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Abstract 

Previous research on person perception has shown that people form first impressions with 

remarkable speed and accuracy, but relatively little is known about the speed and accuracy of 

trustworthiness judgments across cultures. The present research examined these by asking 

Chinese and Canadians to infer trustworthiness from faces of criminals and non-criminals from 

different cultural backgrounds across two domains (i.e., financial crime in Study 1 and violent 

crime in Study 2). Across both studies, we found that when participants were given time and 

opportunity, Chinese tended to take a longer time than Canadians to make trustworthiness 

judgments (although this difference did not reach statistical significance in Study 2). In Study 1, 

we found that perceivers from both cultures were accurate at judging European North Americans 

(ENA) corporate criminals as less trustworthy than ENA non-criminal executives, although they 

did not differentiate Asian corporate criminals from Asian non-criminal executives. In Study 2, 

we found that perceivers from both cultures were accurate at judging both Asian and ENA 

violent criminals as less trustworthy than Asian and ENA non-criminals. Chinese were also 

accurate at rating Middle Eastern violent criminals as less trustworthy than Middle Eastern non-

criminals, but Canadians did not differentiate them in terms of their trustworthiness ratings. In 

terms of their crime likelihood ratings, however, both Chinese and Canadians accurately rated all 

the criminals as more likely to commit violent crimes than the non-criminals, regardless of the 

targets’ ethnicities. Finally, we discussed some of the practical implications of our findings on 

detection of deception, as well as how providing a context for trustworthiness judgments might 

have played an important role in people’s judgmental accuracy. 
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Chapter 1 

Speed and Accuracy of People’s Trustworthiness Judgment across Cultures 

Common wisdoms have cautioned us not to judge a person based on their appearance, but 

a growing body of literature in social psychology has demonstrated that first impressions inferred 

from faces actually can be reliable and valid (Ambady, Bernieri, & Richeson, 2000; Rule, 

Krendl, Ivcevic, & Ambady, 2013; Zebrowitz, 1997). One of the widely studied judgments in the 

first impressions literature is trustworthiness judgment made based on limited information (i.e., 

based solely on photos of faces). The present study aims to examine the speed and accuracy of 

forming impressions of trustworthiness from a cross-cultural perspective.   

Impressions of trustworthiness are highly valued social judgments that are adaptively 

tuned. From an evolutionary perspective, successfully evaluating whether someone is 

trustworthy or not can be vital for our survival (Cosmides & Tooby, 1992). Thus, people have 

developed spontaneous and intuitive means to efficiently judge others’ trustworthiness based 

solely on facial appearances (Cosmides, Barrett, & Tooby, 2010; Todorov, Said, Engell, & 

Oosterhof, 2008; Zebrowitz, Voinescu, & Collins, 1996). Winston and colleagues (2002) even 

suggested that this efficiency in judging trustworthiness is linked to the activity in the subcortical 

area of our brain – amygdala, which is associated with the detection of dangerous stimuli 

(Amaral, 2002).  

Indeed, many of the previous studies have shown that individuals form first impressions 

of others from their appearances or faces with remarkable speed; in fact, most people can do so 
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within split seconds (Kenny, Albright, Mallow, & Kashy, 1994; Rinn, 1991; Wilis & Todorov, 

2006; Zebrowitz, 1997). According to Willis and Todorov (2006), first impressions of 

trustworthiness could be formed as early as at 100ms of stimuli exposure. In their study, they 

found that there was high agreement between judgments made after only 100ms exposure to the 

novel faces (i.e. timed judgments) and judgments made without time constraints (i.e., criterion 

judgments). More importantly, increasing exposure time did not further increase the correlations 

between these two judgments. Hence, it seems like 100ms exposure to a novel face is sufficient 

for people to form their first impression about the target. Although many studies have 

demonstrated that the perceptions and judgments formed from facial appearance are very fast 

and spontaneous, relatively little work has examined the speed of impression formation across 

cultures.  

Culture and Speed of Impression Formation 

Culture shapes cognition. Specifically, East Asians (e.g., Chinese, Koreans, and 

Japanese) have been shown to think more holistically than do European North Americans 

(Nisbett et al., 2001, 2003). East Asians tend to pay attention to the field and surrounding 

contextual information as well as focus more on the relationships between the focal object and its 

surrounding context, whereas European North Americans tend to focus on the focal object and 

its features and see them as being independent from the surrounding context (Iishi, Reyes, & 

Kitayama, 2003; Ji, Peng, & Nisbett, 2000; Masuda & Nisbett, 2001; see Ji & Yap, 2016 for 

review). Using eye trackers, Masuda and his colleagues (2008) demonstrated that, when asked to 

judge a central person’s emotion, Japanese participants allocated more attentional resources to 

the contextual information (i.e., the surrounding people) than did American participants. At the 

same time, the authors also found that the emotion of the other people surrounding the central 
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person affected Japanese’s, but not Americans’, perception of the central person’s emotion. 

Along the same line, these culture-specific attentional and thinking styles also have lead Koreans 

and Chinese, as compared to North Americans, to consider greater amount of information to be 

relevant when making causal judgments, evaluations, and attributions (Choi, Dalal, Kim-Prieto, 

& Park, 2003: Ji, Guo, Zhang, & Messervey, 2009). All of this evidence suggests that when 

making perception, evaluations, and judgments, East Asian tend to attend to and incorporate 

more information into their judgments than North Americans do.  

Given that East Asians tend to incorporate more information than North Americans when 

making judgments, (Choi et al., 2003; Masuda et al., 2008), East Asians, compared to North 

Americans, might take a longer time to make trustworthiness judgments, especially when they 

were given the opportunity to do so. Models of impression formation postulate two stages of 

processing: (1) the default stage, which is more automatic and efficient, as well as (2) the 

effortful stage, which requires time and motivation (Brewer, 1988, Fiske & Neuberg, 1990). 

Thus when time and opportunity is limited, perceivers from both cultures would rely just on the 

default stage of processing and form their first impressions spontaneously. As such, there is no 

reason to expect any cultural differences in their response latencies when they were given only a 

limited period of time to make their judgments. When given time and opportunity, however, East 

Asians and North Americans could potentially employ the more effortful stage of processing to 

form their first impressions. Hence, when target faces were presented to them for an unlimited 

amount of time, we predicted that East Asians might take a longer time than North Americans to 

make the trustworthiness judgments because they are more holistic and tend to incorporate more 

information when making judgments, compared to North Americans. 
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Culture and Accuracy of Trustworthiness Impressions 

Speed of judgment is inextricably related to the accuracy of the judgment. When 

individuals form their first impression with such a remarkable speed, are their judgments 

accurate? The present study aims to explore the accuracy of trustworthiness judgments across 

cultures in addition to the speed of forming those judgments. 

Considerable amount of work on trait inferences has examined and found high agreement 

in people’s judgments (Adolph, Baron-Cohen, & Tranel, 2002; Kenny et al., 1994; Rule & 

Ambady, 2008). This high consensus in judgments also extends to perceivers across various 

cultural backgrounds (Albright et al., 1997, Cunningham, Roberts, Barbee, Druen, & Wu, 1995; 

Rule et al., 2010; Zebrowitz, Montepare, & Lee, 1993). For example, Zebrowitz and colleagues 

(1993) showed that White Americans, Black Americans, and Koreans all agreed in their 

judgments for the same- and other-culture targets (i.e., targets from all the three groups) across a 

host of physical and personality traits. Likewise, Albright and colleagues (1997) also 

demonstrated that Americans and Chinese showed high agreement in their judgments of multiple 

personality traits based on faces from both cultural groups. However, high consensus does not 

necessarily correspond to high accuracy in judgments. To assess accuracy of judgments, an 

objective criterion is needed to evaluate whether the judgments are correct or incorrect.  

Previous studies that examined the accuracy of trait inferences by comparing perceivers’ 

judgments with targets’ self-reports or actual assessments of targets’ traits have shown that 

people in general were pretty accurate in their judgments. For example, people’s impressions of 

intelligence were highly consistent with the targets’ actual intelligence, which was assessed by 

the Intelligence Quotient tests (Murphy, 2007; Murphy, Hall, & Colvin, 2003; Zebrowitz, Hall, 

Murphy, & Rhodes, 2002; Zebrowitz & Rhodes, 2004). In terms of social judgments, Rule, Ishii, 
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Ambady, Rosen, and Hallett (2011) also have demonstrated that perceivers from the United 

States, Japan, and Spain showed above chance accuracy at categorizing the sexual orientations of 

men from the three different cultures.  

The evidence for accuracy of trustworthiness judgments, however, were somewhat 

mixed. Some studies demonstrated that people were accurate at distinguishing criminals from 

non-criminals (Porter, England, Juodis, ten Brinke, & Wilson, 2008; Stillman, Maner, & 

Baumeister, 2010), but some studies found that people’s accuracy at judging criminals’ and non-

criminals’ trustworthiness were not different from chance (Rule et al., 2013; Zebrowitz et al., 

1996). For example, Stillman et al. (2010) found that people were accurate at distinguishing 

violent sex offenders from nonviolent sex offenders based on a brief glance at the photos of the 

criminals’ faces. Porter et al. (2008) also showed that people who had committed crimes (e.g., 

America’s Most Wanted criminals) were accurately judged as less trustworthy than people who 

had received a Nobel peace prize. On the contrary, Rule et al. (2013) found that perceivers’ 

trustworthiness judgments of criminals and non-criminals were actually not accurate. They 

demonstrated that the nature of the photos (e.g., mug shots versus typical portraits) had 

confounded perceivers’ accuracy judgments. When photos of Nobel Prize recipients were 

compared with celebrities’ mug shots, perceivers accurately could distinguish the criminals from 

non-criminals. However, when photos of Nobel Prize recipients were compared with celebrities’ 

media portraits, people’s accuracy at distinguishing criminals from non-criminals was not 

different from chance.  

It is unclear why these findings of accuracy of trustworthiness judgments were 

inconsistent, but taking a closer look at the literature, we noticed that perceivers in these studies 

were typically not provided with a context for their judgments. The absence of context for 
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judgments (also known as judgmental context) could potentially explain the mixed findings 

because trustworthiness is a general trait that can be applicable across various domains of 

behaviors (e.g., deception, cheating, criminal acts, infidelity, etc.). These different untrustworthy 

behaviors are vastly different in nature, and perceptions of trustworthiness of different behaviors 

may be inferred from different non-verbal cues. For instance, impressions of trustworthiness of 

violent criminals might be dependent on cues that are very different from judgments of 

trustworthiness of unfaithful spouses (although no studies have examined this possibility yet). 

Without a specific judgmental context for perceivers to base their inferences on, their 

trustworthiness judgments are likely more general than precise. Thus, if impressions of 

trustworthiness of different behaviors were typically inferred from different cues, a general 

trustworthiness judgment potentially could be less accurate because perceivers might be 

attending to cues that were not reflective of the specific behavior of interest.  

