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Abstract 

Advice taking is a prevalent type of decision making in everyday life. People are 

often interested in or required to combine others’ opinions with their own in order to improve 

their decision. Yet, research shows they fail to do so optimally, since they prefer their own 

opinion and tend to discount the others'. How might a state of distrust influence advice 

taking? Intuition and previous research agree that a trusting person will use advice more then 

a suspicious person who tries to protect himself from deception. On the other hand, previous 

research has also shown that encoding mechanisms like counter-scenarios building increase 

advice taking. Surprisingly, these processes have been found to characterize cognition in a 

state of distrust. In the present studies, we tried to untangle this contradiction by examining 

two different states of distrust, focused (that is attached to a specific target) and diffuse (that 

reflects residual activation or a general vague feeling). Based on previous research, it was 

hypothesized that focused distrust will result in more advice discounting than focused trust, 

and the opposite for diffuse distrust. These hypotheses was examined in two experiments, in 

which participants were asked to estimate the value of money in jars, and were given the 

opportunity to consider advisor estimate. Diffuse trust or distrust was induced by reminding 

participants a past experience. Focused trust or distrust was induced by manipulating 

participant's belief about the advisor's interests. Results of Experiment 1 supported the first, 

but not the second hypothesis. Results of Experiment 2 provided support for the second 

hypothesis. In conclusion, our results show that focused distrust decrease, while diffuse 

distrust increase advice taking. The possible theoretical implications and mechanisms are 

discussed.  



 2

  The phenomenon whereby one’s prior beliefs bias responses to subsequent 

information, evidence, or argumentation has been well established in social 

psychology. Research on advice taking, for example, has elicited a large body of 

evidence showing people tend to discount advice and favor their own opinion, or even 

stick to their initial opinion and ignore others' completely, despite potential benefit of 

combining additional opinions (Bonaccio & Dalal, 2006; Harvey & Fischer, 1997; 

Herzog & Hertwig, 2009; Larrick & Soll, 2006; Soll & Larrick, 2009; Yaniv, 2004a;  

Yaniv, 2004b; Yaniv & Kleinberger, 2000; Yaniv, Choshen-Hillel & Milyavsky in 

press). Our study examines how this robust tendency to discount other's advice, is 

influenced in states of trust and distrust. 

 

Egocentric discounting 

The tendency to discount other's advice is known as "egocentric discounting" 

or "self-other effect" (Bonaccio & Dalal, 2006; Yaniv, 2004).  For example, Yaniv 

(2004b, experiment 1) asked participants to estimate dates of historical events. 

Participants gave their best estimate and then were given the opportunity to revise it in 

light of an advisor's opinion. Results showed participants gave their own opinion an 

average of 73% weight in the final estimate, leaving only 27% to advice. Egocentric 

discounting is consistent with findings from broader areas of psychological research 

like attitude change, persuasion and belief perseverance. This research has shown that 

people tend to seek information that confirms, rather than disconfirms their prior 

hypotheses (Lord, Ross, & Lepper, 1979; Nickerson, 1998; Snyder & Swann, 1978 

but see Trope & Bassok, 1982), to be conservative in changing their prior hypotheses 

and to persevere their beliefs, even in the presence of new information that is 

inconsistent with these beliefs (Lord et al., 1979; Ross, Lepper & Hubbard, 1975).  
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To explain belief perseverance, it has been proposed that while processing 

information, people spontaneously construct causal scenarios to explain the original 

belief. These scenarios retain their meanings even after original massage was 

invalidated (Anderson, Lepper & Ross, 1980; Ross et al., 1975). Interestingly, the 

proposed mechanism in the area of advice taking is quite different.  Here it has been 

argued that egocentric discounting can be explained by the fact that decision makers 

have access to the thoughts and reasons underlying their own opinion, but not to those 

underlying the advisor’s opinion (Yaniv, 2004a; Yaniv et al., in press). In a sense, the 

greater weight given to own opinion reflects the amount of support the own opinion 

receives relative to that of the advisors.  

 

What conditions can reduce the robust tendency to persevere belief?  

Egocentric discounting in advice taking, as other forms of attitude change, has 

been shown to be moderated by factors concerning the advisor's (source), the decision 

maker's, and the situation's characteristics. Basically, those factors that increase the 

decision maker’s ability to rely on his or her own opinion increase egocentric 

discounting, and conversely, when there are reasons to doubt it, the egocentric 

discounting decreases.  So, factors associated with willingness to listen to others, such 

as age, education (Bonaccio & Dalal 2006), expertise (Harvey & Fischer, 1997; Yaniv 

& Kleinberger, 2000) and the confidence (Price & Stone, 2004; Van Swol & Sniezek, 

2005) of the advisor have been found to decrease the egocentric discounting. 

Expertise and confidence of the decision maker (Yaniv, 2004b) have been found to 

increase it.   

Other mechanisms to reduce egocentric discounting have to do with debiasing.  

Consistent with the suggested cognitive mechanism for belief perseverance, the 
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advice-taking literature has shown that correction mechanisms like constructing, 

considering or justifying an alternative estimation decrease egocentric discounting and 

increase estimation accuracy (Herzog & Hertwig, 2009; Lord, Lepper & Preston, 

1984; Yaniv & Choshen-Hillel, in preparation).  

In addition, it was found that egocentric discounting depends on the nature of 

encoding (discrete vs. integrative encoding. See Schul & Burnstein, 1985). For 

example, it has been shown that when the context of the advice taking task enables an 

integrative encoding, egocentric discounting increases, relative to a context which 

prevents it. Yaniv et al. (in press) prevented construction of initial estimation 

altogether by blindfolding participants to the object being estimated. They found that 

participant who could form prior estimates engaged a belief-driven process and thus 

discounted advisor's opinions more than participants that were "blindfolded" and 

engaged a data-driven aggregation process.  

The above-mentioned research shows that weakening of perseverance and 

egocentric discounting can stem from two different processes:  (i) a correction 

mechanism, which people are explicitly instructed to use and/or (ii) an encoding 

mechanism, in which conditions are set to prevent or decrease integrative encoding.  

In the research cited above these processes were triggered through manipulations 

explicitly designed to facilitate or block these processes. Our study investigates 

whether they also occur spontaneously. That is, we ask whether there are conditions in 

which a "considering the opposite" mind-set is activated? We expect that in such a 

mindset individuals will be more willing to entertain hypotheses and proposals which 

are contrary to their own, and therefore, under such a mindset, the egocentric 

discounting should decrease. A growing body of evidence shows that a state of 

suspicion, or distrust, activates these kinds of processes. 
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Trust and distrust 

Distrust is a psychological state that is activated when we think that the other’s 

motives, intentions, and actions are not aligned with ours, or when we have a general 

vague foreboding that things are not as they appear and something unpredictable may 

occur. A state of trust, on the other hand, is associated with a feeling of safety, a 

feeling that the environment is regular, and things really are as they appear to be 

(Schul, Mayo & Burnstein, 2008). The probability of encountering deception in 

everyday life, in personal or work-related interaction, is overwhelmingly high 

(DePaulo, Kashy, Kirkendol, Wyer, and Epstein, 1996; Kramer, 1999), and since 

people are both the sources and the targets of deception, they are aware of the 

possibility of being misled. It is reasonable to assume that the cognitive system has 

developed to include a unique set of processes in order to deal with such a prevalent 

and potentially threatening context (Schul, Burnstein & Bardi., 1996; Schul, Mayo & 

Burnstein, 2004).    

