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People are often more confident than accurate. Past accounts dafverisonfidence effediave focused on social-cognitive
mechanisms, such as the biasing effects of judgmental heuristics and the faulty integration of relevant information. The current studies
tested the idea that overconfidence is also a product of dissonance reduction. Specifically, we argue that overconfidence can result from
a desire to see the self as knowledgeable and competent. In two studies, the motive to view the self as an accurate perceiver elevated
confidence, independent of its effect on accuracy. This effect was diminished by manipulations derived from cognitive dissonance
theory. In Study 1, confidence ratings were debiased by an affirmation manipulation designed to boost feelings of self-worth. In Study
2, confidence ratings were debiased by a manipulation designed to lower the aversive implications of feeling uncertain. These findings
argue for a motivational perspective on overconfidene@2001 Academic Press

Doubt is not a pleasant condition, but certainty is absurd. assessing overconfidence involves asking people to ans
a number of general knowledge questions and then havi
them estimate the probability that they have answered ec
fquestion correctly. If respondents’ mean confidence scoi

Accurate knowledge provides many rewards, chie higher than thei his is tak
among these being increased abilities to predict, contro'© M9 er than their mean accuracy scores, this Is taken

and respond to the social world. Feeling confident in theeyldence of overconfidence (see Fishhoff, .1982’ for r
accuracy of one’s beliefs and judgments should thus fostefl®W)- Another common method of assessing overcon
a sense of security in the face of both mundane and impoidence involves asking people to evaluate their ability 1
tant decisions. Unfortunately, the comfort gained throughsolve problems in the laboratory. These studies show tf
such confidence is often unwarranted. A great deal of rePeople think that they can solve problems that they cann
search indicates that people are often more confident thafink that they have made progress toward correct solutio
they are correct. As Fischhoff, Slovic, and Lichtensteinwhen they have not, and think that they have drawn corre
(1977) put it, people are “wrong too often when they areconclusions when they have not (see Metcalfe, 1999, for
certain that they are right” (p. 561). review). Systematic tendencies toward overconfidence c
This overconfidence effettas been demonstrated for a cur with each of these methodologies. This is true for bo
wide variety of judgments. The most common technique fortrivial and consequential judgments and for judgments ran
ing from moderate to high levels of difficulty. Moreover,
The order of the first two authors was determined alphabetically. weOVerconfidence holds up in the face of numerous debiasi
thank Jim Jaccard for his comments on earlier drafts. techniques (see Fischhoff, 1982; Seiber, 1974).
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retrieved memories (e.g., Fischhoff, Slovic, & Lichtenstein, It is thus not possible to say whether product reevaluatic
1977). As an example, people who assess confidence on theflects a move toward more or less accurate evaluatio
basis of the availability heuristic (Tversky & Kahneman, More direct evidence that postdecisional dissonance red
1974) may confuse easily drawn inferences for easily retion can lead to inflated confidence estimates comes fron
membered facts (Block & Harper, 1991; Fischhoff, Slovic, classic set of studies by Knox and Inkster (1968). The
& Lichtenstein, 1977; Fischhoff, 1982; see Nisbett & Wil- participants were gamblers placing $2 bets on horses a
son, 1977). Other cognitive accounts have implicated theace track. Experimenters approached betters 30 s before
weighing and sampling of information during judgment. Fora few seconds after they had placed their bets and as}
instance, overconfidence can occur when people selectivethem to report their confidence that the horses they h
focus on evidence that is consistent with a conclusion andhosen would win. Consistent with the idea of postdec
disregard or ignore evidence that is inconsistent with it (e.g.sional dissonance reduction, gamblers were more confid
Koriat et al., 1980; and see Wason, 1968; Klayman & Ha,of their bets after they had just placed them than befor
1989, for related discussions). Similarly, feelings of confi-Similar results have been shown with postdecisional i
dence can occur when people give greater weight to thereases in confidence by voters in national elections. Mu
evidence for and against a conclusion than they give to théke Knox and Inkster's gamblers, voters have been shov
evidence for and against the alternatives to that conclusioto be more confident that their chosen candidates will wi

(e.g., McKenzie, 1997). after they have placed their votes than before (Frenkel
. _ . Doob, 1976; Regan & Kulduff, 1988).
Overconfidence as Dissonance Reduction Of course, many of the classic studies showing postde

In the current study, we explore a motivated account ofsmnal c_hanges n conﬁdence may.result from th? effects
onmotivated mechanisms. For instance, an increase

overconfidence. We argue that overconfidence results a £ followi h e m
times from a desire to see the self as acompetentoraccura?gn : T)nce 0 OWTQ a phurc ?rsle' a wager, or a} V? € n:.‘
perceiver. According to this perspective, undue confidenc@CCUr PECaUSE acts such as these cause people o acl
often arises when uncertainty would challenge valued peMagine the dgslrgd outcome, resulting in an increased p
liefs about the self as knowledgeable and competent. Thi%ept'on that it might occur (Anderson, 1983; Sherma

perspective is not meant to invalidate or replace explana~ |a_ld|n_|, Sclhwe}rtzman, & Reytnc()jIFjs, .1982' Our potlr:]ttlt
tions based on social-cognitive mechanisms. Instead, it jEeviewing classic dissonance studies 1S not to argué that ¢

meant to complement these accounts by showing that casggef%f these mtgkef_ a de\}‘\l/mtw € tcas de for. nsc;tlv?hted etffegsl
of overconfidence can result from motivated distortions, CCONMdence estimation. We instead point to them to hig

The suggestion that people are motivated to believe tha{{gh.t an area qf active th(_aorlzmg about th? effects of mot
their judgments and beliefs are valid is not new. This ide vation on confidence. This research tradition seems to he

??een ignored in the overconfidence literature. In fact, w

has a long history in the cognitive dissonance literature o ‘ h that h d ink bet dise
postdecisional regret. Cognitive dissonance theory predict§nOW of no research that has made a fink be yvgen 1SS
ance theory and overconfidence for either one’s judgmel