Indeed, in a related area of research, Bond and DePaulo (2006, 2008) found that people’s 

ability to accurately detect deception (i.e., accurately distinguish people who were lying from 

people who were telling the truth) was only at a moderately above chance level because people 

often attended to misleading cues and overlooked the relevant ones when they were making their 

judgments. Thus people’s judgmental accuracy could be more precise if they were provided with 

a relevant judgmental context for them to base their inferences on. When perceivers are provided 

with a specific context for judgments (e.g., being informed that engagement in financial 

fraudulent crime is the behavior of interest), they might attend specifically to cues that are 

revealing of the particular untrustworthy behavior and, hence, make accurate trustworthiness 

judgments. Despite this possibility, no research studies, at least to our knowledge, have 

examined the accuracy of trustworthiness judgments by providing participants with a relevant 
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judgmental context of interest. Conversely, in the current studies, we provided participants with a 

context for them to base their trustworthiness judgments on.     

Because relatively little work has examined accuracy of trustworthiness judgments across 

cultures, the current research aimed to explore if culture would influence the accuracy of 

trustworthiness judgments across targets from various cultural backgrounds. Given the dearth of 

literature in this area, we did not make any specific predictions for perceivers’ judgmental 

accuracy and considered it an exploratory question. 

Overview of the Current Study 

To examine potential cultural differences in how fast people form impressions of 

trustworthiness, we compared Chinese and Canadians’ response latencies in making 

trustworthiness judgments across two exposure conditions: limited stimulus exposure vs. 

unlimited stimulus exposure. In the limited exposure condition, each target stimuli appeared on 

the computer screen for 200ms. According to Todorov et al. (2009), 167ms is sufficient for 

North Americans to form an “accurate” impression (i.e., timed judgments were in high 

agreement with untimed judgments). In the unlimited exposure condition, each target stimulus 

appeared on the computer screen until participants made a response. As Chinese are more 

holistic and tend to incorporate more information when making judgments compared to 

Canadians, we expected Chinese participants to take a longer time than Canadians to make the 

trustworthiness judgments when they were given time and opportunity in the unlimited exposure 

condition. On the other hand, we expected both Chinese and Canadians to be equally fast at 

judging the trustworthiness of the targets when time and opportunity was limited. 

In Study 1, we explored the accuracy of trustworthiness judgments in the financial 

domain by comparing Chinese and Canadians’ trustworthiness ratings of corporate criminals 
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with ratings of non-criminal business executives from the two cultural backgrounds (i.e., Asian 

and European North American (ENA) executives). In Study 2, we explored the accuracy of 

trustworthiness judgments in the violent crime domain by comparing participants’ 

trustworthiness ratings of violent criminals with ratings of non-criminals from three different 

cultural backgrounds (i.e., Asian, ENA, and Middle Eastern individuals). In addition, participants 

in Study 2 also rated the likelihood of the targets committing violent crimes as an additional 

means to assess judgmental accuracy. In terms of accuracy of judgments, we did not make any 

predictions because there was not enough research in the current literature to support any specific 

hypothesis. Accuracy is defined as the ability to differentiate individuals who had engaged in 

actual untrustworthy behaviours (e.g., committed a fraud or a crime) from those who did not. 
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Chapter 2 

Study 1: Trustworthiness Judgments in the Financial Domain 

In this study, we investigated the speed and accuracy of people’s trustworthiness 

judgments of business executives who either committed or did not commit fraud. Whether the 

executive committed financial fraud or not served as the objective criterion for assessing 

judgmental accuracy. Accuracy, in this study, was operationalized as the ability to distinguish 

actual corporate criminals from regular business executives in terms of their trustworthiness 

ratings. 

Method 

Participants. One hundred and twelve Euro-Canadian undergraduates from a Canadian 

University (23 men and 89 women, Mage = 18.3 years, SD = 1.20) and 115 Chinese 

undergraduates from a Chinese University (49 men and 66 women, Mage = 20.6 years, SD = 

1.14) participated in this study. They either received course credit or payment for their 

participation. 

Stimuli and pretest. Following Rule et al. (2013), headshot photos of 13 ENA and 13 

Asian business executives who had been convicted of fraud were downloaded from their 

company’s websites or news media outlets. To maintain consistency with these executives, 

headshot photos of 13 regular ENA and 13 regular Asian business executives of similar ranks 

were downloaded to serve as controls. All of these business executives were men dressed in 

business attire in the pictures. Each photo then was cropped to show only the executive’s face 

(limited to the top of his hair, the extremes of his ears/hair, and the bottom of his neck, where 
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part of his suit can be seen). The cropped photos were also standardized in size and converted to 

gray scale. 

Because attractiveness (Dion, Berscheid, &Walster, 1972) and affect (Zebrowitz, 

Kikuchi, & Fellous, 2010) have been shown to influence people’s perception, a pretest was 

conducted in which a group of university students (56 Canadians and 57 Chinese) rated each 

image’s facial attractiveness (1 = Not at all attractive; 7 = Very attractive) and emotional 

expression of happiness (1 = Very unhappy; 7 = Very happy). In addition, although none of the 

photos were mug shots, a separate group of 39 Canadians and 38 Chinese rated whether each of 

the image stimuli looked like mug shots (0 = No; 1 = Yes) as the photo type can influence 

trustworthiness judgments (Rule et al., 2013).  

We excluded 10 images that were judged by 20% or more participants as looking like 

mug shot photos. Another 13 images were excluded to equate attractiveness and emotional 

expressions of the fraud and non-fraud groups of business executives within each ethnicity. As a 

result, 27 images were retained (6 Asian fraud, 8 Asian non-fraud, 6 ENA fraud, and 7 ENA 

non-fraud business executives). A 2 (Culture) X 2 (Fraud) X 2 (Target Ethnicity) mixed 

ANOVA on the remaining 27 images revealed no significant differences in attractiveness or 

happiness expressions between Asian fraud and Asian non-fraud targets, Fs(1, 111) < 3.47, ps > 

.065, or between ENA fraud and ENA non-fraud targets Fs(1, 111) < 1.13, p > .29, for both 

Chinese and Canadian participants (see Table 1 for the respective Ms and SDs).  

Table 1 

Chinese’s and Canadians’ Attractiveness and Emotional Expressions Ratings of Fraud and non-

Fraud Asian and ENA Business Executives 
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 Chinese  Canadians 

 Asian Business 

Executives 

ENA Business 

Executives 
 

Asian Business 

Executives 

ENA Business 

Executives 

 M SD M SD  M SD M SD 

 Attractiveness Ratings 

Fraud 3.44 1.11 4.10 1.15  2.03 1.04 2.63 1.21 

Non-Fraud 3.35 1.13 4.05 1.09  2.03 1.04 2.64 1.11 

 Emotional Expressions Ratings 

Fraud 4.25 .65 5.35 .78  3.82 .67 5.44 .78 

Non-Fraud 4.25 .71 5.28 .79  3.68 .73 5.38 .68 

 

There were a few other significant main effects that should be mentioned. In general, 

Asian business executives (Mattractiveness = 2.71, SE = .10; Mhappy = 4.00, SE = .06) were rated as 

less attractive and expressed less happy emotion than ENA business executives (Mattractiveness = 

3.36, SE = .11; Mhappy = 5.36, SE = .07), Fs(1, 111) > 144, ps < .001, η2
partial > .56.1 This 

difference in happiness expressions may reflect some inherent differences in the display rules 

between the East Asian and North American culture (Ekman, 1972; Ekman & Friesen, 1969; 

Matsumoto, Yoo, & Fontaine, 2008). In addition, Chinese participants (M = 3.74, SE = .14) 

generally gave higher attractiveness ratings than did Canadian participants (M = 2.33, SE = .14), 

                                                        
1	  According the Benjamin-Hochberg procedure (BH; Benjamin & Hochberg, 1995), adjusted alpha was set as .007 
[.05 x (1/7)] to control for the FDR of the target ethnicity main effects for attractiveness and happiness.	  
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F(1, 111) = 51.1, p < .001, η2
partial = .315 (see Table 1 for Ms and SDs).2 None of the other main 

and interaction effects were significant, Fs(1, 111) < 3.85, ps > .052. 

Procedure. Participants were tested on the computer. They were first given a circle-

shade task. The purpose of this circle-shade task was twofold: (1) to familiarize participants with 

the speed of presentation and the five-point judgment task and (2) to provide a baseline response 

latency used later as covariates in the main analysis to account for potential individual 

differences in reaction times. In each of the 15 trials, participants saw images of circles in five 

different shades (see Figure 1). Participants were instructed to rate the shade of the target circle 

on a five-point scale (1 = Very light; 5 = Very dark) as quickly and as accurately as possible.3 

They also were instructed to place their fingers over the five labeled keys, which represented the 

five response options on the keyboard at all times to ensure they could respond as quickly as they 

could. In line with the time exposure conditions to which they were assigned for the main task, 

the target circles in the practice trials were either presented on the screen for 200ms or until the 

participants made their judgments. See Appendix A for more details. 

 

 

                                                        
2	  According the BH procedure, adjusted alpha was set as .014 [.05 x (2/7)] to control for the FDR of the main effect 
of culture.	  
3	  Because our stimuli are limited and cannot be repeated, these practice trials were designed such that we could 
still assess the general mental and reaction speed that participants need to answer five-point scale questions, 
which are similar to but independent of the content of the actual judgment questions (Fazio, 1990; Mayerl, 
2013; Sternberg, 2010). 	  
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Figure 1. Circle-shade task stimuli: Five circles in five different shades. 

 

After the circle-shade task, participants were told that they would be seeing a series of 

faces of business executives on the computer screen, and that they would judge the 

trustworthiness of the business executives in the photos on a five-point scale (1 = Not at all 

trustworthy; 5 = Very trustworthy). The instructions emphasized that they should make their 

decisions as quickly and as accurately as possible based on their first impressions or gut feelings 

(see Appendix B). Before participants started rating the photos, they were told to imagine 

themselves as a financial crime unit officer, and that they were tasked with identifying business 

executives who were suspected of committing financial frauds. They were, however, not told that 

some of these men actually had been convicted of committing financial frauds. Given that 

trustworthiness is a general trait that can be broadly relevant to various domains of behaviors, 

this cover story served as a judgmental context for participants to make more germane and 

informed inferences. Each photo of the business executives was presented in a random order, and 

all the stimuli were presented using the Inquisit program. 

Participants were randomly assigned to the two exposure conditions: limited or unlimited 

stimuli exposure. People in the limited exposure condition were exposed to each image for a 

brief 200ms, whereas people in the unlimited exposure condition had the image on the screen 

until they made a judgment. Each practice and experimental trial was preceded with a fixation 
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cross (+) at the center of the screen for 500ms to direct participants’ attention to the location 

where the target image would be appearing. For each image, the five-point response scale was 

presented at the bottom of the screen. Participants’ trustworthiness ratings as well as their 

reaction time were recorded. 

Although the number of response alternatives in a typical latency task is usually limited 

to two options (e.g., yes/no), some research has demonstrated that the latency data using a five-

response options system could remain as sensitive as the latency data using a two-response 

options system (Fazio, 1990; Fazio, Powell, & Williams, 1988a; Fazio & Williams, 1986). 

Therefore, we decided to use a five-point response scale to allow for more variability in the 

trustworthiness ratings.  