Past research that examined cognition and behavior in states of trust and 

distrust has found that people in a state of distrust tend to construct multiple 

interpretations (or counter-scenarios) of the information instead of integrating it 

within a single interpretive frame. Although this kind of encoding is costly it terms of 

cognitive resources, it has cognitive benefits when people anticipate some of the 

information to be misleading, since it enables a better discounting of invalid 

information later (Schul, 1993; Schul, Burnstein & Bardi, 1996).  Consistent with the 

implications of a counter-scenario encoding, it has been shown that a state of distrust 

reduces belief perseverance, and other biases related to impression formation and 

information integration, like primacy effect and correspondence bias (Fein, 1996; 

Fein, Hilton & Miller 1990; Schul et al., 1996). Recent studies have shown that 
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induction of a state of distrust, which is unrelated to a given task, is enough to 

spontaneously activate a "considering the opposite" mode of thinking (or mindset), 

causing participants to automatically consider and react faster to incongruent 

associations (Schul et al., 2004), to adapt and perform better in unusual environments, 

which require non-routine strategies (Schul et al., 2008), or to engage in a 

disconfirming line of thinking, reducing the otherwise robust confirmation bias (Mayo 

& Schwarz, under review).  

A previous study we conducted also showed that the mere induction of an 

unrelated state of distrust is enough for people to doubt their own "gut-feeling". After 

being exposed to a list of words, participants were asked to decide for each target 

word whether it was presented in the earlier list or not. Importantly, at this time target 

words were presented on a difficult or easy-to-read visual noise, manipulating their 

processing fluency. Results indicated that the old/new judgments were biased by 

fluency for participants under a state of trust, but not for participants under a state of 

distrust, suggesting that under trust people make use of their gut feelings, whereas 

under distrust they are less likely to do so.  

 

Trust/distrust and egocentric discounting 

According to the research described above, it seems reasonable to assume that 

a state of distrust will encourage elaboration and counter-scenarios constructing, 

activate an incongruent and disconfirming mode of thinking, and therefore reduce 

egocentric discounting and increase advice taking .Yet, intuition, as well as past 

evidence, suggest that distrust increases egocentric discounting and reduces advice 

taking. For example, Cain, Loewenstein and Moore (2005) manipulated advisors' 

motives so that their interests would either conflict or match decision makers' 
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interests. They found that decision makers, who were aware of advisor's motives, 

relied less on advisor's advice when their interest conflicted. Sniezek and Van Swol 

(2001) found decision makers’ trust in their advisors was related to their tendency to 

take the advice. Twyman, Harvey and Harries, (2008) found that distrust in advisor's 

motives decrease advice taking independent of distrust in advisor's competence. All 

three studies agree that distrust increases egocentric discounting. These findings are 

consistent with the findings in persuasion research about the impact of messages 

coming from trustworthy and untrustworthy source.  It has been repeatedly found that 

trustworthy sources are more persuasive than untrustworthy sources (Petty & 

Wegener, 1998; Pornpitakpan, 2004). Obviously, the abovementioned findings are 

inconsistent with to the hypothesis arising from the theoretical analysis of trust and 

distrust in the previous section, namely, that a state of distrust will reduce egocentric 

discounting since it encourages counter-scenarios constructing, and activate a 

disconfirming mode of thinking.    

 

Focused and diffuse distrust 

In order to resolve this contradiction, the concept of distrust should be refined. 

Based on others (Lerner & Keltner, 2000; Schwarz & Clore, 1983; Schul et al., 2008), 

I would like to propose that there are two distinct states of distrust, focused  and 

diffuse, in a way that is reminiscent of the common distinction between integral and 

incidental affect (Blanchette & Richards, 2010). Usually, when we think of distrust in 

everyday life, we refer to a state in which distrust is focused – it is attached to a 

specific target (a person, an organization, or an object) who is trying to mislead us. 

Focused distrust is activated in response to (allegedly) established knowledge about 

the target's motivation, intentions, or past behaviors, or in response to inferences 
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about the other from the nature of the situation (Schul et al., 2008). A state of distrust 

can also be unfocused, or diffuse. Diffuse distrust is not attached to a particular 

source, and may reflect residual activation of previous episodes of focused distrust, 

that are not relevant to the current situation, or a vague feeling that things are not as 

they appear. As in incidental affect, people in a state of diffuse distrust may not be 

aware of the cause of their distrust or may not even consciously experience this state 

(Forgas, 1995; Lerner & Keltner, 2000; Schwarz & Clore, 1983; Schul et al., 2008). 

There are many demonstrations that bad mood encourage message elaboration 

rather than reliance of a simple heuristic cue (Bless, Bohner, Schwarz & Strack, 1990; 

Clore & Huntsinger, 2007).  Yet, only a few studies have examined the influence of 

incidental affect on advice taking in the past. Gino and Schweitzer (2008) have found 

that incidental anger reduce advice taking, while incidental gratitude increase it. Their 

suggested mechanism referred to trust as a mediating factor, based on previous studies 

showing positive affect increase, while negative affect decrease trust (Dunn & 

Schweitzer, 2005). However, a recent study shows that anxiety (which is also a 

negative emotion) has a positive effect on advice taking: anxious individuals were 

more likely to seek and rely on advice than individuals in a neutral emotional state 

(Gino, Wood & Schweitzer, in press). According to these findings, it seems that 

incidental affect does have an influence on advice taking, but the direction of this 

influence is determined by emotion-specific appraisal tendency, and not by valence 

alone (Lerner & Keltner, 2000; Lerner, Small & Loewenstein, 2004).    

  

The influence of focused and diffuse distrust on advice taking 

The seemingly contradicting hypotheses concerning the influence of distrust 

on advice taking can be resolved by distinguishing focused and diffuse distrust and 
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considering their influences separately. Focused distrust, as described, is a state 

wherein people perceive, integrate and interpret information within a single frame, 

confirming their hypothesis about what is happening, and behaving accordingly 

(Schul, Mayo, Burnstein & Yahalom, 2007; Schul et al., 2008). In other words, people 

in this state have a defined theory regarding who is the source of threat, what are his 

motives, and how he is going to execute them, and they cope with the distrust by 

trying to prevent the specific untrustworthy source from harming them.  To do so, 

they distance themselves from that source and devalue his or her position. 

Accordingly, with regard to the focused states, it is hypothesized, that compared to 

people who trust, those who distrust tend to give a lower weight to advice, and stick to 

their initial opinion more. Therefore, the egocentric discounting would be more 

pronounced under focused distrust than trust.  This hypothesis is based on previous 

findings described above, showing when a decision maker distrusts a particular 

advisor the likelihood of advice taking from that advisor decreases (Cain et al., 2005; 

Sniezek & Van Swol, 2001; Twyman et al., 2008). Is also consistent with previous 

findings from research areas of persuasion and attitude change, since focused distrust 

it triggered when a problem of source credibility arises, which has been shown to 

reduces persuasion (e.g. Birnbaum & Stegner, 1979; Hovland & Weiss, 1951; Petty & 

Wegener, 1998; Pornpitakpan, 2004).   

Predictions in the diffuse states are more complex, and two theoretically 

opposing predictions can be made. The first relies on affect-as-information theories 

(Clore & Huntsinger, 2007; Schwarz & Clore, 1983). According to Schwarz and 

Clore's (1983) misattribution theory, it is expected that a diffuse distrust state would 

be (mis)attributed to a possible relevant target in the environment.  In a situation of 

advice taking, the relevant target would be the advisor. Accordingly, this theoretical 
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line of thinking predicts that diffuse distrust will eventually bring to the same 

cognitive and behavioral consequences as focused distrust, that is, to more egocentric 

discounting and less use of advice.   

Alternatively, the opposite prediction could also be made.  This prediction is 

derived from the research on the cognitive mechanisms of trust and distrust described 

above. According to this line of thinking, diffuse and focused distrust have different 

cognitive and behavioral consequences.  

In a state of diffuse distrust, unlike the focused, people do not try to cope with 

a specific untrustworthy source.  They cannot prepare to reject specific messages, 

because they might be valid. Rather, they activate a style of information processing 

that might protect them in the far future, when they will discover which message is 

valid and which is not.  Schul et al. (1996) described this processing style as counter-

scenario processing, namely, activation of the immediate implication of a message 

together with remote, opposite implications. This kind of processing has been shown 

to have positive influence on advice taking, since integrative encoding in one possible 

causal scenario promotes egocentric discounting, and since construction of counter-

scenarios itself has been shown to be an effective "debiasing technique" and reduce 

egocentric discounting. Therefore, the hypothesis of this research is that diffuse 

distrust will bring to the opposite cognitive and behavioral consequences of focused 

distrust, that is, less egocentric discounting and more use of advice. 

