were also 

instructed not to make an overall judgment until the clock in the lower right hand of the 

screen ticked down into the red zone and the computer began to beep. Participants in 

both the LP and HP conditions received one scenario on each topic. Participants in the 

HP condition received a limited amount of time to access information and perform the
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judgment, as determined by Pilot 2, whereas those in the LP condition received ample 

time to make the judgment.

The information board contained cognitive-based information and either negative 

or positive affect-laden information (see Appendix A for a list of all affective and 

cognitive statements for both topics). That is, all participants received the same cognitive 

information; however, participants received only negative affective information about 

one topic and only positive affective information about the other topic. Participants were 

then asked to judge whether they agreed or disagreed with a statement about the topic 

(e.g. “The United States gun control laws need to change”). After the scenario, all 

conditions then completed the semantic differential scale a second time. After the end of 

the first information board, participants were asked to recall as many aspects of the 

scenario as possible (free recall measure). Manipulation checks were performed for both 

independent variables (time pressure and type o f information). On Likert scales, 

participants were asked to rate whether they had enough time to read information in the 

information board screen and whether the information was positive, negative or neutral. 

Participants were then debriefed (see Figure 3 for diagram of experiment).

Results

Manipulation Checks

Time Pressure. To evaluate whether participants felt like they were in a time 

pressure condition, a one-way between-subj ects ANOVA was conducted on the
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manipulation check for both information boards. Participants rated each information 

board matrix on a scale from I (not enough time\ to 7 (plenty o f  time\. There was a 

significant difference between the LP condition QA= 4.71, SD = 2.60) and the HP 

condition QA= 2.18, SD = 1.96), F (\, 139) = 47.70,/7 < .001. Suggesting that the 

manipulation of time pressure was successful. That is, participants in the HP condition 

responded that they did not have enough time to view all of the information, whereas 

participants in the LP condition responded that they had enough time to view all of the 

information presented in the matrix.

Affective Information. To evaluate whether participants viewed information in 

each information board matrix as pertaining to positive or negative affect, separate one

way between-subjects ANOVA’s were conducted for each critical tope (e.g., gun control 

and welfare). Participants were asked to rate each information board matrix on a scale of 

I (positive information^ to 7 (negative information\. There was a significant difference 

between those who received negative welfare information QA= 2.37, SD = 2.30) arid 

those who received positive welfare information QA= 5.92, SD = 1.25), F (\, 39) = 

133.25, p  < .001. There was a significant difference between those who received positive 

gun control information QA= 4.92, SD = 2.71) and those who received negative gun 

control information (M= 3.13, ,SD = 2.24), F (I, 139) = 18.33,f  < 0.001. Suggesting 

that when people received negative information, they viewed this information as negative 

and when participants received positive information they viewed the information as 

positive, which suggested that the manipulation was successful.
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Hypothesis I

As stated previously, Hypothesis I suggested that participants in the HP condition 

would access relatively more affective information than cognitive information, and 

participants in the LP condition would access relatively more cognitive information than ■ 

affective information. In order to evaluate the amount and type of information accessed 

between the LP and HP groups, a 2 X 2 mixed-model ANOVA was conducted, with time 

pressure as the between-subjects and type of information accessed as within-subjects.

The results showed no significant main effect o f type of information accessed, F ( l, 141)

= 0.85, ^  = .36. Finally, Hypothesis I was supported by a significant interaction: 

Participants in the HP conditions accessed relatively more affective information (M  =

3.53, SD = 0.82) than cognitive information (M =  3.25, SD = 0.89), whereas participants 

in the LP condition accessed relatively more cognitive information (M =  6.95, SD = 2.40) 

than affective information (M =  6.47, SD = 2.06), F ( l, 141) = 11.64, p  = .001, q2 = .08 

(see Figure 4). The effect size listed above is considered a partial q2 (see Green et al., 

2000, p. 169). Green et al. (2000) suggests, "the traditional cutoffs of .01, .06, and .14 for 

small, medium, and large q2 are too large for partial q2." Actually, Pearson s v is typically 

used as an effect-size indicator and is a special case of q. Effect sizes are identified as 

small, medium, and large and have a corresponding r = .10, .30, and .50, respectively 

(Cohen, 1977). Consequently, if there is an q2 = .09, q = .30, this would be what Cohen 

called a "medium" effect size.
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/T g 7Zre V. A m o u n t and  T y p e  o f  In fo rm a tio n  A c cessed  b y  P a rtic ip an ts . 