that, once a decision is made, people will change attitudel : .
that are logically related to the decision to minimize theOf ON€'S l_mowledge. I.n the two studies that follow, we see
doubts they would otherwise experience. Most of work in© estqbll_sh such a link by demonstrating that overcqni
this area has been conducted using variations on Brehm%ence is influenced by much the same factors that motive
(1956) “free choice paradigm.” Brehm asked participants tg ONSUMETs, gamblers, and voters to fgel confident ab
rate the attractiveness of several household appliances. Aﬁbe'r ch0|ces._ W.e argue that overconfidence reflects t
terward, he gave each participant an unexpected opportunil(a?omﬂ.e to maintain a view of_the self as a knowledgeabl
to choose a free gift from the items they had just rated! erceiver who makes sound judgments.
Specifically, he had them choose between one of two prod-
ucts they had previously rated as roughly equal in attrac- STUDY 1: SELF-AFFIRMATIONS AND
tiveness. The main finding was that, once a choice between OVERCONFIDENCE
appliances had been made, participants tended to evaluate
the chosen appliance more favorably than it had been rated If overconfidence derives, in part, from the motive tc
initially. maintain a positive view of the self, overconfidence shoul
The tendency for people to enhance their evaluations dbe higher when a perceived lack of knowledge in a speci
chosen objects has been referred to as the “spread of altearea would pose a greater threat to the self. In Study 1, \
natives.” This apparently robust tendency has been taken dgypothesized that confidence would increase for judgmel
evidence for a motivated shift in judgment confidence. It isin which a judgmental error would threaten a preconceive
not altogether clear, however, whether changes such as thimtion that the self is knowledgeable about a specific co
provide information about overconfidence. The desirabilitysumer judgment. We further predicted that this tendency
of a consumer item is an inherently subjective matterincrease confidence in the face of a potential threat would
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attenuated among people who had recently been made #tration. This demonstration was presented as two sepat
feel secure in their global self-evaluations. This latter pre-exercises. In the first exercise, ostensibly a pilot test, pz
diction derives from self-affirmation theory (Steele & Liu, ticipants completed a thought-listing questionnaire for
1983; Steele, 1988). This perspective assumes that the digisiting experimenter whom they had not previously me
sonance-reduction motive is oriented primarily towardFor those in the affirmation condition, the thought listing
maintaining global feelings of competence and worth—notprovided them with an opportunity to affirm an importan
toward dismissing every self-concept threat that might chalvalue or identity. These participants wrote a short descri
lenge these feelings. Steele, Spencer, & Lynch (1993) oktion of an area of their lives that was both (1) important t
tained support for this idea in a study using the free-choicehem and (2) made them feel proud. They were told that t
paradigm. When participants were first given a chance teould be any aspect of their identity, a talent, a relationshi
affirm a positive (though task irrelevant) view of the self, or a basic value. Those in the control condition were ask
they did not show the typical spread of alternatives. Thus, tdo list the names of the first 30 U.S. states that came to mir
the extent that the spread of alternatives and judgmentgdresumably for the purpose of assessing which states co
overconfidence grow out of the same motive for self-ento mind most quickly. To ensure that the task was nc
hancement, these findings suggest a simple way of reducirthreatening, participants were told to list only 30 states al
overconfidence. Overconfidence should be diminishedvere assured that it was not a problem if they could not i
when people are given a chance to affirm a valued aspect &0 states in the time provided.
their identity (cf. Blanton, Cooper, Skurnik, & Aronson, After the affirmation manipulation, participants began th
1997). Moreover, the affirmation-driven reduction in over-second “exercise,” which was the blind cola taste tes
confidence should occur primarily among individuals for Participants came to the front of the room in groups of 5-1
whom feelings of uncertainty would challenge prior views students to receive two paper cups, each of which held 2
of the self as knowledgeable. ounces of chilled cola. Precautions were taken to ensure t
Study 1 tested these predictions. Participants were exaeither the participants themselves nor the assistant w
posed to an affirmation manipulation and then given adelivered the cola samples were aware of the contents of
confidence-estimation task. The task used in this studgups. The cups were always labeled using two consecut
differs from those typically used in free-choice studies innumbers (e.g., 1 and 2, 3 and 4, and 5 and 6). During t
two ways: First, the accuracy of judgments could be objecactual taste test, participants ate half a saltine cracker, drz
tively assessed. Second, participants were told that thethe cola in the lower numbered cup, ate the remainder of t
would receive feedback from the experimenter on the aceracker, and drank the cola in the higher numbered cu
curacy of their judgments. The judgment task used was &ach participant always received one cup of Coke and o
“blind taste test,” in which participants were asked to dis-cup of Pepsi. Based on their random assignment to a tast
criminate between two popular soft drinks, Coke and Pepsiorder, half the participants tasted Coke first and half tast
In the grand scheme of things, this is not a very importanPepsi first. After receiving the two cups of cola, participant
judgment. However, people often hold strong preferencesook their cups back to their seats, where they sampled th
for one of these two colas, and this strongly implies aand then judged which cup held Coke and which held Pep
perceived ability to discriminate between them. Pilot testingParticipants reported their judgments using their cup nur
revealed, however, that this perception is often inaccurateoers, beginning with the lower numbered cup. Participan
Many people are not able to distinguish between the twavere given a detailed debriefing in a class lecture appro:
colas, and there appears to be little or no connection bemately 3 weeks after the taste test. In addition, studer
tween the strength of people’s stated preferences for onerote a brief research paper based on the findings of tt
cola over the other and their ability to discriminate betweenstudy.
them. We thus hypothesized that a felt inability to discrim-
inate between the two colas during a blind taste test would/easures
arouse greater dissonance among those holding stronger

brand preferences, leading to inflated confidence eStimateﬁcipants rated their liking for both Coke and Pepsi. Thes
Dissonance should be reduced, however, by a Self'aﬁirmaduestions asked, “How much do you like Coke [F;epsi]:f

tioq manipulation, 'eafj"?g o a reductior) in Cor]ﬁdenceResponses were made on 9-point scales, with endpoi
estimates. These predictions were tested in Study 1. labelednot at all andvery muchA preference for one cola
over the other was computed by taking the absolute diffe
Method ence between the two ratings. Thus, on the basis of tt
operational definition, those who had a strong preference
one cola over the other indicated liking one cola a great de
Participants were 141 students in a research methodsore than the other. This new variabj@eferencejs de-
class who agreed to participate as part of a class demorscribed in greater detail in the results section.

Cola liking. Prior to the affirmation manipulation, par-

Procedure
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Postaffirmation mood. Following the thought-listing reflects true overconfidence, it would be necessary for tl
procedure, participants rated theurrent mood.They did  sample confidence ratings and the sample accuracy ratil
S0 using two 7-point semantic differentials. These scaleso have ratio-level properties, which is untenabRather
had endpoints ranging froread to happy and fromex-  than embarking on the difficult task of documenting abst
tremely negativeto extremely positivgCronbach’'sa = lute levels of overconfidence and trying to meet the stror
0.78). We collected information on mood in an effort to psychometric assumptions that are inherent in such doc
ensure that any effects of the self-affirmation manipulatiormentation, we chose a more appropriate focus for our an
were not merely mood effects in disguise (see Steele, 1988yses. Specifically, we chose to isolate factors that influen
It is worth noting that we did not include a manipulation confidence ratings independent of the effects they have
check to ensure that the affirmation manipulation enhancedccuracy (see Radecki & Jaccard, 1995). Factors that s
self-evaluation. This approach is standard practice in selftematically inflate confidence ratings, while holding acct
affirmation studies, reflecting the “hydraulic” nature of dis- racy constant, can be said to be exerting influences that .
sonance effects. Manipulation checks can reduce cognitiviunwarranted.” These factors can lead to levels of coni
dissonance motivation by providing an opportunity todence that meet the psychometric requirements necess
change a relevant belief or perception and thereby alleviatéor the label “overconfidence.” However, there is no need 1
dissonance. For instance, the most logical manipulatiomddress this definition if this methodological approach |
check for this study would be a state measure of self-esteemised. Thus, the remaining analyses do not attempt to ass
However, if participants in the control condition are given athe magnitude of overconfidence but instead identify facto
chance to report that they feel good about themselves, thithat influence confidence ratings independent of their effec
itself could prove to be self-affirming (Steele, Spencer, &on accuracy.

