PAGE  
2

Time-line for CEST and its Clones From1973-2005
Prepared by Seymour Epstein

To demonstrate the order in which modern dual-process theories were introduced by Epstein and others, the following chronology of publications on CEST is presented. After indicating the developmental sequence of selected CEST articles relevant to its dual-process aspects, a chronology of very similar dual-process views recently proposed by others is presented. These theories are clones of CEST that are made to appear original by addressing issues of interest to particular psychological disciplines, most notably social and cognitive psychology. For those interested in judging the extent to which the other theories are clones, so long as one has a passing familiarity with CEST it is only necessary to read the descriptions of the other theories on pages 7-10.
Epstein, S. (1973). The self concept revisited or a theory of a theory. American Psychologist, 28, 404-416.

This article presents the foundation of the theory that I later named cognitive-experiential self-theory (CEST). A major assumption in the theory is that everyone automatically constructs an implicit personal theory of reality. The content of the theory consists of implicit beliefs (later called schemas) about the self automatically derived from experience. The beliefs in this implicit theory are often different from people’s conscious beliefs. The strengths of the implicit beliefs and therefore their influence on behavior are a function of the intensity of the emotions during the events from which the beliefs were derived. An implicit theory of reality is not just a cognitive theory. It is emotionally and motivationally driven. The basic motives in a personal theory of reality are to maximize pleasure and minimize pain, to maintain the stability of the conceptual system, and to maintain and enhance self-esteem. The following assumptions are retained in all further developments of the dual-process theory that became known as CEST: People have self-theories that are implicit, that develop automatically out of experience, that are adaptive, that are organized (differentiated and integrated), that are intimately associated with affect, and that are motivated according to the hedonic principle.
Epstein, S. (1983). The unconscious, the preconscious and the self-concept. In J. Suls & A. Greenwald (Eds.), Psychological perspectives on the self, Vol. 2. Hillsdale, NJ: Erlbaum.

This article significantly advances the theory toward its present version. For the first time, reference is made to an “experiential system,” which operates at a preconscious level of information processing in contrast to a “rational system,” which operates at a conscious level. A third level of information processing, a less accessible unconscious associative system, is proposed which was later assimilated into the experiential system. Although the three systems were considered to be independent in the sense that they operate by different rules of information-processing, they bi-directionally interact with each other. The experiential system operates in a manner that is preconscious, automatic, imagistic, intimately associated with emotions, and more loosely organized than the rational system. The rational system is a verbal reasoning system that uses conventional symbols (i.e., words and numbers) and is particularly well suited for abstract, affect-free, logical reasoning. 
The third system is an unconscious system that operates in a manner corresponding to Freud’s primary process. It is exhibited in altered states of consciousness, such as sleep, and is useful in explaining dreams, certain aspects of creativity, and the distortions in thought exhibited in psychosis. In a later development of CEST, the associative system was incorporated into the experiential and considered to be a degraded form of experiential processing. The experiential and rational systems have their own advantages and disadvantages, and neither system is considered generally superior to the other. 
The attributes of the experiential and rational systems listed in this article are retained in later articles. It is noteworthy that even this early list of attributes of the experiential system is far more detailed than the attributes of the processing systems proposed in most of the modern dual-process theories introduced by others many years later. For example, several social-cognitive dual-process theories emphasize ease of processing, limited cognitive resources, and a lack of motivation as conditions that promote a form of simplified information processing (e.g., Chaiken & associates; Petty & Cacioppo; Fazio). The difficulty with these theories is that in the absence of a defining set of distinguishing operating principles for the two systems they are unable to distinguish between two levels of effortful processing within a single system and two systems that operate by different rules. Some other dual-process theories propose two processes, but provide only the most meager information about their attributes. For example, in the dual-process theory proposed by Tverky & Kahneman in1983 to explain the irrational responses to the notorious Linda conjunction problem, they stated that there are two modes of processing, extensional and natural. Natural assessments they said, “are routinely carried out as part of the perception of events and comprehension of messages. Such natural assessments include computations of similarity and representativeness, attributions of causality, and the availability of associations and exemplars ” (p. 294). Thus, Tversky and Kahneman inform us little about the fundamental nature of natural assessments other than that they are the source of heuristic processing (e.g., availability and representativeness). Tversky and Kahneman defined natural assessment in terms of heuristics and explained heuristics as the result of natural processing. The obvious problem with their approach is that, in the absence of identifying the attributes of natural processing independent of heuristics, their explanation is circular. Moreover, Tversky and Kahneman did not apply and develop their dual-process position in their later research on heuristics but reverted to their previous uni-modal “tool-box” theory. More recently, Kahneman (2003) has endorsed a dual-process approach similar in many respects to CEST in which he lists the attributes of his two systems. His list is a subset of the list proposed by CEST. Kahneman acknowledges the similarity of his theory to CEST.
Epstein, S., & Erskine, N. (1983). The development of personal theories of reality. In D. Magnusson & V. Allen (Eds.), Human development: An interactional perspective. NY: Academic Press. 
In this article, the course of development of a personal theory of reality, including changes in the relative dominance of experiential and rational processing, is discussed from infancy through adulthood. The following list is presented of the ways in which the experiential system differs from the rational system (p. 134).
1. It is less abstract and more closely associated with affective experience.