H y p o th e s is  2

A s m e n tio n e d  p re v io u s ly  H y p o th e s is  2 s ta te d  th a t c o m p a re d  to  p a r tic ip a n ts  in th e  

L P  co n d itio n , p a r tic ip a n ts  in th e  H P  co n d itio n  w o u ld  b ase  th e ir  ju d g m e n ts  o f to p ic  v a lu e  

o n  re la tiv e ly  m o re  a ffec tiv e  in fo rm a tio n  and  p ro v id e  a c o r re sp o n d in g  ju d g m e n t (e  g ., 

n e g a tiv e  a ffe c tiv e - la d e n  in fo rm a tio n  will p ro d u c e  a n eg a tiv e  ju d g m e n t) .

A  2  (a ffec t: n e g a tiv e  vs. p o s itiv e ) X  2 (tim e  p re ssu re : L P  vs. H P )  b e tw e en - 

su b je c ts  A N O V A  w a s  c o n d u c te d  to  an a ly ze  th e  v a lu e  ju d g m e n ts  o f  b o th  th e  w e lfa re  and  

g u n  c o n tro l m a trix e s  se p a ra te ly  (e  g ., “ T h e  U n ited  S ta te s  W e lfa re  sy s tem  n ee d s  to
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c h a n g e ” ). J u d g m e n ts  w e re  m ad e  o n  a  sca le  o f  I {strongly agree) to  7 {strongly disagree) 

F o r  th e  g u n  c o n tro l m atrix , th e re  w a s  no  s ig n ifican t m ain  e ffec t o f  tim e  p re s su re  on  v a lu e  

ju d g m e n ts , F ( l ,  138) =  1 .77 ,/>  =  .19 , q2 =  .01 . T h e re  w a s  a lso  n o  s ig n ifican t m ain  effec t 

o f  a ffec tiv e  in fo rm a tio n  o n  g u n  c o n tro l ju d g m e n ts , F ( l ,  138) =  1 .02 , p  =  .32 , q2 =  .01. 

T h e re  w a s  n o  s ig n ifican t in te ra c tio n  b e tw e e n  tim e  p re s su re  and  a ffec tiv e  in fo rm a tio n  

re c e iv e d  o n  g u n  c o n tro l ju d g m e n ts , F  ( I ,  138) =  0 .0 8 , p  =  .78 , q 2 =  .001 (s e e  F ig u re  5).

TP
Time Pressure 

Figure 5. E v a lu a tiv e  Ju d g m e n ts  o f  G u n  C o n tro l

A  2 (a ffec t: n e g a tiv e  vs. p o s itiv e ) X  2 (tim e  p re ssu re : L P  vs. H P ) b e tw e e n - 

su b je c ts  A N O V A  e v a lu a tin g  w e lfa re  ju d g m e n ts  re v ea led  no  s ig n ifican t m ain  effec t o f  

tim e  p re s su re  on  w e lfa re  ju d g m e n ts , F ( l ,  1 3 9 ) =  1 .6 8 , / ; =  .20 , r)2 =  .01 . T h e re  w a s  no  

s ig n ifican t m ain  e ffec t o f  a ffec tiv e  in fo rm a tio n  o n  w e lfa re  ju d g m e n ts , w h e re  n eg a tiv e
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w e lfa re  p a r tic ip a n ts  d id  n o t m a k e  ju d g m e n ts  sig n ifican tly  d iffe ren t th a n  p o s itiv e  w e lfa re  

