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these fi ndings do not pinpoint the timing of  trustworthiness 
 judgments, given that judgments about 100-ms faces may be com-
pleted after faces disappear.

Obtaining neural measures of trustworthiness-relevant percep-
tual processing can more precisely defi ne the mechanisms by which 
judgments are made. In particular, neuropsychological and func-
tional magnetic resonance imaging (fMRI) data have implicated 
the amygdala, which has been linked with threat detection (Phelps 
and LeDoux, 2005). Trustworthiness judgments were less system-
atic in patients with amygdala damage than in controls (Adolphs 
et al., 1998). Moreover, lower trustworthiness ratings correlated 
with higher amygdala activation in healthy individuals, even when 
they did not make explicit judgments during scanning, suggest-
ing that amygdala activation to untrustworthy faces is automatic 
(Winston et al., 2002). The idea that amygdala processing can sub-
serve threat assessment based on facial features, independently of 
cognitive analysis based on other information sources, also fi ts with 
evidence that amygdala activation correlated more highly with aver-
aged consensus trustworthiness ratings than with an individual’s 
own idiosyncratic judgments (Engell et al., 2007).

In contrast to these fMRI studies, other studies have enlisted 
the higher temporal resolution of electroencephalography for 
assaying the precise timing of relevant processes. For example, 
differences in event-related potentials (ERPs) have been reported 
in comparisons between emotional faces and neutral faces (Eimer 
and Holmes, 2007). These differences appeared in frontal scalp 
recordings beginning approximately 200 ms after face onset. We 
hypothesized that parallel effects might be found if consensus 
trustworthy (CT) faces were compared to consensus untrustwor-
thy (CU) faces.
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Decisions about whether to trust someone can be infl uenced by competing sources of 
information, such as analysis of facial features versus remembering specifi c information about 
the person. We hypothesized that such sources can differentially infl uence trustworthiness 
judgments depending on the circumstances in which judgments are made. In our experiments, 
subjects fi rst learned face-word associations. Stimuli were trustworthy and untrustworthy 
faces, selected on the basis of consensus judgments, and personality attributes that carried 
either the same valence (consistent with face) or the opposite valence (inconsistent with face). 
Subsequently, subjects rated the trustworthiness of each face. Both learned and perceptual 
information infl uenced ratings, but learned information was less infl uential under speeded than 
under non-speeded conditions. EEG data further revealed neural evidence of the processing 
of these two competing sources. Perceptual infl uences were apparent earlier than memory 
infl uences, substantiating the conclusion that time pressure can selectively disrupt memory 
retrieval relevant to trustworthiness attributions.
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INTRODUCTION
Upon making new acquaintances, individuals must decide how 
much trust to place in them. Given that harm can come from 
unwarranted trust in some social situations, an ability to make 
accurate trustworthiness judgments is benefi cial. There have been 
many investigations of the neurocognitive systems that process 
trustworthiness-relevant information from a single source, such as 
perceptual features or previous experience. In real-world situations, 
however, many sources of information are available simultaneously, 
and they are not necessarily congruent. For example, information 
from stereotypes based on physical features may confl ict with 
learned information about an individual. How are trustworthiness 
judgments made when multiple relevant sources of information 
tug in different directions? Moreover, do certain circumstances bias 
which sources can assert control over a judgment? We hypothesized 
that time pressure may be one critical factor that infl uences what 
can be brought to bear on trustworthiness and related judgments. 
For example, perceptual information may rapidly become available 
to guide judgments, whereas additional time may be required to 
retrieve relevant information.