After rating all the images on trustworthiness, participants indicated how confident they 

were with their judgments on a seven-point scale, ranging from 1 (least confident) to 7 (most 

confident). At the end of the experiment, they indicated if they recognized any of the people in 

the photos they saw. See Appendix C for more details. All the participants were tested in their 

native language. The study material was first developed in English and then translated into 

Chinese. Two bilingual researchers double-checked the translation to ensure its equivalence 

across language. 

Results 

Ten Canadians and 9 Chinese were excluded from the analyses because they recognized 

one or more targets in each of the four target groups (Asian fraud, Asian non-fraud, ENA fraud, 

and ENA non-fraud). Afterward, an average trustworthiness rating, as well as a mean reaction 

time, for each of the four target groups was computed. 
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Reaction time. The distributions for reaction-time (RT) data are typically not normal but 

positively skewed. Response latencies that are very short or long could affect the means and 

standard deviations considerably (Ratcliff, 1979, 1993). Typically, RTs that are shorter than 

200ms are too short to be considered as genuine RTs (i.e., they are merely anticipatory flukes or 

fast guesses), whereas RTs that are longer than 3 standard deviations (SDs) from the mean also 

can be potential error (e.g., participants could be inattentive momentarily due to a distraction, 

etc.) (Baayen & Milin, 2010; Luce, 1986; Ratcliff, 1993; Whelan, 2008). Hence, following a 

common practice known as Winsorizing (Fensen, 1985), an a-priori screening for outliers was 

done to “clean up” the RT data for each subject by removing all RTs that were either shorter than 

200ms (41 out of 6032 datapoints; approximately .007% of the data) or longer than 3 SDs from 

the mean (176 out of 6032 datapoints; approximately .029% of the data).4 Subsequently, 

participants’ RT for each of the remaining practice and experimental trials were then log 

transformed to normalize its distribution (Imam, 2006; Ratcliff, 1993; Spencer & Chase, 1996).  

Baseline reaction time. A mean baseline reaction time (RT) was computed by averaging 

the log RT across the 15 practice trials. A 2 (Culture) X 2 (Time) ANOVA conducted on the 

baseline RT revealed a significant culture main effect. In general, Chinese (M = 2697ms, SD = 

824ms) took more time to respond than Canadians did (M = 1679ms, SD = 457ms), F(1, 204) = 

129, p < .001, η2
partial = .388. Interestingly, a time main effect indicated that participants tended 

to take a longer time to respond when the image stimuli were presented for a limited time (M = 

2305ms, SD = 862ms) than when the stimuli were presented for an unlimited amount of time (M 

= 2080ms, SD = 804ms), F(1, 204) = 8.91, p = .003, η2
partial = .042. There was no interaction 

                                                        
4	  According to Ratcliff (1993), excluding less than 5% of the data is acceptable.	  
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between culture and time, F(1, 204) = .312, p = .577. Since the baseline response latency varied 

between cultures, it was entered as a covariate for the main analysis below. 

Reaction time on the trustworthiness judgment task. Similarly, a mean RT for each of 

the four target groups was computed by averaging the log-transformed RT across each target 

stimuli within their respective target groups. A 2 (Culture) X 2 (Time) X 2 (Fraud) X 2 (Target 

Ethnicity) mixed ANCOVA was then conducted on the mean RTs, with participants’ log-

transformed baseline RT included as covariate. The culture main effect was not significant, F(1, 

203) = 2.37, p = .125.5 The time main effect was significant, F(1, 203) = 40.1, p < .001, η2
partial = 

.165. Participants were slower in the unlimited time condition (adjusted M = 1856ms, SE = 

43.2ms) than in the limited time condition (adjusted M = 1430ms, SE = 41.0ms). This main 

effect, however, was qualified by a culture X time interaction effect, F(1, 203) = 6.41, p = .012, 

η2
partial = .031 (see Figure 2 below). In line with our prediction, Chinese (adjusted M = 2091ms, 

SE = 61.7ms) were significantly slower than were Canadians (adjusted M = 1620ms, SE = 

67.5ms) in judging trustworthiness of the business executives when the target stimuli were 

presented for an unlimited amount of time, F(1, 203) = 7.25, p = .008, η2
partial = .034.6 However, 

when the stimuli exposure time was limited to 200ms, Chinese’s (adjusted M = 1441ms, SE = 

64.0ms) and Canadians’ (adjusted M = 1419ms, SE = 60.9ms) reaction times were not 

significantly different, F(1, 203) = .130, p = .719. 

                                                        
5	  Before controlling for participants’ baseline response latencies, the culture main effect was significant, F(1, 204) = 
39.5, p < .001, ηp

2 = .162; the time main effect was significant, F(1, 204) = 23.0, p < .001, ηp
2 = .101; the culture X 

time interaction was significant, F(1, 204) = 6.53, p = .011, ηp
2 = .031; and the fraud X time interaction was 

marginally significant, F(1, 204) = 3.86, p = .051, ηp
2 = .019.	  

6	  According to the BH procedure, adjusted alpha was set as .025 [.05 x (1/2)] to control for the FDR of the simple 
effect of culture within the unlimited exposure condition.	  
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Figure 2. Canadians’ and Chinese’s reaction time for judging the trustworthiness of business 

executives at unlimited vs. limited exposure (adjusted mean RT after controlling for participants’ 

baseline response latencies) in Study 1. Error bars represent the standard errors. 

Interestingly, the time main effect was also qualified by a fraud X time interaction, F(1, 

203) = 4.22, p = .041, η2
partial = .020. Follow up simple effects analyses revealed that participants 

in the limited time exposure condition generally took a longer time to judge fraud business 

executives (adjusted M = 1465ms, SE = 47.2ms) than non-fraud regular executives (adjusted M = 

1395ms, SE = 40.3ms), F(1, 203) = 10.9, p = .001, η2
partial = .051, whereas in the unlimited time 

condition, participants’ reaction times at judging fraud (adjusted M = 1867ms, SE = 49.7ms) and 

non-fraud business executives (adjusted M = 1844ms, SE = 42.4ms) were not significantly 

different, F(1, 203) = .07, p = .789. If this finding is reliable, then in the limited condition, 

participants might have somehow intuitively responded differently to fraud and non-fraud 
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executives’ faces. None of the other main and interaction effects were significant, Fs(1, 203) < 

2.96, ps > .08 (see Table 2 for the respective Ms and SDs). 

Table 2 

Means and Standard Deviations of Chinese’s and Canadians’ Response Latencies (ms) for 

judging Fraud and non-Fraud Asian and ENA Business Executives in Two Exposure Conditions 

 Chinese  Canadians 

 Limited 
Exposure  

 Unlimited 
Exposure 

 
Limited 

Exposure 
 

Unlimited 
Exposure 

 M SD  M SD  M SD  M SD 

 Asian Business Executives 

Fraud 1648 517  2296 870  1360 435  1506 508 

Non-Fraud 1666 558  2247 755  1209 310  1420 404 

 ENA Business Executives 

Fraud 1631 617  2160 693  1370 367  1396 333 

Non-Fraud 1584 558  2077 553  1284 301  1462 453 

 

Trustworthiness ratings. A 2 (Culture) X 2 (Time) X 2 (Fraud) X 2 (Target Ethnicity) 

mixed ANOVA was performed on the trustworthiness ratings. There were no significant main 

effect of culture, F(1, 204) = .588, p = .444, or time, F(1, 204) = .693, p = .406. The main effects 

of fraud, F(1, 204) = 32.5, p < .001, η2
partial = .137, and that of target ethnicity, F(1, 204) = 21.3, 

p < .001, η2
partial = .095, were significant; but they were qualified by a significant fraud X target 

ethnicity interaction effect, F(1, 204) = 19.5, p < .001, η2
partial = .087 (see Figure 3).7 Simple 

                                                        
7	  According to the BH procedure, adjusted alpha was set as .003 [.05 x (1/15)], .0067 [.05 x (2/15)], and .01 [.05 x 
(3/15)] to control for the FDR of the fraud and target ethnicity main effects, and fraud X target ethnicity interaction 
effect, respectively. 
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effects tests demonstrated that participants rated ENA fraud executives (M = 3.17, SD = .51) as 

less trustworthy than ENA non-fraud executives (M = 3.40, SD = .51), F(1, 204) = 44.4, p < 

.001, η2
partial = .179, but they did not rate Asian fraud executives (M = 3.10, SD = .50) as 

significantly different from Asian non-fraud executives (M = 3.12, SD = .47), F(1, 204) = .59, p 

= .44.8 Thus, participants’ trustworthiness judgments were more accurate for ENA targets than 

for Asian targets. None of the other effects were significant, Fs(1, 204) < 2.91, ps > .09. 

Confidence in judgments. A 2 (culture) X 2 (time) ANOVA performed on participants’ 

confidence ratings revealed a significant culture main effect, F(1, 203) = 10.1, p = .002, η2
partial = 

.047. Chinese (M = 4.22, SD = 1.29) were more confident in their judgments than were 

Canadians (M = 3.64, SD = 1.32). No other effects were significant, Fs(1, 203) < .23, ps > .64. 

 

 

                                                        
8	  According to the BH procedure, adjusted alpha was set as .025 [.05 x (1/2)] and .05 to control for FDR of the two 
follow up simple effects of culture within each target ethnicity.	  
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Figure 3. Perceived trustworthiness of ENA and Asian business executives who had been 

convicted of committing financial fraud or not (Study 1). Error bars represent the standard errors. 

Summary 

As expected, Chinese took a longer time than Canadians to judge the trustworthiness of 

the business executives when they were given unlimited stimulus viewing time. When the target 

stimuli were presented only for a brief 200ms, however, Chinese’s and Canadians’ reaction time 

in judgments did not differ significantly. Thus when given the time and opportunity to, Chinese 

were slower in their judgments probably because they were more predisposed to look out for 

more information to be incorporated into their judgments than did Canadians.  

In terms of the accuracy of trustworthiness judgments, participants from both cultures 

were accurate at rating ENA fraud business executives as significantly less trustworthy than 

ENA regular executives, but they did not differentiate Asian fraud from Asian non-fraud 

business executives. Contrary to our findings, previous work found that people were not accurate 
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at distinguishing (ENA) fraud business executives from (ENA) non-fraud executives (Rule et al., 

2013). Given that the only difference between the current study and Rule et al.’s (2013) study is 

the presence of context for judgment, providing perceivers with a context for them to base their 

inferences on might have improved their judgmental accuracy. Nonetheless, perceivers were 

only accurate with the ENA business executives but not the Asian business executives. All of 

these findings will be discussed in greater details in the general discussion. 
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Chapter 3 

Study 2: Trustworthiness Judgments in the Violent Crime Domain 

To conceptually replicate Study 1, and to extend our findings to other domains, Study 2 

examined perceivers’ trustworthiness judgments of individuals who had been convicted of 

committing violent crimes versus regular individuals. In the current study, we tested whether 

perceivers’ trustworthiness ratings of violent criminals (i.e., individuals who were convicted of 

committing violent crimes, such as mass killings) would differ from ratings of non-criminals 

(i.e., regular individuals). Because Study 1 has demonstrated that the accuracy of the 

trustworthiness ratings was affected by targets’ ethnicity, Study 2 sought to include a third target 

ethnicity (i.e., Middle Easterners) for us to further examine participants’ judgmental accuracy. 

