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Abstract: To investigate if emotion influences risk assessment, and to determine if this effect depends on the opportunity and time
available for deliberation, we replicated an experiment of Finucane and colleagues by offering participants two kinds of affective
information (low benefit vs. high benefit) and two different judgment conditions (immediate judgment vs. deliberation prior to judgment).
We also included a distraction judgment condition to test how the passage of time affects emotion’s influence on risk assessment. The
hypothesis tested here was that individuals’ risk assessment would be influenced by the high and low benefit affective conditions, and that
this influence would change per whether participants made these judgments immediately, after time for deliberation, or after a period of
distraction. The results showed that neither the main effects of affective information and judgment condition nor the interaction between
these two factors were significant, with all F’s <1, all p’s > .394. Thus, the findings of Finucane et al. we’re not replicated in the current
study. Exploratory analyses suggested that a possible reason for this replication failure may be that the items we used were not novel, and
therefore less likely to show an effect of the information we provided about them.
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as a result of nuclear power between 1971 and 2009, mostly from
The Influence of Emotion and Distraction in Risk
Assessment

workplace accidents and radiation fallout (Kharecha & Hansen,
2013). Based on these data, it is obvious that driving cars is more

Decisions under uncertainty always involve risks, which refer

risky than living near a nuclear power plant. However, the fact is that

to the possibility of injury, harm, or other adverse and unwanted

people drive cars every day but are extremely fearful of living near a

effects (Baron, 2000). Risks are commonplace in our daily life, from

nuclear power plant. This example shows the difference between real

industrial explosions, workplace injuries, injury or death from

and perceived risk. Perceived risk reflects a more intricate

diseases, natural causes, lifestyles, and voluntarily pursued activities

understanding of the world which could be influenced by a lot of

to the impacts of economic development on ecosystems (Boroush &

factors.

Garant, 1998). The fact is that when making judgments of risk, there

Factors which influence people’s perception of risk can be

seem to be some biases such that people often think some items are

mainly divided into two categories. One is connected with the actual

more risky than others. To improve public understanding of risks,

properties

facilitate public participation in risk-related decision making, and

catastrophic potential and novelty. To be specific, there are studies

improve the management and regulation of risks, it is important and

that suggest that people’s risk perception is influenced by

necessary to understand how risk assessment works.

voluntariness, such that people were found to be more willing to

of

corresponding

items,

such

as

voluntariness,

accept voluntary risks (e.g. smoking, driving a car) than involuntary
Real Risk and Perceived Risk
Across the academic field of risk assessment, based on the idea
that risk is the collection of things that could happen, and how likely
each will happen, technical and economical approaches hold that risk
is an objective quantity that can be expressed as: Risk = ∑
(Probability * Damage) (Kane, 1992). The approaches assume that
individuals’ risk assessments should be as rational as can be
achieved (Cameron, 2003). However, psychological research into
risk assessment has shown that risk behavior follows from risk
perception even if the perception is not necessarily based upon
rational assessments (e.g. Slovic, 1999; Morrow, 2009). For example,
According to the World Health Organization (2013), road traffic
injuries caused an estimated 1.3 million deaths worldwide per year,
while there are statistics showing that only about 4,900 people died

risks (e.g. a nuclear disaster) (Starr, 1969). As to novelty of risks,
Slovic (1987) noted that compared to known risks, people tend to be
more worried about unknown risks, which indicate that if the risk
occurs as part of familiar or well-known system (e.g. traffic
accident), respondents would show little concern about it compared
to a poorly understood risk (e.g. nuclear reactor, genetically modified
food). Furthermore, previous research also showed that people
would judge items to be more risky if they perceived potential for
disaster of the item, as well as when they perceive less controllability
over the item.
The second category of factors that could influence individuals’
risk perception and behavior can be described as subjective feeling,
which pertains to the influence of emotion in risk perception and risk
taking. Except for these two categories, many research have shown
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that factors such as gender difference (e.g. Gustafsod, 1998; Byrnes,

and this is a subconscious process that shortens the decision-making

Miller, & Schafer, 1999; Slovic, 1999; Harris, Jenkins, & Glaser,

process and allows an individual to function without having to

2006; Fletschner, Anderson,

& Cullen, 2010), and personality (e.g.

complete an extensive search for information (Alhakami & Slovic,

Fenton-O’Creevy, Soane, & Willman, 2001; Nicholson, Soane,

1994; Finucane et al., 2000; Slovic et al., 2004; Slovic, Peters,

Fenton-O’Creevy, & Willman, 2005; Soane, Dewberry, & Narendran,

Finucane, & MacGregor, 2005). To be specific, the research of

2010) also have influence on individuals’ judgment of risks.