p a r tic ip a n ts , F ( l ,  13 9 ) =  1 .6 1 ,/?  =  .21 , rj2 =  .01 . T h e re  w a s  no  s ig n ifican t in te ra c tio n  

b e tw e e n  tim e  p re s su re  an d  a ffec tiv e  in fo rm a tio n  o n  w e lfa re  ju d g m e n ts , F ( l ,  138) =  0 .4 6 , 

p  =  .56 , rj2 =  .01 (s e e  F ig u re  6).
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Figure 6. V a lu e  Ju d g m e n ts  o f  W e lfa re

A d d itio n a l an a ly se s  w e re  c o n d u c te d  to  help  exp la in  th e  null f in d in g s  fo r  

H y p o th e s is  2. A  2 X  2 X  2 m ix ed -m o d e l A N O V A  w a s  c o n d u c te d , w ith  tim e  p re ssu re  

an d  ty p e  o f  in fo rm a tio n  a s  th e  b e tw e e n -su b je c ts  an d  v a lu e  ju d g m e n ts  a s  th e  w ith in - 

su b je c ts  re v ea led  no  sign ifican t e ffec ts  o r  in te ra c tio n s  fo r  th e  v a lu e  ju d g m e n ts  d e p e n d e n t 

v a riab le . T h is  ana ly sis  s u p p o r ts  w h a t w a s  in itia lly  fo u n d  in th e  an a ly sis  o f  H y p o th e s is  2. 

A d d itio n a lly , tw o  m u ltip le  re g re ss io n  an a ly se s  w e re  c o n d u c te d  u s in g  tim e  p re ssu re  and 

ty p e  o f  a ffe c tiv e  in fo rm a tio n  as  p re d ic to rs  o f  th e  to p ic  v a lu e  ju d g m e n ts . A gain , an a ly ses
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revealed no significant findings, which also support what was initially found in the 

analysis o f Hypothesis 2.

Hypothesis 3

As stated previously Hypothesis 3 proposed that compared to participants in the 

LP condition, participants in the HP condition would recall relatively more affective 

information than cognitive information. In order to evaluate how much information and 

what type of information participants recalled, a 2 X 2 mixed model ANO VA, with time 

pressure as the between-subjects variable and type of information recalled as the within- 

subjects variable, was conducted. Analysis revealed a main effect o f type of information 

recalled, such that affective information (M  = 2.15, SD = 1.01), recalled significantly 

more than cognitive information (M = 1.72, SD = .95), F (\, 141) = 17.55. p  < .001, g2 = 

.11. However, results do not support Hypothesis 3 in that the interaction between time 

pressure and type of information recalled was not significant, F (l, 141) = 0.85, p  = .36, r)2 

= .01 (see Figure 7).

Additional Analysis

Because there was insufficient evidence to suggest that participants used affective 

information to guide judgment in a time-pressured situation, it may be helpful to 

investigate this unpredicted result. As noted earlier, the study required participants to fill 

out a semantic differential scale survey on both topics, before the manipulation and after 

the manipulation. As mentioned previously, the semantic differential scale (SD) 

measures the attitude towards a given topic and is based on three aspects of the attitude;
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Figure 7. F re e  R eca ll M e a su re

co g n itiv e , a ffec tiv e  and  ev a lu a tiv e . In  o rd e r  to  d e te rm in e  w h e th e r  p a r tic ip a n ts  w e re  

in flu en ced  b y  th e  m an ip u la tio n  o f  th e  g u n  c o n tro l in fo rm atio n  b o a rd , a 2 X  2 X  2 m ix ed - 

m o d e l A N O V A  w ith  tim e  p re s su re  and  ty p e  o f  a ffec tiv e  in fo rm a tio n  re ce iv ed , as a 

b e tw e e n -s u b je c ts  v a r ia b le  an d  th e  sem an tic  d iffe ren tia l m e a su re s  as  a  w ith in -su b je c ts  

v a riab le , w a s  c o n d u c te d . B e fo re  c o n d u c tin g  th e  ana lysis , th e re  w e te 19 d a ta  p o in ts  pei 

p a r tic ip a n t fo r  each  S D  m easu re . In itially , d a ta  w e re  co llap sed  in to  th re e  d a ta  p o in ts  