Lynch, 1993). Given the face validity of our self-affirmation
manipulation, we do not consider this a serious methodolog€ola Preferences
ical concern.

Accuracy. Following the affirmation manipulation, par- . . .
ticipants tasted and attempted to label the two colas. On thi"d for both Coke M = 5.55,SD = 2.36) andPepsi
basis of these labels, participants’ responses were dum r¥1 = 5.65, SD = 2.49) were a little above the scale

coded to reflect the accuracy of their judgments (0 for idpoints. A rep_egted-_measur_es analysis of variance
inaccurate versus 1 for accurate). vealed that cola liking did not differ between the two cola

Confidence. Participants rated their confidence in their and that there were no premanipulation differences in the

cola judgments by stating the likelihood that they had Ia_ratings. A more detailed picture of cola liking emerged fror

beled the two colas correctly, with responses ranging pe@n examination of individual differences in the tendency t

tween 50 and 100%. To aid the interpretation of this scale,ShOW a liking for one versus the other. Recall that a ne

thev were told that a ratina of 50% should indicate Chancé/ariable,preference,was computed by taking the absolute
y W ng o uic indi alue of the difference between liking for Coke and liking

guessing, whereas a rating of 100% should be used only f; Pepsi. B i " for Cok 4 Pensi
indicate that they were absolutely certain of their judgments or Fepsi. Because he ratings for Loke and Fepsi ranc
from 1 to 9, values for preference have a theoretical ran

To provide a response anchor that would reduce error vari 0 dif © 8 imal diff Th
ance and to ensure that participants appreciated that this wgg (no difference) to 8 (maximal difference). The mea

not an easy task, they were told (truthfully) that roughly

ARG L
60-65% of the students in pilot tests were able to label th%ompare the true underlying dimension of confidence with the true unde

colas CorreCtly- lying dimension of accuracy. For these comparisons to be veridical, o
would have to assume that the measured constructs met a set of ri
assumptions. First, one would have to assume that, if one true dimens
was regressed onto the other, this would yield a solution with an interce

Mean Accuracy and Confidence of 0 and a slope of 1.0 [e.g., True Confidenee0 + 1.0 X (True
Accuracy)]. Then, with the observed measure of accuracy and the obsen

In all, 73% of the participants labeled the two colasmeasure of confidence, one would have to assume that the regressiol
accurately Given that the sample demonstrated some d@gth observed measures onto their underlying true dimensions would hz

L e .. intercepts of zero and slopes of 1.0 [i.e., Measured Confidende +
gree of cola-discrimination skill, it might be expected thatit; ;. (True Confidence) and Measured Accuraey0 + 1.0 X (True

would also show some degr_ee of Conﬁ_dence- This was thgccuracy)]. If these conditions are not met, it is possible that, even in cas
case, as the average confidence rating Was= 78%  where there is perfect judgment accuracy, the measures themselves w
(SD = 19.30; 95%confidence intervakE 75 to 82%). In  not reflect it. Alternatively, there can be cases where even though there

absolute percentage terms, the difference between COI']]JP-CK of accuracy, the measured values would suggest otherwise. Th

strong measurement assumptions simply are not tenable and so we a

dence and accuracy 1s convent|onally viewed as an 0Vera'ddressing the magnitude of overconfidence in this article. For a gene

confidence effe.Ct (in this case, an Overconﬁden_ce e_ffeCt of Qiscussion of measurement issues related to comparing true underly
percentage points). However, to state that this differenceonstructs, see Anderson (1982).

Inspection of the mean preference ratings showed tf

! To determine the magnitude of overconfidence, one has to be able

Results
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TABLE 1
Confidence in Cola Discrimination

Block Variable B Std. Error B t value p value
1 Constant 72.93 4.16 17.55 0.01
Accuracy 1.60 3.62 0.04 0.44 0.66
Preference 1.82 0.68 0.23 2.68 0.01
Condition —-0.64 3.27 —0.02 -0.2 0.85
2 Constant 67.91 477 14.25 0.01
Affirmation 3.47 3.69 0.08 0.94 0.35
Preference 291 0.85 0.37 3.41 0.01
Affirmation 7.33 5.02 0.20 1.46 0.15
Condition X Preference —-2.94 1.42 -0.29 —2.07 0.04

Note. Regression analyses predicting confidence in ability to discriminate colas (ranging from 50% confidence to 100%
confidence). Accuracy relates participants’ accuracy at the cola discrimination taské@curate;1 = accuratg, Preference relates
participants’ preference for one cola over the other=((ho preferenceo 8 = extreme preferengeand Condition relates the
participants’ experimental condition @ control group;1 = affirmation group.

value for this new variable indicated a modest degree ofated with confidencer (138) = 0.26,p < .01. To
discrimination between the colas for the samph & determine if the association between preference and col
2.70), butthere was also a fair amount of variabilit3 D = dence remained when accuracy was held constant, we
2.37). Scores covered the entire range of possible valuegressed confidence onto both preference and accuracy.
with 54% of the participants showing between a 0-point andyielded only a significant effect of preferend®,= 1.98,
3-point cola preference, 30% of the sample showing bep < .01. Thus, every 1-point increase in the 9-point pref
tween a 3-point and 5-point cola preference, and 12% showerence scale resulted inB = 1.98 percentage-point in-

ing between a 6-point and 8-point cola preference. crease in confidence, controlling for accuracy. We believe
that this association between perceived preference and ju
Accuracy and Confidence ment confidence reflected a self-protective motive. As pre

. erence increased, the motivation to believe in the veracity

I.f. parUupqnts_m_the sample had clgar |nS|ghts Into t.he'rone’s judgment also increased. As suggested above, hc
abilities to discriminate the colas, their confidence ratings . . ! :
. . - ever, this relation should be attenuated by a self-affirmatic

should be associated with the accuracy of their judgments, . . o .
. ) ; . rmanipulation. To test this prediction, we regressed jud

As expected on the basis of pilot testing, this was not the )
mental confidence on strength of preference, a dummy cc

case. The point—biserial correlation between judgmenta{ . " L .
: : : . or experimental condition (6= control; 1 = affirmation),
confidence and judgmental accuracy in this sample was

close to zeror (138) = .05, ns.Thus, in the case of this and the multiplicative cross-product of these two variable

particular judgment, high levels of confidence did not indi—T0 ensure that we were investigating effects that occurn

. . independent of accuracy, we also entered judgmental ac

cate high levels of accuracy. If participants were unable to . : . .