Finucane and colleagues (Finucane et al., 2000) found that peoples’
judgment of risk can be influenced by their emotional response to

The Role of Emotion in Risk Assessment

the item being judged: Positive emotions can lead people to judge an

Nowadays it is widely believed that emotion plays an important

item as less risky or more beneficial, whereas negative emotions can

role in risk assessments. However, prior to the early studies by
Fischhoff and colleagues (Fischhoff, Slovic, Lichtenstein, Read, &
Combs, 1978) which revealed that people’s risk assessments are

lead people to judge the item as more risky or less beneficial.
Outline of the Current Study

influenced by dread, emotion was assumed to be just a consequence

The purpose of the current study was to replicate and extend an

of cognitive evaluation which has no direct input into decision

earlier study by Finucane and colleagues (Finucane et al., 2000) who

making (Hardman & Hardman, 2009).

found that peoples’ judgment of risk can be influenced by their

More recent studies placed emotion on an equal footing with

emotional response to the item being judged. Specifically, this study

cognitive evaluation, suggesting both emotion and cognitive

found that if people first read a description that presents many

evaluation can directly influence people’s judgments without the

benefits of a certain technology or activity, then they will judge this

mediation of the other. According to the “affect-as-information”

technology or activity as less risky than when they first read a

theory (Schwarz & Clore, 1983), when making judgments, people’s

description of the same item that presents the disadvantages of the

evaluative reactions to the objects of judgment are directly

item. The interpretation of this result is that the descriptions lead to

influenced by their feelings toward the objects such that people like

an emotional response to the item, which then in turn influences the

what they feel good about and dislike what they feel bad about

judgment of risk, with more positive emotions leading people to

(Clore & Storbeck, 2006; Storbeck & Clore, 2008; Clore & Palmer,

judge an item as less risky (e.g., someone who enjoys riding a

2009). More directly relevant to the influence of emotion on the

motorcycle will judge this activity as being less risky than someone

judgment of risk, the dual-process theory of information processing

who does not enjoy riding a motorcycle). To replicate this effect, we

(Chaiken & Trope, 1999) holds that risk is perceived and acted on in

offer participants two kinds of affective information (low benefit vs.

two fundamental ways: the analytic system brings logic, reason, and

high benefit). We predict that high benefit information would arouse

scientific deliberation to bear on risk assessment (Slovic, Finucane,

positive affect which will lead the participants to make low risk

Peters & MacGregoret, 2004; Slovic & Peters, 2006), whereas the

judgments. In contrast, negative affect caused by low benefit

experiential system refers to individuals’ fast, instinctive, and

information would be expected to lead to higher risk judgments.

intuitive reaction to risks. A more important role of emotion in risk

A large number of previous studies on risk assessment suggest

assessment was highlighted by risk as feeling hypothesis proposed

that emotions have a stronger impact on risk assessment when the

by Loewenstein and colleagues (Loewenstein, Weber, Hsee, &

opportunity for analytical thought is reduced, for instance by putting

Welch, 2001). This theory holds that people’s emotional reactions to

people under time pressure (Finucane et al., 2000). In the current

risks may diverge from their cognitive evaluation of these risks, and

study, we created three different judgment conditions such that

when such divergence occurs, emotion could often drive people’s

participants had to judge the risk of an item immediately after

judgments. Specifically, according to risk as feeling hypothesis,

reading the description, after a period of deliberation, or after

when people are asked to assess the risk of some activity or

performing another unrelated task (the word-search puzzle task).

technology, their judgment will be based on their emotional response

Aside from including the exact same conditions (immediate and

to the item being judged such as worry, fear, dread or anxiety

deliberation judgment conditions) used by Finucane and colleagues

(Loewenstein et al., 2001; Slovic et al., 2004).