(e  g ., a ffec tiv e , co g n itiv e  an d  ev a lu a tiv e  ra tin g  fo r  g u n  co n tro l) . N e x t, th e  th re e  d a ta  

p o in ts  w e re  c o lla p se d  in to  o n e  a ltitu d in a l ra tin g  by  c re a tin g  and  a v e ra g e  o f  th e  th re e  

a ltitu d in a l ra tin g s . T h is  w a s  p e rfo rm e d  fo r  each  se t o f  S D  m e a su re s  fo r  e a ch  to p ic . T h e  

d iffe ren c e  b e tw e e n  th e  in itial S D  re sp o n se s  an d  th e  sec o n d  S D  re s p o n se  w a s  no t 

s ig n ifican t F{ 1, 138) =  0 .9 3 , p = .39. T h e re  w a s  no  sign ifican t in te ra c tio n  b e tw e e n  th e
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SD responses and the time pressure conditions, F (\, 138) -  0.27, p  — .61. There was no 

significant interaction between the SD responses and the type of affective information 

they received, F ( l, 138) = 1.25, p  =.27). There was no significant three-way interaction 

between the SD responses, time pressure conditions and type of affect received F ( l, 138) 

= 026, p  = .42 (see Table 8 for means).

Table 8. Semantic Differential Means for ANOVA Gun Control

Condition Mean I SD Mean 2 SD N

Low Time Pressure
Negative Affect 3.87 1.56 3.37 1.33 36
Positive Affect 3.65 1.42 3.40 1.30 35

High Time Pressure
Negative Affect 3.56 1.08 3.55 1.24 31
Positive Affect 3.55 1.37 3.49 1.14 40

Note: Mean I represents the initial semantic differential measure and Mean 2 represents the
second semantic differential measure.

In order to determine whether participants were influenced by the manipulation of 

the welfare information board, a 2 X 2 X 2 mixed-model ANOVA with time pressure and 

type of affective information received as a between-subjects variable and semantic 

differential measures as a within-subjects variable, was conducted. There was a 

significant effect between the initial SD responses and the second SD responses, A(l,

1 3 9 ) = 13.67, p  < .001. There was no significant interaction between the SD responses 

and the time pressure conditions, F{\, 139) = 1.62, p  = 2 \ .  There was no significant 

interaction between the SD responses and the type of affective information received, F (\,
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138) = 0.53, p  = A l.  There was no significant three-way interaction between the SD

responses, time pressure conditions, and type of affect received, F ( l, 139) — 0.05, p  — .82

(see Table 9 for means).

Table 9. Semantic Differential Means for ANOVA Welfare

Condition Mean I SD Mean 2 SD N

Low Time Pressure
Negative Affect 4.62 1.21 4.31 1.26 36
Positive Affect 4.12 1.14 3.75 1.13 35

High Time Pressure
Negative Affect 3.97 1.27 3.87 ■1.10 32
Positive Affect 4.06 1.16 3.83 1.14 40

Note: Mean I represents the initial semantic differential measure and Mean 2 represents
the second semantic differential measure.
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DISCUSSION 

Summary o f Results

In support o f Hypothesis I, participants in the HP conditions viewed significantly 

more affective statements than cognitive statements, and participants in the LP conditions 

viewed more cognitive statements than affective statements. In other words, when 

participants had ample time to view boxes, they chose to look at boxes that were 

cognitively based. Conversely, when participants were under a considerable amount of 

time pressure, they might have been more selective in their search process and thus chose 

to view affective statements rather than cognitive statements. These results support 