2. It is more action-oriented and less contemplative.

3. It is more concerned with immediate personal welfare.

4. It is more loosely integrated and more apt to exhibit dissociation.

5. It is less well differentiated and articulated and is characterized by categorical rather than dimensional judgments.

6. It contains affective conceptual subsystems that become dominant when an emotion is experienced.

7. It is experienced passively, as if events and emotions directly impose themselves on the individual rather than being mediated by the individual’s interpretive processes.  
Epstein, S. (1985). The implications of cognitive-experiential self-theory for research in social psychology and personality. Journal for the Theory of Social Behavior, 15, 283-310. 
This is the first time the label “cognitive-experiential self-theory” is used for the dual-process theory introduced in 1973. The list of attributes of the experiential system is extended by making explicit rather than implying that the experiential system is more rapid than the rational system and by stating that processing in the experiential system feels more natural than processing in the rational system (predating Tversky & Kahneman reference to their heuristic system as “natural”). It is noted that experiential processing unlike rational processing feels correct without requiring justification by evidence or logic. Rationalization is discussed as an important common procedure by which people attribute their behavior that was primarily determined by the experiential system to the rational system.
Epstein, S. (1989). Values from the perspective of cognitive-experiential self-theory. In  N. Eisenberg, J. Reykowski, & E. Staub (Eds.), Social and Moral Values (pp.3-22), Hilldale, NJ: Erlbaum.
For the first time a comparison of the attributes of the experiential and rational systems is presented in the form of a table (p.9). This table, which include 8 contrasting attributes has been reproduced in extended versions in all future publications on CEST.  Values are discussed with respect to their different representation at the experiential and rational levels. CEST is extended to encompass implicit experiential values in societies. Societies are assumed to have implicit and explicit belief system that operate according to the same experiential and rational processing principles as for individuals. Increased emphasis is placed on the experiential system as an implicit learning system in which beliefs are derived from lived experience for both societies and individuals. The strengths of the beliefs are a function of the intensity and frequency of the experiences from which the beliefs were derived as well as from their position in the hierarchical organization of the implicit theory of reality.
Epstein, S., & Meier, P. (1989). Constructive thinking: A broad coping variable with specific components. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 57, 332-349.
The Constructive Thinking Inventory (CTI) was introduced. The CTI is a self-report questionnaire for measuring the constructiveness in everyday life of people’s automatic thinking and interpretation of events. The items were summarized from daily records of thousands of  events in people’s everyday lives that elicited positive and negative emotions and the automatic thoughts and interpretations that preceded and determined their emotions. It was found that constructive thinking is independent of intellectual intelligence and is more strongly related to work success, social success, and physical and mental wellbeing than IQ. The only variable on which IQ was a better predictor than the CTI was academic success.
Epstein, S. (1990).  Cognitive-experiential self-theory.  In L. A. Pervin (Ed.), Handbook of personality: theory and research. New York: Guilford Press. 
Emphasizes the implications of the experiential system as an implicit, preconscious processing system. The construct of constructive thinking as the intelligence or efficacy of the experiential system is discussed. Research on the Constructive Thinking Inventory (CTI) is reviewed. The CTI is a self-report measure of constructive thinking that measures the content and principles of operation of the experiential system in individuals. According to the research findings, the CTI is a stronger predictor than intellectual intelligence of almost all aspects of success in living, including work success, social success, and mental and physical wellbeing.  The only area in which intellectual intelligence was a stronger predictor was academic achievement. 