(Finucane et al., 2000), in our experiment, we thus also included a

The notion that risk assessment may be influenced by emotion

third condition in which participants had to do a word-search puzzle

led some researchers to propose that people make use of a so-called

before indicating their judgment. The reason for including this

affect heuristic in judging risk. The idea is that when people need to

condition is to determine if the effect of emotion becomes stronger

make their decisions they experience a feeling state demarcating a

or weaker with the passage of time, when there is no chance to

positive or negative quality of the stimulus, which was characterized

deliberate due to the requirement to do the word-search puzzle.

as the affect heuristic. People' risk assessments are influenced by the

According to the theory of unconscious thought (Dijksterhuis, 2004;

feelings that they associate with a stimulus (e.g., liking or disliking)

Dijksterhuis & Nordgren, 2006), a brief period of distraction can
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lead to better, more rational judgments in case of a difficult choice,

In the distraction condition, a word search puzzle was used to

thus suggesting that the influence of emotion would be reduced

distract participants prior to assessing the risk of an item. The puzzle

when the judgment is made after a secondary, distracting task

consisted of the presentation of a 10 by 10 array of letters that were

(Calvillo & Penaloza, 2009). Specifically, the unconscious thought

indexed by the numbers from 1 to 100. Below the array, a word

theory (UTT) holds that the processing capacity of consciousness is

was shown, and the task for the participants was to find this target

limited, which would prevent participants from taking all

word in the array. The words used as targets denoted the names of

information into consideration when dealing with complex decisions,

countries and vegetables and they could be written in any direction

while the processing capacity of unconscious thinking is believed to

along the horizontal, vertical and diagonal axes of the array.

be enormous. Thus decisions about simple issues can be better

Aside from the vignettes and word search puzzle, the stimulus

tackled by conscious thought, whereas decisions about complex

materials included the Cognitive Reflection Test (CRT) (Frederick,

matters can be better approached with unconscious thought

2005). This test consists of three mathematical puzzles that each

(Dijksterhuis, 2004), an effect referred to as the unconscious thought

strongly suggests an incorrect intuitive answer. To reach the correct

advantage(UTA) (Dijksterhuis & Nordgren, 2006).

answer, participants need to move beyond this intuitively appealing

All in all, in the present study we replicated the experiment of

answer and to apply analytical thinking using appropriate

Finucane and colleagues (Finucane et al., 2000) by offering

mathematical formulation. For example, the first item of the CRT

participants two kinds of affective information (low benefit vs. high

states: “A bat and a ball cost $1.10. The bat costs $1.00 more than

benefit) and two different judgment conditions (immediate judgment

the ball. How much does the ball cost?” Here, the incorrect intuitive

vs. deliberation prior to judgment). Moreover, we included a

answer is 10 cents, while the correct answer is 5 cents. The CRT was

distraction judgment condition to test how the passage of time

administered as a paper and pencil test.

affects emotion’s influence on risk assessment. The primary

Design

hypothesis tested here was whether individuals’ risk assessment was

The experiment consisted of a 3×2 within-subjects design,

influenced by the high and low benefit affective conditions, and to

including as factors the nature of the vignette (low vs. high benefit),

what extent the influence would change according to whether

and the condition under which a risk judgment had to be made

participants made these judgments immediately, after time for

(immediate judgment, distraction prior to judgment, or deliberation

deliberation, or after a period of distraction.

prior to judgment). The two different types of vignettes were used

Method

equally often across the three judgment conditions. Specifically, we

Participants

first randomized the set of 24 items and then created six different

Thirty-six undergraduate Psychology students from the

versions of the task in which each item would occur once in a

University of Groningen voluntarily participated in the study in

particular judgment condition, in either the high or low benefit

return for course credit. The participants included 17 males and they

condition (see Table 1). This ensured that any difference across the

had a mean age of 20.5 years (SD = 1.5, age range: 18-24 years).

judgment and affect conditions could not be ascribed to the usage of

Materials

different items in these conditions.

The experiment was conducted on a computer using a program

The order in which the conditions and vignettes were presented

written in E-prime 2.0. The stimulus materials included 48 vignettes

was fixed for each of the six versions of the task. The judgment

that described information about twenty-four items. These items

condition was blocked, with the order of the three judgments

included products, activities and technologies (e.g. alcoholic

conditions being counterbalanced across participants. Within each

beverages, natural gas, and online shopping). For each item, we

judgment condition, half the participants first received high-benefit

created two vignettes of which one described a large number of

vignettes for four items and then received low benefit vignettes for

benefits for the item (high-benefit condition), whereas the other

the next four items whereas the order of these two types of vignettes

described disadvantages of the item (low-benefit condition; see

was reversed for the remaining participants. By presenting the high

Appendix for the vignettes). The vignettes consisted of a definition

and low benefit vignettes in a blocked fashion, we replicated

of the item, and a specification of its advantages or disadvantages.