Bower and Forgas’s (1991) concept that people out information that is consisted with 

their mood, and possibly also with affective connotations already associated with the 

target, in this case welfare or gun control. Regardless of whether the information was 

positively or negatively laden, participants may have accessed more affective information 

to strengthen their pre-existing attitudes regarding the topics. The results suggest that 

people prioritize the information search process. More importantly, in a time-pressured 

situation people may prioritize the information search process in such a way that affective 

information is viewed more often than information that is factual or cognitively based. It 

is important to note that in this experiment, the structure of the information board was 

setup in such a fashion as to allow participants to have some notion of what was 

underneath the hidden information. For example, if the information was affectively 

based, then the attribute title was Personal Statements, or if it was cognitively based, then
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the attribute title was Government Reports. This suggests that participants knew in nature „ 

what type o f information they were about to read. Thus, when forced to choose between 

different types of information, participants in this study chose affective laden 

information.

Results indicated that Hypothesis 2 was not supported. Participants in the HP 

pressure conditions and who received either negative or positive affective information did 

not make a corresponding value judgment to the information type received. Conversely, 

results also indicate that participants in the LP conditions did not base their judgments on 

affective information either. That is, regardless of whether participants received negative 

or positive information, they did not use this information as a basis for the value 

judgment. This suggests that participants may neither base their judgments on affective 

information, nor use the affect heuristic proposed by Finucane et al. (2000).

Ifaffect was not the information used to make the decision, what was? One 

possible explanation is that participants used pre-existing attitudes as a basis for their 

decision making. That is, participants in this study may have already established an 

attitude towards welfare or gun control, which in turn they relied on as a heuristic. This 

explanation is partially supported by the repeated measures analysis of the SD scale. As 

mentioned previously, this scale measures the affective and cognitive components that 

comprise our attitudes. Contrary to the results o f the manipulation check of affective 

information, the results of the SD measure suggest that participants attitudes were 

unaffected by the affective manipulation. It is important to note that even though the 

manipulation check indicated that participants viewed affective information, as it was
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intended, in the gun control matrix participant’s responses were moderate. In other 

words, both the ratings for negative affect and positive affect were close to the middle 

point o f the scale. Considering that the manipulation check was on a 7 point Likert scale, 

it would be expected to se that the negative affect rating could occur close to one anchor 

o f the scale and positive affect rating close to the other anchor. This suggests that the 

manipulation of affect for gun control was not as successful as originally thought. This is 

important to mention because without an influential manipulation there may be a lack of 

attitude change among the participants.

As mentioned previously, moods and stereotypes may affect social judgments 

(Branscombe & Cohen 1991). Such that people may involuntarily activate or seek mood- 

consistent or stereotype-consistent target qualities, or they may use an affective tag 

associated with the target as a judgmental shortcut, to evade assessment of the target 

information. Participants in the main experiment may have used a previously established 

affective tag as their judgmental shortcut, regardless of what type o f information they 

received. This explanation suggests that participants may use the affect heuristic, yet in 

this experiment participant’s previously established attitudes towards the given topic may 

have made the affective manipulation ineffective.

Alternatively, it may be that participants were not sufficiently motivated to 

operate the two information boards and to apply cognitive effort in the judgment task. 

Petty and Cacioppo (1979) suggested that people are not motivated to think if they do not 

perceive any personal relevance of the task and that motivates participants to engage in 

the task. This may have profound effects on the outcome of the task. Participants in this
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study may have not been motivated to make these judgments due to the lack of personal 

relevance. For example, is gun control or welfare an issue that affects their daily living? 

Most likely, these issues do not come up in their daily conversations.