Epstein, S. (1991). Cognitive-experiential self-theory: Implications for developmental psychology. In M. Gunnar & LA. Sroufe (Eds.), Self-processes and development, Vol. 23, Minnesota symposia on child psychology. Hillsdale, NJ: Erlbaum.
A revised version of the table contrasting the attributes of experiential and rational processing is expanded from the previous 8 attributes to 10 attributes. This table is highly similar to current tables that include 11-12 attributes. The following attributes of the experiential system are contrasted in the table with corresponding attributes in the rational system: holistic vs. analytical; emotional (motivated to seek pleasure and avoid pain) vs. logical behavior; mediated by “vibes” from past experience vs. mediated by conscious appraisal of events; encodes reality in concrete images and metaphors vs. in abstract symbols (words & numbers); processes information rapidly and oriented toward immediate action vs. slower & capable of long-delayed action); slow to change (changes with repetitive experience) vs. able to change with speed of thought; learns directly from experience vs. learns from symbolic representations; crudely differentiated and integrated (processing is associative, categorical, and organized into emotional complexes) vs. more highly differentiated and integrated; experienced passively and preconsciously (we are seized by our emotions) vs. experienced actively and consciously (we are in control of our thoughts); self-evidently valid (experiencing is believing) vs. requires justification by logic and evidence.
Epstein, S. (1991). Cognitive-experiential self-theory: An integrative theory of personality. In R. C. Curtis (Ed.), The relational self: Theoretical convergences in psychoanalysis and social psychology. New York: Guilford Press. 