 

Experiment 1 

Experiment 1 was designed to test whether the influence of diffuse trust and 

distrust is different from the influence of focused trust and distrust on advice taking. 

Participants were shown pictures of jars filled with coins and were asked to estimate 
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the value of money in them.  After making their initial estimate they were given the 

opportunity to consider another participant's (advisor) estimate in making their final 

best estimate. Participants carried out this task in one of four contexts: two focused 

contexts and two diffuse contexts of trust and distrust  

 

Method 

Procedure 

Participants arrived at the lab individually and were randomly assigned to one 

of four between-participant conditions: two focused conditions (distrust vs. trust) and 

two diffuse conditions (distrust vs. trust). In the diffuse condition participants were 

informed that the session included two unrelated experiments, and that the first will 

deal with personal experiences and the second will deal with judgment processes. 

They signed a consent form for the first experiment and began with the diffuse 

trust/distrust induction task (see below), in which they were asked to describe in 

details an experience they had in which they could/couldn't trust someone. After 

completing this task, participants were told that the first experiment was over, and 

were asked to sign another consent form for the second experiment called the jars 

estimation Experiment. The participants in the focused conditions began the 

experiment here. During jars estimation task (see below), participants were presented 

with pictures of jars full of coins and were asked to estimate the value of the money in 

them (Cain et al., 2005). The jars estimation task was followed by a structured 

interview in which participants were asked to explain the strategy behind their 

estimates and advice taking, and were probed for their understanding of the goal of 

the experiment. Then, participants were thanked and paid according to their results.   
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Experimental tasks 

The jars estimation task. The task began with an example jar followed with 

instructions intended to familiarize the participants with the task. After the 

instructions, participants were informed that at the end of the experiment one of the 

jars they are about to see will be randomly selected and they will receive a bonus 

payment according to the accuracy of their estimation in this round1.  At this point 

participants in the focused trust/distrust conditions received the manipulation (see 

below). After answering a short quiz designed to ensure the instructions were 

understood, participants began the jar-estimation task. On each trial they were 

presented with picture of a jar full of coins and requested to key in their estimation of 

the amount of money the jar contains.  Then, additional opinion was displayed, below 

the initial estimation (see Figure 1). Participants were told that the opinions had been 

drawn at random by the computer from a large pool of estimates made by other 

participants in an earlier experiment. Actually, unknown to the participants, these 

estimates were always the exact value of the money in each jar.  Each advisory 

estimate was attributed to a different past participant. After viewing the advisory 

estimate, the participants were asked to make their final estimate2. In addition, they 

were asked to indicate their confidence in their final estimate in a scale of 0% (not 

confident at all) to 100% (completely confident). This procedure was repeated for 

each of the 6 jars presented in the task.  

 

                                                 
1
  The participants were shown the full table of payments as in appendix 1.   

2
  Hebrew instructions of the task are described in appendix 2. 
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Manipulations of diffuse and focused states 

The diffuse trust/distrust induction task.  In this task, participants were asked 

to write about an experience they had in which they could/could not trust someone. 

The instructions were: "This part is about experiences people have while interacting 

with a person they trust (distrust). In the next several minutes, you are asked to try and 

remember an experience that has happened in the last year, during which you felt you 

can (cannot) trust another person, and believed his behavior is directed to your benefit 

(and suspected his behavior is directed to his own benefit). In the following lines, try 

to describe the experience (background, course of events), and the thoughts and 

feelings it aroused"3. Diffuse trust/distrust tasks were coded by 2 judges in a scale of 1 

(very distrustful) to 9 (very trustful) with 5 indicates a neutral or irrelevant story. 

Stories received a 1-3 or 7-9 score from both judges were submitted to further 

analysis (labeled distrust and trust conditions accordingly). Three participants (7%), 

one from distrust condition and 2 from trust condition whose stories received 

                                                 
3
 Hebrew instructions of the task are described in appendix 3 

Figure 1:  A screen of the jars estimation task 
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intermediate scores, were excluded from next analysis. Inter-judges reliability was 

r=.89. 

The focused distrust/trust manipulation. Participants in the focused conditions 

(but not those in the diffuse conditions), were informed that the advisors would be 

paid on the basis of the estimator’s estimates, and the payoff schedules of the advisors 

was presented to them4, showing that the payoff to the advisor increase (focused trust) 

/ decrease (focused distrust) as the estimate of the participant improves.  From this 

schedules it was apparent that in the focused trust (distrust) condition it is the 

advisor’s best interest to help (fail) them in the jar-estimation task.  

 

Stimuli construction  

 Pictures of jars for the experiment were pictures of 6 home-use glass or clear 

plastic jars filled with coins of IS 10 cents ("agorot"). Jars were photographed 

standing on a white surface in front of a white 20x20 tile wall (see Figure 1), camera 

was placed 36.5 cm away from of the wall, 5 cm above the surface. The value of the 

money in the jars ranged from 21 to 80 IS (mean value 48.83 IS). 

 

Participants 

Eighty-two students at the Hebrew University participated in the experiment, 

20 in the 'focused distrust' condition, 20 in the 'focused trust' condition, 21 in the 

'diffuse distrust' condition, and 21 in the 'diffuse trust' condition. Participants received 

a flat fee of payment (10 Israeli Shekels - IS) or extra credit for their participation. In 

addition, at the end of the experiment one of the jars was randomly selected to serve 

as the “payoff” round and the participants received a bonus payment according to 

                                                 
4
  Described in appendix 4. 
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their accuracy in this round, ranging from 0 IS (for estimation more then 10 IS away 

from actual value) to 10 IS (for estimation less then 2 IS away from actual value). 

 

Design 

The experimental condition consisted of a 2 (diffuse vs. focused state) x 2 

(distrust vs. trust) between-participants design.  

 

Results 

The dependent variable that was used to represent advice taking in this 

experiment is the typically used, weight of advice taking, WOA5, (Bonaccio & Dalal, 

2006; Yaniv, 2004b), calculated as:  

estimation

estimationestimation

initialadvice

initialfinal
WOA

−

−
=

.   

Note that a value of “0” means that the participants final estimate was identical to the 

initial estimate, while a value of 0.5  means that the person averaged the initial 

estimate and the advice while making the final estimate.  Below we refer to the 

meaning of other values of WOA.  

 

Advice weighting 

In making their final estimates, participants changed their initial estimate in 

60.3% of the trials, and remained with the initial estimate despite the advice in 39.7% 

of the trials. For each participant I computed the WOA score separately for each of 

the six jars and then averaged the WOAs to yield a mean weight-of-advice score. The 

                                                 
5
  The weight of advice was calculated here without absolute value to enable distinction between 

situations wherein the judge’s final estimate approaches the advice (weight of advice >0) and situations 
wherein it moves away from the advice (weight of advice <0) (Bonaccio & Dalal, 2006; Harvey & 
Fischer, 1997). 
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mean weight of advice (0.20) was significantly lower then 0.5, t(81)=-8.92, p<001, 

indicating that participants placed a higher weight on their own opinion than on the 

advisor's opinion. However, participants did take the advice into consideration, as 

WOA was significantly different from zero, t(81)=5.76, p<001. Since the advice was 

the actual value of the money, their final estimates were significantly more accurate 

than their initial estimates (mean improvement of accuracy - 4.26 IS, t(81)=8.74, 

p<001).  Note that improvement in accuracy and weight of advice are completely 

confounded parameters in this experiment because the advices given to participants 

were always the true value of the jars. 

 

Weighting as a function of diffuse and focused distrust or trust 

A two-way analysis of variance was performed on the WOA score with the 

focused/diffuse and distrust/trust conditions as between-participants factors. Means 

are presented in Table 1. There were no main effects for focused/diffuse or 

distrust/trust conditions (Fs<1). According to the hypothesis, we expected a disordinal 

interaction, showing that in the focused conditions, WOA is higher in trust than in 

distrust, while in the diffuse conditions WOA is higher in distrust than in trust. As can 

be seen in Figure 1, the pattern of means is congruent with this hypothesis, but this 

effect is borderline-significant F(1,75)=2.88 p=0.09, apparently due to large variance, 

driven from few extreme observations (see below). Simple effects are both in 

direction of hypothesis, but failed to reach significance. Focused condition: 

t(38)=0.95 p=.18, one tailed; diffuse condition: t(37)=1.47 p=.08, one tailed6. 