Finucane and colleagues (Finucane et al., 2000) design.

For the vignettes in the low-benefit condition, we either described

Procedure

disadvantages of the item itself, or we described the advantages that

At the beginning of the experiment, participants were instructed

other alternatives would have over this item, thus two kinds of

that they would first be asked to read a short description about a

low-benefit structure were created (describe disadvantages vs.

certain item and that they would then later be asked to assess the risk

compare to alternatives). The vignettes differed in terms of their

of this item using a 7-point scale which ranged from “not at all

length, with the number of words ranging from 79 to 208 (mean =

risky” to “very risky”. Then participants were informed that the

119.06 words).

experiment included three judgment conditions that differed in
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whether the risk judgment had to be indicated as quickly as possible

judgments immediately, after time for deliberation, or after a period

after reading the vignette (the immediate judgment condition), after

of distraction. To address these matters, we conducted a 3×2

unlimited time for deliberation (the deliberation condition), or after

(Affective information [low benefit, high benefit] × Judgment

first doing the word search puzzle for a period of one minute.

condition [immediate judgment, distraction prior to judgment,

Participants were instructed to read the vignettes carefully, and only

deliberation

once, before continuing to next phase of the task.

(RM-ANOVA). The results showed that neither the main effects of

prior

to

judgment]

repeated-measures

ANOVA

After this instruction, participants performed one example trial

affective information and judgment condition nor the interaction

for each of the three judgment conditions and they then continued

between these two factors were significant (all F’s <1, all p’s > .394).

with the risk assessment task. Upon completing the risk assessment

Taken together, these results show that judgments of risk were not

task, participants performed the CRT. In total, the study took about

influenced by the high and low benefit information regardless of

45 minutes.

whether participants had time to deliberate about this information,

Method of Analysis

thus indicating that the earlier findings of Finucane and colleagues

Given the 3×2 within-subjects design of this study, the plan for

(Finucane et al., 2000) were not replicated successfully in this study.

data analysis was to examine whether risk assessment was

Exploratory Analyses

influenced by affective information (as manipulated by the low vs.

To determine the possible reasons for why we failed to replicate

high benefit vignettes), judgment condition (immediate judgment,

the findings of Finucane et al. (2000), we conducted a series of

distraction prior to judgment, or deliberation prior to judgment), and

exploratory follow-up analyses to examine potential effects of

the interaction between these two factors. To analyze these effects,

gender, analytical vs. intuitive thinking, and the different structures

we used a repeated-measure ANOVA (RM-ANOVA) as the data

of the vignettes we created for the items.

were found to meet the assumptions of this type of analysis.

Effects of Gender. In order to examine if risk assessment

Specifically, the risk assessment ratings were found to be normally

differed between male and female participants, we conducted a

distributed for all cells in the design using descriptive statistics

RM-ANOVA with judgment condition and affective information as

(explore), except for the deliberation condition with high-benefit

within-subject factors and gender as a between-subject factor.

information (p = .036, all other p’s > 1.2). According to Steven

Consistent with previous results of theory-driven analyses, this

(2009), such a singular violation of the assumption of normally

analysis yielded no significant main effects or interaction of

distributed outcomes does not pose a significant threat to the power

judgment condition and affective information (all F’s < 1, all p’s

of the analysis of variance, and therefore we chose to use an

> .05). Interestingly, however, the analysis did reveal a significant

RM-ANOVA for examining the effects of judgment conditions and

main effect of gender, F(1, 34) = 14.406, p = .001. Furthermore, the

benefit information.

interaction between affective information, judgment condition and

Aside from examining the hypothesis that risk assessment

gender was marginally significant, F(2, 68) = 2.686, p = .075,

would be influenced by affect to different degrees in the different

suggesting that the influence of affect differed across judgment

judgment conditions, we also conducted a number of exploratory

conditions for male and female participants. To further characterize

analyses to examine potential individual differences related to

this interaction effect, we chose to contrast the two conditions that

gender and performance on the CRT score, and to examine potential

were also included in the study of Finucane and colleagues

differences between the items used for the risk assessment task. For

(Finucane et al., 2000), namely the deliberation and immediate

the CRT analyses, two groups of participants were created based

judgment conditions, for male and female participants separately.

