
Supplement 

 
This supplement contains a variety of additional Study 2 analyses: 

- We comparing effort across our US and Indian participants. 

- We report the results from Study 2, without any data exclusions. The results without 

data exclusions are not qualitatively different from the results that use the smaller, exclusionary 

dataset (reported in the main manuscript). In this supplement, we also report analyses with race 

and caste data.  

- We check for a relationship between race and caste and overconfidence. 

 

 

Effort 

Self-reported effort. Our first measure of effort was a self-report measure. Participants 

answered the question “How much effort did you exert on the marble guessing task?” on a 1 to 7 

scale with 1 = no effort and 7 = maximum effort. Indian participants reported higher levels of 

self-reported effort (M = 6.13, SD = 1.01) than US participants (M = 5.73, SD = 1.37), t (367) = -

2.92, p < .01, d = 0.31. 

Average time on marbles questions. In an attempt to tap the construct of effort with 

another variable, we computed the average amount of time in seconds that participants spent on 

each marble-guessing question before submitting their answers. Indian participants spent longer 

average amounts of time on the marble-guessing questions (M = 19.99, SD = 15.45) than US 

participants (M = 13.12, SD = 14.28), t (367) = -4.33, p < .001, d = 0.57. 

Results without exclusions 

Singelis Self-Construal Scale.  



Scale Reliability. The Singelis Self-Construal Scale shows satisfactory reliabilities. The 

fifteen individualistic (independent) items had a Cronbach’s alpha of 0.86, 95% CI [0.85, 0.88]. 

The fifteen collectivistic (interdependent) items had a Cronbach’s alpha of 0.91, 95% CI [0.90, 

0.92].  

Comparing India and the US. Consistent with expectations, US participants had higher 

Singelis individualism scores (M = 8.95, SD = 17.25) than Indian participants (M = -0.20, SD = 

7.53), t (620) = -8.57, p < .001, d = 0.69. When looking only at items assessing collectivism, 

Indian participants reported higher levels of collectivism (M = 80.59, SD = 12.12) than US 

participants (M = 67.34, SD = 15.08), t (620) = 12.08, p < .001, d = 0.97. However, mirroring our 

results from Study 1, Indian participants also reported higher levels of individualism (M = 80.40, 

SD = 12.92) than US participants (M = 76.30, SD = 12.92) when examining only individualism 

items, t (620) = 4.15, p < .001, d = 0.33.  

Triandis Culture Orientation Scale. 

The Triandis Cultural Orientation Scale displayed satisfactory reliabilities (see Table 1). 

Table 1.  

Reliability of the four Triandis measures.  

 Cronbach’s alpha 95% Confidence Interval 

Vertical individualism 0.80 [0.77, 0.82] 

Horizontal individualism 0.77 [0.74, 0.80] 

Vertical collectivism 0.83 [0.83, 0.87] 

Horizontal collectivism 0.81 [0.79, 0.84] 

 

Comparing India and the US. Participants from India scored higher on horizontal 

collectivism (M = 28.41 , SD = 5.12) than participants from the US (M = 25.32 , SD = 6.52), t () 



= 6.57 , p < .001 , d = 0.53. Indian participants also scored higher on vertical collectivism (M = 

29.96, SD = 5.08) than US participants (M = 24.38, SD = 7.11), t (620) = 9.24, p < .001 , d = 

0.74. While the collectivism results are in line with expectations, individualism results were less 

so: Indian participants also scored higher on vertical individualism (M = 27.14, SD = 5.02) than 

US participants (M = 19.87, SD = 7.61),  t (620) = 14.04, p < .001 , d = 1.13. There was no 

significant difference in horizontal individualism between participants from India (M = 25.52, 

SD = 4.84) and the US (M = 28.05, SD = 5.57),  t (610) = 1.15 , p = 0.253, d = 0.09. 

Overestimation.  A multiple regression analysis tested the degree to which condition, 

country, age, gender, numeracy, education, MacArthur ladder SES, Singelis individualism, 

Singelis collectivism, and the four Triandis measures predict overestimation (Table 2).  