Like judging a book by its cover, a person’s trustworthiness can 
be judged using facial information alone. Ratings of novel faces 
tend to be remarkably consistent across individuals (Engell et al., 
2007), although the exact nature of the relevant feature dimen-
sions is unclear. Some evidence suggests that facial expression may 
be particularly infl uential in trustworthiness judgments (Winston 
et al., 2002; Todorov, 2008; Oosterhof and Todorov, 2009). This per-
ceptual information processing appears to be quite rapid, because 
systematic trustworthiness judgments can be made after a fl eeting 
100-ms face presentation (Willis and Todorov, 2006). However, 
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Previously learned information can also infl uence trustworthi-
ness judgments, probably through a combination of conscious and 
nonconscious memory retrieval. In one study, positive or nega-
tive descriptions associated with faces impeded the later learning 
of new associations with the same faces when the new informa-
tion was inconsistent with the original information (Carlston and 
Skowronski, 1994). This effect occurred even when subjects could 
not explicitly recall the initial descriptions. Similarly, trustworthi-
ness judgments were affected by the valence of descriptions associ-
ated with faces, even in amnesic patients who could not recall the 
descriptions (Johnson et al., 1985).

Whereas both learned and perceptual information can infl u-
ence trustworthiness judgments, it is unclear how these sources of 
information interact to yield the ultimate behavioral decision. The 
current study provides new insight into the nature of these per-
ceptual and memory-based processes. In Experiment 1, behavioral 
evidence showed that the two sources were differentially sensitive 
to a response deadline, and ERPs in Experiment 2 provided further 
information about the timing of the two sources.

EXPERIMENT 1
MATERIALS AND METHODS
Subjects
Twenty-four students participated for course credit (10 men and 
14 women; mean age = 19 years).

Materials
A total of 128 faces were classifi ed as either CT or CU based on 
ratings from a separate group of 35 subjects. Faces were paired 
with words selected from a list of eight positive and eight negative 
personality traits (Anderson, 1968), with specifi c face-word pair-
ings randomized across subjects.

Experimental procedures
Subjects completed eight blocks, each consisting of a training phase, 
a rating phase, and a recall phase. In the training phase, subjects 
saw 16 faces, each paired with a different word (four CT faces with 
positive traits, four CT faces with negative traits, four CU faces with 
positive traits, and four CU faces with negative traits). Subjects were 
instructed to remember each word-face pairing. At the beginning 
of the rating phase, subjects were advised whether ratings would be 
speeded or deliberate (four blocks each, pseudorandom order). For 
speeded ratings, subjects were required to produce a trustworthi-
ness rating within 1500 ms of face onset using a 5-point scale. For 
deliberative ratings, subjects were required to wait at least 3000 ms 
before responding (during which time a red X was visible above 
the face). In the recall phase, subjects were shown each face and 
given unlimited time to produce the associated word. Each block 
included a unique set of 16 faces and the same 16 words. Procedures 
were approved by the Northwestern University Institutional Review 
Board and all subjects gave informed consent.

RESULTS
Ratings were infl uenced by consensus face trustworthiness and by 
word valence as predicted (Figure 1). CT faces were rated as more 
trustworthy than CU faces by 0.65 points on the 5-point scale [main 
effect of consensus trustworthiness: F(1,23) = 20.5, p < 0.001]. 

Faces previously paired with positive words were rated 1.57 points 
more trustworthy than those paired with negative words [main 
effect of word valence: F(1,23) = 96.4, p < 0.001] There was no 
interaction between consensus trustworthiness and word valence 
[F(1,23) < 1].

The type of rating phase, speeded or deliberative, had no over-
all infl uence on ratings [F(1,23) < 1]. However, the effect of word 
valence was greater in the deliberative condition than the speeded 
condition [1.80 points vs. 1.34 points, respectively, interaction of 
rating phase type and word valence: F(1,23) = 14.6, p = 0.001]. In 
contrast, the CT/CU effect was very similar across rating phase 
type [0.63 vs. 0.68 points, F(1,23) < 1]. Type of rating phase altered 
the word-valence infl uence reliably more than the consensus-face-
trustworthiness infl uence [t(23) = 2.9, p < 0.01].