Emphasizes the adaptive nature of the experiential system, noting that it is the same automatic learning system in humans with which nonhuman animals have successfully adapted to their environments over millions of years of evolution. The experiential system and the rational system each has its advantages and disadvantages. Circumstances are described in which experiential processing is superior to rational analysis. With the addition of associative and outcome-oriented attributes, which had previously only been implicit in the theory, the table is expanded from the previous 10 pairs of contrasting attributes to 12 pairs. This table with either 11 or 12 contrasting attributes has remained stable from 1991to the present and is reproduced with slight modification in all articles on CEST since 1991. 
Again it is stressed that the two systems operate in parallel and are interactive. The manner of their mutual influence on each other is discussed. It is noted in this respect that the systems have different advantages with respect to controlling each other. The experiential system can influence the rational system without the rational system knowing it is being influenced, and the experiential system can further co-opt the rational system by facilitating rationalization (attributing to the rational system what was primarily determined by the experiential system). The rational system has the advantage of being able to understand and thereby control the experiential system, whereas the reverse is not true. However, for the rational system to control or discount the influence of experiential system, it has to be aware of the operation of the experiential system. This situation has implication for what it means to “know oneself,” for according to CEST the most important aspect of knowing oneself is being aware of the operation of the experiential system in general, and more important in oneself..
This article is of particular interest because with it CEST has arrived at a stage that is relatively stable with respect to the fundamental assumptions of CEST, including enumeration of the operating principles of the experiential system. It is noteworthy that the stage of the dual-process aspects of CEST that was reached in 1991 is considerably more advanced than most modern dual process theories proposed many years later. In fact, the same could even be said of the 1983 article, in which a list of attributes of experiential processing was first introduced.
Developments in CEST after 1991 
In the years following Epstein’s 1991 article, there has been considerable further development of CEST, including advances in theory and in extending what is now an extensive body of supporting research. Epstein and his associates have published over 40 articles on CEST since 1991, and there have been several studies by others on CEST. Most notable among the theoretical publications by Epstein and his associates are the following:
Epstein, S. (1993).  Implications of cognitive-experiential self-theory for personality and developmental psychology. In D. Funder, R. Parke, C. Tomlinson_Keasey, & K. Widaman (Eds.), Studying lives through time: Personality and development, (pp. 399-438). Washington, D. C.: American Psychological Association. 
Apart from discussing the implications of CEST for personality and developmental psychology, it is again noted that when emotionally-related behavior is sufficiently practiced it becomes experientialized and is conducted with minimal emotional involvement. It is also noted and demonstrated by research that the experiential system primarily operates in a manner that is context-specific. 
Epstein, S. (1994). Integration of the cognitive and the psychodynamic unconscious. American Psychologist, 49, 709-724. 
This article provides a review of a wide variety of other dual-process theories. It also provides a good summary of CEST in the year 1994, noting that the 2 systems operate in parallel and are interactive and that although the experiential system is intimately associated with affect it includes non-affective cognitions, as when thought and behavior become highly practiced. It is noted that all behavior is assumed to be influenced by both systems, and that their relative influence can be represented by their position along a dimension anchored at one end by pure experiential processing and at the other end by pure rational processing. All behavior is assumed to fall between the extremes. Thus, the end points are only of theoretical interest with respect to defining the dimension.