 

 

                                                 
6
  The Table of means and Standard Deviations of the weight of advice as a function of focused/diffuse 

and distrust/trust conditions is presented in appendix 5. 
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In order to understand the source of the extreme observations, the distribution 

of WOA scores must be examined. As can be seen from its formulae, the WOA score 

yields a value of 0 if the final estimate is identical to the initial estimate, a value of 1.0 

if the respondent shifts completely to the advice, and it is undefined if the initial 

estimate happens to be the exact value (which in the present experiment correspond to 

the advice).  Intermediate values of WOA indicate that positive weights were assigned 

to both the initial estimate and the advice.  

The weight of advice is well-defined and easily interpreted if the final estimate 

falls between the initial estimate and the advice ( 10 ≤≤WOA ). These trials constitute 

91.1% of the cases in Experiment 1. In addition, however, there are cases wherein 

respondents move away from the advice.  In these cases the final estimate is more 

distant from the correct answer than the initial estimate, and therefore WOA<0. These 

cases should be expected when there is a conflict of interests between the participant 

and the advisor, and indeed they constitute 4.9% of the cases in Experiment 1, and 

Figure 1  
Means (and confidence interval) of the weight of advice as a 
function of focused/diffuse and distrust/trust conditions. 
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appear more often in the focused distrust condition (14.2% of trials) then in the other 

three conditions (1.9% of trials). ( ) 30.3132 =χ ,p<.001 (see Table 1). 

 It is more complicated to interpret the cases in which the final estimate 

overshoots the advice. For example, assume the correct response is 100, the initial 

estimate is 120, the advice (which is always the correct response) is 100, and the final 

estimate is 90.  The participant moves in the direction of the advice too much and 

therefore WOA>1. Interpretation of the shift in judgment in these cases is ambiguous: 

The final estimate can mean full adoption of the advice, ignoring the advice, or even 

moving away from the advice. These trials constitute 2.4% of the cases in the 

experiment, and they are evenly distribute between conditions ( ( ) 84.132 =χ , p=.61). 

See Table 1.  

Finally, there are cases in which the advice is equivalent to the participant's 

initial estimate.  Numerically, WOA is undefined (division in zero). These trials 

constitute 1.6% of the cases. The distribution of WOA as a function of the different 

conditions is presented in Table 1. 

 

 

 Focused Diffuse  

Trust Distrust Trust Distrust  

47 (39.2%) 58 (48.3%) 43 (34.1%) 44 (34.9%) WOA=0 

68 (56.7%) 41 (34.2%) 71 (56.4%) 76 (60.3%) 10 ≤<WOA  

1 (0.8%) 17 (14.2%) 5 (4.0%) 1 (0.8%) WOA<0 

2 (1.7%) 2 (1.7%) 3 (2.4%) 5 (4.0%) WOA>1 

2 (1.7%) 2 (1.7%) 4 (3.2%) 0 (0%) WOA undefined 

120 (100%) 120 (100%) 126 (100%) 126 (100%) Total 

Table 1  
Number (and percents) of trials as a function of WOA value and condition. 
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We reanalyzed the data excluding trials that are ambiguously defined, namely 

excluding trials in which WOA>1 (12 trials, 2.4%).  Means are depicted in Table 2.  

Note that the magnitude of the standard deviations decreased considerably by 

excluding these small number of trials. A two-way ANOVA was performed on the 

weighting of advice with the focused/diffuse and distrust/trust conditions as factors. 

This analysis yielded a significant interaction between the focused/diffuse and 

distrust/trust conditions F(1,75)=11.53 p<.01. To understand the interaction, the 

simple effects were examined. The simple effect of distrust/trust was significant in the 

focused condition, t(38)=3.90 p<.001, showing, as expected, WOA is higher in 

focused trust than in focused distrust, meaning that participants valued the advice 

more when they trusted the advisor. In the diffuse condition the difference between 

trust and distrust was numerically in the predicted direction, but it was not statistically 

significant, t(37)=0.49 p>.50.  

 

 

Trust Distrust  

0.18 (0.11) 0.20 (0.13) Diffuse 

0.23 (0.15) 0.03 (0.16) Focused 

 

Another way to cope with extreme WOA observations and examine our 

hypothesis without selection of trials, is to examine the weight assigned to advice in 

each trial directly. This can be achieved by regressing the final estimate on the initial 

estimate and the advice. The standardized regression coefficient of advice was 

calculated separately for each participant (based on the 6 estimates he or she 

provided), and these coefficients were submitted to a two-way ANOVA with the 

Table 2 
Means (and Standard Deviations) of the weight of advice. Trials 
in which WOA>1 are excluded. 
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focused/diffuse and distrust/trust conditions as factors. Note that the coefficient of 

interest reflects the weight of the advice for the final estimate controlling for the 

initial estimate, so that higher coefficients indicate weaker egocentric discounting. 

Table 3 displays the means of these weights. According to the hypothesis, we 

expected an interaction, showing that in the focused conditions, the coefficient of 

advice is higher in trust than in distrust, while in the diffuse conditions coefficient of 

advice is higher in distrust than in trust. The analysis show this interaction to be 

borderline-significant (F(1,75)=2.96 p=.09). The simple effect of distrust/trust was 

significant in the focused condition, t(38)=2.40 p<.05, indicating, as expected, the 

coefficient of advice is higher in focused trust than in distrust. In the diffuse condition 

the difference between the trust and distrust was statistically insignificant, t(37)=0.28, 

n.s. The ANOVA also showed a significant main effect indicating that the coefficient 

of advice is higher in trust conditions (M=.38, sd=.29) than in distrust conditions 

(M=.25, sd=.28), F(1,75)=4.25 p<.05.  

 

 

Trust Distrust  

0.36 (0.26) 0.34 (0.23) Diffuse 

0.40 (0.33) 0.16 (0.31) Focused 

 

Confidence in final estimation 

After giving each of their final estimates participants rated their confidence in 

the estimate on a scale of 0-100.  For each participant we computed the average 

confidence score. A two-way ANOVA was performed on these scores with the 

focused/diffuse and distrust/trust conditions as between-participants factors. Means 

Table 3 
Means (and Standard Deviations) of regression coefficients representing the 
weight of advice in prediction of final estimate from initial estimate and advice 



 21

are presented in Table 4.  A non-significant trend of interaction can be seen 

(F(1,75)=1.82 p=.18). According to this trend, in the diffuse conditions the confidence 

is higher in trust than in distrust, while in the focused conditions the confidence is 

higher in distrust than in trust.  

  

Trust Distrust  

64.37 (11.7) 58.21 (20.6) Diffuse 

60.32 (16.70) 67.98 (34.87) Focused 

 

Discussion 

Experiment 1 tested two hypotheses: (1) that people discount the advice more 

in a state of focused distrust than in a state of focused trust; but (2) that people accept 

the advice more in a state of diffuse distrust than in a state of diffuse trust.  

Operationally, this implies lower weight for advice in focused distrust than in focused 

trust, and higher weight of an advice in diffuse distrust than in diffuse trust. Results 

show a reasonable support in the first hypothesis. Replicating previous findings (Cain 

et al., 2005) our findings support the suggestion that within a context of conflict of 

interests with the advisor, participants tend to give a lower weight to the advice. 

The second hypothesis did not receive statistical support, but some 

methodological limitations of the experiment should be considered before rejecting it. 

First, our findings show large individual differences in the tendency to weight advice. 