Subjects tended to be infl uenced more either by facial trust-
worthiness or by word valence. That is, subjects who rated faces 
highly differently as a function of previously paired word valence 
tended to differentiate less between CT and CU faces (r = −0.59, 
p < 0.01). This negative correlation was more pronounced in the 
deliberative condition (r = −0.68, p < 0.001) than in the speeded 
condition (r = −0.32, p > 0.1).

In the speeded condition, reaction times were faster when consen-
sus trustworthiness and word valence were consistent (both positive 
or both negative, 1291 ms), than when the information confl icted 
across sources [1382 ms, t(23) = 2.9, p < 0.01]. Reaction times did 
not differ between consistent versus confl icting  information in the 

FIGURE 1 | Results from Experiment 1. (A) Behavioral judgments varied as a 
function of both consensus face rating and the valence of paired words. 
(B) The infl uence of word valence, as measured by the average difference in 
ratings between faces paired with positive versus negative words, was 
attenuated in the speed rating condition compared to the deliberative rating 
condition. In contrast, the infl uence of consensus face rating, as measured by 
the average difference in ratings between consensus trustworthy (CT) and 
consensus untrustworthy (CU) faces, was similar between conditions.



Frontiers in Human Neuroscience www.frontiersin.org August 2009 | Volume 3 | Article 16 | 3

Rudoy and Paller Infl uences on trustworthiness judgments

deliberative condition [3829 ms vs. 3871 ms, respectively, t(23) < 1, 
reaction times calculated from face onset].

DISCUSSION
Perceptual information relevant to trustworthiness judgments 
was apparently accessible sooner than information retrieved from 
memory. Memory for personality attributes that had earlier been 
associated with faces infl uenced trustworthiness ratings in the 
expected manner, but when subjects were forced to decide quickly, 
this infl uence was reduced compared to when there was ample 
time to decide.

An alternative explanation for these results is that speeded rat-
ings were more random than deliberative ratings. However, if the 
speeded condition simply encouraged random responding, then 
perceptual infl uences would also decline in this condition com-
pared to the deliberative condition. Yet, there was no evidence that 
perceptual infl uences on trustworthiness were disrupted in the 
speeded condition compared to the deliberative condition.

The slowing of responses when information from the two sources 
confl icted suggests that perceptual and memory-based processes 
compete in their infl uence on trustworthiness decisions. The nega-
tive correlation between the infl uence of previously learned infor-
mation and the infl uence of consensus facial information suggests 
further that competition exists between these two sources, and that 
individuals differ in the weights given to them in making trustwor-
thiness decisions.

Experiment 2 was designed to provide further information 
about the processing relevant for perceptual and memory-based 
infl uences. In particular, we sought converging evidence for the 
hypothesis that trustworthiness-relevant perceptual information 
is available sooner than information retrieved from memory.

EXPERIMENT 2
MATERIALS AND METHODS
Subjects
Twenty-two individuals participated for monetary compensation 
(3 men and 19 women, mean age = 22 years). Data from fi ve of 
these subjects were not used because of equipment malfunction 
(one subject) or frequent blinking artifacts (four subjects). The 
pattern of behavioral results was similar regardless of whether these 
subjects were included.

Materials
Stimuli were the same as those used in Experiment 1, except that 
there were 144 faces and they were classifi ed somewhat differently. 
Faces in the top 33% of consensus trustworthiness were classifi ed 
as CT, those in the middle 33% as consensus neutral (CN), and 
those in the bottom 33% as CU. On average, 49% of the CU faces, 
51% of the CN faces and 50% of the CT faces were paired with 
positive words.

Experimental procedures
The procedure was similar to that of Experiment 1. There were 
nine blocks, each with a training phase, a rating phase, and a recall 
phase, and EEG was recorded during the rating phase. Timing 
parameters in the rating phase were the same in each block; each 
face was displayed for 500 ms, and subjects could enter responses 

within 4000 ms from face onset. There was a fi xation period of 
1500 ms between the end of the rating period and the onset of 
the next face.