their responses to the three items. Specifically, participants received

The results for the male participants showed a marginally significant

a score of 1 if they gave the correct answer for an item, they received

interaction between affective information and judgment condition,

a score of -1 if they gave the incorrect intuitive answer, and they

F(2, 16) = 3.972, p = .064. As can be seen in Figure 1, this

received a score of 0 in case their answer was incorrect, but not

interaction appeared to be due to the fact that the low and high

intuitive. Participants for whom the summed score across the three

benefit information only led to different risk assessments in the

items were lower than 0 were considered to be intuitive thinkers,

deliberation condition and not in the immediate judgment condition.

whereas participants for whom with a summed score above 2 were

Indeed, follow-up tests showed that there was a significant effect of

considered to be analytical thinkers.

affective information in the deliberation condition, F(1, 16) = 4.707,

Results

p = .045. In contrast, there was no significant effect of affective

Theory-driven Analyses

information in the immediate judgment condition, F(1, 16) = .009, p

The primary question of interest was whether the extent to

= .928. As can be seen in Figure 2, the results for female participants

which risk assessment was influenced by the high and low benefit

differed from those of the male participants in that the difference

conditions differed depending on whether participants made these

between the low and high benefit conditions was small and
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non-significant (F(1, 18) = .094, p = .763) in both the deliberation

The results for these two groups were contrasted using an

judgment condition and immediate judgment condition. Indeed, the

RM-ANOVA with judgment condition and affective information as

results for female participants did not show any significant effects

within-subject factors, and the CRT group as a between-subject
factor. The results showed that the main effects were insignificant

(all p’s > .304).
Taken together, these results suggest that males and females

(all F’s <1, all p’s > .18), as were the various two-way interactions

think in different ways when judging risks about technologies or

(all p’s > .092) and the three- way interaction between Affective

activities. Specifically, male participants tend to judge risks as

information, Judgment Condition and the CRT group, F(2, 38) = .29,

smaller than the female participants. Furthermore, the influence of

p = .75.

different judgment condition (immediate judgment, distraction prior

Effects of the Different Types of Vignettes. To examine whether

to judgment, deliberation prior to judgment) differs in gender,

the results differed depending on the structure of the low-benefit

indicating a different effect of conscious and unconscious thinking

vignettes used for the different items, we examined whether there

(manipulated by the time for thinking) on risk assessment between

was an interaction of affective information and the two types of

males and females.

Lastly, emotion’s effect on risk assessment

structures used for the negative vignettes. A 2×2 (Affective

under different judgment condition differs between males and

information [low benefit, high benefit] × Low benefit structure

females. To be specific, the influence of the affective information

[describe disadvantages, compare to alternatives]) within-subjects

took a bit of time to accrue in the male participants, as the

design using a RM-ANOVA yielded no significant effects (all p

opportunity to deliberate appeared to increase the effect of affective

> .188), indicating that the results did not differ depending on the

information on males’ risk judgment. In contrast, the affective

structure of the negative vignettes.

information had no influence on risk assessment in female

Discussion

participants, regardless of judgment condition.

The observation that people’s judgment of risks is influenced by
feelings such as worry, fear, dread or anxiety (Loewenstein et al.,

3.5
3.4

2001; Slovic et al., 2004), suggests that risk assessments are

Del
Imm

influenced by emotion (Hardman & Hardman, 2009). The study of

3.3
3.2

Finucane and colleagues (Finucane et al., 2000) offers a better

3.1

understanding of the role of affect in risk judgments by showing that

3
2.9

if people first read a description that presents many benefits of a

2.8
2.7

certain technology or activity, then they will judge this technology or

2.6

activity as less risky than when they first read a description of the

2.5
2.4
Low benefit

High benefit

same item that presents the disadvantages of the item.
In the current study, we replicated and expanded the study of

Figure 1. Mean risk assessment ratings for male participants in

Finucane et al. (2000) to further test the role of emotion in risk

the deliberation and immediate judgment conditions, shown

assessment and to determine whether the effect of emotion becomes

separately for the low and high benefit conditions.

stronger or weaker with the passage of time. To this end, we
conducted a 3×2 (Judgment condition [immediate judgment,

Females' mean risk rating score

4.4
4.3
4.2

Del

distraction prior to judgment, deliberation prior to judgment]) ×

Imm

(Affective information [low benefit, high benefit]) within-subject

4.1

experiment. Our primary objective in this study was to determine

4
3.9

whether risk assessment was influenced by the high and low benefit

3.8

affective conditions, and to what extent the influence depended on

3.7

whether participants made these judgments immediately, after time

3.6
3.5

for deliberation, or after a period of distraction.

