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Overconfidence

Michael Scott: Office Episode 5



Overconfidence





Domain-specific account

Confidence is more malleable than we intuitively believe...

1) Feedback paradigms

Improves performance and calibration

2) Task difficulty

Hard-easy effect -> Inconsistent across tasks 

3) Poor test-retest reliability



CONCLUSION:

There is an absence of evidence 

supporting individual differences

 



Measurement

Overconfidence = Confidence judgment - Accuracy 

*Other approaches exist but overesMmaMon is the most common



Measurement



Measurement

1. People vary in ability 

 Dunning-Kruger Effect: Low ability within a domain ->  overestimate ability



Measurement

1. People vary in ability 

 Performance is an imperfect measure of ability

- Noise exists in performance measures 

- Hinders ability to ‘fully control’ for ability 



Measurement

2. a priori beliefs

 Task familiarity cues expectations

 - could bias estimated performance

 - especially when performance is         
   ambiguous. 



Measurement

Overconfidence = Confidence judgment - Accuracy 

a priori beliefs Vary in ability
Imperfect measure

Potential Confounds



Task confounds hinder ability to 

detect individual differences

IMPLICATION:



A new approach

Create a new task that:

1. Performance rarely exceeds chance 

2. Is not skill based  

3. Is novel 



Generalized Overconfidence Task (GOT)



Generalized Overconfidence Task (GOT)



1 - validation



1 - validation

• 4 studies (N = 1,293)

• Predictive validity (Study 1a)

• Divergent validity (Study 1b)

• Test-retest reliability (Study 2a / 2b)

* Contrasted GOT to a task-specific approach (cognitive and numeracy tasks)



1 - validation

• Predictive validity (Study 1a)



1 - validaJon

• Strong predictor of outcomes previously associated with overconfidence

• Conspiracies (r = .34)    

• Bullshit receptivity (r = .34)

• Overclaiming (r = .30)

• Fake news headlines (r = -.28)

• Predictive validity (Study 1a)

• Overclaiming (r = .30)

• Fake news headlines (r = -.28)



1 - validation

• Divergent validity (Study 1b)



1 - validation

• Divergent validity (Study 1b)

• Thinking Styles (rs = .02 - .24)

• Big 5 Personality Inventory (rs = .07 - .16)

• Narcissism (r = .16)

• DogmaMsm (r = .26)

• Optimism (r = .08)

• Self-efficacy (r = .16)

• Wishful thinking (r = .10)

• Illusion of control (r = .03)



1 - validaJon

• Test-retest reliability (Study 2a / 2b)

• Across 15-days:

• GOT Estimate: r = .54 and .53 ; Confidence sliders: r = .77

• Numeracy Overconfidence: r = .18 and .37

• Cognitive Overconfidence: r = .36 and .42



1 - summary

• GOT displays:

• Face, predictive, and divergent validity

• Addressing confounds allowed a general overconfidence to emerge

• Test-retest reliability





Finding

H11 H12 H13 H1nH1...

Possible Explanations



Finding

H11 H12 H13 H1nH1...

Possible Explanations

...

“Obvs proves OC is a trait”



Finding

H11 H12 H13 H1nH1...

...

“Obvs proves OC is a trait”

...

Task 
specific?

...
Not predictive 
of real-world 
outcomes?

Another 
explana-on

...

And others

...



2 – task generalization:
An adversarial collaboration



2 – task generalization

Berkeley Team:Cornell Team:



A new approach revisited

Create a new tasks that:

1. Performance rarely exceeds chance 

2. Is not skill based  

3. Is novel 



2 - task creation
Sibling order Book pages Birthday day BellybuAon

Preferences Lightbulb Card suit Age (32 or 33)

GOT



Criterion to declare victory

rs <= .3

🎇 🥳 🎉

rs >= .4

🎇 🥳 🎉

rs .3 - .4

🤷 🤷 🤷



2 - results

2 key findings:

1. Correlation across tasks: 

• Average confidence: r = .62 

• Estimated performance: r = .42

2. Confirmatory Factor Analysis:

• Loadings: .72 - .88

• Excellent CFI, TLI, SRMR, and 

adequate RMSEA

🎇 🥳 🎉



2 - results: CFA



2 - summary

• GOT style tasks suggest an underlying trait

• ‘Nonsense’ tasks were highly correlated

• CFA findings provide addiMonal support

• Strong loadings

• Data best explained with a one factor soluCon



Finding

H11 H12 H13 H1nH1...

...

“Obvs proves OC is a trait”

...

Task 
specific?

...
Not predictive 
of real-world 
outcomes?

Another 
explanation

...

And others

...



3 – predic*ve outcome generaliza*on



3 – predicJve outcome generalizaJon

• 3 studies – current set of projects

• S1 - Endorsing implausible statements

• S2 – Updating sufficiently

• S3 – Trust in experts



3 – predictive outcome generalization

How do we know it predicts the type of overconfidence we care about 

and is not limited to your ‘toy tasks’?

... “Let’s ask them about a variety of situations” ... 



3 – predictive outcome generalization

S1: Does the GOT predict endorsing implausible statements? 

Created 75 items ranging in plausibility: participants rated 10

If asked to produce a paper 

or report I could finish it by 

tomorrow (69.16)

I could represent myself in 

a criminal trial and get the 

charges dismissed (20.78)

I could outrun a tornado* 

(6.69)

Least plausible* Most plausiblex ̄= 29.3
σ = 16.2

N = 507



3 – predictive outcome generalization
Addi$onal measures:

Ac#vely open-minded thinking -> “Whether something feels true is more important than evidence.”