To broaden our understanding of the accuracy of first impressions and to increase its validity, we 

also included another means of assessing judgment accuracy by asking participants to rate the 

likelihood of each target committing violent crimes. 

Method 

Participants. One hundred and twelve undergraduates from a Canadian university (27 

men, 84 women and 1 others, Mage = 19.3 years, SD = 1.42), and 119 undergraduates from a 

Chinese university (48 men and 71 women, Mage = 20.6 years, SD = 1.21) participated in this 

study for either course credit or payment. 

Stimuli and pretest. Photos of 16 ENA, 16 Asian, and 16 Middle-Eastern individuals 

who had been convicted of committing violent crimes (e.g., mass shootings or killings) were 

downloaded from the news media outlets. Likewise, photos of 16 regular ENA individuals, 16 

regular Asian individuals, and 16 regular Middle-Eastern individuals were either obtained from 
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the Chicago Face Database (CFD; Ma et al., 2015) or downloaded from media outlets. All of 

these individuals were men, and each of the photos was cropped to show only the individual’s 

face (limited to the top of his hair, the extremes of his ears/hair, and the bottom of his neck, 

where part of his shoulder can be seen). The cropped photos also were standardized in size, and 

converted to gray scale. 

As in Study 1, a separate group of university students (59 Canadians and 57 Chinese) 

pretested the stimuli by rating each image’s facial attractiveness (1 = Not at all attractive; 7 = 

Very attractive) and emotional expression of happiness (1 = Very unhappy; 7 = Very happy). 

Fifty images had to be excluded because the attractiveness and emotional expression of the 

criminal and non-criminal groups of targets were significantly different. Although none of them 

were mug shot photos, a separate group of 39 Canadians and 41 Chinese indicated if any of the 

remaining 46 images (9 Asian criminals, 8 Asian non-criminals, 9 ENA criminals, 10 ENA non-

criminals, 5 Middle-Eastern criminals, and 5 Middle-Eastern non-criminals) looked like mug 

shots (0 = No; 1 = Yes). Twenty-seven images that were indicated as looking like mug shot 

photos by 20% or more participants were removed.9 Amongst the limited stimuli that we were 

left with (i.e., 2 Asian criminals, 4 Asian non-criminals, 5 ENA criminals, 2 ENA non-criminals, 

2 Middle-Eastern criminals, and 4 Middle-Eastern non-criminals), we noticed the number of 

stimuli between the criminal and non-criminal group of targets (within each target ethnicity) 

were vastly unequal. Thus, we selected the two most comparable (in terms of their attractiveness 

and emotional expressions) pairs of criminal and non-criminal stimuli within each target 

                                                        
9	  One possible reason why a lot more images in Study 2 were being indicated as looking like mug shots than in 
Study 1 could be because these photos were not only in gray scale, but the individuals in the photos were also not 
dressed in suits like the business executives in Study 1. This might have inadvertently led participants to view these 
photos of regular individuals as mug shots more than the photos of business executives in Study 1. 
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ethnicity, and excluded the remaining seven stimuli (i.e., 2 Asian non-criminals, 3 ENA 

criminals, and 2 Middle-Eastern non-criminals) in order to keep the number of stimuli across 

each subgroup consistent, as well as to reduce the inconsistency in the error of measurement 

between them to the minimum. This extremely limited number of stimuli posed a huge limitation 

to the reliability and validity of this study, and it will be addressed in the discussion. 

A 2 (Culture) X 2 (Crime) X 3 (Target Ethnicity) mixed ANOVA on the attractiveness 

ratings of the remaining 12 images revealed a significant crime X target ethnicity X culture 

interaction, F(2, 113) = 3.74, p = .027, η2
partial = .062.10 Follow up simple effects tests revealed 

that both Chinese and Canadian participants rated Asian and Middle Eastern criminals as not 

significantly different from Asian and Middle Eastern non-criminals in terms of their 

attractiveness, Fs(1, 114) = 3.79, ps > .054 (see Table 3 for the respective Ms and SDs). 

However, Chinese rated ENA criminals (M = 3.33, SD = 1.21) as less attractive than ENA non-

criminals (M = 4.04, SD = 1.37), F(1, 114) = 24.7, p < .001, η2
partial = .178, although Canadians 

did not rate ENA criminals (M = 2.87, SD = 1.14) and ENA non-criminals (M = 2.79, SD = 1.19) 

differently, F(1, 114) = .36, p = .548.11 

There was also a significant crime X target ethnicity X culture interaction for the 

emotional expressions ratings, F(2, 113) = 5.90, p = .004, η2
partial = .095.12 Follow up simple 

effects tests revealed that both Chinese and Canadian participants’ happiness ratings of Asian 

criminals were not significantly different from their happiness ratings of Asian non-criminals, 

                                                        
10	  According to BH procedure, adjusted alpha was set as .036 [.05 x (5/7)] to control for the FDR of this crime X 
target ethnicity X culture interaction effect.	  
11	  Adjusted alpha was set as .008 [.05 x (1/6)] and .033 [.05 x (4/6)] to control for the FDR of the simple main 
effects of crime within the ENA targets for Chinese and Canadian participants, respectively. 	  
12	  According to BH procedure, adjusted alpha was set as .036 [.05 x (5/7)] to control for the FDR of this crime X 
target ethnicity X culture interaction effect.	  
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Fs(1, 114) = .25 and 2.78, ps = .622 and .098, respectively (see Table 3 for the respective Ms and 

SDs). For the ENA targets, however, both Chinese and Canadian participants rated ENA 

criminals as less happy than ENA non-criminals, Fs(1, 114) = 132 and 256, ps < .001, η2
partial = 

.536 and 692, respectively (see Table 3 for the Ms and SDs).13 For the Middle Eastern targets, 

Chinese did not rate the criminals (M = 4.44, SD = .86) and the non-criminals (M = 4.57, SD = 

.80) differently, F(1, 114) = 1.02, p = .315, but Canadians rated Middle Eastern criminals (M = 

4.22, SD = .97) as less happy than Middle Eastern non-criminals (M = 4.69, SD = 1.03), F(1, 

114) = 13.7, p < .001, η2
partial = .107.14 

Despite our best effort to control for the attractiveness, emotional expressions, and photo 

type, we were not able to equate all the stimuli along these three variables. After controlling for 

photo type, because images that looked like mug shots can directly confound subjects’ 

trustworthiness ratings (Rule et al., 2013), some of the remaining stimuli were not comparable in 

terms of the attractiveness and emotional expression variables. All of these differences in the 

stimuli’s attractiveness and emotional expressions should be taken into consideration when 

interpreting the results from the main analyses below. 

Table 3 

Means and Standard Deviations of Chinese’s and Canadians’ Attractiveness and Emotional 

Expressions Ratings of Asian, ENA, and Middle Eastern Criminals and non-Criminals  

 Chinese  Canadians 

 Criminals Non-Criminals  Criminals Non-Criminals 

                                                        
13	  Adjusted alpha was set as .0167 [.05 x (2/6)] and .008 [.05 x (1/6)] to control for the FDR of the simple main 
effects of crime within the ENA targets for Chinese and Canadian participants, respectively.	  
14	  Adjusted alpha was set as .025 [.05 x (3/6)] to control for the FDR of the simple main effect of crime within the 
Middle Eastern targets for Canadian participants.	  
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 M SD M SD  M SD M SD 

 Attractiveness Ratings 

Asian 3.05 1.17 3.24 1.24  2.06 .96 2.09 .93 

ENA 3.33 1.21 4.04 1.37  2.87 1.14 2.79 1.19 

Middle Easterner 3.18 1.34 3.17 1.12  2.55 1.27 2.31 1.08 

 Emotional Expressions Ratings 

Asian 4.63 .95 4.69 .67  4.21 1.16 4.01 1.05 

ENA 4.04 .75 5.49 .98  3.64 .88 5.63 .81 

Middle Easterner 4.44 .86 4.57 .80  4.22 .97 4.69 1.03 

 

Procedure. Following the same procedure as Study 1, we first gave participants a circle-

shade task to familiarize them with the speed of presentation and the following judgment task, as 

well as to provide baseline response latency. 

After the circle-shade task, participants were told that they would be seeing a series of 

faces on the computer screen, and that they would be asked to judge the trustworthiness of the 

individuals in the photos on a five-point scale (1 = Not at all trustworthy; 5 = Very trustworthy). 

It was emphasized that they should make their decisions as quickly and as accurately as possible, 

based on their first impressions or gut feelings. Before they started rating the photos, they were 

told to imagine themselves as a security officer of a building in the central district of Toronto 

(Shanghai in the Chinese version), and their job was to identify people who were suspicious of 

committing violent crimes such as mass killings. They were, however, not told that some of these 

men had actually been convicted of committing violent crimes (see Appendix D). Each photo 

was presented in a random order, using the Inquisit program.  
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Participants were randomly assigned to the two exposure conditions: limited or unlimited 

stimuli exposure. People in the limited time condition were exposed to each image for a brief 

200ms, whereas people in the unlimited time condition had the image on the screen until they 

made a judgment. Each practice and experimental trial was preceded with a fixation cross (+) at 

the center of the screen for 500ms to direct participants’ attention to the location where the target 

image would be appearing. Participants’ trustworthiness ratings as well as their reaction time 

were recorded. After rating all the faces, participants were asked to indicate how confident they 

were with their judgments on a seven-point scale, ranging from 1 (least confident) to 7 (most 

confident). 

In addition to what was done in Study 1, participants were subsequently presented with 

the same faces individually on the computer in a random order. With no other information about 

the targets, participants were asked to indicate the likelihood that each target had committed a 

violent crime (e.g., mass killings) on a five-point scale (1 = Most unlikely; 5 = Most likely). At 

the end of the experiment, they were asked to indicate if they had recognized any of the people in 

the photos they saw. See Appendix E for more details. 

Results 

Four Canadian participants were excluded from the analyses because they recognized one 

or more targets in each condition. Another 10 Canadian participants were excluded because the 

majority, if not all, of the stimuli they recognized belonged specifically to one target subgroup 

(e.g., ENA criminals). As a result, the final data set consists of 98 Canadians and 119 Chinese 

participants (i.e., about 6.06% of the participants were excluded). Following Study 1, a mean 

trustworthiness rating for each target subgroup was computed: (a) Asian criminal, (b) Asian non-

criminal, (c) ENA criminal, (d) ENA non-criminal, (e) Middle-Eastern criminal, and (f) Middle-
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Eastern non-criminal. Similarly, a mean RT as well as a mean crime likelihood index for each of 

the six target subgroups also was computed by aggregating the RTs and the crime likelihood 

ratings across the respective target stimuli. 