Since the experiment utilized a between-participants design, large individual 

differences lead to small statistical power. Experiment 2, therefore, provides for each 

participant a baseline level for advice utilization. Second, the dependent variable 

WOA is calculated as a ratio of differences. As such, it is susceptible to measurement 

Table 4 
Means (and Standard Deviations) of the confidence in final estimate.  
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problems and tends to yield extreme values (Bonaccio & Dalal, 2006). This problem 

is especially salient here, since participants could move away from advice, and since 

number of trials was small. Therefore, Experiment 2 doubles the number of trials. 

Lastly, there might be a problem with the lasting power of the diffuse trust/distrust 

manipulation. In Experiment 1, the diffuse trust/distrust induction task was placed in 

the beginning of the experiment, and many actions and stimuli separated it from the 

moment of relevant decision making (advice weighting).  Therefore, Experiment 2 

introduces the diffuse trust/distrust manipulation just before the advice weighting in 

the jar-estimation task.  

 

Experiment 2 

Method 

Participants 

Sixty students at the Hebrew University participated in the experiment, 30 in 

the diffuse distrust condition, and 30 in the diffuse trust condition. As in experiment 1, 

participants received a flat fee of payment (15 IS) or extra credit for their 

participation. In addition, at the end of the experiment, one of the jars was randomly 

selected to serve as the “bonus” jar and the participants received a bonus payment 

according to their accuracy in this jar, ranging from 0 IS (for estimation more then 10 

IS away from actual value) to 10 IS (for estimation less then 1 IS away from actual 

value). 

 

Procedure 

Participants arrived at the lab individually and were randomly assigned to 

either the diffuse-distrust or diffuse-trust condition. Participants were given the jars 
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estimation task as in Experiment 1, but unlike Experiment 1, the task was conducted 

in two phases. Each phase included two rounds of estimation, a round of initial 

estimates and a round of final estimates (Yaniv, Choshen-Hillel & Milyavsky, 2009).  

In round 1 of the first phase, 5 jars were presented one at a time and 

participants were asked to type in their best estimate for each. After making the five 

initial estimates participants were instructed to complete a limited time (3 min) 

writing task. They were asked to describe in details the way from their home to 

university. After 3 minutes were up, round 2 of estimation started.  In this round 

participants were presented with the same set of 5 jars from round 1. Each jar was 

presented along with the participant’s initial estimate and an advisory estimate. As in 

Experiment 1, the advisory estimate was always the correct value of the coins in the 

jar. Participants were asked to give a final estimate for the value of the jar, and to rate 

their confidence on a scale of 1-9. As in experiment 1, participants were informed that 

at the end of the experiment one of the jars they are about to see will be randomly 

selected and they will receive a bonus payment according to the accuracy of their 

estimation in this trial.  

After completing the second round of  phase 1, participants were told that 

phase 1 was a practice phase intended to familiarize them with the task  They were 

further informed that now they are going to do the task again, with the same 

estimation rounds, and that the second time includes more jars. Indeed, phase 2 

included 12 jars. The writing task between round 1 and round 2 of the second phase 

instantiated the diffuse trust/distrust induction task. As in Experiment 1, participants 

were given 5 minutes to describe an experience they had in which they could/could 

not trust someone. After completing the induction task, participants started round 2, in 

which they were shown in each trial a jar, their round1 estimate and an advice. They 
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gave their final estimate and rated their confidence in it.  Finally, participants were 

interviewed, thanked and paid according to their results, as in Experiment 1.  

 

Stimuli construction  

 Pictures of jars for the experiment were constructed the same way as in 

Experiment 1. In this Experiment there were 17 jars, 5 in the first phase and 12 in the 

second. The value of the money in the jars ranged from 20 to 80 IS (mean value: total 

- 46.47 IS, 38.8 in the first phase and 49.67 in the second). 

 

Design 

The experiment included a between-participants factor (distrust vs trust 

manipulation) and a within-participant factor, the phase of judgments (prior/after the 

trust/distrust manipulation).  

 

Results and Discussion 

Advice weighting 

As in Experiment 1, diffuse trust/distrust tasks were coded by 2 judges in a 

scale of 1 (very distrustful) to 9 (very trustful) with 5 indicates a neutral or irrelevant 

story. Stories received a 1-3 or 7-9 score from both judges were submitted to further 

analysis (labeled distrust and trust conditions accordingly). 9 participants (15%), 6 

from distrust condition and 3 from trust condition whose stories received intermediate 

score, were excluded from the analyses. Inter-judges reliability was r=.92. 

For each participant we computed the weight of the advice (WOA) as in 

Experiment 1.  The WOA (0.24) was significantly lower then 0.5, t(50)=-10.80, 

p<001, indicating egocentric discounting, namely, that participants placed a higher 
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weight on their own opinion than on the advisor's opinion. Also, as in Experiment 1, 

participants did take the advice into consideration, as WOA was significantly different 

from zero, t(50)=9.59, p<001. Thus, as in Experiment 1, participant tended to prefer 

their own opinion, shifting about 20% to 30% toward the advisor’s estimate. 

Participant's final estimates (after seeing the advice) were significantly more accurate 

than their initial estimates (mean improvement of accuracy - 4.83 IS, t(50)=9.52, 

p<.001)7.  

 

Weighting as a function of diffuse distrust or trust 

For each participant there were two sets of estimates, from phase1 and from 

phase2.  The phase1 estimates were given prior to the manipulation, and thus could 

serve as a baseline.  In each phase we computed the WOA. The WOA change was 

calculated for each participant as the average of WOA in phase 2(after the 

trust/distrust induction task) minus the average of WOA in phase 1 (prior to the 

manipulation). An independent-samples t-test was performed on the weight-of-advice 

change to examine the differences between trust and distrust.  Our hypothesis was that 

participants would adopt the advice more strongly under diffuse distrust than under 

diffuse trust, implying that WOA change in distrust will be higher than that in trust. 

Indeed, results show a significant higher change in the distrust condition (M=0.06, 

sd=.29) than in the trust condition (M=-0.09, sd=.18) t(49)=2.21 p<0.058. Figure 2 

present the mean WOA scores in the two conditions.  

In interpreting the above analysis we were concerned with difference between 

conditions in the phase1 WOA. Although the two phase1 WOAs do not differ 

significantly from each other (t(49)=1.34 p=0.19), and although they are unanticipated 
                                                 

7
 Analysis including all participants shows a similar pattern. 

8
 Analysis including all participants shows an identical pattern: distrust condition: M=0.04, sd=.26; 

trust condition: M=-0.09, sd=.18, t(58)=2.27 p<0.05. 
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(due to random assignment to condition, and equality of procedure in phase1 in the 

two conditions), we were concerned that our findings reflect some sort of regression 

to the mean. 

 

 

 
 

In order to reduce individual differences without biasing our analysis by initial 

differences, we used the following two-stage analysis. In the first stage WOA1 scores 

were centered and weighed in the corresponding regression coefficient (b=0.337). 

This product was subtracted from WOA2 scores yielded adjusted WOA2 scores. The 

process is described in the following equation:  

)11(22 ,12 AOWWOAbWOAWOA condWOAWOAadj −−= ⋅
 

In the second stage we performed an independent-samples t-test, with trust/distrust as 

a between-participants factor, on WOA2adj. Thus, unlike the analysis of a difference 

score that assigned to the baseline WOA (WOA1) weight of 1, the current analysis 

assign the baseline WOA a weight that corresponds to the magnitude of is association 

Figure 2 
Means (and confidence interval) of the weight of advice as a 
function of phase and condition. 
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with WOA2 (see Cohen, Cohen, West, & Aiken 2003, p. 570). Results show that in 

line with our hypothesis, when initial tendency to weight the advice is deducted, 

participants weight the advice significantly more after distrust induction task 

(M=0.28, sd=.19) than after trust induction task (M=0.20, sd=.11) t(58)=1.90 p<0.05, 

one-tailed9.  

Together, these results provide a reasonable support in our hypothesis, 

showing participants tended to adopt the advice more strongly under diffuse distrust 

than under diffuse trust. 