EEG was recorded continuously from tin electrodes at 59 loca-
tions covering the scalp. Four other channels monitored eye move-
ments and blinks, and trials with such artifacts were excluded in 
ERP analyses (average of 15% rejected per subject, SE = 0.02%). 
Reference electrodes were placed over the mastoid bones behind 
each ear. Recordings were referenced to right mastoid online and 
were re-referenced offl ine to averaged mastoids. Impedance was 
brought below 5 kΩ and signals were amplifi ed with a band pass of 
0.05–200 Hz and a 1000-Hz sampling rate. ERP epochs were from 
100 ms before to 1000 ms after stimulus onset, and epochs were 
baseline-corrected by subtracting the average voltage of the 100-ms 
prestimulus interval from all data points in the epoch.

Analyses focused on EEG data from a cluster of frontal elec-
trodes and a cluster of central/parietal electrodes, based on previous 
research indicating that emotional expression infl uences frontal 
ERPs and that memory retrieval typically infl uences central and 
parietal ERPs. Data were analyzed by calculating mean amplitudes 
over 200-ms intervals beginning 200 ms post-stimulus, when the 
earliest effects were expected. Procedures were approved by the 
Northwestern University Institutional Review Board and all sub-
jects gave informed consent.

RESULTS
Behavioral results
As in Experiment 1, trustworthiness judgments were infl uenced by 
both word valence and consensus trustworthiness. Faces paired 
with positive words were rated 0.99 points higher than faces paired 
with negative words [F(1,16) = 18.8, p < 0.001]. Face type also 
infl uenced ratings, with CT faces given ratings 0.48 points higher 
than CN faces, which were in turn given ratings 0.29 points higher 
than CU faces [F(2,32) = 26.5, p < 0.001]. In addition, there was a 
signifi cant interaction of face trustworthiness and word valence, 
whereby word valence was increasingly infl uential as face trust-
worthiness increased [F(2,32) = 11.1, p < 0.01].

Again, subjects who made highly different ratings between CT 
and CU faces were less infl uenced by word valence (r = −0.48, 
p = 0.05). Subjects who were better able to recall at least the correct 
valence of word associates during the test phase also tended to be 
more infl uenced by word valence during the rating phase (r = 0.73, 
p < 0.001). There was also a correlation between the percentage of 
faces associated with the specifi c correct word during the test phase 
and the infl uence of word valence (r = 0.61, p < 0.05). In addition, 
negative words were more likely to be correctly remembered in the 
test phase than positive words [t(16) = 3.8, p < 0.01], but there was 
no effect of consensus face trustworthiness on memory for words 
[F(1,16) < 1].

EEG results
Faces of different consensus trustworthiness levels elicited ERPs 
that clearly diverged in the time period between 200 and 400 ms 
after stimulus onset, as shown in Figure 2A. These differences gave 
rise to a signifi cant main effect in the frontal cluster [F(2,32) = 4.2, 
p < 0.05], driven by a greater positivity for CT faces compared to 
CN faces [t(16) = 2.4, p < 0.05] and CU faces [t(16) = 2.6, p < 0.05]. 



Frontiers in Human Neuroscience www.frontiersin.org August 2009 | Volume 3 | Article 16 | 4

Rudoy and Paller Infl uences on trustworthiness judgments

This divergence remained signifi cant at 400–600 ms [F(2,32) = 4.4, 
p < 0.05], again driven by a greater positivity for CT faces com-
pared to CN faces [t(16) = 2.6, p < 0.05] and CU faces [t(16) = 2.5, 
p < 0.05].