Reaction time. Similar to Study 1, an a-priori screening for outliers was performed to 

eliminate RTs that were either shorter than 200ms (33 out of 4123 datapoints; approximately 

.008% of the data) or longer than 3 SDs from the mean (112 out of 4123 datapoints; 

approximately .027% of the data). Participants’ RT for each of the remaining practice and 

experimental trials were log-transformed to normalize its distribution. 

Baseline reaction time. A mean baseline RT for each participant then was computed by 

averaging the log-transformed RTs across the 15 practice trials. Consistent with Study 1, a 2 

(Culture) X 2 (Time) ANOVA on this log baseline RT revealed a significant culture main effect, 

F(1, 213) = 86.0, p < .001, η2
partial = .288. In general, Chinese (M = 2562ms, SD = 749ms) tended 

to take a longer time to respond than Canadians did (M = 1693ms, SD = 461ms). Unlike Study 1, 

the time main effect was not significant, F(1, 213) = 1.20, p = .274. The culture X time 

interaction effect was also not significant, F(1, 213) = 2.74, p = .099. Because the baseline 

response latency varied between cultures, participants’ baseline RT was entered as a covariate in 

the subsequent main analyses. 

Reaction time on the trustworthiness judgment task. Likewise, a mean RT for each of 

the six subgroups was computed by averaging the log-transformed RT across each target stimuli 

within their respective subgroups. A 2 (Culture) X 2 (Time) X 2 (Crime) X 3 (Target Ethnicity) 

mixed ANCOVA was then conducted on these mean log-transformed RTs, with participants’ 

log-transformed baseline RT included as a covariate. Consistent with Study 1, the culture main 
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effect was not significant, F(1, 207) = .002, p = .967.15 The time main effect was significant, 

F(1, 207) = 16.6, p < .001, η2
partial = .074. In general, participants’ RTs in the unlimited time 

exposure condition (adjusted M = 1756ms, SE = 45.5ms) were significantly longer than 

participants’ RTs in the limited time exposure condition (adjusted M = 1409ms, SE = 47.9ms). 

However, unlike Study 1, the culture X time interaction was not significant, F(1, 207) = 3.15, p 

= .077; although the pattern of results, especially the direction of effect in the unlimited time 

exposure condition, seemed consistent with that in Study 1 (see Figure 4). 

 

None of the other main and interaction effects were significant, ps > .091 (see Table 4 for 

their respective Ms and SDs). 

 

                                                        
15 Before controlling for participants’ baseline RT, the culture main effect was significant, F(1, 208) = 6.50, p = 
.012, ηp

2 = .030; the time main effect was significant, F(1, 208) = 13.6, p < .001, ηp
2 = .061; and the culture X time 

interaction was also significant, F(1, 208) = 4.71, p = .031, ηp
2 = .022. 

1000

1200

1400

1600

1800

2000

2200

Unlimited	  Exposure Limited	  Exposure	  (200ms)

Re
ac
tio

n	  
Ti
m
e	  
(m

s)

Canadians

Chinese



 30 

Figure 4. Canadians’ and Chinese’s reaction times (RTs) to judge targets’ trustworthiness in the 

unlimited vs. limited exposure conditions (adjusted mean RT after controlling for participants’ 

baseline RT) in Study 2. Error bars represent the standard errors. 

Table 4 

Means and Standard Deviations of Chinese’s and Canadians’ Response Latencies (ms) for 

judging Asian, ENA, and Middle Eastern Criminals and non-Criminals in Two Exposure 

Conditions 

 Chinese  Canadians 

 Limited 
Exposure  

 Unlimited 
Exposure 

 
Limited 

Exposure  
 

Unlimited 
Exposure 

 M SD  M SD  M SD  M SD 

 Asians 

Criminal 1375 628  1947 853  1284 425  1420 539 

Non-Criminal 1445 676  1762 732  1304 456  1490 647 

 ENAs 

Criminal 1436 633  2004 821  1493 583  1644 782 

Non-Criminal 1365 485  1864 752  1331 454  1667 830 

  Middle Easterners 

Criminal 1577 762  2060 1010  1419 606  1498 551 

Non-Criminal 1507 645  2149 1177  1356 543  1433 631 

 

Trustworthiness ratings. A 2 (Culture) X 2 (Time) X 2 (Crime) X 3 (Target Ethnicity) 

mixed ANOVA was performed on the trustworthiness ratings. There were no significant main 

effect of time, F(1, 213) = .86, p = .355, nor culture, F(1, 213) = 3.76, p = .054. The culture X 

time interaction effect was also not significant, F(1, 213) = .60, p = .440. The main effect of 
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crime, F(1, 213) = 148, p < .001, η2
partial = .409, and that of target ethnicity, F(2, 212) = 25.7, p < 

.001, η2
partial = .195, were significant.16 These main effects were qualified by a significant three-

way crime X target ethnicity X culture interaction effect, F(2, 212) = 6.43, p = .002, η2
partial = 

.057 (see Figure 5).17 Follow up simple effects tests for crime within each target ethnicity 

demonstrated that Chinese accurately rated all the criminals as significantly less trustworthy than 

the non-criminals regardless of their ethnicity, Fs(1, 213) > 30.8, ps < .001, η2
partial >= .126 (see 

Table 5 for the respective Ms and SDs).18 Also, Canadians were accurate at rating the Asian (M = 

3.21, SD = .64) and ENA (M = 3.08, SD = .62) criminals as significantly less trustworthy than 

the Asian (M = 3.38, SD = .71) and ENA (M = 3.77, SD = .76) non-criminals, Fs(1, 213) = 4.31 

and 61.5, p = .039 and p < .001, η2
partial = .020 and .224, respectively.19 However, Canadians did 

not rate Middle Eastern criminals (M = 2.98, SD = .83) differently from Middle Eastern non-

criminals (M = 2.94, SD = .76), F(1, 213) = .27, p = .602. 

 

                                                        
16	  According to BH procedure, adjusted alpha was set as .04 [.05 x (12/15)], .027 [.05 x (8/15)], .003 [.05 x (1/15)] 
and .01 [.05 x (3/15)] to control for FDR of the main effect of time, culture, crime, and target ethnicity respectively.	  
17	  According to BH procedure, adjusted alpha was set as .0167 [.05 x (5/15)] to control for the FDR of this crime X 
target ethnicity X culture interaction effect.	  
18	  Adjusted alpha was set as .008 [.05 x (1/6)], .0167 [.05 x (2/6)], and .033 [.05 x (4/6)], to control for the FDR for 
simple effects of crime within Asian, ENA, and Middle Easterners targets, respectively.	  
19	  Adjusted alpha was set as .0417 [.05 x (5/6)] and .025 [.05 x (3/6)] to control for the FDR for simple effects of 
crime within Asian and ENA targets, respectively.	  
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Figure 5. Canadians’ and Chinese’s perceived trustworthiness of Asian, ENA, and Middle 

Eastern target individuals who had been convicted of committing violent crimes fraud versus 

regular individuals who did not commit crimes (Study 2). Error bars represent the standard 

errors. 

Table 5 

Means and Standard Deviations of Chinese’s and Canadians’ Trustworthiness Ratings of Asian, 

ENA, and Middle Eastern Criminals and non-Criminals across Two Exposure Conditions 
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 Asians 

Criminal 2.78 .88  2.62 .64  3.31 .67  3.13 .61 

Non-Criminal 3.43 .75  3.39 .66  3.35 .72  3.40 .70 

 ENAs 

Criminal 2.96 .76  2.76 .64  3.23 .67  2.93 .53 

Non-Criminal 3.59 .88  3.58 .57  3.74 .83  3.78 .70 

  Middle Easterners 

Criminal 2.90 .79  2.76 .69  2.89 .81  3.07 .84 

Non-Criminal 3.27 .79  3.17 .70  2.86 .73  3.02 .78 

 

Crime likelihood ratings. A 2 (Culture) X 2 (Crime) X 3 (Target Ethnicity) mixed 

ANOVA was conducted on the crime likelihood ratings.20 There was a significant main effect of 

culture, F(1, 215) = 51.7, p < .001, η2
partial = .194. In general, Chinese (M = 2.91, SE = .05) 

tended to give higher crime likelihood ratings than did Canadians (M = 2.41, SE = .05). The 

main effect of crime, F(1, 215) = 246, p < .001, η2
partial = .534, and that of target ethnicity, F(2, 

214) = 20.1, p < .001, η2
partial = .158, were also significant. These main effects were qualified by 

a significant two-way crime X target ethnicity interaction effect, F(2, 214) = 20.0, p < .001, 

η2
partial = .157 (see Figure 6).21 Follow up tests demonstrated that although criminals from all 

three cultural groups were accurately rated as more likely to commit violent crimes than the non-

criminals, Fs(1, 215) > 30.1, ps < .001, η2
partial >= .123, perceivers from both cultures were more 

accurate at distinguishing criminals from non-criminals when the targets were Asians or ENA 

than when the targets were Middle Easterners, Fs(1, 215) > 19.60 , ps < .001, η2
partial = .084 and 

                                                        
20	  The time exposure condition was excluded because it was not relevant to participants’ crime likelihood ratings. 
Nonetheless, the results before and after excluding the time factor remained the same.	  
21	  According to BH procedure, adjusted alpha was set as .014 [.05 x (2/7)], .007 [.05 x (1/7)], .029 [.05 x (4/7)] and 
.036 [.05 x (5/7)] to control for FDR of the main effect of culture, crime, target ethnicity, and crime X target 
ethnicity interaction, respectively	  
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.144, respectively. Participants’ ratings for Asian and ENA targets were not significantly 

different from each other, F(1, 215) = 3.24, p = .073 (see Table 6 for the respective Ms and SDs). 

Table 6 

Means and Standard Deviations of Chinese’s and Canadians’ Ratings of Asian, ENA, and 

Middle Eastern Criminals’ and non-Criminals’ Crime Likelihood  

 Chinese  Canadians 

 Criminal   Non-Criminal  Criminal  Non-Criminal 

 M SD  M SD  M SD  M SD 

Asian 3.31 .77  2.38 .78  2.42 .77  1.96 .73 

ENA 3.33 .70  2.34 .88  2.80 .82  2.08 .86 

Middle Easterner 3.31 .76  2.77 .80  2.66 .90  2.51 .78 
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Figure 6. Participants’ crime likelihood ratings of the Asian, ENA, and Middle Eastern criminals 

and non-criminals (Study 2). Error bars represent the standard errors. 

Confidence in judgments. A 2 (culture) X 2 (time) ANOVA performed on participants’ 

confidence ratings revealed a significant culture main effect, F(1, 200) = 32.0, p < .001, η2
partial = 

.138. Consistent with Study 1, Chinese (M = 4.57, SD = 1.09) were more confident with their 

judgments than were Canadians (M = 3.63, SD = 1.27). No other effect was significant, Fs(1, 

200) < .02, ps > .89. 

Summary 

Unlike Study 1, the difference between Chinese and Canadian reaction time for judging 

targets’ trustworthiness in the unlimited time exposure condition was not significant, although 

the direction of effect seemed consistent with that in Study 1. That is, Chinese took a slightly 

longer time than did Canadians to judge the trustworthiness of the targets when there was 
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unlimited stimulus viewing time but not when the stimulus viewing time was limited to 200ms. 