3.4
3.3
Low benefit

High benefit

Contrary to our expectations, the results of the experiment
showed that individuals’ judgments of risk were not influenced by

Figure 2. Mean risk assessment ratings for female participants in

the high and low benefit information regardless of whether

the deliberation and immediate judgment conditions, shown

participants had time to deliberate about this information. Thus, the

separately for the low and high benefit conditions.

earlier study of Finucane et al. (2000) was not replicated

Effects of Intuitive vs. Analytical Thinking Style. To contrast

successfully in our study. To determine the possible reasons for why

the results for intuitive and analytical thinkers, two groups of

we failed to replicate the findings of Finucane et al. (2000), a series

participants were created based on their performance on the CRT.

of exploratory follow-up analyses were conducted to examine
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potential influences of gender, analytical vs. intuitive thinking, and

Interestingly, however, even though our results did replicate the

the different structures of the vignettes of the items. The results of

finding that male participants scored significantly higher than female

these analyses showed that there were no effects due to the different

participants on a test of analytical thinking (M = 2.18 vs. M = 1.44,

structures of the vignettes, and they also showed no differences

t(34) =11.11, p = .004), we found that female participants were not

between participants who were classified as analytical or intuitive

influenced by the affective information regardless of judgment

thinkers, based on the CRT (Frederick, 2005). Interestingly, however,

condition, whereas our male participants only showed evidence for

the results of the exploratory analyses did show some effects of

such an effect in the deliberation condition of our study. Evidently,

gender. Specifically, these results suggest that males and females

these findings are inconsistent with a large number of previous

think in different ways when judging risks about technologies or

studies showing that analytical thinking weakens the effect of

activities. Specifically, when involving gender as a factor, we found

emotions on risk assessment, but it is important to bear in mind that

a main effect of gender, with males judging the items to be less risky

these effects were derived from a non-significant trend obtained

overall than females, and a trend towards an interaction of gender,

through an exploratory analysis of our data. Accordingly, these

affect, and deliberation condition, with male participants showing an

results should first be replicated before they can be subjected to

effect of the affective information only in the deliberation condition.

theoretical interpretation.

Gender Differences in Risk Assessment, Intuitive Thinking, and
Emotion.

Known vs. Unknown Items in Risk Assessment
In considering alternative reasons for why we failed to replicate

In demonstrating that male participants tend to judge risks as

the basic observations of Finucane and colleagues (Finucane et al.,

smaller than the female participants (e.g., Byrnes et al., 1999;

2000) it is of interest to note that that the items we used in our study

Croson & Gneezy, 2009; Fletschner et al., 2010), the results of the

were drawn from the study of Finucane et al. (2000). Arguably,

current study are consistent with a comprehensive meta-analysis of

people have come to be more knowledgeable about the potential

the psychological research on gender differences in risk taking

risks and benefits of these items in the years since Finucane’s study,

conducted by Byrnes and colleagues (Byrnes et al., 1999). In this

and as a result, the positive or negative vignettes we presented about

study, Byrnes and colleagues reviewed 150 relevant studies and

these items may not have had a large impact on people’s judgment of

found that although the effect of gender difference on judgment of

risks, the idea being that if people already know a lot about

risks varies with age and the context of the decisions, females are

something, giving them some additional information may not lead to

consistently less likely to take risks compared to males. More

a large change of opinion, as intended by our positive and negative

recently, a study carried out by Croson and Gneezy (2009), which

vignettes.

summarized the experimental literature on gender differences in
preferences, also found females to be more risk averse than males.

To examine the validity of this line of reasoning, we conducted
a further exploratory analysis in which we selected 6 items (online

One widely accepted explanation offered for gender

shopping, home schooling, surfing internet, traveling solo, credit

differences in risk taking is related to the differences in emotional

cards, and TMS) which were created by ourselves and which may be

reactions to risky situations. This approach holds that women

considered as relatively unfamiliar compared to the items used by

experience emotions more strongly than men (Croson & Gneezy,

Finucane and colleagues (Finucane et al., 2000). Interestingly, the

2009). Specifically, women are more likely to experience negative

results for this subset of items did show a significant main effect of

outcomes (Fujita, Diener, & Sandvik, 1991) and feel fear (Grossman

affective information (F(1, 22) = 4.97, p = .036). Accordingly, these

& Wood, 1993) when facing risks. According to risk as feelings

findings may be seen as preliminary support for the idea that we

hypothesis and affect heuristic, when people are asked to assess the

failed to replicate the emotion effect found by Finucane et al. (2000)

risk of some activity or technology, their judgment will be based on

due to the fact that the items we used did not include enough novel

their emotional response to the item being judged such as worry, fear,

items for which the vignettes could lead to a strong effect..