Another way to examine the variables influencing weight of advice is by 

regressing the participant’s final weight of advice (WOA2) on all relevant predictors 

simultaneously. The predictors used in this model were: the initial tendency to weight 

advice (WOA1), the distance of initial estimate from advice in phase2 (D2), the 

reported confidence, and the condition (trust/distrust). Regression yielded a significant 

overall model, F(4, 55)=6.44, p<.01, R2 = .32. WOA1 was a significant positive 

predictor, β=.44, t(55)=3.74, p<.01, indicating that participants who tended to give 

high weight to the advice in phase1, did so too in phase 2.  D2 was a significant 

negative predictor, β=-.29, t(55)=-2.56, p<.05, indicating that as absolute distance of 

initial estimate from advice increased, the weight given to the advice decreased. In 

line with our hypothesis, the weight of advice was higher in distrust than in trust 

condition (β=.21, t(55)=1.80, p<.05 one tail). Lastly, confidence did not have a 

significant prediction of WOA in this model (β=.18, t(55)=1.52, p=.14)10. 

 

                                                 
9
 This analysis was conducted with all participants. Analysis after reduction of participants according to 

diffuse trust/distrust task scores leads to identical results: t(48)=1.74 p<0.05, one-tailed.  
10

  This analysis was conducted with all participants. Analysis after reduction of participants according 
to diffuse trust/distrust task scores shows a similar pattern, but some of the results are not statistically 
significant: R2=0.24 F(4,46)=3.55 p<.05; WOA1: β=0.38 t(46)=2.75, p<.05; D2: β=-0.26 t(46)=1.93, 
p=.06; condition: β=0.20 t(46)=1.53, p=.13; confidence: β=0.18 t(46)=1.29, p=.20; 
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Confidence in final estimation 

The average confidence in final estimation in a scale of 1-9 was calculated, 

and a two-way mixed-model ANOVA, with trust/distrust as a between-participants 

factor and phase as a within-participants factor, was performed11. A significant phase 

main effect was found (F(1,58)=6.88 p<0.05), indicating that participants rated their 

confidence as lower in the second phase of the experiment (M=5.18, sd=1.87) than in 

the first phase (M=5.77, sd=1.56).  However, I found no evidence for differences in 

confidence between participants who underwent the trust manipulation (M=5.57, 

sd=1.51) and the distrust manipulation (M=5.38 sd=1.47), F(1,58)=0.23, p=0.63 

Regressing participant’s confidence in final estimation on the initial tendency 

to be confident (confidence in phase 1; Conf1), the weight of advice in the previous 

phase (WOA1), the weight of advice in the current phase (WOA2), the distance of 

initial estimate from advice (D2), and the condition (trust/distrust) yielded a 

significant overall model, F(5,54)=4.69, p<.001, R2 = .30. Conf1 was a significant 

positive predictor, β=.45, t(54)=3.79, p<.01 indicating that participants who tended to 

have high confidence in phase 1, did so too in phase 2. WOA1 was found to have a 

borderline-significance negative prediction (β=-.24, t(54)=-1.83, p=.07) indicating 

that as the initial tendency to weight advice increased, confidence in the phase2 

decreased. WOA2, D1 and condition did not have a significant prediction of 

confidence in this model (βs=.18, .10, .06, ts(54)=1.35, 0.78, 0.52 respectively, n.s)12, 

indicating again, the trust/distrust manipulation had no effect on post-decision 

confidence report.  

 

                                                 
11

  This analysis was conducted with all participants. Analysis after reduction of participants according 
to diffuse trust/distrust task scores leads to identical results. 
12

 This analysis was conducted with all participants. Analysis after reduction of participants according 
to diffuse trust/distrust task scores leads to identical results. 
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General Discussion 

The purpose of this study was to examine the influence of focused and diffuse 

trust and distrust on advice taking. The hypothesis was that diffuse distrust will bring 

about the opposite cognitive and behavioral consequences compared to focused 

distrust.  Specifically, participants in a state of focused distrust would discount advice 

more than participants in a state of focused trust, while participants in a state of 

diffuse distrust would discount advice less than participants in a state of diffuse trust. 

Taken together, the results of experiments 1 and 2 constitute an initial indication that 

indeed the pattern is different.  

Participants in a state of focused distrust, who were made explicitly aware of a 

conflict of interests with advisors, tended to discount advice more than participants in 

a state of focused trust, whose interests were aligned with advisors (Experiment 1). 

This finding replicates Cain et al.'s (2005) and is consistent with other evidences from 

advice taking literature (Sniezek & Van Swol, 2001; Twyman et al., 2008) as well as 

with knowledge about persuasion and attitude change showing low credibility of the 

source reduces advice taking and attitude change (Hovland & Weiss, 1951; Petty & 

Wegener, 1998; Pornpitakpan, 2004). Diffuse distrust, on the other hand, seems to 

achieve the opposite consequences. Participants in a state of diffuse distrust, who 

were merely reminded of a past episode in their own life which involved distrust, 

tended to discount advice less than participants in a state of diffuse trust (Experiment 

2). 

The activation of correction mechanism by instruction to use "debiasing 

techniques", and the activation of encoding mechanism in which conditions are set to 

prevent or decrease integrative encoding, have already been shown to decrease belief 

perseverance and egocentric discounting in advice taking (Herzog & Hertwig, 2009; 
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Lord et al., 1984; Yaniv et al., in press; Yaniv & Choshen-Hillel, in preparation). The 

current study suggests this processes can also occur spontaneously, in a state of 

diffuse distrust. This result is consistent with previous research that examined 

cognition and behavior in states of trust and distrust showing that diffuse distrust is a 

context in which an interior "considering the opposite" mind-set, that includes 

spontaneous incongruent cognitions, counter-scenarios and disconfirming thinking, is 

activated (Fein, 1996; Mayo & Schwarz, under review; Schul et al., 1996; Schul et al., 

2004). 

In the same time, it seems that the finding that diffuse distrust, contrary to 

focused distrust, reduce egocentric discount and enhance advice taking, does not fit 

prediction arising from affect-as-information theories (Clore & Huntsinger, 2007; 

Lerner & Keltner, 2000; Schwarz & Clore, 1983). These theories would predict that a 

feeling of distrust, from an unknown or irrelevant source, will be attributed to the 

advisor, hence reduce advice taking. Our results indicate that participants did not 

attribute their trust/distrust to the advisor, but was still apparently influenced by it 

when weighting the advice. In other words, it seems that diffuse trust/distrust 

influence is not a direct mechanism, as suggested by affect-as-information theories, 

but rather an indirect one (Lerner & Keltner, 2000) activated through some kind of 

distrust-induced encoding process.  

This can mean, as suggested before, counter-scenario processing – the 

activation of the immediate implication of a message (thinking as if the massage is 

true) together with remote, opposite implications (thinking as if the massage is not 

true), in order to prepare to discount some of the information in the future if it turns 

out to be misleading (Fein, 1996; Mayo & Schwarz, under review; Schul, 1993; Schul 

et al., 1996; Schul et al., 2004). 
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Additional Mechanisms 

Several factors can be speculated to participate in the mechanism of diffuse 

distrust influence on advice taking. First, it is possible that a factor of certainty is 

partially mediating this effect. Diffuse distrust is characterized with uncertainty (Schul 

et al., 2008), which, according to cognitive-appraisal theories, could be transferred to 

a subsequent irrelevant judgment or decision-making situation and influence it 

accordingly (Lerner & Keltner, 2000; Tiedens & Linton, 2001). Current study and 

past research show low confidence is correlated with more advice taking (Yaniv, 

2004b; Yaniv et al., in press), but no direction of causality can be concluded here 

since confidence was measured after decision was made.  One way of testing this 

mediation model is by observing whether the difference in WOA disappear when we 

partial out confidence.  In our study, this does not occur, and in fact, confidence 

behaves like a suppressor so that controlling it increases the difference between 

diffuse trust and distrust's influence on WOA.  But, we are hesitant to consider this as 

evidence against the mediation hypothesis since confidence was measured only after 

the final estimate was given and it may or may not correspond to one’s confidence in 

the initial estimate.  