After examining the means of the RTs for the unlimited time exposure condition in both studies 

more closely, we noticed it could be because Chinese judged the trustworthiness of criminals vs. 

non-criminals in this study (mean RT is approximately 1880ms) slightly faster (approximately 

200ms faster) than the fraud business executives vs. regular executives in Study 1 (mean RT is 

approximately 2090ms), whereas Canadians’ RTs remained consistent across both studies (i.e., 

mean RTs are approximately 1600ms in both studies).  

 For accuracy judgments, consistent with Study 1, we found that Canadians and Chinese 

were accurate at judging ENA criminals as less trustworthy than ENA non-criminals. Different 

from Study 1, Canadians and Chinese also accurately perceived Asian criminals as less 

trustworthy than Asian non-criminals. For the Middle Eastern targets, Chinese accurately rated 

the criminals as less trustworthy than the non-criminals, whereas Canadians did not distinguish 

Middle Eastern criminals from Middle Eastern non-criminals in terms of their trustworthiness 

ratings. In terms of crime likelihood ratings, however, perceivers from both cultures were 

accurate at rating the criminals as more likely to commit violent crimes than the non-criminals, 

regardless of the targets’ ethnicities. Thus, people were generally accurate at distinguishing 

violent criminals from non-criminals, although Canadians were accurate only with their crime 

likelihood judgments but not with their trustworthiness judgments with the Middle Eastern 

targets. This slight disjunction between Canadians’ perceived trustworthiness of the targets and 

their perceptions of the targets’ likelihood of committing violent crime is intriguing, but 

consistent with some of the past research. Some research has shown that people can be accurate 

at detecting trustworthiness (i.e., accurately judging whether the targets can be trusted or not by 

being more likely to transfer money to targets that reciprocated than targets that did not) even 
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when their explicit trustworthiness ratings of the targets are not (Bonnefon, Hopfensitz, & De 

Neys, 2013). 

Unfortunately, the findings in this study should be interpreted with caution. Not only 

were we left with a very limited number of stimuli (i.e., only two target faces in each subgroup), 

the attractiveness and emotional expressions of some of the criminal and the non-criminal groups 

were not comparable. This posed a huge limitation to the reliability and validity of Study 2’s 

findings. First, having only two target stimuli left in each of the six subgroups markedly limited 

the reliability of the findings to the two stimuli we used. Second, the validity of the findings is 

also greatly compromised because some of our target stimuli are not exactly comparable in terms 

of attractiveness and emotional expressions. For example, in the stimuli pretest, both Chinese 

and Canadians rated ENA criminals as expressing less happiness than ENA non-criminals. This 

difference in happiness ratings could render our findings (i.e., Chinese and Canadians judged 

ENA criminals as less trustworthy than ENA non-criminals) questionable because the 

trustworthiness judgments of the ENA targets are now confounded with the targets’ emotional 

expressions. Likewise, Chinese’s trustworthiness ratings for the ENA targets also could be 

confounded by the difference in attractiveness of the ENA criminals and ENA non-criminals (as 

indicated in their pretest).  

However, although attractiveness and happiness might possibly account for perceiver’s 

trustworthiness ratings, they did not provide a parsimonious explanation for the trustworthiness 

ratings across all the targets from the three cultural groups. For instance, Canadians did not 

differentiate Middle Eastern criminals from Middle Eastern non-criminals although, in the 

pretest, Middle Eastern criminals were rated as less happy than Middle Eastern non-criminals. 

Likewise, Chinese accurately rated Asian and Middle Easterner criminals as less trustworthy 
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than Asian and Middle Eastern non-criminals even though the Asian and Middle Eastern 

criminals and non-criminals were comparable in terms of their attractiveness and happiness 

expressions. Nonetheless, given the limited number of target stimuli, Study 2’s findings should 

still be taken with a grain of salt. 
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Chapter 4 

General Discussion 

When given time and opportunity, Chinese in general took a longer time than Canadians 

to make trustworthiness judgments, whereas when time and opportunity was limited, Chinese 

and Canadians were equally fast at judging others’ trustworthiness. Although the difference 

between Chinese and Canadians’ RTs in the unlimited exposure condition in Study 2 had 

attenuated, the direction of effect was consistent with that in Study 1. In the financial domain, 

perceivers from both cultures were accurate at judging ENA fraud executives as less trustworthy 

than ENA non-fraud executives, but they were not accurate with Asian executives. In the violent 

crime domain, perceivers from both cultures were accurate at judging violent criminals as less 

trustworthy than non-criminals, regardless of the targets’ ethnicities, except for Canadians’ 

trustworthiness judgments of Middle Eastern targets. In addition, perceivers from both cultures 

accurately rated violent criminals as more likely to commit violence crimes than non-criminals. 

Finally, across both studies, Chinese indicated greater confidence with their judgments than did 

Canadians, regardless of the exposure condition they were in. 

Taken together, across both studies, we found that participants’ trustworthiness 

judgments did not differ across the exposure conditions they were in. Participants’ confidence in 

judgments also did not vary across the exposure conditions. More importantly, participants were 

generally accurate in their trustworthiness judgments regardless of whether the photos were 

presented to them for a brief 200ms or for an unlimited period of time (except for the Asian 

business executives in Study 1, and the Middle Eastern targets for Canadians in Study 2). Thus, 
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perceivers from both cultures were generally capable of inferring trustworthiness from facial 

appearance not only with remarkable speed, but also with accuracy. 

Although the difference between Chinese and Canadians’ RTs in the unlimited exposure 

condition in Study 2 did not reach significance, the direction of the effect was consistent with our 

prediction. As noted earlier, this attenuated difference could be due to Chinese participants 

responding slightly faster when they were judging the criminals and non-criminals in the violent 

crime domain than the criminals and non-criminals in the financial domain, whereas Canadians’ 

reaction time at judging the targets were not different across both domains. However, because 

the limited number of stimuli might have increased the error of measurement in participants’ RTs 

in Study 2 considerably, the non-significant finding in Study 2 might not be exactly conclusive. 

Further work using more stimuli is needed to better examine participants’ speed of judgment in 

the violent crime domain.  

Nonetheless, the findings in Study 1 still provided some support for our hypothesis. That 

is, compared to Canadians, Chinese, who are more predisposed to look out for more information, 

tended to be slower in making trustworthiness judgments when they were given time and 

opportunity, but not when time and opportunity was limited. Previous theoretical models of 

impression formation propose that when resources are limited, people tend to rely on the more 

default stage of processing that is more automatic and efficient, whereas when unlimited 

resources are available, people can potentially employ the more effortful stage of processing that 

requires time and motivation (Brewer, 1988, Fiske & Neuberg, 1990). Consistent with this 

model, we found that when stimulus exposure was limited to a brief 200ms, both Chinese’s and 

Canadians’ speed at judging targets’ trustworthiness were not significantly different from each 

other because they might have relied on the default stage of processing and formed their first 
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impressions spontaneously. On the other hand, when there was unlimited stimulus exposure, 

Chinese took a longer time than Canadians to make the trustworthiness judgments because they 

had the proclivity to incorporate more information when they were making their judgments 

compared to Canadians. However, because perceivers were accurate in their judgments 

regardless of the exposure condition they were in, a potential alternative interpretation of these 

findings could be that Chinese, who were slower at judging the targets’ trustworthiness, were 

less efficient at processing the information they saw, compared to Canadians.  

Although these two explanations (i.e., complete and thorough processing vs. efficient 

processing) are not necessarily incompatible with each other, we examined the relationship 

between reaction time and accuracy of judgments to further understand which explanation could 

better account for our findings. With unlimited stimuli exposure, we found that the accuracy of 

judgments (i.e., proportion of judgments that are accurate) for ENA business executives 

increased significantly with reaction time for Chinese, r(51) = .34, p = .014, but not for 

Canadians, r(47) = .02, p = .91.22 There was no significant association between the accuracy of 

judgments and reaction time for the other conditions, |rs| < .10, ps > .47. These findings seemed 

to support both explanations to some extent. For the Chinese participants, the longer they took to 

make a judgment, the more accurate their judgments are (for the unlimited exposure conditions 

and the ENA targets). This provided some support for the complete and thorough processing 

account among Chinese. For the Chinese participants in the limited exposure condition and the 

Canadian participants in general, however, the efficiency processing account seemed to explain 

                                                        
22	  Judgments that were in inaccurate (i.e., trustworthiness ratings of 1 or 2 for non-criminals and 4 or 5 for 
criminals) were coded as 0 and judgments that were accurate (i.e., trustworthiness ratings of 1 or 2 for criminals and 
4 or 5 for non-criminals) were coded as 1. The proportion of accurate judgments was computed as number of 
accurate judgments over total number of judgments.	  
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their results better as longer reaction times were not associated with more accurate judgments 

(and shorter reaction time did not compromise their judgmental accuracy either). Nonetheless, 

our current data cannot adequately address or clarify which account can better explain our 

findings. Future studies are needed to completely disentangle these two accounts when 

interpreting perceivers’ reaction time for trustworthiness judgments. 

In terms of judgmental accuracy, our findings differ from some of the previous research 

that examined perceivers’ accuracy at distinguishing fraud business executives from non-fraud 

executives (see Study 2 in Rule et al., 2013). In their study, Rule et al. compared perceivers’ 

trustworthiness ratings of corporate criminals and non-criminals and found that perceivers’ 

accuracy at distinguishing executives who had been convicted of financial fraud and executives 

who were not involved in corporate crimes was not significantly different from chance (i.e., 

MFisher’s z = .04, SD = .19, 95% CI [-.01, .10]). In order to make a more direct comparison, we 

followed Rule et al.’s computations, and computed the sensitivity correlations (r) by correlating 

each of our participant’s trustworthiness ratings of ENA business executives with the dummy-

coded vectors of 0s and 1s that corresponded to the ENA fraud and ENA non-fraud executives, 

respectively, in Study 1. After doing so, we converted each participant’s r to a Fisher’s z score 

for analysis. Contrary to Rule et al.’s (2013) finding, we found that Chinese (MFisher’s z = .15, SD 

= .29, 95% CIs [.09, .20]) and Canadians (MFisher’s z = .12, SD = .30, 95% CIs [.06, .18]) were 

both accurate in their trustworthiness judgments: they distinguished ENA fraud business 
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executives from ENA non-fraud executives with above chance accuracy as their mean sensitivity 

correlations were significantly greater than 0, ps < .001.23  

Given that the design and methodology in Study 1 were comparable with Rule et al.’s 

(2013), this provided some support, albeit indirectly, that specifying a context for judgments 

might have played an important role in the accuracy of perceivers’ trustworthiness judgments – it 

seemed to have increased perceivers’ calibration. This somehow suggests that people can be 

accurate in their trustworthiness judgments. Their accuracy, however, might have been 

compromised when they were not provided with a context to base their inferences on, 

presumably because there was a mismatch between the inferred general trustworthiness and the 

domain-specific trustworthiness criterion – a generality-specificity incongruity. Assuming that 

the general trustworthiness of a target person can be represented by the equation: Y = aX1 + bX2 

+ cX3 + … + nXi, with Y denoting the general trustworthiness, Xi being the respective 

trustworthiness of the various i behaviours, and n as the significance of the behaviour of interest 

(i.e., the amount of variance in Y explained by this behaviour X). When perceivers were simply 

asked to make trustworthiness judgments without having a specific judgmental context in mind, 

they might end up making overall inferences that were more general (Y) than specific (nXi). 