: . RO racy as a predictor in the equation. To allow us to inspect tl

detect their own ability to discriminate the colas, how could. . : )

ndependent main effects, these were entered in the fi

they state preferences? A taste preference would seem . : . . .

. " o ock of a hierarchical regression equation, with the cros
imply an ability to discriminate the two colas. However, the

. roduct entered in the second block.
correlation between strength of preference and accuracy for : .

. N The full results of the regression analysis are reported
the entire sample was also small and nonsignificant,

(136) = .10, ns. Moreimportant, when accuracy was Table 1. The first block, which accounted for a significar

S o . roportion of variance in the confidence rating$,= .05,
regressed onto liking for Coke, liking for Pepsi, and theP = :
multiplicative cross-product between the two, no significantg(s’ 1332 _d 2'7.8’ pﬁ< tO? re\f/ealegec?li/ t8h2e priwglisly
effects were uncoveredg$ > .45). In short, participants’ Rocurlr;er; € nt]r?m etiec g bp;re Eregd ; N _f,_p tI‘ t. "
ability to discriminate the two colas had little to do with esults from the second block added signimicantly 1o

. 2
h h th liki ith h of th | _amount of variance accounted foR"cnange = .03, F(1,
ow much they reported liking either or both of the colas 132) = 4.30, p < .05. These results also added ar

important qualification to the main effect of preference. Th
significant cross-product term in the second bloBk=
Although preference was unrelated to judgmental accu—2.94,p < .05, showed that the slope of preference o
racy, it was related to judgmental confidence. Within the confidence varied as a function of experimental conditio
entire sample, strength of preference was positively correStarting with those in the control condition (conditien0),

Preference and Confidence
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Study 1: Judgment Confidence confidence. In a set of ancillary analyses, we sought
[—o— Control =B Affirmation | determine if affirmations accomplished this by helping pal
ticipants become more attuned to their true abilities t
discriminate. If this were the case, there should be a sign
) DS i icant interaction between accuracy and the affirmation m
/0/ nipulation. Specifically, if the affirmation manipulation
caused individuals to reflect more critically on their tru
70 abilities to discriminate when forming confidence judg
50 ments, and if the accuracy score was a reliable indicator
this true ability, then the accuracy score should be mo
strongly associated with confidence ratings in the affirm
tion condition as opposed to the control condition. A simila
issue can be addressed with respect to the preference v
. o S A : _ able. If the higher preference for one cola over the oth
imental condition (affirmation vs no affirmation) on judgment confidence T . -

(range from 50% confident to 100% confident) at the average level opaused individuals to reflect less on their true abilities whe
accuracy for the samplé/ = .73, SD = .44). High scores on preference forming confidence judgments, and if the accuracy sco
indicate a greater discrimination between Coke and Pepsi (and thus was a reliable indicator of this true ability, then the accurac
greater presumed motive to be confident). score should be less strongly associated with confider
ratings as preference increased. To test for these two effe
the slope of preference on confidence is the value of thegnfidence ratings were regressed on to accuracy, pref
slope found in the second block, = 2.91,p < .001 (or  ence, experimental condition, and the product terms f
B =291+ 0X(-2.94)= 2.91). Due to theignificant  accuracyx condition and accuracy preference. To con-
cross-product, however, this slope was reduced by 2.9 for confounds with the remaining two-way interaction

units for those in the affirmation condition (conditienl).  the preferencex affirmation term was also included in the
Specifically, the slope of preference on confidence amongquation.

100

80

d Values of C
{50% to 100%)

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Degree of Preference for One Cola Over the Other

FIG. 1. The effects of cola preference (range from 0 to 9) and exper-

those in the affirmation condition waB, = —.03, ns. [or This analysis uncovered the previously documented i
B =291+ 1X(-2.94)= —.03]. The twoslopes of (eraction between preference and affirmatidn: —3.21,

preference on confidence can be seen by inspecting Fig. L. 3. |naddition, it uncovered a significant interactior
This maps out the expected value of confidence as a fungsetween preference and accuraBy= —3.83,p < .02.

tion of preference and condition, holding accuracy constantyne nature of the interaction was such that, for every ur
As can be seen, independent of accuracy, preference led fQcrease in preference, the mean difference in confider
a large and significant linear increase in confidence amoNghtings for those who were accurate minus those who we
those in the control condition. However, but it had little or ;o ~curate changed by 3.83 units. As an example, con-
no effect on confidence for those in the affirmation condi-giqer those participants who stated no preference (i.e.
tion (see Jaccard, Turisi, & Wan, 1990, for interpretations ofy eference score 0). After controlling for accuracy, these
these types of interactions). individuals wereB = 19.98 percentage points more con-

These results offer strong evidence for the dissonanceﬁdent when they were accurate than when they were r
reducing effect of the affirmation on confidence ratings. As(p < .02). Among participants stating a preference of !

mentioned previously, however, there is a viable alternativ%mts however the mean difference was near zBro-

interpretation. It may be that the effect of the affirmationy g5 o [or B = 19.98 + 5(—3.83) = 0.83]. For
manipulation can be attributed to its influence on mOOdsc.)me,one with the méximum preférence of. 3 ljnits tr
rather than its influence on dissonance process. Arguingic. .ance wasB = —10.66 units [or B = 19.98 +’

against this, affirmations did not influence mobo@] 36) = 0(~3.83)= —10.66],though this was not a statistically
1.40, ns. Moreover, when the mood measure was entere ignificant effect,p > .20 (see Jaccard, Turisi, & Wan,

into the preyious regres;i_o n equation, the interagtion b_81990). In sum, only those having little preference betwee
tween experimental condition and preference remained Si%he two colas showed any evidence that they were engag
nificant and in the same direction. Thus, the affirmation

; _ in a critical or nondefensive analysis of their true abilities
_ef;ects_ rep;)rted h?re canr;ot easily be attributed to thel'his finding provides an important qualification regardin
Induction of a positive mood state. the overall tendency for confidence and accuracy to |
independent of one another. A lack of association was fou
during our original pilot testing and it was replicated witt
the sample as a whole at the level of the zero-order cori