As indicated by the results of Hypothesis 3, there was no significant interaction 

between HP and LP conditions: Participants in both the HP and LP conditions recalled 

affective information more than cognitive information. Yet in general, participants 

recalled more affective information than cognitive information. These findings are 

similar to those suggested by Isen et al. (1978), that when people are in a positive mood 

state they recall positive information more than negative information. Although there 

were no significant relationships between the PANAS measure and type of information 

recalled, the test of Hypothesis 3 suggests that participants attended more to affective 

information than cognitive information, which in turn caused more affective information 

than cognitive information to be encoded into memory. These results also suggest that 

participants had access to more affective information than cognitive information in their 

memory to use as a basis for their judgments. It is important to note that both the HP and 

LP participants recalled more affective information than cognitive information, which 

does not support the affect heuristic hypothesis.

Implication for Theory

To summarize the three hypotheses, the present findings reveal mixed support for 

the affect heuristic hypothesis. It seems that the experiment successfully induced 

conditions in which heuristics are generally used. That is, participants in the HP
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conditions evaluated more affective statements than cognitive statements, suggesting they 

voluntarily preferred to view affective information. Also, all participants recalled more 

affective information than cognitive information, suggesting again that participants prefer 

to attended to affective information than cognitive information, or at least remember it 

better. Yet the present results are somewhat inconsistent with Finucane, et al.’s (2000) 

findings. In that, participants did not make the corresponding judgment to the 

corresponding affective manipulation. However, the present research suggests that 

participants used pre-existing stereotypes or attitude towards the two topics as basis for 

their judgments, rather than using affective information as the basis for their judgments. 

Considering that the contextual conditions for the use of heuristics were satisfied, 

participants in the HP conditions may have used a heuristic based of their attitude 

towards the two topics. It is still conceivable that Damasio’s (1994) tenet of human 

thought is made of images, that are marked by affective tags is valid. This is supported 

by findings that participants attended to more affective information than cognitive 

information. Again, the results of the experiment suggest that people did not use 

affective information to guide their decisions, yet results indicate that affect plays an 

important role in the information search process.

Limitations and Future Research

As mentioned earlier, one of the main limitations to this study was the lack of 

personal relevance in the task that was performed. In order to have an effect on people s 

attitudes, it is important to supply motivation. How can this be accomplished? Ifthe
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experiment were to be repeated, the criteria for choosing topics may need to be changed. 

That is, the criterion used in Pilot I was based on normality, skewness, and kurtosis.

These should remain the criteria, yet they should be evaluated in a different manner. 

Instead o f topics that are normally distributed, it may be useful to choose topics that are 

bimodal, with high ratings at each end o f the global assessment scale. That is, pre-test 

numerous topics and choose the ones that have strong ratings for and against the topic. 

Indicating that participants view this topic in polar opposites, which in turn may possibly 

demonstrate personal relevance to the topic. In lieu of changing the criteria for choosing 

topics, future research may want to assess the personal relevance of the topic with a direct 

measure. Another suggestion would be to introduce a motivation factor. For example, 

participants could be informed that they will receive money for every correct answer they 

provide. Regardless of the answer participants provided they would receive reward, but 

while completing the tasks they would be motivated by the monetary reward to complete 

the task correctly. Given that the HP conditions would not have enough time to 

scrutinize the information, the assumption remains that they will base their judgments on 

of affective information rather than cognitive information.

As has been demonstrated by the mixed results of this study the Affect Heuristic 

Hypothesis remains a psychological construct unresolved. If further investigation of this 

construct reveals significant effects the real world implications are enormous. 

Demonstrating that people use affect as a basis for heuristic may explain biases in 

judgments ranging from job performance evaluations to jurors verdicts. The impacts of 

this research area may also extend to such disciplines as psychiatry and counseling. It is
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important to note that this theoretical construct is not at the stage of application and 

warrants further investigation to strengthen the psychological construct’s ecological 

validity.

i,
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APPENDIX A

List o f Statements Used in Both the Welfare and Gun Control Matrices.
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Cognitive Gun-Control Statements

. I . “In 1997 80 percent of the state inmates bought their guns from family, friends, 
street buys, and/or other illegal sources.”