dread or anxiety (Loewenstein et al., 2001; Slovic et al., 2004). As a

Two Definitions of Affect in Risk Assessment

result, one might expect that female participants are more likely to

A last point of discussion regarding our failure to replicate the

be influenced by the manipulations of affect such as that used in the

findings of Finucane and colleagues (Finucane et al., 2000) is that

current study. Another reason why this may be the case is that female

the study of Finucane and colleagues appear to be unique in

participants are known to rely more strongly on intuition than male

demonstrating that providing people with high or low benefit

participants, who instead have been found to rely more on analytical

information about a particular item leads to differences in risk

thinking (Frederick, 2005). Since the influence of emotion is thought

assessment. Specifically, an interesting thing we found was that

to be weakened by analytical thinking (Finucane et al. 2000), one

although the same term ‘affect’ was used to denote emotion in most

could thus argue that female participants would be more likely to

studies of emotion’s influence on risk assessment, the definition for

show an influence of the affective information than male participants.

affect is not consistent among these studies (e.g., Sjöberg, 2006;
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Wardman, 2006). Specifically, most studies examining the role of

risk perceptions: A self-regulatory perspective. In National

emotions in risk assessment have focused on the influence of the

Cancer Institute workshop on conceptualizing and measuring

moods that people experience, for example, happy, sad, dread, angry
(e.g., Riener, Stefanucci, Proffitt, & Clore, 2003; Stefanucci, Proffitt,
Clore, & Parekh, 2008), while the study by Finucane et al. (2000) is

risk perception (pp. 13-14).
Chaiken, S., & Trope, Y. (Eds.). (1999). Dual-process theories in
social psychology.

the sole study that suggests that providing participants with

Guilford Press.

information about the qualities of an item can also lead to a

Clore, G. L., & Storbeck, J. (2006). Affect as information about

corresponding effect on risk assessment. Accordingly, the current

liking, efficacy, and importance.

failure to replicate may be seen as an important methodological

Psychology Press.

contribution as it suggests that while the effects of moods may be

Clore, G. L., & Palmer, J. (2009). Affective guidance of intelligent

easily replicable, the effects of affect may be much more difficult to

agents: How emotion controls cognition. Cognitive Systems

replicate.

Research, 10(1), 21-30.
Croson, R., & Gneezy, U. (2009). Gender differences in

General Conclusion of the Current Study
Although further work is required to gain a more complete
understanding of the influence of affect in risk assessment, our

preferences. Journal of Economic literature, 448-474.
Dijksterhuis, A. (2004). Think different: the merits of unconscious

findings do raise some important considerations for future studies

thought

about this topic. Firstly, although the current study was unsuccessful

making. Journal of personality and social psychology, 87(5),

in replicating the findings of Finucane et al. (2000), our findings

586.

suggested that the influence of items in judgment of risks depends on
the individuals’ knowledge about the items. Specifically, people are

in

preference

development

and

decision

Dijksterhuis, A., & Nordgren, L. F. (2006). A theory of unconscious
thought.

more likely to be worried about unknown risks rather than known

Perspectives on Psychological science, 1(2), 95-109.

risks. Thus further studies would benefit from using more novel

Fenton-O’Creevy, M., Soane, E., & Willman, P. (2001). Risk

items. In addition, our findings supported the idea that, in general,

propensity and personality. London Business School, Centre for

women judge risks as higher than the men. Future studies could take

Organisational Research.

gender difference into consideration when studying about risk

Finucane, M. L., Alhakami, A., Slovic, P., & Johnson, S. M. (2000).

assessment. Finally, it is necessary to make a clear distinction

The affect heuristic in judgments of risks and benefits. Journal

between moods and affect in exploring the influence of emotions in
risk assessments.

of behavioral decision making, 13(1), 1-17.
Fischhoff, B., Slovic, P., Lichtenstein, S., Read, S., & Combs, B.
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(1978). How safe is safe enough? A psychometric study of
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