Epstein, S., Pacini, R., Denes-Raj, V., & Heier, H. (1996). Individual differences in intuitive-experiential and analytical-rational thinking styles. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 71, 390-405. The Rational-Experiential Inventory (REI) was introduced. The items consist of descriptions of people’s self-reported engagement and ability in interpreting and responding to events in experiential-intuitive ways and (separately) in rational-analytical ways, which comprise two different thinking-style scales. It was found that the two thinking styles are independent and that each has its advantages and limitations. A rational thinking style, on the positive side was more strongly associated than an experiential thinking style with a wide variety of measures of adjustment, with academic performance, and with normative responses to vignettes designed to elicit heuristic responses. On the negative side, it was weakly but significantly associated with a dismissive relationship style. An experiential thinking style on the positive side was more strongly associated with optimistic thinking and with favorable interpersonal relationships. On the negative side it was more strongly associated with esoteric thinking, superstitions, and polyanna-ish thinking. It was also associated with favoring heuristic over normative responses and with regarding heuristic responses as logically correct. In an improved version (Pacini & Epstein, 1999, JPSP, 76, 972-987), self-reported ability and engagement were treated as  subscales of each thinking style.
Epstein, S. (1998). Constructive thinking: The key to emotional intelligence. Westport, CT:
Greenwood Publishing. 
This book presents a review of CEST and discusses in detail one of its most important applied aspects, the concept of constructive thinking and its measurement. Constructive thinking refers to the efficacy of the automatic conscious and implicit cognitions determined primarily by the operation of the experiential system. These cognitions reveal how people view themselves and the world at the experiential level. The measurement of individual differences in constructive thinking can thus be regarded as an indication of the operating intelligence of a person’s  experiential system.  Unlike intellectual intelligence, it is based more on experience than on inherent attributes. Constructive thinking is measured by the Constructive Thinking Inventory (CTI), which is a self-report instrument about people’s automatic thoughts and interpretations concerning themselves and the world. The book discusses the relation of constructive thinking to various kinds of success in living, including success in work, in social relations, in personal relationships and in mental and physical wellbeing. It provides a program for improving constructive thinking, or, in more general terms, for educating the experiential system. 
Epstein, S. (1998). Cognitive-experiential self-theory: A dual-process personality theory with implications for diagnosis and psychotherapy. In R. F. Bornstein & J. M. Masling (Eds.). Empirical perspectives on the psychoanalytic unconscious. Washington, D. C.: American Psychological Association. 
Contrasts CEST with psychoanalysis and discusses the implications of CEST for diagnosis and psychotherapy.
Epstein, S. (1998).  Cognitive-experiential self-theory. In D. F. Barone, M. Hersen, & V. B. VanHasselt (Eds.), Advanced personality, NY: Plenum. 
Provides a thorough review of the theory and research on CEST up to 1998.
Epstein, S., & Pacini, R. (1999). Some basic issues regarding dual-process theories from the perspective of cognitive-experiential self-theory.  In S. Chaiken & Y. Trope (Eds.), Dual-process theories in social psychology. NY: Guilford Publishers. 
Discusses the parallel, interactive operation of the two systems, noting how each system influences the other both sequentially and simultaneously. Also discusses the interaction between emotion and cognition. Emphasizes the importance of recognizing automatically learning from experience as the most fundamental aspect of the experiential system. It is therefore the one that best distinguishes CEST from other dual-process theories that make different assumptions about the essence of intuitive processing. A summary is provided of the research that has been conducted to test hypotheses derived from CEST. It is noted that the research provides support for almost all the major assumptions of CEST, including the contrasting attributes of experiential and rational information processing.
Epstein, S. (2003). Cognitive-experiential self-theory of personality, In T. Millon & M. J. Lerner (Eds.), Comprehensive handbook of psychology, Vol. 5 (pp. 159-184), Personality and Social Psychology. Hoboken, NJ: Wiley. 
This is the most thorough and up-to-date review of CEST, including supporting research. Emphasis is placed on the importance of recognizing the contrast between the experiential system as an automatic non-verbal learning system and the rational system as a verbal reasoning system. Although this view has always been a fundamental aspect of CEST, its significance has not always been appreciated by others. However, the most immediate reason for the greater emphasis on this aspect of CEST is that it is one of the few features of CEST that has not yet been incorporated into more recent dual-process theories by others. As CEST has become more popular, an increasing number of dual-process theories have been proposed that incorporate  many of the assumptions of CEST, with some coming close to being clones of the dual-process aspects of CEST. There are also two other more substantive