To assay correlates of memory-based processes, rating-phase 
trials were sorted as a function of memory performance in the test 
phase (Figure 2B). This memory performance was likely driven 
both by encoding in the initial test phase, and rehearsal during 
the rating phase. Regardless, because the words were not repeated 
during the rating phase, ERP correlates of test-phase memory per-
formance must refl ect processing of previously learned informa-
tion. In line with previous studies of ERP correlates of successful 
memory retrieval (Voss and Paller, 2008), ERPs from the parietal 
cluster were more positive at 400–600 ms when corresponding 
words were remembered compared to when they were forgotten 
[t(16) = 2.4, p < 0.05]. This difference continued in the interval 
from 600–800 ms [t(16) = 2.1, p = 0.05].

It is possible that the relatively early frontal ERP divergence 
between CT and CU faces was driven by subjects’ ultimate behav-
ioral ratings, rather than by perceptual features per se. In this case, 
one would expect to fi nd the same difference between ERPs to faces 
previously paired with positive versus negative words, as this manip-
ulation affected behavioral judgments even more strongly than per-
ceptual features. However, this comparison revealed no differences 

prior to 600 ms [t(16) < 1]. Instead, a later effect at 800–1000 ms was 
found (Figure 2C), in which parietal ERPs to faces shown previously 
with negative words were more positive than those to faces shown 
previously with positive words [t(16) = 2.1, p = 0.05]. Electrode 
clusters used for statistical analyses are displayed in Figure 2D.

DISCUSSION
Separate ERP correlates of trustworthiness-relevant perceptual 
and memory processes were identifi ed. As expected, signals of 
perceptual processing appeared sooner than signals of memory 
processing. In addition, ERPs associated with consensus ratings 
were not simply an indirect refl ection of behavioral judgments; 
the same ERPs were not found when comparing responses to faces 
previously paired with positive words to those paired with negative 
words even though paired-word valence had a strong infl uence on 
behavioral judgments.

GENERAL DISCUSSION
Experiment 1 demonstrated that trustworthiness ratings were infl u-
enced by perceptual features and by memory retrieval, and that the 
infl uence of memory declined when people were forced to make 
ratings quickly. Converging results from Experiment 2 showed that 
neural correlates of perceptual information processing and memory 
retrieval relevant to trustworthiness can be measured separately, 
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FIGURE 2 | Results from Experiment 2. (A) ERPs to consensus trustworthy 
(CT) faces were more positive than those to both consensus neutral (CN) and 
consensus untrustworthy (CU) faces beginning at about 200 ms post-stimulus. 
ERPs are from the anterior frontal midline location (Fpz), shown as a large circle 
on topographic maps, which depict the distribution of amplitude differences on 
the head as viewed from above. (B) ERPs to faces differed as a function of 
whether the associated word was remembered, beginning at about 400 ms 

post-stimulus at central and parietal locations. ERPs are from the central 
midline location (Cz). (C) ERPs to faces differed as a function of previously 
paired word valence from about 800 ms post-stimulus. No differences were 
found in the frontal cluster. ERPs are from the anterior frontal midline and 
central midline locations (Fpz and Cz). (D) Frontal and central/parietal clusters 
used in statistical analyses are shown as large circles on schematic views of 
the head.
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and that signals of perceptual processing appeared sooner than 
those of memory retrieval. Together, these results suggest that per-
ceptual information relevant to face trustworthiness is processed 
more quickly and can infl uence behavior sooner than memory-
based information.

Three relevant electrical signals were identifi ed: an early frontal 
correlate of consensus trustworthiness, a later correlate of memory 
retrieval with a parietal topography, and an even later correlate 
of word valence that also exhibited a parietal topography. The 
fi rst signal is likely to refl ect the analysis of facial expressions, as 
observed previously (e.g., Eimer and Holmes, 2007). Other results 
have shown that subtle facial expressions can drive trustworthi-
ness judgments (Winston et al., 2002; Todorov, 2008; Oosterhof 
and Todorov, 2009). ERPs may have been most positive for CT 
faces because of unambiguously happy expressions for these faces 
compared to neutral and untrustworthy faces. It is presently unclear 
whether consistent trustworthiness ratings generally arise from the 
gross categorization of facial expression or whether more subtle 
cues are operative. The ERP correlate of consensus trustworthiness 
found in the current study does not refl ect subjects’ behavioral 
ratings alone, and as such it displays a pattern similar to that of 
amygdala activation in fMRI studies (Engell et al., 2007).