2. “A study found that since 1980 shotgun imports have decreased from 273,000 per 
year to 219,000 per year in 1998.”

3. “Firearm manufacturers legally shipped 3.6 million guns in and out of the country 
in 1998.”

4. “In 2000 18 percent of the state prison inmates carried a handgun at the time of 
their arrest.”

Negative Gun Control Statements

1. “My wife is a teller at a local bank and 2 years ago she was held-up at gun point 
with an AK-47 assault rifle.”

2. “This last fall I was terrified when one o f my high school friends brought a gun to 
school.”

3. “On my commute home from work I had a driver that I had accidentally cut off, 
point a loaded weapon at me.

4. “ A  y e a r  a g o  m y d a u g h te r  w a s  w o u n d e d  b y  a  d riv e  by  s h o o tin g  fro m  th e  local 

g a n g .”

Positive Gun-Control Statements

1. “All of my children have completed hunter safety courses and last week one of 
them saved another kids life because of something he learned in the course.”

2. “My son walked in holding my pistol and asked. T tried to pull the trigger, how 
come it doesn’t work?’ I replied because there is a trigger lock on it.”

3. “As a result of some recent gun control laws background checks were performed 
when I purchased a side arm last month.”

4. “I recently purchased a gun with a preventative trigger mechanism that only 
allows my fingerprint to fire the gun.”
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Cognitive Welfare Statements

1. “The federal government allocates funds for welfare programs to the state 
governments, but does not regulate the state welfare programs.”

2. “Since 1988 the Women Infants and Children program (WIC), has grown from 
2.5 million participating women to 8 million enrolled in the program.”

3. “When surveyed in March of 1999, 9.3 percent of all U.S. families lived at or 
below the poverty level.”

4. “The U.S. government allocated 8.9 billion dollars to child nutrition programs in 
the 2000 fiscal year.”

Negative Welfare Statements

1. “Because of recent cuts in welfare programs my children and I now have no place 
to live.”

2. “Because of the bureaucratic red tape I had a hard time filling out the paperwork 
and my family and I did not receive our welfare check this month.”

3. “As a result of the poor medical coverage from the government, my child is unable 
to receive treatment for her cancer.”

4. “The recent government shutdown of 3 shelters in my city has left many people 
cold, hungry and homeless.”

Positive Welfare Statements

1. “With no family of my own to spend the holidays with, I am always grateful for 
the local soup kitchen’s hospitality.”

2. “After receiving benefits through the welfare office I am now back on my feet and 
self-sufficient citizen who is eager to give back to the community.”

3. “As a result of quality government medical coverage my child receives cancer 
treatment on a regular basis.”

4. “There was a time in my life where I couldn’t make ends meat and food stamps 
were my only source of food.”
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Example of The PANAS Scale
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INSTRUCTIONS: This scale consists o f a number o f words that describe 
different feelings and emotions. Read each item and then mark the appropriate answer in 
the space next to that word. Indicate to what extent you feel this wav right now, that is, at 
the present moment. Use the following scale to record your answers.

I
very slightly

2
a little

3 4  5
moderately quite a bit extremely

or not at all

interested

distressed

excited

upset

.strong

.guilty

.scared

.hostile

.enthusiastic

.proud

irritable

alert

ashamed

.inspired

nervous

.determined

attentive

jittery

active

afraid
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APPENDIX C

Example of the Semantic Differential Scale
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Abortion

INSTRUCTIONS: Please think about the term. Abortion. Then on each line, put a 
check mark “V” in one of the seven spaces to represent the meaning of Abortion to you. Each 
line should be given one check mark. Thank you.

Abortion

love 

delighted 

happy 

calm 

excited 

relaxed 

acceptance 

joy 

useful 

wise 

safe 

beneficial _ 

valuable. 

perfect 

wholesome

hate

sad

annoyed

tense

bored

angry

disgusted

sorrow

useless

foolish

unsafe

harmful

worthless

imperfect

unhealthy