reasons for the emphasis in CEST on the distinction between an automatic non-verbal learning process and a conscious, verbal reasoning process as the most fundamental distinction in CEST. One is that it places CEST within a meaningful evolutionary context that is lacking in most other dual-process theories, as the experiential system in humans is considered to be essentially the same system as in non-human animals. The other is that all the attributes of experiential processing can be derived from this assumption, and, relatedly, it can assimilate all the attributes of the equivalents of the experiential-system in other dual-process theories. In addition, it can provide a meaningful designation for what some have noncommittally referred to as “System 1” and “System 2”in their dual-process theories (e.g., Kahneman, 2003; Stanovich & West, 2000.) 
Recent Introductions of Dual-Process Theories Similar to CEST
(As CEST became increasingly popular, several recent dual-process theories have been proposed that share most of its features. Strangely, they have not- at least not as yet- adopted the most fundamental distinction in CEST, which is that the experiential system is an automatic learning system that humans share with other animals and the rational system is a uniquely human verbal reasoning system.)
Sloman, S. A. (1996). The empirical case for two systems of reasoning.  Psychological Bulletin, 119, 3-22.
Sloman, who is a cognitive psychologist, presents as his own original theory a detailed reproduction of almost all the major assumptions and processing principles and attributes of the experiential and rational systems described in CEST. There are only two major differences. He substitutes new labels for the labels used in CEST, and he applies his clone of CEST to issues of particular interest to cognitive psychologists.
Sloman refers to his two modes of information processing as “rule based” and “associative.” Rule-based processing refers to operations based on symbolic structures and logic, and therefore exactly corresponds to the rational system in CEST. Associative processing refers to responses based on similarity and contiguity. Sloman lists the following attributes of the associative system (Table 1, p. 7): it operates by the principles of similarity and contiguity; its source is personal experience; it represents events in concrete and generic concepts, including images, stereotypes, and feature sets; it has soft rather than hard constraints; it is reproductive (meaning it reproduces what it has learned in the past rather than being innovative) but capable of similarity-based generalization; it operates by overall feature computation and constraint satisfaction rather than on abstraction of relevant features (meaning it is holistic); it is automatic; it is manifested in intuition, fantasy, creativity, imagination, visual recognition, and associative memory. Sloman’s associative mode is therefore identical to the experiential mode of CEST.
Sloman notes that his two systems are interactive and operate simultaneously (i.e., in parallel). He further notes that the associative system compared to the rule-based system is faster and more efficient. He states that behavior in the rule-based system if sufficiently repeated becomes transferred to the associative system. He reports that learning is facilitated when both systems operate in harmony. All these positions are identical with those proposed much earlier in CEST. In fact, Sloman acknowledges the similarity of his presumed original theory to CEST in a passing remark when citing a study by Epstein and his associates that provided support for one of Sloman’s assumptions. Sloman stated, “Epstein, Lipson, Holstein, and Huh (1992) came to a closely related conclusion ... in research directed at a distinction alike in many respects to the current one” (Sloman, 1996, p. 15).  Strangely, this reference in the text does not appear in Sloman’s reference list. Equally strangely, Sloman refers only to a study by Epstein and his associates that was published four years before Sloman’s article, whereas he makes no reference to Epstein’s much more relevant American Psychologist article published two years before Sloman’s article. In that article, Epstein not only presents his own dual-process theory in considerable detail but reviews other dual-process theories. It is hard to imagine a more relevant publication for Sloman’s article in the Psychological Bulletin on two processing systems. One can only wonder why it was ignored. Further, despite acknowledging the similarity of his views to those of Epstein, Sloman makes no acknowledgment in the presentation of his specific assumptions that they are identical to those made by Epstein in several publications on CEST many years earlier. The only thing original about Sloman’s article is that he applies Epstein’s dual-process theory to issues of interest to cognitive psychologists. 
Stanovich, K. E., & West, R. F. (2000).  Individual differences in reasoning: Implications for the rationality debate. Behavioral and Brain Sciences, 23, 645-665. 

