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Background

Recent applications of the drift diffusion model
(DDM) have suggested that people may have
intuitive choice defaults that can be measured via
a starting point bias parameter (e.qg., a generosity bias
or risk bias).!

Previous findings show that early biases to attend to
specific attributes can influence early drift rates3. We
hypothesized that early drift rates, it not modelled,
could incorrectly influence estimated starting point
biases.
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1. Early attentional biases influence evidence

accumulation, may be incorrectly attributed to the
SPB.

2. SPB which is caused by early attention should be
sensitive to trial-level attributes.

3. Biases in early eye gaze to focus on one attribute
should predict “choice default” SPBs (e.q.,
generosity bias) toward that attribute.

4.  Changing motivation alters attention, which
affects the SPB.
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All studies involved an altruistic choice task deciding
between proposed amounts for self and other.

Yes = receive $self and $other on screen.
No = receive $50 each.
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Study 1: Simulations show that sequential attention influences

estimates of starting bias
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When early attention influences the

drift rate, it is captured in the model

as the sensitivity of the SBP to trial-
level attributes.

4000 1 4000 1

2000 1

2000 1 2000 1

-0.03

-0.02  -0.01

-0.04 0.00 0.04 0.015

0.025 0.035

Study 2: Testing predictions with real gaze data
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2. The generosity bias in the SPB is
sensitive to value of $Self, suggesting
bias to look first at self.
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Study 3: Manipulating bias with

identity
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Changing the identity of the
other from a random student
to a child in need changes the

influence of the other’s value
in the SPB.
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Conclusions

Early evidence processing due to attention
results in a change in the estimated starting
point, even when there is no pre-choice bias.

SPBs in generous decision making may reflect early
attention to choice attributes. This may mask the
effects of pre-choice biases on the SPB.

Future work: Does this hold true in other choice
domains, such as risky decision making and
intertemporal choice?

Future work: Can we distinguish the effects of pre-
choice biases and early attention using
computational models?
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