The second ERP signal, a correlate of later memory retrieval, 
occurred with a latency and distribution paralleling effects found in 
other memory paradigms (Voss and Paller, 2008). This resemblance 
adds weight to the hypothesis that infl uences on trustworthiness 
judgments from conscious memory retrieval occur later than rel-
evant perceptual processes.

The late difference found in the comparison of ERPs to faces 
previously paired with positive versus negative words may refl ect 
better memory for negative words. Though it appears later than 
typical ERP correlates of conscious memory retrieval (Voss and 
Paller, 2008), the pattern of increased parietal positivity for faces 
previously paired with (better remembered) negative words fi ts 
with such an account.

The longer response times in the speeded condition when there 
was confl ict between perceptual features and learned information 
suggests that there is some integration of information from these 
two sources and that this integration may be more effi cient or 
straightforward when the information is consistent. The negative 
correlations between perceptual and memory-based infl uences 
suggest that individuals weight certain information sources more 
heavily at the expense of others, and that the pattern of source 
weights varies across people. Previous studies of the neural inte-

gration of confl icting information, with Stroop procedures (West 
and Alain, 1999; Liotti et al., 2000; Fruhholz et al., 2009) and face 
evaluation (Fruhholz et al., 2009; Schiller et al., 2009), relied only 
on perceptual information. The current study goes beyond these 
prior studies in showing that neural measures can be used to moni-
tor the separate processing of information from perceptual and 
memory-based sources.

The interplay of the neurocognitive processes investigated here 
is likely quite common in everyday life; when individuals make 
rapid judgments about others, even in the absence of a formal rat-
ing, they may be highly infl uenced by perceptual features and dis-
count memory-based sources of information. Stereotyping based 
on physical features may be a particularly salient example of this; 
individuals may have learned information contrary to stereotypes, 
but because of the time required to access this information, time 
pressure or cognitive load may often produce stereotype-based 
errors (Sherman et al., 1998; Correll et al., 2002). Initial personal 
judgments are quite persistent over time (Ambady and Rosenthal, 
1993). Such judgments can infl uence behavior not only in the 
context of artifi cial social interactions but also in real-world situ-
ations such as when one makes fi nancial decisions with input from 
professional consultants, chooses among multiple job applicants, 
or selects which political candidates to support (Langlois et al., 
2000; Todorov et al., 2005; van ’t Wout and Sanfey, 2008). Thus, 
understanding the nature of the perceptual and memory-based 
neurocognitive processes pertaining to trustworthiness has wide-
ranging implications.

The current results are consistent with evidence that perceived 
and remembered information infl uences trustworthiness judg-
ments through separate neural processes (Engell et al., 2007; 
Todorov et al., 2007; Todorov and Olson, 2008). Our fi ndings fur-
ther provide behavioral and neural evidence that the perceptual 
processing precedes memory retrieval. Accordingly, information 
from perceptual analysis can infl uence trustworthiness assessments 
well before relevant information has been retrieved from memory. 
More generally, this conclusion may apply in the same way when 
information from perception and memory sources can be brought 
to bear in a variety of decision-making circumstances.

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS
This research was supported by a National Science Foundation 
Graduate Research Fellowship to John D. Rudoy, and by research 
grants from the National Science Foundation (BCS 0518800 and 
BCS 0818912).

REFERENCES
Adolphs , R . ,  Tr ane l ,  D. ,  and 

Damasio, A. R. (1998). The human 
amygdala in social judgment. Nature 
393, 470–474.