The influence of diffuse distrust on advice taking could be partially attributed 

to the situational differences in the “need for cognitive closure” (NFCC; Kruglanski & 

Webster, 1996) demand in diffuse trust and distrust. According to Kruglanski's Lay 

Epistemic theory, a concern about information's validity and increased cost of mistake 

are situational factors reducing the NFCC, therefore delaying the motivated "freezing" 

on previous belief, and enable continuation of information seeking (Kruglanski, Peri 

& Zakai, 1991; Kruglanski & Webster, 1996). Since concern about information's 

validity and increased cost of mistake can both be derived from diffuse distrust, it is 
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possible that diffuse distrust reduces NFCC which in turn increases advice taking. 

Researchers have suggested NFCC (as a situational factor or as individual differences) 

would be a moderating factor of egocentric discount (Bonaccio & Dalal 2006), but 

this hypothesis has not yet been examined.  

Finally, egocentric discounting might be viewed as a consequence of an 

anchoring effect - the decision maker’s initial estimate serves as an anchor that is later 

(insufficiently) adjusted in response to advice (Bonaccio & Dalal 2006). As anchoring 

effect might be related to the mechanism of accessibility of potential values (Strack & 

Mussweiler, 1997), factors that influence the pattern of accessibility can influence the 

process.  It is noteworthy that distrust has been found to change spontaneous 

associations to a massage (Schul et al., 2004), in line with its “considering-the-

opposite” characteristics.  Accordingly, people may not only assimilate to an anchor, 

but also contrast with it, thus reducing the strength of the anchoring effect. It should 

be noticed however, that anchoring as a mechanism of egocentric discount has been 

criticized since egocentric discount appears even without initial opinion (Bonaccio & 

Dalal 2006; Harvey & Harries, 2004).  

 

Focused and diffuse distrust result in different cognitive consequences 

Past research has already distinguished between focused and diffuse distrust 

and defined them (Schul et al., 1996; Schul et al., 2008). It was also speculated before 

that due to their different activation factors, focused and diffuse distrust would result 

in different cognitive and behavioral tendencies, and specifically that focused distrust 

will be characterized with rigid, single-framed, hypothesis-confirming, information 

processing, while diffuse distrust will be characterized with considering multiple 

explanations and  hypothesis-disconfirming line of thinking (Schul et al., 2008).  This 
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assumption is consistent with research examined focused and diffuse distrust 

separately (diffuse distrust: Mayo & Schwarz, under review; Schul et al., 1996; Schul 

et al., 2004; focused distrust: Schul et al., 2007) but was never submitted to a direct 

examination until now. This study provides initial evidence supporting the hypothesis 

that diffuse distrust is different from focused distrust in its implication for advice 

taking.  

In order to understand this reversal in a broader context, it may be useful to 

interpret the results in light of the distinctions between incidental and integral 

emotions made by cognitive-appraisal theories of emotion (Lerner & Keltner, 2000; 

Smith & Ellsworth, 1985). Past research has shown that the two types of emotions can 

have different mechanisms and even opposite cognitive and behavioral consequences 

(Blanchette & Richards, 2010). Following Smith and Ellsworth's (1985) dimensions, 

we can speculate that the appraisal tendencies raised by diffuse distrust would be high 

anticipated effort and attentional activity, and low pleasantness, certainty and control.  

Applying the same analysis to focused distrust suggest that focused and diffuse  share 

the appraisal dimensions of high anticipated effort, high attentional activity, and low 

pleasantness, but may differ in dimensions of control and certainty. While low 

certainty and control are inherent in diffuse distrust definition, previous findings 

indicate that they might actually be high in focused distrust. Schul et al. (2007) found 

that participants who knew that another participant is trying to deceive them (were in 

a state of focused distrust), were less likely to use maximization strategy (which 

required to waive control), presumably because they were confident in their ability to 

understand the other’s intentions and predict his or her moves and, therefore, react 

accordingly. The trend of results from Experiment 1 of the current study is consistent 

with this line, showing participants in focused distrust condition tended to be more 
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confident than in focused trust, while participants in diffuse distrust tended to be less 

confident than in diffuse trust (see Table 4), although this trend was not significant 

statistically.  

The observation that focused distrust is characterized by high subjective sense 

of control and certainty while diffuse distrust is characterized by low control and 

certainty may be important because the dimension of certainty was found to influence 

subsequent judgments. It was found that emotions characterized by certainty 

appraisals promote heuristic processing while emotions characterized by uncertainty 

result in systematic processing (Tiedens & Linton, 2001). In light of this observation, 

our results are consistent with previous findings concerning the influence of incidental 

emotion on advice taking: anger (which is characterized by high control and certainty) 

was found to increase egocentric discounting, while anxiety (which is characterized 

by low control and certainty) was found to decrease it (Gino & Schweitzer, 2008; 

Gino, Wood & Schweitzer, in press). In conclusion, although distrust is not usually 

referred as an emotion, the different consequences proposed before and supported 

here of focused and diffuse distrust are consistent with recent findings concerning 

other integral and incidental emotion.  

The current research examined the cognitive and behavioral consequences of 

focused and diffuse distrust in the context of advice taking. Since this direct 

comparison of these two states of distrust has never yet been done, it is unclear at the 

moment whether the pattern of results can be generalized to additional tasks and 

processes. In addition, it is not always the case that focused and diffuse distrust can be 

induced in the same context. In order to induce focused distrust, a target (another 

person or an object that can be trusted or distrusted) should be present. In order to 

induce diffuse distrust, on the other hand, the attribution of distrust to this target 
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should not be obvious. This means that distrust manipulation should be appropriate. 

For example, the frequently used manipulation of distrust through presentation of 

trustworthy and untrustworthy faces (Mayo & Schwarz, under review; Schul et al., 

2004; Schul et al., 2008) might have been problematic in the current research, since 

faces could be easily attributed to advisors.  

Another issue worth noting in the context of focused and diffuse distrust is the 

relationship between trust and distrust. Trust and distrust can be referred to as 

antonyms, or more precisely as the edges of a continuum (Schul et al., 2008). This 

description is easy to apply in the case of focused trust and distrust.  At the one end, I 

may believe the interests of my interaction partner are aligned with mine.  At the other 

end, I might be certain this person is trying to mislead me, that s/he has hidden 

motives. I may also be placed on intermediate position on this continuum, when my 

level of uncertainty in one of the two states increases.  However, it is not clear if the 

same can be applied for diffuse trust and distrust. It seems that the diffuse conditions 

tend to exist in the "in-between" region of the continuum, and is never close to one of 

the two end-points.  

According to this perspective one may ask whether the results reported here 

concerning the different influence of focused and diffuse trust and distrust is merely a 

difference that is derived from intensity - between extreme and mild trust/distrust.  

We believe that the answer is negative.  If the focus/diffuse distinction was a matter of 

intensity only, the pattern of interaction should have been concordant rather than 

discordant.  

In this research we distinguished between diffuse and focused distrust and 

trust, but it is important to notice that this is not the only distinction that can be made 

in order to explain the influence of these states on cognition and behavior. In their 
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recent research, Mayer and Mussweiler (in press) suggests that the consequences of 

distrust diverge into social consequences, characterized with people's attempt to avoid 

risk and to distance themselves from the untrustworthy source, and cognitive 

consequences characterized with cognitive flexibility. This diverging social and 

cognitive consequences of distrust, resulted in negative influence of distrust on public 

creative performance, while in cases where the task did not require sharing ideas with 

others, distrust increased creativity. This similar pattern of results support our 

suggestion that distrust is not a unified construct, and distinction between different 

states of distrust may reveal different and even opposite influences. Since the distrust 

that was induced in Mayer and Mussweiler's (in press) in both conditions was a 

diffuse distrust, their results are consistent with ours (Experiment 2), showing diffuse 

distrust increase cognitive flexibility. It is important to notice that our participants 

performed their tasks in private in all conditions. In light of Mayer and Mussweiler's 

results, it can be hypothesized that the pattern of results would be different in a group 

task setting. Specifically, it seems that the beneficial cognitive consequences of 

distrust will not be manifested in a public context. 