The affirmation manipulation reduced the tendency forlation. These new analyses indicate, however, that the Ig
higher levels of preference to translate into higher levels obf an overall correlation for the sample as a whole reflecte

Factors Influencing the Relation between
Accuracy and Confidence
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the fact that many in the sample had some degree of prethough it seems to have helped them make more cautic
erence for one cola over the other. Among participantestimates in the face of a default motivation to do otherwis
stating very low preferences, however, confidence was in-
fluenced by true accuracy. Generalizability of Results

The moderating effect of preference on the accuracy— . o o ) )
confidence relationship bolsters the hypothesized link be- ©ne difficulty of linking our findings with those in the
tween dissonance and overconfidence. According to thgverconﬂdence literature is that our taste-test procedt
dissonance perspective, those who had little preference f&°r€ little resemblance to the procedure typically used
one cola over the other should have had little motivation tostudles_ of overconfidence. This procedure was chosen |
feel certain that they could discriminate one cola from theC2Use it bore some resemblance to the types of consur
next. Consistent with this view, these uninvested particiPréference tasks used in the cognitive dissonance literatt
pants appear to have given a more critical analysis of theif?OWeVer, most of studies in the overconfidence literatu
true abilities when making their confidence ratings (Seénve_stlgate PeOp'e_ s_confldence|n_the|rknowledge, not the
Seiber, 1974, for a similar set of findings). Arguing againsthqf|Qence In their judgments (Fishhoff, 198.2)' A secon
this, the affirmationx condition interaction term in the criticism of this study focuses on the appropriateness of t

above regression was not significant. Thus, the zan‘firmatim‘f“SS_onance r_nanlp_ulatlon. It could be argued that the _aff
manipulation did not influence the degree of associatiofnation mamp_u!atlon_ was based on an 0\_/erly restricte
between accuracy and confidence. This means that ev{ﬁoqel of cognitive ,d|ssonance. Self-afﬂr_m ation procedurt
those who were affirmed showed little correspondence beZerive from Steele’s (1988) self-affirmation model of cog
tween accuracy and confidence if they had stated a stror{gﬂ#
preference for one of the two colas.

tive dissonance, which emphasizes the motive to mainte
obal feelings of self-worth. In contrast, most of the re
search in the cognitive dissonance literature has not empl
sized this need but has instead focused on the need to jus
Discussion specific actions (e.g., Aronson, 1968, 1992; Cooper & F

zio, 1984; Cooper, 1999; Tedeschi & Rosenfeld, 1981). W

Manﬁ/ parglupa_lpht; |nd|c%ted a prefe_renlce for ‘k’)"_‘l? €0l2, ydressed each of these concerns in Study 2 by determin
°Yer_t € other. This would seem to imply an ability 1o j¢ self-justification motives inflated confidence in one’s
discriminate between colas. To the contrary, we found thaﬁnowledge

preference was not associated with increased accuracy. In-
stead, it was associated with increased confidence, even

after controlling for the (negligible) effects of preference on STUDY 2: LOWERING THE AVERSIVENESS
accuracy. This supports a dissonance account of overconfi- OF NOT KNOWING

dence. It suggests that overconfidence is particularly IikerP d

among those who hold (unwarranted) views of the self as rocedure

competent. In further support of this perspective, we found Participants in Study 2 were 194 students taking the fir
that the relation between preference and confidence wasf four scheduled examinations in an introductory soci:
attenuated following an affirmation manipulation. By shor-psychology class. The experimental stimuli appeared on t
ing up people’s feelings of self-worth, this procedure ap-last page of the 30-question exam. On this page, entitl
pears to have lowered the threat involved in admitting a lackexam feedback,” participants were told that their instructc
of confidence among those likely to experience such a threatas interested in receiving feedback on some of the ne
(Steele, Spencer, & Lynch, 1993). In further support of aquestions on the test. In the first question of this feedba
dissonance interpretation, there was evidence that the maheet, participants reporting how important it was for thei
tive to see the self as competent lead to less critical analyses do well on the exam. We predicted that, as the importan
of true ability levels during confidence assessments. Thisf doing well in the course increased, the motive to fee
was reflected in the finding that strength of preference fokonfident in one’s answers would increase similarly. Thu
one cola over the other lead to weaker correspondenceéne importance variable served the same theoretical role
between accuracy and confidence. In short, those who wetbe preference variable in Study 1.

motivated to feel confident engaged in a less critical anal- Following the importance rating, all participants were
yses of their true ability to discriminate. If this pattern reminded of four of the questions that had appeared on t
indicates motivated processing among those with a highest. They were then asked to consider the answers they |
preference, there was no evidence that the affirmation corgiven to each and to rate their confidence in their answe
dition reduced confidence through this mechanism. The lacKhe first three confidence ratings pertained to questio
of a significant affirmation< accuracy interaction suggests taken from the text. The fourth pertained to a question tak
that affirmation did not make participants engage in mordrom lecture. We predicted that increased importance wou
realistic or less guarded analyses of their true abilities, evelead to increased confidence among participants in th
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answers to these 4 questions, holding their accuracy coraking this introductory social psychology course in the pa
stant. The dissonance-reduction manipulation was placedad answered the crucial fourth question correctly. Imm
between the 3rd and 4th question. Thus, the primary depentiately thereafter, participants were asked, “What is tr
dent variable was the confidence rating for the 4th questioniikelihood that you answered this question correctly?” Re
The dissonance-reduction manipulation involved a Subt|%ponses were made on a 10-point scale, with endpoints of
prompt that reminded those in the experimental condition oto 100%.
a (true) grading policy that allowed them to drop their
lowest exam score. To ensure that participants read this
prompt, they were asked to rate whether they felt the drop Results
rule was a good policy by circling “yes,” “no,” or “not Analyses of Premanipulation Responses
sure.” By reminding participants that their exam score
would be dropped if it proved to be very low, we hoped Most students thought it was extremely important to d
temporarily to lower the aversiveness of feeling uncertainvell in class M = 6.50 of apossible 7,SD = 4.0).
about a test answer. This manipulation was inspired byFurther inspection revealed a skew in the distribution, sut
Cooper and Fazio’s (1984) model of cognitive dissonancethat 54% of the class gave the highest possible importar
According to this model, the need to justify occurs only rating a 7 of 7, and 28%ave a rating of 6. The remaining
under circumstances in which one’s actions lead to aversivetudents gave ratings that ranged between 2 and 5. T
consequences (see also Cooper & Worchel, 1970; Scher 8aused the sample sizes within each value of importance
Cooper, 1989). We thus predicted that those exposed to thige small. Because the dichotomy between values of 6 an
question would also become momentarily less motivated t¢jominate parameter estimation and because regression
inflate confidence estimates, even if it was important toggnostics suggested that the fundamental trend in the d
them_ to do well in the course. Because thos.e in the contrqlyas captured by a simple dichotomization of importanc
condition were not exposed to this question, a lack Ofye created a new importance variable. Roughly half of t
certainty should still be aversive to them, particularly if it sample was categorized as “low importance” (if they gave
was important to them to do well. _ rating of 1 through 6), and the remaining participants wel
To state our predictions formally, we predicted that thecategorized as *high importance” (if they gave a rating ¢
importance of doing well in the course would lead to in- 2y "4 engyre that this dichotomization captured enoug

