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to participants. Both players were represented by photos of (1) a letter search task not tg trust, there was no significant difference between
CU Boulder students taken from an earlier study, displayed and (2) a Trust Game. trusting cued and uncued faces. These results suggest that
on either side of the screen. Faces displayed a welcoming people attend to specific facial attributes and expressions
closed-mouth smile. We cued visual attention to one of the when evaluating novel others. For example, participants

placed in the trust framing condition may have searched for
attributes indicating a stimulus was welcoming and
trustworthy, while participants placed in the not trust

000 P00 2000 framing condition searched for attributes that indicated a
o stimulus was threatening and untrustworthy. As a result,
when evaluating who not to trust, the unexpected findings
may be due to participants struggling to collect pertinent
iInformation to make the evaluation at hand.

players as part of an ostensibly unrelated letter search task.

In both experiments, participants were more likely to
trust the cued face when asked who to trust. In experiment
two, however, participants were no more likely to trust the
cued face over the uncued face when asked who not to trust.
Our results suggest that attention cues selective processing
In the direction of the question asked, who to trust or who to
distrust.
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