Table 2. 

Summary of Multiple Regression Analysis for Variables Predicting Overestimations. R2 = 0.158. 

Model B SE B β t 

(Intercept) 0.997 1.166 0.225 0.855 

Condition (hard) 1.548 0.259 0.038 5.987*** 

Country (India) 0.265 0.316 -0.149 0.836 

Numeracy -0.211 0.059 -0.104 -3.573*** 

Age -0.038 0.015 -0.015 -2.564* 

Gender (female) -0.112 0.297 0.050 -0.376 

Education 0.089 0.067 -0.051 1.327 

MacArthur SES -0.081 0.066 -0.088 -1.216 

Horizontal Individualism -0.058 0.033 0.176 -1.781 

Vertical Individualism 0.082 0.025 -0.081 3.311*** 



Horizontal Collectivism -0.046 0.033 -0.048 -1.407 

Vertical Collectivism -0.025 0.033 -0.058 -0.762 

Singelis Independence -0.016 0.015 0.091 -1.053 

Singelis Interdependence 0.021 0.016 0.225 1.326 

Note. * p < .05     ** p < .01 *** p < .001 

We also performed a multiple regression analysis identical to the one above, with the 

exception that it excluded the Singelis and Triandis variables (see Table 3). The model including 

the Singelis and Triandis variables explained 15.8% of the variance (F (13, 608) = 8.78,  p < 

.01), while the model excluding the Singelis and Triandis variables explained a slightly smaller 

12.8% of the variance (F (7, 614) = 12.88, p < .01). 

Table 3. 

Summary of Multiple Regression Analysis for Variables Predicting Overestimation, excluding 

Triandis and Singelis Variables. R2 = 0.128. 

Model B SE B β t 

Intercept -0.221 0.728 0 -0.303 

Condition (hard) 1.556 0.260 0.226 5.976*** 

Country (India) 0.622 0.288 0.090 2.160* 

Numeracy -0.254 0.057 -0.179 -4.467*** 

Age -0.051 0.015 -0.138 -3.482*** 

Gender (female) -0.215 0.292 -0.028 -0.735 

Education 0.063 0.068 0.035 0.933 

MacArthur SES -0.055 0.065 -0.035 -0.847 

Note. * p < .05     ** p < .01 *** p < .001 



Condition. Consistent with our expectations, overestimation (in the form of less 

underestimation) was greater for participants in the hard condition (M = -0.32, SD = 2.37) than 

participants in the easy condition (M = -1.86, SD = 4.12), t (620) = -5.69, p < .001, d = 0.46.  

 

Figure 1. Mean overestimation for participants in India and the US. Error bars represent standard 

errors.  

Country. Figure 1 shows overestimation for participants in each country. Participants 

from the US showed greater underestimation (M = -1.62, SD = 3.46) than participants from India 

(M = -0.56, SD = 3.35), t (620) = -3.86, p < .001, d = 0.31.  

In order to provide a sense of the magnitude of this country effect, we compared the 

proportion of the variance attributable to country (2.35%) with the proportion of the variance 

attributable to task difficulty (4.98%).  The variance attributable to country was roughly 2.1 

times larger. 



Overplacement. A multiple regression analysis tested the degree to which condition, 

country, age, gender, numeracy, MacArthur ladder SES, Singelis individualism, Singelis 

collectivism, and the four Triandis measures predict overplacement (Table 4). 

Table 4. 

Summary of Multiple Regression Analysis for Variables Predicting Overplacement, R2 = 0.341. 