AOT- SJT -> Scenarios where ppl choose between 3 opMons– captures situaMonal AOT

Overclaiming -> How familiar are you with ... Some items are made-up

Intellectual humility -> “I reconsider my opinions when presented with new evidence.”



3 – predicJve outcome generalizaJon

S1 Results

Correla#ons with statements

GOT -> r =  .39, p < .001 --------------------------------------------------->

Ac3vely open-minded thinking -> r =  -.29, p < .001 ---------------------->

AOT- SJT ->  r =  -.10, p = .021 -------------------------------------------->

Overclaiming -> r =  .31, p < .001 ---------------------------------------->

Intellectual humility -> r =  -.01, p = n.s.

Regression: lm(items ~ GOT + AOT + AOT-SJT + OC)

b = .34, p < .001 

b = -.20, p < .001 

b = -.04, p = .365 

 b = .03, p = .423 



3 – predictive outcome generalization



Least plausible* Most plausible

3 – predictive outcome generalization



3 – predicJve outcome generalizaJon
I could score a 
point on Serena 
Williams, a 
professional 
women's tennis 
player, in a tennis 
match.

If the pilot had a 
heart attack, I 
could fly the 

plane.

I could photograph an 
event well enough to 
make people want to 
frame the pictures.

I can predict whether 
something I post on 

social media will be liked 
by others or not.



3 – summary

• GOT confidence  -> greater confidence for statements

•  Even when accounting for other individual differences

• Item analysis shows overconfident ppl were more confident for less 

plausible statements.



3 – predicJve outcome generalizaJon

How do we know it predicts the type of overconfidence we care about 

and is not limited to your ‘toy tasks’?

... Do overconfident people update sufficiently? ... 



3 – predicJve outcome generalizaJon

S2: GOT -> Illusion of Explanatory Depth paradigm (IOED)

Idea is to expose gaps in one’s knowledge...

T1 
rating Training T2 

rating
3 Probe

Qs

N = 276

AddiConal measures: AcCvely open-minded thinking, Intellectual Humility, and Overclaiming



3 – predicJve outcome generalizaJon

S2: GOT -> Illusion of Explanatory Depth paradigm (IOED)

Results: Correlations difference score (t1 – t2 rating)

GOT -> r =  -.20, p = .002 --------------------------------------------->

Actively open-minded thinking -> r =  .08, p = .221 ----------->

Overclaiming -> r =  -.01, p = .857 --------------------------------->

Intellectual humility -> r =  .01, p = .823 -------------------------->

 Regression: lm(t2 ~ t1 + GOT + AOT + OC + IH)

 b = .19, p < .001 

 b = -.07, p = .156 

 b = .01, p = .817 

 b = .05, p = .287 



3 – predicJve outcome generalizaJon



3 – summary

• Greater confidence on GOT -> less updating after gaps exposed

• Highest GOT quartile doesn’t show intervention effect

• GOT accounts for the most variance, even when other individual 

measures are included. 



3 – predicJve outcome generalizaJon

How do we know it predicts the type of overconfidence we care about 

and is not limited to your ‘toy tasks’?

... Trust in experts? ... 



3 – predicJve outcome generalizaJon



3 – predictive outcome generalization



3 – predictive outcome generalization

Potential risks with being overconfident:

• Rely on own opinions too much (self-rating)

• Rely on opinions of experts too little (expert-rating)

• Potentially both (difference score)



3 – predictive outcome generalization

S3: GOT -> Trust in experts

Self-ra3ngs 
*Controlling for expert raGngs

Expert-ratings
*Controlling for self ratings

Difference score 
Expert – self rating

GOT (b = .56, p < .001) (b = -.12, p = .133) (b = -.45, p < .001) 

AOT (b = -.15, p = .021) (b = .11, p = .140) (b = .16, p = .012) 

IH (b = -.04, p = .514) (b = .28, p < .001) (b = .18, p = .003) 

Overclaiming (b = .06, p = .262) (b = -.09, p = .116) (b = -.09, p = .082) 



3 – predictive outcome generalization



Study 3: Summary

• GOT was a significant predictor of self-radngs and difference score

• Item-analysis pafern of findings

• Higher overconfidence had higher self-raMngs for most difficult domains

• Higher overconfidence had lower raMngs for most trusted professions



Finding

H11 H12 H13 H1nH1...

...

“Obvs proves OC is a trait”

...

Task 
specific?

...
Not predic5ve 
of real-world 
outcomes?

Another 
explanation

...

And others

...



Overall Summary

• There is evidence for a general overconfidence

• Measurement confounds hindered ability to detect it

• The GOT provides a new and novel measurement approach

• 1 - Evidence supporting its validity and reliability 

• 2 - GOT approach is generalizable to other tasks

• 3 - Predictive of overconfidence in real life (e.g., beliefs, updating, and trust in experts)



Future directions

• What leads to differences in general overconfidence?

• RepresentaMonal and revision accounts



Future directions

• How pliable is one’s general overconfidence?



Future directions

• Trait / state interacdon

• Role of task difficulty, ambiguity, and familiarity



Questions?

Scan to access GOT Resources