These general judgments, however, may or may not be accurate because the objective criterion 

that was being used to assess the accuracy of these judgments was domain-specific (Judge & 

Kammeyer-Mueller, 2012). Most research has assumed that a general perception of 

trustworthiness is a reliable indication of trustworthiness across various domains of behaviours, 

but trustworthiness inferred from a specific behaviour (e.g., being unfaithful) may not be highly 

                                                        
23 Given Rule et al. (2013) did not limit the stimuli presentation time, here are the sensitivity correlations in the 
unlimited condition for a more direct comparison: MFisher’s z = .15, SD = .31, p = .002, and 95% CI [.06, .23] for 
Chinese, and MFisher’s z = .10, SD = .31, p = .029, and 95% CI [.01, .20] for Canadians. 
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correlated with trustworthiness inferred from other behaviours (e.g., financial fraud). For 

example, a person who cheats on their partner may not embezzle their company’s funds. 

Likewise, general trustworthiness ratings (Y) may not necessarily correlate or be indicative of 

trustworthiness ratings of a particular behaviour (nXi), depending on the significance of that 

behaviour (n). Therefore, the absence of a relevant context for judgments possibly can result in a 

mismatch between the general trustworthiness measure and the domain-specific criterion, which 

may have made it difficult for perceivers to detect and associate cues that are relevant to or 

diagnostic of the specific trait being inferred. According to Funder (1995), failure to correctly 

detect and utilize relevant cues that are diagnostic of the inferred trait can compromise the path 

to accurate judgments.  

Given that our study did not experimentally manipulate the presence and absence of 

context for judgments, we can only speculate that the presence of a relevant judgmental context 

may have promoted an optimal assessment of trustworthiness and judgmental accuracy as the 

measured construct and the criterion now correspond along their generality-specificity dimension 

(Funder, 1995; Judge & Kammeyer-Mueller, 2012). Because a specific behaviour (e.g., 

fraudulent behaviour) was used as the criterion for judgment, providing perceivers with the 

specific congruent context for judgments (e.g., being informed that committing financial fraud is 

the behavior of interest) can allow them to make a more targeted or context-specific judgment. 

Such targeted judgments will likely be more precise and accurate because the specific context for 

judgments not only can focus perceivers’ attention to the relevant or diagnostic cues, but it also 

can direct perceivers’ attention away from misleading or irrelevant cues. Although this implies 

an underlying assumption that people are generally accurate with their trustworthiness judgments 

as long as the judgments are inferred from relevant and appropriate cues, this assumption is not 
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groundless. The Ecological Model of Social Perception advocates that people are generally 

capable of attending to and picking out social information that have high adaptive values to them 

(McArthur & Baron, 1983), and being able to successfully evaluate whether someone is 

trustworthy or not is highly adaptive (Cosmides & Tooby, 1992). This study has provided some 

indirect evidence for the importance of context for judgments when making trustworthiness 

judgments. Future studies should examine our speculations more directly by comparing 

perceivers’ judgmental accuracy when they are provided with and without relevant context for 

their judgments.  

Interestingly, despite having a context for judgments, participants in Study 1 were 

accurate only at distinguishing ENA corporate criminals from ENA regular executives, but not 

the Asian business executives. One possible explanation that can account for the judgmental 

accuracy with ENA but not Asian executives is the cultural norm of expressivity. Past literature 

has documented that different cultures tend to endorse different display rules for expression 

management and regulation (Biehl et al., 1997; Ekman, 1972; Ekman & Friesen, 1969; 

Matsumoto et al., 2008). Individuals from Asian cultures tend to be less expressive as they are 

often discouraged from overtly displaying their emotions in order to maintain group harmony or 

the social order in their culture, whereas individuals from North American cultures tend to be 

more expressive as they are often encouraged to express themselves to show their unique 

individuality (Ekman, 1972; Matsumoto & Kupperbusch, 2001; Matsumoto et al., 2008). Thus, 

these Asian business executives, who were more used to suppressing their expressions, might be 

better at masking themselves compared to the ENA business executives, who were more used to 

expressing themselves. As a result, it was more challenging to evaluate the trustworthiness of 

Asian executives than ENA executives based on photos of their faces. Even the Chinese 
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participants, who supposedly could have an “in-group advantage” (Elfenbein & Ambady, 2003a, 

2003b), did not accurately judge the trustworthiness of the Asian business executives either. 

If the perspective of the difference in cultural norm of expressivity is valid, then one 

could question why this effect did not apply to the Asian targets in the violent crime domain in 

Study 2 – participants were accurate at judging the trustworthiness of both ENA and Asian 

violent criminals and non-criminals. If Study 2’s finding could be accepted at face value, then 

this inconsistency seemed to suggest that the domain of judgment might have affected 

participants’ judgmental accuracy. One of the possible reasons could be that the targets in Study 

1 are business executives who are successful and hold a certain status or rank in their field, 

whereas the targets in Study 2 are just regular individuals. Perhaps the executives have mastered 

their cultural norms of expressivity better than the regular individuals, which could potentially 

make it harder for perceivers to judge the executives’ trustworthiness in Study 1 than regular 

individuals’ trustworthiness in Study 2. According to Funder (1995), any failure to detect cues or 

expressions that are diagnostic of the trustworthiness of the regular executives may have 

compromised perceivers’ judgmental accuracy. 

Alternatively, another possible explanation could be that participants, in general, view 

Asian people in the financial domain quite negatively. A closer examination revealed that in the 

financial domain, even the Asian non-criminals were judged as untrustworthy as Asian (and 

ENA) criminals, whereas in the violent crime domain, Asian non-criminals were judged as more 

trustworthy than Asian (and ENA criminals) criminals.24 We speculate that this generally 

                                                        
24	  In Study 1, the trustworthiness ratings of Asian non-fraud executives (M = 3.12, SD = .47) were comparable with 
the Asian (M = 3.10, SD = .50) and ENA (M = 3.17, SD = .51) fraud executives. In Study 2, the trustworthiness 
ratings of Asian non-criminals (M = 3.39, SD = .70) were higher than Asian (M = 2.93, SD = .76) and ENA (M = 
2.96, SD = .68) violent criminals.	  
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negative impression of Asian business executives’ trustworthiness may have to do with the 

stereotypes people have about Asians businessmen. In North America, Asians are stereotyped as 

being dishonest, cunning, and unethical, especially in the business context or even in the context 

of witnesses’ testimonies (Chin, 2013; Harris, 2010; Keene, 2012). In China, it is well-known 

that Chinese business executives, who hold higher management positions, often make use of 

their power to engage in unethical or even criminal behaviors, such as briberies or 

embezzlements (Chen & Chen, 2005). The authors suggest that it is easy for Chinese business 

executives to behave dishonestly and unethically because of the overall business environment, as 

well as the weak management and legal system in China. Thus, perceivers’ trustworthiness 

judgments of the Asian business executives in Study 1 might have been undermined or biased by 

these common stereotypes, resulting in all the Asian executives being perceived as less 

trustworthy, regardless of whether they were criminals or not. On the other hand, there are no 

such stereotypes about Asians being aggressive or violent. As such, participants’ perceptions of 

the Asian targets in Study 2 were not as biased as, and thus were more accurate than, 

participants’ perception of the Asian targets in Study 1.  

In terms of participants’ trustworthiness ratings in Study 2, it is unclear why Canadians 

were accurate at judging the trustworthiness of ENA and Asian targets but not Middle Eastern 

targets. However, a closer examination showed that Canadian participants generally perceived 

Middle Eastern targets (M = 2.96, SE = .07) as significantly less trustworthy than both Asian (M 

= 3.30, SE = .06) and ENA targets (M = 3.42, SE = .06), ps < .001. One of the most common 

negative stereotypes or misperceptions that the West holds about the Middle East (and is often 

perpetuated by the media) is that people from the Middle East are violent (Brown, 2001; 

Common misconceptions and stereotypes about the Middle East, 2013; Typical misperceptions 
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and stereotypes Westerners hold about the Middle East, 2002). Thus, one possible explanation 

could be Canadians had an overall negative view of Middle Easterners, which might have 

colored their judgments and led them to perceive all Middle Eastern targets as relatively 

untrustworthy, regardless of whether they were actual criminals or not. This misjudgment in 

trustworthiness, however, was not reflected in their crime likelihood judgments: Canadians 

accurately judged the Middle Eastern criminals as more likely to commit violent crimes than the 

Middle Eastern non-criminals. The dissociation between their explicit trustworthiness ratings and 

their crime likelihood ratings is somewhat consistent with what Bonnefon et al., (2013) found. In 

a classic Trust Game, Bonnefon et al. (2013) demonstrated that people accurately detected 

trustworthiness (i.e., decide whether the targets can be trusted or not) by being more likely to 

transfer money to reciprocators than abusers, even though they explicitly rated the reciprocators 

and abusers as equally trustworthy. The authors suggested that it could be because 

trustworthiness detection (i.e., indicating the crime likelihoods in the current study) and explicit 

trustworthiness judgments are two related but distinct constructs. Hence, taken together, these 

findings suggest that people may be generally accurate at distinguishing violent criminals from 

non-criminals, regardless of the targets’ ethnicity because even if they were not accurate in their 

perception of the targets’ trustworthiness, they were accurate at determining the targets’ crime 

likelihoods.  

Thus, one common explanation for both studies is that perceivers’ judgmental accuracy is 

affected or moderated by their overall view about the targets. People seem to be accurate in 

judging a criminal as less trustworthy than a non-criminal if they did not hold any negative views 

or stereotypes about the target group. However, if people held negative views or stereotypes 

about certain target groups (e.g., Asian business executives in Study 1 or Middle-Eastern 
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individuals for Canadians in Study 2), then their judgments could be biased and their judgmental 

accuracy could be compromised, resulting in all the targets from the target group to be judged as 

untrustworthy, regardless of whether they were criminals or non-criminals. When targets were 

being viewed negatively, it potentially limits the range and reduces the variability of their 

trustworthiness ratings, which could make it harder for perceivers to differentiate the 

transgressor from the innocent. Of course, the limited number of stimuli in both studies 

(especially Study 2) and the incomparability of some of Study 2’s stimuli in terms of their 

attractiveness and happiness expressions have greatly limited the reliability and validity of our 

findings. Thus the differences in the findings across both studies also could be a result of some 

spurious effects. We need additional studies to test the reliability and generalizability of the 

current findings. 