Ambady, N., and Rosenthal, R. (1993). 
Half a minute: predicting teacher 
evaluations from thin slices of behav-
ior and physical attractiveness. J. Pers. 
Soc. Psychol. 64, 431–441.

Anderson, N. H. (1968). Likableness rat-
ings of 555 personality-trait words. 
J. Pers. Soc. Psychol. 9, 272–279.

Carlston, D., and Skowronski, J. (1994). 
Saving in the relearning of trait infor-
mation as evidence for spontaneous 
inference generation. J. Pers. Soc. 
Psychol. 66, 840–856.

Correll, J., Park, B., Judd, C. M., and 
Wittenbrink, B. (2002). The police 
offi cer’s dilemma: using ethnicity to 
disambiguate potentially threatening 
individuals. J. Pers. Soc. Psychol. 83, 
1314–1329.

Eimer, M., and Holmes, A. (2007). Event-
related brain potential  correlates 

of  emotional face processing. 
Neuropsychologia 45, 15–31.

Engell, A. D., Haxby, J. V., and Todorov, A. 
(2007). Implicit trustworthiness deci-
sions: automatic coding of face prop-
erties in the human amygdala. J. Cogn. 
Neurosci. 19, 1508–1519.

Fruhholz, S., Fehr, T., and Herrmann, M. 
(2009). Interference control during 
recognition of facial affect enhances 
the processing of expression specifi c 
properties – an event-related fMRI 
study. Brain Res. 1269, 143–157.



Frontiers in Human Neuroscience www.frontiersin.org August 2009 | Volume 3 | Article 16 | 6

Rudoy and Paller Infl uences on trustworthiness judgments

study of the temporal course of the 
Stroop color-word interference effect. 
Neuropsychologia 38, 701–711.

Oosterhof, N. N., and Todorov, A. (2009). 
Shared perceptual basis of emotional 
expressions and trustworthiness 
impressions from faces. Emotion 9, 
128–133.

Phelps, E. A., and LeDoux, J. E. (2005). 
Contributions of the amygdala to 
emotion processing: from animal 
models to human behavior. Neuron 
48, 175–187.

Schiller, D., Freeman, J. B., Mitchell, 
J. P., Uleman, J. S., and Phelps, E. 
A. (2009). A neural mechanism of 
fi rst impressions. Nat. Neurosci. 12, 
508–514.

Sherman, J. W., Lee, A. Y., Bessenoff, G. R., 
and Frost, L. A. (1998). Stereotype effi -
ciency reconsidered: encoding fl exibil-
ity under cognitive load? J. Pers. Soc. 
Psychol. 75, 589–606.

Todorov, A. (2008). Evaluating faces on 
trustworthiness: an extension of sys-
tems for recognition of emotions sig-
naling approach/avoidance behaviors. 
Ann. N. Y. Acad. Sci. 1124, 208–224.

Todorov, A., Gobbini, M. I., Evans, K. K., 
and Haxby, J. V. (2007). Spontaneous 
retrieval of affective person knowledge 
in face perception. Neuropsychologia 
45, 163–173.

Todorov, A., Mandisodza, A. N., Goren, A., 
and Hall, C. C. (2005). Inferences of 
competence from faces predict election 
outcomes. Science 308, 1623–1626.

Todorov, A., and Olson, I. R. (2008). 
Robust learning of affective trait 
associations with faces when the hip-
pocampus is damaged, but not when 
the amygdala and temporal pole are 
damaged. Soc. Cogn. Affect. Neurosci. 
3, 195–203.

van ’t Wout, M., and Sanfey, A. G. (2008). 
Friend or foe: the effect of implicit 

trustworthiness judgments in social 
decision-making. Cognition 108, 
796–803.

Voss, J. L., and Paller, K. A. (2008). Brain 
substrates of implicit and explicit 
memory: the importance of concur-
rently acquired neural signals of both 
memory types. Neuropsychologia 46, 
3021–3029.