::r:eased confl(cjience damto ng? partlcu?fants |nfthe|r a?swers Q) riability in importance to lead to the predicted variability
€ exam, independent of any €fiects of Importance ofy, o confidence, we conducted a one-way analysis
actual exam performance. Next, we predicted that this effect

. . variance (ANOVA) on the mean score for the three firs
of importance on confidence would be attenuated by th . : . . .
: . . . . .Three (premanipulation) confidence questions, with tt
dissonance-reduction manipulation. These predictions mir- .
. mean score for accuracy score used as a covariate. T
ror those from Study 1, except that in Study 2 we operas ielded a significant effect of the covariate(1, 188)
tionalized dissonance motivation in terms of class |mpor—y 9 ’

tance (and not taste preference) and in that we used %592p < '(.)01’ and aS'g?ﬂiagg eifezt 805;( the dlcr(;%to—
dissonance-reduction manipulation designed to lower thgrzation on importancef(1, )= 4.89,p < .03.

aversiveness of feeling uncertain (rather than to diminisf-ontrolling for accuracy, those who considered it extreme
the threat to global self-worth). important to do well in the course were more confider

(M agustea = 68.16,SE = 1.98)than those who were not so
Measures highly investeq M adjusted = 61..67.,SE = 2.17).Thlus,. Fhe
_ _ _ two levels of importance did yield enough variability to
Importance. The importance of doing well in the class replicate the dissonance effect in Study 1, allowing a test
was measured with the qUeSt|0n, “How |mp0rtant IS It forthe hypothesized dissonance_reduction pro&ess_
you to do well in this course?” Responses were made on a
7-point scale, with anchonsot at all and extremely. , _ _ _
Confidence. As we had done in Study 1, we reminded An _aItematwe s_trategy that would have been c0n5|st9nt with ol
ticipants that thev could be incorrect to ensure the regression diagnostics would have been to model effects of importance
par p y ) . ¥onfidence using a quadratic term rather than the simple dichotomizatic
appreciated that there was reason to question their perfofye feature the analyses using the dichotomy in the text for ease
mance. To anchor their scores and reduce error variance, vpeesentation. However, all of the effects we report using the dichotomiz

informed participants (truthfully) that about 60% of studentstion replicate in analyses using the quadratic term. This was illustrated

the analyses of premanipulation confidence. We regressed premanipula

confidence on premanipulation accuracy, importance, and the quadr:

% Ninety-four percent stated that this policy was a good idea, 2% said iterm for importance, with the quadratic entered by itself in the second st

was not, and 4% were not sure. We found no differences in the results i6f a hierarchical regression. Consistent with the findings using the dich

dummy codes for the responses were entered as covariates or if wemy, the quadratic term added significantly to the variance accounted in
removed the respondents who did not think this was a good policy. regression equatiort; cnang{ 1, 188) = 4.36,p < .03.
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Postmanipulation Confidence Study 2: Knowledge Confidence

Based on the performance of students in past semesters, {OControl MDissonance Reduction |
it was anticipated that around 60% of the students would
answer the experimental question correctly. However, this
estimate was based on the performance of classes with
mostly 3rd- and 4th-year students, whereas the current study
was conducted in a class with mostly 1st- and 2nd-year
students (attending a different university). In this group,
only 36% of the students answered the question correctly. Low High
Despite this poor performance, students were quite confi- Importance of Doing Well in Class
dent that they had answered the crucial question correctly Fig. 2. The effects of the self-rated importance of doing well in clas:
(M = 66%, SD = 22%; 95% confidence interval on (range= 0-1) and experimental condition (control vs dissonance redu
confidence ratings= 62 to 69%). For reasons outlined in tion) on confidence (range from 10 to 100%) at the average level
Study 1, however, we did not attempt to characterize th@ocuracy for the samplé{ = .36, SD = .48). High scores on importance

. . . ndicate a higher value placed on doing well in the class (and thus a gree
magnitude of overconfidence. Rather, we directed our anal;esymed motive to be confident).
yses at detecting the factors that influenced confidence
ratings independent of accuracy.
In contrast to the findings in Study 1, confidence Wasg3 57, SE = 3.28),F < 1. Thus, the dissonance-reduc

associated with true accuracy. Those who answered thgs, manipulation eliminated the tendency for those wh

question correctly were more confideM (= 72.03,SD = yanted to do well in the course to boost their confidence
22.13)than were those who did noM( = 62.38,SD = thejr exam performanc.

21.44),1(191) = 2.96, p < .01. However, consistent

with predictions (and with the results on the premanipula- ) .

tion confidence ratings), the importance of doing well in theFactors Influencing the Relation between
class had an effect on confidence over an above its effects Accuracy and Confidence

on accuracy. After covarying out the effects of accuracy, 14, getermine if either the importance variable or th
those who considered it important to do well in class wer€gigssonance-reduction manipulation influenced the relati
significantly more confidenMagusea= 69.53,SE= 2.27)  payeen confidence and accuracy, the covariate was pul
than were those who considered it less®MQfusea= 61.52, ¢ of the design aha 2 (Importance)x 2 (Condition) X
SE = 2-10)’_':(1; 189) = 6.63,p < .01 2 (Accuracy) ANOVA was run on the confidence ratings. |
To determine if the dissonance-reduction procedure reg,ig design, the cell sample sizes ranged frons 15 to
duced the effect of importance on confidence, we performed _ 3g (M = 24, SD = 7.56). To theextent that
a 2 (importance)x 2 (condition) ANCOVA on confidence jnnortance, the experimental manipulation, or some cor
for the experimental question, with accuracy on this quesyination of these factors altered the relationship betwe
tion treated as the covariate. This revealed a significaniccuracy and confidence, significant interactions betwe
effect of the covariateF(1, 186) = 7.09,p < .01, @  these variables and accuracy should have been uncove
significant effect of importancer (1, 186) = 6.66,p <  No such interactions were found, though the first-ord
.01, and asignificant importance< condition interaction,  jnteraction between importance and condition remained s
F(1, 186) = 5.03,p < .03. There were no main effects pjficant, F(1, 183) = 3.90, p < .05. This result differs
of experimental conditionF(1, 186) = 1.04,ns. The  from the supplemental findings of Study 1. Recall that tho:
nature of these results can be understood by inspecting Figyho reported a stronger preference for one of the colas

2. As predicted, and consistent with the results prior to thestydy 1 made a less critical analysis of their true abilitie
manipulation, confidence ratings in the control conditionyhen rating their confidence.

were higher among those who reported it was extremely
important to do well in the courséM,gusea= 74.70,SE =

co
(=]

]

-~
(=1

(=]

L5 =]
(=]

Predicted Value of Confidence
(10% to 100%)

S
o

4 ' . . |
2.98) than it was among those who did ndvl (diusteu _ _ When the ent_lre‘r_ange of scores was gsed in a regression analy
this revealed a significant curvilinear relationship between important

59-79’ SE : 3-17)3 E(l, 186) = 11'.72* p < .01 _and confidence, as expressed in a significant quadratic term for imp
Consistent with predictions, however, this effect was elim-tance,F(1, 187) = 7.82,p < .01. However, this quadratic effect was
inated in the dissonance-reduction condition. Confidenc@gualified by a significant interaction with conditioR(1, 186) = 3.96,

ratings of those in the dissonance-reduction condition wer& < -05- These results are consistent with those that were found usi

no hiaher among those who reported it was extremel the simple dichotomization of importance. They indicate confidenc
9 9 p chreased as a (curvilinear) function of class importance but that tt

important to do well in the courséV(gusiea = _64-62’SE = effect was reduced when students were reminded that they could di
2.62)than they were among those who did Nt (,seq = their lowest grade.
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GENERAL DISCUSSION inspire new methods of debiasing confidence estimates. |
_ _ . instance, dissonance research suggests that the motive
Overconfidence as Dissonance Reduction boost confidence may be attenuated if a person is first giv

o o ) opportunities to lower the importance of feeling knowledge
_ The findings in t_h_|s report suggest an |mporta_nt conneCyple (Simon, Greenberg, & Brehm, 1995). In short, th
tion between cognitive dissonance and overconfidence. Thgerature on cognitive dissonance, with the different en

findings in each study suggested that, as the cognitive digshases of the different models, is a potentially rich source
sonance associated with feeling uncertain increased, CO”iiﬁsight into the factors that might increase or decrea:

dence increased in a way that was not warranted by ingyerconfidence. It is our hope that these perspectives will
creases in accuracy. More importantly, experimentalncorporated into future research on overconfidence.
manipulations designed to decrease the dissonance aroused

by feelings of not knowing eliminated these effects. These
findings are all the more compelling, given the fact that thejs Overconfidence “Just” Cognitive Dissonance?
two studies used such different methodologies. Study 1
focused on confidence for a seemingly trivial judgment task 1n 1989, Berkowitz and Devine suggested that dissonan
(a cola taste test). The motive to feel certain was operationtheory has been “overlooked” by researchers studying sol
alized in terms of a perceived preference between colas, armaf the most important effects it could have been used
the dissonance-reduction procedure was designed to restgpeedict. At about this same time, Aronson (1992) suggest
global feelings of self-worth. In contrast, Study 2 focusedthat cognitive dissonance effects had largely been forgotte
on confidence regarding one’s knowledge in a consequentianly to be “rediscovered” by researchers in the social col
task (a graded exam). The motive to feel certain was opnitive tradition. These tendencies, these researchers argt
erationlized in terms of a stated desire to perform well inhave led to theoretical blind spots in which investigator
class, and the dissonance-reduction manipulation was déave failed to see parallels between their own findings a
signed to lower the aversiveness of feeling uncertain. Probthose that that would be predicted by Festinger's (195
ably as a result of these differences, there were minooriginal monograph on cognitive dissonance. Our primal
differences in the factors predicting the relation betweerconclusion is consistent with this critique. We suggest th
accuracy and confidence. The nature of these differences atiee literature on overconfidence has largely ignored tt
spelled out in a section that follows. With respect to theseminal demonstrations of overconfidence that were gen
focal hypotheses, however, the results of the two studieated within the cognitive dissonance tradition. Perhaps a:
were surprisingly similar. result, there has been little attention to the motivations th
The specific factors that were hypothesized to influencenight drive people to feel certain of their knowledge whe
confidence estimation in these studies were generated frothey should not.
two major models of cognitive dissonance, Steele’s (1988) More damaging still has been the explicit rejection o
self-affirmation model (Study 1) and Cooper and Fazio’smotivations as possible explanations for overconfidence.
(1984) new-look model (Study 2). In future studies, thesea recent article, Metcalfe (1999) reviewed the literature c
findings could be complemented by a consideration of faceverconfidence and concluded that, although many real-l;
tors suggested by other models of cognitive dissonance. Faendencies to maintain optimism in the face of threat me
instance, overconfidence may be more common when thereflect a self-protective need to deceive the self, such me
are social concerns to present the self as knowledgeabknisms do not contribute to overconfidence in laborato
(Baumeister & Tice, 1984; Tedeschi & Rosenfeld, 1981) orstudies of confidence. In Metcalfe’s defense, she made
when attention is focused on the self (Stone, 1997; Wickclear that she was using a narrow definition of the sel
lund, 1975) Also in future studies, dissonance theory maydeception motivation. This definition hinged on the desire |
self-deceive even in the face of contrary evidence (aft
® At first blush, the two studies appear to argue against a self-presentaFmgare,tt’ 1969)' As she pomte_d out, this dqgs not seem
tional account. We argued that participants would find it threatening toCCUr in studies of overconfidence. Participants takir
view the self as unknowledgeable or incompetent in valued domains. Wwknowledge tests or performing judgement tasks seem
thus predicted that they would inflate their confidence estimates as a wafyyant” to know the correct answers. Once these answers :
of minimizing this threat. In so doing, participants actually increased the;ayaaled to them by the experimenters, they embrace th

likelihood that they would encounter public feedback from the experi-
menter stating that their confidence was higher than it should be. It thus
seems that participants are inflating confidence in response to intrapsychie
concerns over self-presentational ones. The self-presentational argumethiey may have ignored the increased likelihood that they would appe
can be salvaged, however, by assuming that confidence ratings wefeverconfident” in the long-term. This suggests that confidence may |
elevated due to concerns for public presentation in the short-term, rathénfluenced by self-presentation manipulations that vary the salience
than of the long-term. In the short-term, participants may have wanted tshort-term versus long-term public social consequences of inflating cor
give the appearance that they were certain of their abilities. In so doingdence.