Implications and Limitations of the Current Study 

Our study differs from previous research that examined accuracy of trustworthiness 

judgments in one major way: the presence of context for judgments. Trustworthiness is such a 

general trait that can be applicable to a broad range of behaviors. Without providing perceivers 

with a context for judgments, the accuracy of their trustworthiness judgments can potentially be 

compromised because perceivers can either be making trustworthiness judgments that are too 

general or they may be focusing on misleading cues that are not revealing of the actual behaviour 

of interest. The absence of context for judgments could also potentially account for the 

inconsistencies in the current literature on accuracy of trustworthiness judgments. To better 

examine people’s accuracy of trustworthiness judgments, it may be crucial for future studies to 

include a context for their judgments as it may help fine-tune perceivers’ evaluations with more 

precision or help guide perceivers’ attention to appropriate cues that are more telling of the 



 50 

behaviour of interest. In addition, this also could potentially increase the mundane realism of the 

experimental studies because in real life situations, people do not usually make trustworthiness 

judgments without having a prior context in mind. Our study has provided some indirect support 

for the importance of context for judgments in examining accuracy of trustworthiness judgments. 

Further studies are clearly needed to fully understand the effect of judgmental context on the 

accuracy of trustworthiness judgments.  

Targets’ ethnicity seemed to have affected perceivers’ judgmental accuracy. In Study 1, 

perceivers from both cultures were found to be accurate at judging the ENA but not Asian 

business executives. This target ethnicity effect can potentially have some practical implications 

on the detection of deceptions. For instance, if the trustworthiness of individuals from some 

ethnicities could be judged more accurately than that of individuals from other ethnicities, it 

implies that individuals from certain cultural or ethnicity groups may be more likely than others 

to get away with their dishonesty without being detected, or to get wrongly identified as the 

perpetrator despite their innocence. If target’s ethnicity affects one’s accuracy of trustworthiness 

judgment as we have shown here, then people, especially the law enforcement personnel, may 

need to adopt different strategies for detecting dishonest individuals from different cultural 

backgrounds. Nonetheless, it is unclear why targets’ ethnicities have affected the accuracy of 

trustworthiness judgments, as they did not seem to have played a role in the accuracy of other 

trait inferences (e.g., intelligence, extraversion, etc.). Hence, further work should be done to 

elucidate the effect of targets’ ethnicity on the accuracy of perceivers’ trustworthiness 

judgments.  

The present study only investigated two types of untrustworthy behaviors. However, 

because trustworthiness can be applicable to a wide range of behaviors, one possible direction 
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for future research may be to extend the findings to behaviors in other domains. Also, because 

trustworthiness of different behaviors potentially can be inferred from different non-verbal cues, 

future research can be done to elucidate the relationship between these different cues and the 

different untrustworthy behaviors. These studies can potentially help us better understand 

impressions of trustworthiness, as well as how people form them.  

One major limitation of the present study is the limited number of stimuli used in both 

studies, especially in Study 2. The finite number of stimuli used increases the error of 

measurement of participants’ trustworthiness ratings significantly. Studies that investigated 

accuracy of trustworthiness judgments typically use at least 15 target faces for each criminal vs. 

non-criminal group. After excluding stimuli that were incomparable in terms of the 

attractiveness, emotional expressions, and nature of photo types, Study 1 was left with about six 

to eight stimuli in each group, while Study 2 was left with only two stimuli in each group. This 

greatly limited the reliability of the current study’s finding.  

Another limitation relevant to Study 2 is the incomparability of some of the stimuli in 

terms of attractiveness and happiness expressions. This poses some limitations to the validity of 

Study 2’s findings because participants’ trustworthiness judgments can be confounded with the 

attractiveness or the emotional expressions of the target faces. However, it is important to note 

that although attractiveness and happiness may have accounted for perceiver’s trustworthiness 

ratings, they may not have played a pivotal role because they did not seem to provide a 

parsimonious explanation for participants’ trustworthiness ratings of all the targets from the three 

cultural groups (see the discussion in the summary section in Study 2). Nonetheless, given the 

limited number of stimuli used in both studies, further work using more (and comparable) stimuli 
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is evidently needed to replicate these findings before drawing any firm conclusions about the 

speed and accuracy of trustworthiness judgments across cultures. 

To conclude, we demonstrated that across cultures, trustworthiness of criminals and non-

criminals not only were inferred with remarkable speed, they also were judged with better than 

chance accuracy. The domain of judgment as well as the targets’ cultural background seemed to 

have affected perceivers’ judgmental accuracy. When given time and opportunity, Chinese 

tended to take a longer time than Canadians to form their impressions of trustworthiness, but 

when time and opportunity was limited, their speed in judging the targets were not significantly 

different from each other. Most importantly, we found that providing a context for the 

trustworthiness judgments seemed to have played an important role in people’s judgmental 

accuracy. If these findings can be replicated in future studies, then it seems to suggest that people 

actually can trust their first impressions of others’ trustworthiness. 
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Appendix A 

The Circle-Shade Task for Study 1 and Study 2 

 

UNLIMITED EXPOSURE CONDITION 

In this study, we are primarily interested in people’s first impression, or gut feeling. Therefore, in 
this task, please make a decision as quickly as you can, while trying to be as accurate as possible.  
 
In the following practice trials, you will be presented with images of circles in different shades, 
and your task is to judge the shade of the circle on a 5-point Likert scale. 
 
Please place your fingers over the five-labeled keys on the keyboard at all times so that you can 
respond as fast as you can.  
 
There will be a fixation cross “+” at the center of the screen before each trial begins. Please focus 
on the “+” at all times because that is where the image will be presented. 
 
If you’re ready to begin the practice trials, please press <SPACEBAR> to start. 
 

LIMITED EXPOSURE CONDITION 

In this study, we are primarily interested in people’s first impression, or gut feeling. Therefore, in 
this task, please make a decision as quickly as you can, while trying to be as accurate as possible.  
 
In the following practice trials, you will be presented with images of circles in different shades, 
and your task is to judge the shade of the circle on a 5-point Likert scale. Each picture will be 
presented for a very brief amount of time. 
 
Please place your fingers over the five-labeled keys on the keyboard at all times so that you can 
respond as fast as you can.  
 
There will be a fixation cross “+” at the center of the screen before each trial begins. Please focus 
on the “+” at all times because that is where the image will be presented. 
 
If you’re ready to begin the practice trials, please press <SPACEBAR> to start. 
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Appendix B 

The Trustworthiness Judgment Task for Study 1 

 

UNLIMITED EXPOSURE CONDITION 

In this task, you will be judging the trustworthiness of business executives. 
 
Imagine yourself as a financial crime unit officer, and you are tasked to identify business 
executives, who are suspected of committing financial frauds.  
 
You will be presented with pictures of business executives, and you will be asked to indicate 
how trustworthy you think he is on a 5-point Likert scale as quickly as you can, while being as 
accurate as possible at the same time.   
 
Note: Because this study is interested in people’s first impression, or gut feeling, please try to 
respond as quickly and as accurately as you can. Place your fingers on the labeled keys at all 
times so that you can respond as quickly as possible. 
 
When you are ready to begin, press the <SPACEBAR> to start. 

 
LIMITED EXPOSURE CONDITION 

In this task, you will be judging the trustworthiness of business executives. 
 
Imagine yourself as a financial crime unit officer, and you are tasked to identify business 
executives, who are suspected of committing financial frauds.  
 
You will be presented with pictures of business executives for a very brief amount of time, and 
you will be asked to indicate how trustworthy you think he is on a 5-point Likert scale as quickly 
as you can, while being as accurate as possible at the same time.   
 
Note: Because this study is interested in people’s first impression, or gut feeling, please try to 
respond as quickly and as accurately as you can. Place your fingers on the labeled keys at all 
times so that you can respond as quickly as possible. 
 
When you are ready to begin, press the <SPACEBAR> to start. 
  



 65 

Appendix C 

Questionnaire and Demographics for Study 1 

1) In the previous task, you judged the trustworthiness of some business executives. Overall, 
how confident were you with your judgments?  

 
Not confident           Very 
      at all        confident 

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 
            |--------|---------|--------|---------|--------|--------| 

 
 
2) Prior to this study, did you know or recognize any of the people below? 

If so, please check the box next to the picture(s). If not, please check “none of the above”. 
 
 
3) Please indicate your gender:   Male  Female  Others 
 
 
4) Please indicate your age: _____________ 
 
 
5) Please indicate your ethnicity (cultural background) from the list below: 
 
East Asian  Pacific Islander Black  Indigenious 
South Asian  Caucasian  Hispanic Others (Please specify):________ 
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Appendix D 

The Trustworthiness Judgment Task for Study 2 

UNLIMITED EXPOSURE CONDITION 

In this task, you will be judging the trustworthiness of some people. 
 
Imagine you are a security officer of a building in the central district of Toronto. Your job is to 
identify people, who are suspicious of committing violent crimes (e.g., mass killings), during 
your daily routine security checks in the building.  
 
You will be presented with pictures of people, and you will be asked to indicate how trustworthy 
you think he is on a 5-point Likert scale as quickly as you can, while being as accurate as 
possible at the same time.   
 
Note: Because this study is interested in people’s first impression, or gut feeling, please try to 
respond as quickly and as accurately as you can. Place your fingers on the labeled keys at all 
times so that you can respond as quickly as possible. 
 
When you are ready to begin, press the <SPACEBAR> to start. 
 

LIMITED EXPOSURE CONDITION 

In this task, you will be judging the trustworthiness of some people. 
 
Imagine you are a security officer of a building in the central district of Toronto. Your job is to 
identify people, who are suspicious of committing violent crimes (e.g., mass killings), during 
your daily routine security checks in the building. 
 
You will be presented with pictures of people for a very brief amount of time, and you will be 
asked to indicate how trustworthy you think he is on a 5-point Likert scale as quickly as you can, 
while being as accurate as possible at the same time.   
 
Note: Because this study is interested in people’s first impression, or gut feeling, please try to 
respond as quickly and as accurately as you can. Place your fingers on the labeled keys at all 
times so that you can respond as quickly as possible. 
 
When you are ready to begin, press the <SPACEBAR> to start. 
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Appendix E 

Questionnaire and Demographics for Study 2 

1) In the previous task, you judged the trustworthiness of some people. Overall, how 
confident were you with your judgments?  

 
Not confident           Very 
      at all        confident 

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 
            |--------|---------|--------|---------|--------|--------| 

 
 
2) In the following task, you will be presented with a series of pictures you saw earlier. 

Some of them have committed a violent crime (e.g., mass killing), while others are just 
regular individuals with no criminal record. 
We are interested in your first impression, or gut feeling. Please do not spend too much 
time thinking about the question, and answer it based on your personal opinion. 

 
How likely do you think this person has committed a violent crime (e.g., mass killing)? 
 

   Most unlikely                Most likely 
1  2  3  4  5 
|------------------|-----------------|------------------|-----------------|  

 
 
3) Prior to this study, did you know or recognize any of the people below? 

If so, please check the box next to the picture(s). If not, please check “none of the above”. 
 
 
4) Please indicate your gender:   Male  Female  Others 
 
 
5) Please indicate your age: _____________ 
 
 
6) Please indicate your ethnicity (cultural background) from the list below: 
 
East Asian  Pacific Islander Black  Indigenious 
South Asian  Caucasian  Hispanic Others (Please specify):________ 
 