 

Methodological limitations & future research 

The main limitation of the current study is that the conclusion about the 

opposite influence of focused and diffuse could not be drawn from a single 

comparison within experiment, but rather from comparing results from two separate 

experiments (although the non-significant trend of results within experiment 1 support 

this conclusion). Therefore, future research is needed to establish the proposed 

conclusion. A future study should include direct comparison between focused and 

diffuse distrust, as in the first experiment of the current study, while maintaining the 
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methodological advantages of the second experiment. In addition, the current study 

was initiative in comparing focused and diffuse distrust, and was therefore designed to 

locate even gross evidence for different consequences of focused and diffuse distrust. 

Future research is needed to in order to refine this evidence and understand the exact 

factors which differentiate focused and diffuse distrust.  

The current study examined a situation of quantitative decision, in which 

participants can weight their estimate together with an advisor's. Many decisions in 

every-day life, however, are qualitative or categorical whereby decision makers 

choose only one opinion. It is not clear whether conclusion from this study can be 

generalized to other decision tasks, although many other findings of advice taking 

have found to apply on different types of decision tasks (Bonaccio & Dalal 2006).  

Another important limitation of this study is the methodological decision to 

use a constant, true advice. This decision has its advantages since it enables fewer 

repetitions relative to methods like random advice sampling. However, the use of true 

value makes the possible influence of two factors – distance of estimate from advice 

and estimation accuracy, impossible to untangle. In order to examine the moderating 

effects of these factors on the influence of trust and distrust on advice taking, a 

method of random advice sampling should be applied in future research. In addition, 

the use of constant advice precludes analyzing advice taking in a regression model, 

which could have been more compatible in this study (Bonaccio & Dalal 2006). 

Another methodological decision worth attention is the location of 

trust/distrust manipulation in Experiment 2. Unlike in Experiment 1, this manipulation 

was placed after participants made their initial estimates. This change was meant to 

reduce the likelihood that the effect of the manipulation dissipates prior to the advice-

weighting process itself, but might have weaken manipulation also, since the 
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influence of distrust on advice taking can happen partly on this initial stage, during 

first encoding of the task. Future research will have to examine if the location of 

trust/distrust manipulation is relevant. 

In conclusion, despite limitation mentioned above, this study expands and 

refines knowledge concerning the influence of the contexts of trust and distrust on 

advice taking, and can also join to the developing evidences concerning incidental 

emotions influence in this field. In addition, this study provides a first evidence of 

opposite pattern of influence of diffuse and focused distrust. Expanding this line of 

research may improve our understanding of trust and distrust's underling cognitive 

and behavioral consequences, as well as other similarly important social-cognitive 

contexts. 
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Appendix 1 –  

Table of bonus payments presented to participants 

 

Payment (IS) 
Distance of final estimate 
from true value (in IS) 

15 0-2 
10 3-5 
5 6-10 
2 11-15 
0 Above 15 
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Appendix 2 –  

Instructions presented to participants in the jars estimation task, Experiment 1.  
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Appendix 3 –  

Instructions presented to participants in the diffuse trust/distrust induction task  

 

Diffuse trust condition: 

 

עליו הם חלק זה מתמקד בחוויות שיש לאנשים בשעה שהם נמצאים באינטראקציה עם אדם 

  . סומכים

  

כי אתה יכול רונה בה הרגשת בדקות הקרובות נבקש ממך להיזכר בחוויה כלשהי מהשנה האח

  .והאמנת כי דבריו ופעולותיו מונחים על ידי מניעים הקשורים לטובתך לסמוך על אדם אחר

  

, )מה הייתה השתלשלות העניינים, מה היה הרקע למצב(נסה לתאר את החוויה , בשורות שלפניך

  .ואת הרגשות והמחשבות שהיא עוררה בך

  

  

Diffuse distrust condition: 

 

בו הם  לק זה מתמקד בחוויות שיש לאנשים בשעה שהם נמצאים באינטראקציה עם אדם ח

  . חושדים

  

 אינך יכולבדקות הקרובות נבקש ממך להיזכר בחוויה כלשהי מהשנה האחרונה בה הרגשת כי 

  .לסמוך על אדם אחר וחשדת כי דבריו ופעולותיו מונחים על ידי מניעים הקשורים לטובתו

  

, )מה הייתה השתלשלות העניינים, מה היה הרקע למצב(נסה לתאר את החוויה  ,בשורות שלפניך

  .ואת הרגשות והמחשבות שהיא עוררה בך
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Appendix 4 –  

Payoff schedules of the advisors presented to participants in focused conditions, 

Experiment 1. 

 

Focused trust condition: 

Payment to the 
advisor (IS) 

Distance of your final estimate 
from true value (in IS) 

15 0-2 
10 3-5 
5 6-10 
2 11-15 
0 Above 15 

 

 

Focused distrust condition: 

Payment to the 
advisor (IS) 

Distance of your final estimate 
from true value (in IS) 

0 0-2 
2 3-5 
5 6-10 
10 11-15 
15 Above 15 
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Appendix 5 –  

Means (and Standard Deviations) of the weight of advice as a function of 

focused/diffuse and distrust/trust conditions, Experiment 1: 

 

Trust Distrust  

0.11 (0.38) 0.25 (0.18) Diffuse 

0.24 (0.16) 0.15 (0.41) Focused 

 



 51

        תקצירתקצירתקצירתקציר

המביא בדרך כלל , יום- היא תהליך שכיח בחיי יום, קבלת עצה ושקלולה עם דעה ראשונית בקבלת החלטה

ולהפחית  הדעה שלהםנמצא שוב ושוב כי אנשים נוטים להעדיף את , למרות זאת. לשיפור ההחלטה

איך . ולכן מאבדים חלק מהפוטנציאל הגלום בשימוש בעצות, במשקל שהם נותנים לדעות של אחרים

לפי האינטואיציה והמחקר הקודם בתחום ? ישפיע עירור הקשר של חשד על שימוש בעצות בקבלת החלטה

בו הם מנסים להגן , ניתן לשער כי במצב של אמון אנשים יטו יותר להשתמש בעצות מאשר במצב של חשד

ניית תסריטים מחקרים קודמים הראו כי שימוש במנגנוני קידוד כמו ב, מצד שני. על עצמם מהטעייה

.  ומנגנוני קידוד אלה אופייניים למצב של חשד, מעלה את השימוש בעצות) counter-scenarios(סותרים 

המוצמד , חשד ממוקד: בעבודה הנוכחית ניסינו לפתור את הסתירה הזאת על ידי בחינה של שני מצבי חשד

או , מתקודבסיטואציה ר חשד שאינו מוצמד למטרה אלא נשאר מעירו, חשד דיפוזיו, למטרה מסויימת

שיערנו כי חשד ממוקד יוריד , לאור המחקר הקודם. משקף הרגשה כללית שהדברים אינם כפי שהם נראים

. ואילו חשד דיפוזי דווקא יעלה את מידת השימוש בעצה, את מידת השימוש בעצה יחסית למצב של אמון

וניתנה , להעריך את שווי הכסף בצנצנותההשערות האלה נבחנו בשני ניסויים בהם המשתתפים התבקשו 

של המשתתפים חשד ואמון דיפוזי עוררו על ידי היזכרות . נוסף משתתףעצה של שקלל להם ההזדמנות ל

ייחסו המשתתפים  האינטרס ש בעזרת מניפולציה על עוררווחשד ואמון ממוקדים , בחוויה מן העבר

את השימוש בעצות  מורידלפיהן חשד ממוקד  מהוות תמיכה להשערותינו הניסוייםתוצאות . יועציםל

נידונים בהרחבה ומגבלות המחקר מנגנונים אפשריים , השלכות תיאורטיות. אותו מעלהואילו חשד דיפוזי 

 .בפרק הדיון
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  הפקולטה למדעי החברה

  המחלקה לפסיכולוגיה

  

  

  

  

  השפעת הקשרים של חשד ממוקד וחשד דיפוזי על שימוש בעצות 

  

  

  למוסמך בפסיכולוגיה חברתיתעבודת גמר 
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