West, R., and Alain, C. (1999). Event-
related neural activity associated with 
the Stroop task. Brain Res. Cogn. Brain 
Res. 8, 157–164.

Willis, J., and Todorov, A. (2006). First 
impressions: making up your mind 
after a 100-ms exposure to a face. 
Psychol. Sci. 17, 592–598.

Winston, J. S. , Strange, B. A. , 
O’Doherty, J., and Dolan, R. J. 
(2002). Automatic and intentional 
brain responses during evaluation 
of trustworthiness of faces. Nat. 
Neurosci. 5, 277–283.

Conflict of Interest Statement: The 
authors declare that the research was 
conducted in the absence of any com-
mercial or financial relationships that 
could be construed as a potential confl ict 
of interest.

Received: 16 June 2009; paper pending 
 published: 11 July 2009; accepted: 20 July 
2009; published online: 20 August 2009.
Citation: Rudoy JD and Paller KA (2009) 
Who can you trust? Behavioral and neural 
differences between perceptual and memory-
based infl uences. Front. Hum. Neurosci. 
3:16. doi: 10.3389/neuro.09.016.2009
Copyright © 2009 Rudoy and Paller. This is 
an open-access article subject to an exclu-
sive license agreement between the authors 
and the Frontiers Research Foundation, 
which permits unrestricted use, distribu-
tion, and reproduction in any medium, 
provided the original authors and source 
are credited.



<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /All
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Dot Gain 20%)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Warning
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.4
  /CompressObjects /Tags
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJDFFile false
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.0000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /LeaveColorUnchanged
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams false
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages true
  /ColorImageMinResolution 300
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages false
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages false
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages true
  /GrayImageMinResolution 300
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages false
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages false
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages true
  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages false
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 1200
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages false
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile (None)
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /Description <<
    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000500044004600206587686353ef901a8fc7684c976262535370673a548c002000700072006f006f00660065007200208fdb884c9ad88d2891cf62535370300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002>
    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef653ef5728684c9762537088686a5f548c002000700072006f006f00660065007200204e0a73725f979ad854c18cea7684521753706548679c300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002>
    /DAN <>
    /DEU <>
    /ESP <>
    /FRA <>
    /ITA <>
    /JPN <>
    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020b370c2a4d06cd0d10020d504b9b0d1300020bc0f0020ad50c815ae30c5d0c11c0020ace0d488c9c8b85c0020c778c1c4d560002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>
    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken voor kwaliteitsafdrukken op desktopprinters en proofers. De gemaakte PDF-documenten kunnen worden geopend met Acrobat en Adobe Reader 5.0 en hoger.)
    /NOR <>
    /PTB <>
    /SUO <>
    /SVE <>
    /ENU (Use these settings to create Adobe PDF documents for quality printing on desktop printers and proofers.  Created PDF documents can be opened with Acrobat and Adobe Reader 5.0 and later.)
  >>
  /Namespace [
    (Adobe)
    (Common)
    (1.0)
  ]
  /OtherNamespaces [
    <<
      /AsReaderSpreads false
      /CropImagesToFrames true
      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue
      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false
      /IncludeGuidesGrids false
      /IncludeNonPrinting false
      /IncludeSlug false
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (InDesign)
        (4.0)
      ]
      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false
      /OmitPlacedEPS false
      /OmitPlacedPDF false
      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy
    >>
    <<
      /AddBleedMarks false
      /AddColorBars false
      /AddCropMarks false
      /AddPageInfo false
      /AddRegMarks false
      /ConvertColors /NoConversion
      /DestinationProfileName ()
      /DestinationProfileSelector /NA
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /PresetSelector /MediumResolution
      >>
      /FormElements false
      /GenerateStructure true
      /IncludeBookmarks false
      /IncludeHyperlinks false
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles true
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /NA
      /PreserveEditing true
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
  ]
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice


