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DDaann  OOsshheerrssoonn  ((PPrriinncceettoonn))	

	









The information that [e] 

the hypothesis that [h] 

eevviiddeennttiiaall  iimmppaacctt  ((ccoonn rrmmaattiioonn))  ssccaallee	

	





ppoosstteerriioorr  pprroobbaabbiilliittyy  vvss..  eevviiddeennttiiaall  ssuuppppoorrtt	

	



	





ppoosstteerriioorr  pprroobbaabbiilliittyy  vvss..  eevviiddeennttiiaall  ssuuppppoorrtt	

	



example:	


a randomly selected student, X	



h1 = X 	


h2 = X likes going to the cinema	


e  = X is male	



Pr(h1|e) = 0.69 	

   < 	

Pr(h2|e) = 0.95	



conf(h1,e) > 0 	

   > 	

conf(h2,e) = 0	


	


[participants also estimate Pr(h1) = 0.48 on average]	





ppoosstteerriioorr  pprroobbaabbiilliittyy  vvss..  eevviiddeennttiiaall  ssuuppppoorrtt	

	



Z(h,e) =

Pr(h,e)−Pr(h)
Pr(¬h)

  if  Pr(h,e) ≥ Pr(h)

Pr(h,e)−Pr(h)
Pr(¬h)

              otherwise
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L(h,e) = Pr(e | h)−Pr(e |¬h)
Pr(e | h)+Pr(e |¬h)

R(h,e) = Pr(h | e)−Pr(h)
Pr(h | e)+Pr(h)

three measures:	



⇒ L(h1,e) = 0.41 

⇒ R(h1,e) = 0.18 

⇒ Z(h1,e) = 0.40 



tthhee  eexxppeerriimmeennttaall  qquueessttiioonnss	

	



iitthhiinn  ssuubbjjeecctt  ccoonnssiisstteennccyy  oovveerr  ttiimmee  (test-retest reliability):	



how reliable over time are judgments 	


of conditional probability vs. evidential support? 	



aaccccuurraaccyy::	

	



how accurate are judgments 	


of conditional probability vs. evidential support? 	





pprroocceedduurree  aanndd  ssttiimmuullii	

	



pprreelliimmiinnaarryy  pphhaassee	

	



a convenience sample of 200 undergraduates (half male, half female) from 

such as: 	



– do you have a driving license?	



– can you dance?	



– do you support any football team?	



– do you own (at least) one videogame console?	



– have you ever worked as a babysitter?	


 



pprroocceedduurree  aanndd  ssttiimmuullii	

	



pprreelliimmiinnaarryy  pphhaassee	

	



a convenience sample of 200 undergraduates (half male, half female) from 
 

ffrreeqquueennccyy--bbaasseedd  pprroobbaabbiilliittiieess – e.g., 	


	



of the evidence that one is male/female – and ccoorrrreessppoonnddiinngg  vvaalluueess  	

	


ooff  eevviiddeennttiiaall  ssuuppppoorrtt – the evidential impact of “X is male/female” 	


on “X
ratio (L), the probability ratio (R), and the relative distance measure (Z)	

	


	





pprroocceedduurree  aanndd  ssttiimmuullii	

	



eexxppeerriimmeennttaall  ssttiimmuullii	

	



	


2 pieces of evidence (e = male, ¬e = female) x 28 selected hypotheses  

eexxaammppllee	

	


evidence:    X is female	


hypothesis:  X 	


	





pprroocceedduurree  aanndd  ssttiimmuullii	

	





pprroocceedduurree  aanndd  ssttiimmuullii	

	



eexxppeerriimmeennttaall  ssttiimmuullii	

	



	


2 pieces of evidence (e = male, ¬e = female) x 28 selected hypotheses  

eexxppeerriimmeennttaall  pphhaassee	

	



	



	


to make 56 judgments of conditional probability and of evidential support	



(to control for possible carry-over effects, the order of probability 	


	





pprroocceedduurree  aanndd  ssttiimmuullii	

	



eevviiddeennttiiaall  iimmppaacctt  jjuuddggmmeenntt (group 1, n = 19)	


	



Consider a group of 200 students, 100 males and 100 females, from UCL.	


A.	



A:	


A owns (at least) one videogame console.	



A:	


A is female.	



A is male) 	


affect the hypothesis under consideration (i.e., that A 	



The information that AA  iiss  ffeemmaallee	

	



	


	


	


	


	



the hypothesis that AA  oowwnnss  ((aatt  lleeaasstt))  oonnee  vviiddeeooggaammee  ccoonnssoollee	

	





pprroocceedduurree  aanndd  ssttiimmuullii	

	



pprroobbaabbiilliittyy  jjuuddggmmeenntt (group 1, n = 19)	


	



Consider a group of 200 students, 100 males and 100 females, from UCL.	



ffeemmaallee students oowwnn  ((aatt  lleeaasstt))  oonnee  vviiddeeooggaammee  ccoonnssoollee 	





pprroocceedduurree  aanndd  ssttiimmuullii	

	



eevviiddeennttiiaall  iimmppaacctt  jjuuddggmmeenntt (group 2, n = 16)	


	



Consider a group of 200 students, 100 males and 100 females, from UCL.	


A.	



A:	


A owns (at least) one videogame console.	



A:	


A is female.	



A is female) 	


affect the hypothesis under consideration (i.e., that A 	



	


	



	


even a little the hypothesis”).	



The impact of the information that A iiss  ffeemmaallee on the hypothesis 	


that A oowwnnss  ((aatt  lleeaasstt))  oonnee  vviiddeeooggaammee  ccoonnssoollee 	



	





pprroocceedduurree  aanndd  ssttiimmuullii	

	



pprroobbaabbiilliittyy  jjuuddggmmeenntt (group 2, n = 16)	


	



Consider a group of 200 students, 100 males and 100 females, from UCL.	


A.	



A:	


A owns (at least) one videogame console.	



A:	


A is female.	



A is female),	


A 	



	



In the light of the information that A iiss  ffeemmaallee, 	


the hypothesis that A oo nnss  ((aatt  lleeaasstt))  oonnee  vviiddeeooggaammee  ccoonnssoollee is	

	





pprroocceedduurree  aanndd  ssttiimmuullii	

	



eexxppeerriimmeennttaall  pphhaassee	

	



	


	



	


	



and of evidential support	



(to control for possible carry-over effects, the order of probability 	


	



	


	



	


and a discrete evidential impact scale	





rreessuullttss	

	



ccoonnssiisstteennccyy  oovveerr  ttiimmee	

	



aavveerraaggee  ccoorrrreellaattiioonnss	

	



ppaarrttiicciippaannttss	

	

 ccoonn rrmmaattiioonn	

	

 pprroobbaabbiilliittyy	

	



group 1	

 0.90	

 0.87	



group 2	

 0.91	

 0.85	


n.s.	

 n.s.	



aallll	

	

               00..9911****	

	

 00..8866	

	





rreessuullttss	

	



aaccccuurraaccyy	

	



aavveerraaggee  ccoorrrreellaattiioonnss	

	



ppaarrttiicciippaannttss	

	

 LL--ccoonnff	

	

 ZZ--ccoonnff	

	

 RR--ccoonnff	

	

 pprroobbaabbiilliittyy	

	



group 1	

 ****	

 0.80**	

 0.77**	

 0.67	



group 2	

 0.82****	

 0.79**	

 0.76**	

 0.49	


nn..ss..	

 nn..ss..	

 nn..ss..	

 pp  <<  00..0011	



aallll	

	

 00..8822****  	

	

 00..8800****	

	

 00..7777****	

	

 00..5599	

	



nnoottee::    average correlations are higher for L than for Z and R (pp  <<  00..0011) 	


         and higher for Z than for R (pp  <<  00..001)	





rreessuullttss	

	



aaccccuurraaccyy	

	



aavveerraaggee  aabbssoolluuttee  eerrrroorr  (on 0-100 scale)	

	



ppaarrttiicciippaannttss	

	

 LL--ccoonnff	

	

 ZZ--ccoonnff	

	

 RR--ccoonnff	

	

 pprroobbaabbiilliittyy	

	



group 1	

 9,59	

 9.85	

 11.67	

 18.79	



group 2	

 11.95	

 	

 	

 21.62	


pp  <<  00..0055	

 pp  <<  00..0055	

 pp  <<  00..0055	

 pp  <<  00..0011	



aallll	

	

 1100,,6677****	

	

 1100..9977****	

	

 11 ..1122****	

	

 2200..0088	

	



nnoottee::    most accurate probability judgments 	


least 	



         judgments (100-point scale in group 2) → pp  <<  00..0011	


	





rreessuullttss	

	



ccoonn rrmmaattiioonn  jjuuddggmmeennttss  pprreeddiicctt  pprroobbaabbiilliittyy  eerrrroorrss	

	



�  ≠ 0	


�  compute the absolute difference vs. judged 

positive sign in case positive [negative] judged 

	


�  	



�  this index is positive if and only if the participant overestimated the conditional 

more than s/he overestimated 	


	



	



�  the index is ssttrriiccttllyy  ppoossiittiivvee  for 80% of the participants	



�  mean for all is 66..11  (on a 0-100 scale)  (on average, systematic error of 6%)	





ssuummmmaarryy	

	



�  	


    and more accurate than corresponding conditional probability 	


    judgments	



�  evidential impact judgments can predict the direction of errors 	


	



    tended to overestimate [underestimate] the corresponding 	


    conditional probability)	



�  	


	



    the judgments	





tteennttaattiivvee  ccoonncclluussiioonnss,,  ppoossssiibbllee  pprroossppeeccttss	

	



�  	


	


�  the reality-lab gap	


	


�  	





        tthhaannkk  yyoouu  ffoorr  yyoouurr  aatttteennttiioonn!!	

	


	


	


	


	


	


	


	


	


	


	