(Note.- Stanovich & West, who like Sloman are cognitive psychologists, do no present a clone of CEST. The reason they are included here is that they set up the conditions that invited and facilitated the introduction a burst of clones of CEST by others.)
In their Table 3, Stanovich and West list the attributes of intuitive processing from 10 dual-process theories without indicating when the attributes were proposed and by whom. As a result, it is impossible to credit individual theorists for their original contributions. The aggregate presentation falsely creates the impression that there is general agreement by dual-process theorists on the attributes cited, which can therefore be regarded as common knowledge that can be included appropritately in any dual-process theory without citing particular theorists as the originator of an idea. This, in fact, has happened, with several dual-process theorists incorporating attributes in their two systems from the list provided in the Stanovich and West article without identifying the individuals who proposed the attributes. As it turns out, almost all the attributes in the Stanovich and West list were originally proposed in articles on CEST many years earlier and referred to repeatedly in later articles on CEST. In most other dual-process theories no more than 2-4 attributes were initially proposed, such as that intuitive processing is effortless, fast, and undemanding of cognitive resources.

Smith, E. R., & DeCoster, J. (2000). Dual-process models in social and cognitive psychology: Conceptual integration and links to underlying memory systems. 4, 108-131. 
Smith and DeCoster are social psychologists. Following Sloman, they identify their two processing modes as “associative” and “rule-based.” They indicate that they are proposing a “new model” in their brief abstract as well as in the main text of their article. After reviewing other theories and noting how they differ from their own model, they acknowledge that Epstein’s model is very similar to their model. In fact, they are able to cite only very minor and questionable differences between Epstein’s model and theirs. For example, they state, “Epstein’s (1991) model fits well with the outlines of the model advanced here, except that he gives more attention to capacity than to the motivational determinants of rational processing. Epstein also emphasized that the results of processing in the experiential mode … are particularly subjectively compelling” (Smith & DeCoster, 2000, pp. 122-123). They also note that they, unlike Epstein, regard rational processing as generally more valid than experiential processing.
The few minor differences they identify between their dual-process theory and Epstein’s theory all involve a misrepresentation of Epstein’s statements. For example, Smith and DeCoster’s do not provide any evidence in support of their assertion that Epstein gives more attention to capacity than to motivation, and it is clearly inaccurate, as Epstein’s experiential system is described by Epstein as emotionally and motivationally driven. In fact, motivation is one of the most important constructs in CEST. According to CEST, the over-riding motive of the experiential system is the hedonic principle (the motive to pursue pleasure and avoid pain), whereas the over-riding motive of the rational system is the reality principle (i.e. the motive to be accurate and logical) (Epstein, 1991, 1993, 1994, 1998, 2003, Epstein & Pacini, 1999). These two motives and their interaction are the most influential sources of behavior according to CEST. As to motivational determinants of rational processing, Epstein has always emphasized that implicit motives in the experiential system routinely bias conscious processing in the rational system, which is an important reason why people reason in a biased way. 
Turning to the statement that Epstein believes that experiential processing is often highly compelling, they do not explicitly dispute this. Rather they twist the argument to create the impression that there is a difference with their own thinking where there is none. They do so by implying that Epstein believes that experiential processing is more compelling than rational processing whereas they believe the opposite (p. 123).  Epstein never said that experiential processing is generally more compelling than rational processing. His position has always been that either system, depending on the person and the situation, can be more compelling than the other system. Moreover, he and his associates have done considerable research that supports this view.
As for Smith and DeCoster’s statement that, unlike CEST, they believe that processing in  the rule-based system is more valid than processing in the associative system, Epstein has agreed that this is often the case, particularly with regard to normative responses, but that the opposite also occurs and that there are certain abilities, as in esthetic evaluation and empathic identification, in which the associative system is superior. 
In conclusion, Smith and DeCoster fail to demonstrate how their theory differs from Epstein’s in any significant and valid way. This is not to say there are not important differences which they did not mention, such as that Epstein’s theory preceded their theory by many years, that it is a global theory of personality of much broader scope and integrative capacity than their  theory, and that it identifies as the essential difference between the two systems that the experiential system is an automatic learning system and the rational system is a verbal reasoning system in contrast to Smith and DeCoster’s view that the essential difference is between associative and rule-based processing. The two theories also differ on whether Smith and DeCoster’s associative system, unlike their “rule-based system,” is not rule based. According to CEST the associative system is as much rule-based as the so-called rule-based system, but the rules are different. 
In summary, except for some minor differences, a few misrepresentations of CEST, and the application of their theory to issues of special interest to social psychologists, the dual-process theory proposed as an original new theory by Smith and DeCoster is identical with CEST. 