OVERCONFIDENCE AS DISSONANCE REDUCTION 383

as valid. Our own studies share these features, and so theytenuated this effect. Moreover, this pattern of results d
could not be construed as indicating a motive to deceive imot replicate with the knowledge estimation task in Study :
the manner defined by Metcalfe. However, if we definelf the original finding in Study 1 replicates, future researc
self-deception more broadly, it seems clear that our particwill need to determine what factors determine when it wil
ipants were motivated to protect themselves from the im-or will not occur. It would appear that the minimal conditior
plications of feeling uncertain. Our findings thus suggestor motivation to influence the degree of corresponden
that some form of self-protective motivation probably in- between accuracy and confidence is that the task itself m
fluences confidence estimations in the laboratory. be one for which individualsan gain access to their judg-

That said, we confess that we do not believe that cogniment process. As Nisbett & Wilson (1977) have pointed ou

tive dissonance theory provides an all-encompassing frameyowever, people are often in the dark about these factc
work for understanding the voluminous literature on over-(see Kruger & Dunning, 1999).

confidence. As Kunda (1992) and others have noted, the

research tradition in the cognitive dissonance literature has

not lent itself to identifying the specific mechanisms under-APPlications

lying dissonance-reduction effects. Instead, it has focused gyen when dissonance-reduction mechanisms do not

on identifying the conditions under which dissonance ef-;;oase the correspondence between accuracy and confids

I_ects W|Ilhor will not I<I)ccur. To wit, if research 0?1 OVETCON- 4t the individual level, dissonance-reduction mechanisr
idence had originally been subsumed under the “big tent, bring confidence ratings for an entire group down to

of cognitive dissonance theory, we doubt that m_vestlgator evel that is near the group’s objective levels of accurac
would have come to appreciate the role of judgmenta

heuristi the i . f faulty inf tion int his may have important applied implications. As an ex
eunstics or the importance ot faully information integra- ample, Jaccard and Dodge (2001) recently found a lir

tion and review (e.g., Block & Harper, 1991; Fischhoff, . ' .
: . . - ] . between a particular type of overconfidence and risky se
Slovic, & Lichtenstein, 1977; Fischhoff, 1982; Koriat et al., ual behavior. In a longitudinal study using a large an

1980; McKenzie, 1997). More critical still, we doubt that a . . ‘
. ) . representative sample of male and female high school s

dissonance framework could have identified all of the con- . .
ents, they found that teens’ confidence that they we

ditions leading to overconfidence. For instance, Schwartz .
. . _knowledgeable about accurate use of birth control ws
Metcalfe (1992) demonstrated that the feeling of knowing ) . . o
sociated with a subsequentiigher probability of preg-

on knowledge tasks increases when memory cues are madg

more accessible than usual. As an example, they demomancy. The reason for this appeared to be twofold. Firs

strated that subliminal presentation of the words “Primepercewed knowledge about .accurate use of birth contr
was only weakly correlated with actual knowledge (see al

Minister” increased feelings of knowing in response to the : :
question “What was the name of Canada’s first prime min_Radeck| & Jaccard, 1995). Second, perceived knowled

ister?” (see also Metcalfe & Shimamura, 1994). This resulfVaS associated with subsequent increases in the freque
suggests that factors influencing memory accessibility ar@f Sexual activity. This second tendency presumably exist
important triggers for overconfidence. This is an important?€cause those teens who felt more confident about th
insight, and we doubt that the cognitive dissonance literaPirth control knowledge were also more likely to believ

ture would have been of much use pointing researchers iH1€y could have sex without risk of pregnancy. Because t
this direction. perception of knowledge was not a valid indication of tru

knowledge, any resulting increase in sexual frequency i
creased the likelihood of a poorly protected encounter.
The current studies suggest a mechanism that might «

Future research should be brought to bear to understargPunt for this effect, as well as a possible strategy fc
the mechanisms underlying motivated confidence asses@ddressing it. It seems reasonable that teens who becc
ment. One possibility that was introduced in our anci”arysexually active also become motivated to believe that th
analyses was the tendency to engage in a critical analysis éf€¢ knowledgeable enough to avoid pregnancy. In fact,
one’s true accuracy. Despite the consistent results for theimilar prediction was made by Festinger (1957) in hi
primary hypotheses, there were inconsistencies across ti@alysis of smoking. He argued that the act of smoking
two studies with respect to this mechanism. In Study 1, thénconsistent with the knowledge that smoking is dangerot
motive to feel certain reduced the association between ads a result, he predicted that smokers would generate cc
curacy and confidence. This suggests that those who statédfive distortions in order to minimize the perceived risks o
a preference for one cola over the other engaged in a moit@eir actions. Research has largely supported this predicti
defensive analysis of their true abilities than those who didGibbons, Eggleston, & Benthin, 1997). If this dynamic als:
not state a preference. This is an intriguing possibility butoperates with sexual risk taking, then attempts to educe
there was no evidence that the affirmation manipulatiorsexually active teens about the proper use of birth contr

Motivated Mechanisms
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may encounter obstacles from people’s overconfidencérenkel, O. J., & Doob, A. N. (1976). Post-decision dissonance at t
about their knowledge. Erom this analysis, a gOOd first step polling booth.Canadian Journal of Behavioural Scien&4), 347—-350.
in educating sexually active teens about birth control may®iPPons. F. X., Eggleston, T. J., & Benthin, A. C. (1997). Cognitive
be Iowering the threat inherent in admitting a lack of knowl- reactions to smoking relapse: The reciprocal relation between diss
? - ) nance and self-esteerdournal of Personality and Social Psychology,
edge. For instance, one might promo.te a qurnmg context 72(1),184-195.
that afﬂ_rms teens self-wo_rth, even while drawing attent|0'_16ibbons, F. X., & Gerrard, M. (1997). Health images and their effects o
to their ignorance about birth control. A strategy such as this health behavior. In B. P. Buunk & F. X. Gibbons (Ed$igalth, coping,
might be of use in any number of applied contexts in which and social comparisor(pp. 63-94). Hillsdale, NJ: Erlbaum.
overconfidence causes resistance to information-based idaccard, J., & Dodge, T. (2000). Metacognition, risk behavior and ris
terventions. In short, one of the best ways to decrease outcomes: The role of perceived intelligence and perceived knowledg

. . . Manuscript under editorial review.
overconfidence may be to decrease the threat inherent in L . . .
L . Jaccard, J., Turrisi, R., & Wan, C. K. (1990). Interaction effects in multipls
admitting ignorance.

regression. Ir'Bage University Paper series on Quantitative Application:
in the Social Sciencesgries no. 07-072. Newbury Park, CA: Sage.

Klayman, J., & Ha, Y. (1989). Hypothesis testing in rule discovery
Strategy, structure, and contedburnal of Experimental Psychology:
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