Strack, F., & Deutsch, R. (2004). Reflective and impulsive determinants of social behavior. Personality and Social Psychology Review, 8, 220-247.
Strack and Deutsch, who are social psychologists, dismiss Epstein’s theory in one sentence at the beginning of their article. They state, “Epstein (1991) differentiated between experiential and rational processes and applied his theory to general mechanisms of thinking,” (p. 221). They make no further reference to Epstein’s theory presumably because it concerns only thought and therefore is not relevant to their theory which is interested in behavior. This description of Epstein’s theory as involving only thought is erroneous, as CEST is as much concerned with emotions and behavior as it is with thought. In fact, the dependent variables in most of Epstein’s research include behavioral measures. It is interesting that although Strack and Deutch do not consider CEST relevant to their own theory, they make frequent favorable reference to Smith and DeCoster’s theory, which, as previously noted, Smith and DeCoster acknowledge is highly similar to Epstein’s theory. In a similar vein, Strack and Deutsch credit Sloman’s 1996 model as serving “as a conceptual orientation for other dual-process approaches” (p. 221). They fail to consider that Epstein’s theory preceded Sloman’s theory by several years, and that Sloman himself acknowledges that his theory is similar to Epstein’s theory. In the remainder of their article, Strack and Deutch present as their own view or attribute to views by those other than Epstein, positions introduced by Epstein many years before the views attributed to others. Included among the assignment of Epstein’s views exclusively to others are the following basic assumptions in CEST: the experiential and rational systems operate in parallel and are bi-directionally interactive, the rational system is reality oriented (unlike the experiential system that operates by the hedonic principle), the experiential system is an associative system that it is hierarchically organized and therefore encodes information at various  levels of generality and abstraction, and that there is a facilitative effect when the two systems operate in synchrony and a disruptive effect when they conflict with each other. It is also noteworthy that on more than one occasion Strack and Deutch refer to the importance of “basic needs” and “experiential” processing, concepts that are of special significance in CEST and rarely, if at all, referred to in any other dual-process theory, which suggests that Strack and Deutch are more familiar with Epstein’s theory than they care to acknowledge.
It is interesting, in this respect, that the only article by Epstein cited by Strack and Deutch is a relatively obscure one published in 1991, thirteen years before the publication of their own article. They appear to be unaware of any of the publications on CEST that are more up-to-date,  more relevant, and published in more prominent publications, as in Epstein’s 1994 article in the American Psychologist; his chapter in Chaiken & Trope’s edited book on dual-process theories  (which they cite in their references for other authors); and Epstein’s 2003 article in the Handbook of Psychology.  Moreover, even in the one article by Epstein that they do cite, if only for the purpose of erroneously dismissing Epstein’s views as irrelevant presumably because it considers only thought and not behavior, they credit themselves and others for introducing ideas that were introduced and repeated by Epstein in much earlier publications by Epstein. At the very least, responsible scholarship would require the citation of Epstein among others with the same views. One wonders why they went to such lengths to avoid recognition of Epstein’s contributions. Although, it is dangerous to speculate about other people’s motives, given the exact correspondence of many of the views attributed to themselves and others with those expressed previously by Epstein, it gives the impression that they did so to justify their claim that their own views are important and original, whereas Epstein’s views are unworthy of even referencing.
To add insult to injury, Strack and Deutch received an award for the most creative article of the year in social psychology. When I tried to learn who was on the board that endorsed the award, I was unable to obtain the information; my calls and e-mails were not returned. I was particularly interested in whether Eliot Smith, who was the editor of the journal that published the Strack and Deutch article, which repeatedly cites Smith’s dual-process theory favorably, was interested in getting the ball out of Epstein’s court and was on the nominating committee for the award.

The most unfavorable development for me following the introduction of the several clones and near-clones of  CEST is that many psychologists now have a vested interested in favoring these similar theories over CEST, as the other theories are focused on the interests of those in the author’s own discipline, such as social psychology. Before the appearance of the clones on the scene, I had no difficulty in publishing my research on CEST in the most demanding journals. Now articles on CEST by me as well as by others are almost always rejected for the most absurd reasons. Often thee authors of the articles are admonished for emphasizing CEST and explicitly told that they should more appropriately emphasize other more modern dual-process theories. This is one of three ploys that have commonly been used to move the ball out of my court and into the court of the clones. The first ploy, as already noted, is to focus the theory on a particular area of interest and to state that the clone or near-clone is therefore an original new theory. The second is to cite dual-process theories other than CEST as sources of ideas introduced by CEST without mentioning CEST. This is then unknowingly picked up by other authors, which maintains the misrepresentation. The third ploy is to imply that because my theory was introduced earlier it is an old, obsolete theory that has been supplanted by newer dual-process theories without indicating in what ways this is true. 