Model B SE B β t 

(Intercept) 3.751 1.106 -0.527 3.391*** 

Condition (hard) -3.887 0.245 -0.039 -15.850*** 

Country (India) -0.285 0.300 -0.095 -0.950 

Numeracy -0.038 0.014 
-0.128 

-2.667** 

Age -0.194 0.056 0.011 -3.468*** 

Gender (female) 0.091 0.282 0.031 0.322 

Education 0.059 0.064 -0.082 0.931 

MacArthur SES -0.139 0.063 -0.054 -2.216* 

Horizontal Individualism -0.038 0.031 0.128 -1.227 

Vertical Individualism 0.064 0.024 -0.068 2.719** 

Horizontal Collectivism -0.042 0.031 -0.039 -1.349 

Vertical Collectivism -0.022 0.031 -0.044 -0.688 

Singelis Independence -0.013 0.014 0.045 -0.917 

Note. * p < .05     ** p < .01 *** p < .001 

We also performed a multiple regression analysis identical to the one above, with the 

exception that it excluded the Singelis and Triandis variables (see Table 5). The model including 

the Singelis and Triandis variables explained 34.1% of the variance (F (13, 608) = 25.18,  p < 



.001), while the model excluding the Singelis and Triandis variables explained 32.4% of the 

variance (F (7, 614) = 42.11, p < .001). 

Table 5. 

Summary of Multiple Regression Analysis for Variables Predicting Overplacement, excluding 

Triandis and Singelis Variables. R2 =0.324. 

Model B SE B β t 

Intercept 2.407 0.687 0 3.505*** 

Condition (hard) -3.883 0.246 -0.527 -15.805*** 

Country (India) -0.081 0.272 -0.011 -0.298 

Numeracy -0.218 0.054 -0.143 -4.060*** 

Age -0.048 0.014 -0.123 -3.521*** 

Gender (female) 0.038 0.275 0.005 0.137 

Education 0.041 0.064 0.021 0.641 

MacArthur SES -0.126 0.062 -0.074 -2.037* 

Note. * p < .05     ** p < .01 *** p < .001 

Condition. Overplacement was greater for participants in the easy condition (M = 0.04, 

SD = 2.26) than participants in the hard condition, who showed underplacement (M = -3.89, SD 

= 2.26), t (620) = 15.71, p < .001, d = 2.26.  



 

Figure 2. Mean overplacement for participants in India and the US. Error bars represent standard 

errors.  

Country. Figure 2 shows overplacement for participants in each country. Overplacement 

did not differ between participants from India (M = -1.84, SD = 3.77) and participants from the 

US (M = -2.03, SD = 3.61), t (620) = -0.61, p = 0.54, d = 0.05.  

Overprecision (SPD variance). As previously detailed, our SPD variance measure of 

overprecision subtracts actual variance in individuals’ scores from the variance of the reported 

probability distribution for others’ scores. Positive numbers indicate overprecision, whereas 

negative numbers indicate underprecision (and for underprecision, less negative numbers mean 

less underprecision). Table 6 presents the results of a multiple regression analysis testing the 

effects of country, condition, age, gender, numeracy, MacArthur ladder SES, Singelis 

individualism, Singelis collectivism, and the four Triandis measures on overprecision, as 

measured by SPD variance.  



Table 12. Summary of Multiple Regression Analysis for Variables Predicting Overprecision 

(SPD variance), R2 = 0.408. 

Model B SE B β t 

(Intercept) -8.220 4.640 0 -1.772 

Condition (hard) -9.085 1.029 -0.278 -8.829*** 

Country (India) -3.253 1.259 -0.100 -2.584* 

Numeracy 0.128 0.059 0.073 2.164* 

Age -0.270 1.181 -0.008 -0.229 

Gender (female) 1.857 0.235 0.276 7.909*** 

Education 0.301 0.268 0.035 1.122 

MacArthur SES -1.048 0.263 -0.140 -3.980*** 

Horizontal Individualism 0.285 0.129 0.091 2.207* 

Vertical Individualism -0.390 0.099 -0.176 -3.952 

Horizontal Collectivism 0.256 0.130 0.095 1.977 

Vertical Collectivism 0.265 0.132 0.107 2.009* 

Singelis Independence -0.228 0.060 -0.174 -3.802*** 

Note. * p < .05     ** p < .01 *** p < .001 

 We also performed a multiple regression analysis identical to the one above, with the 

exception that it excluded the Singelis and Triandis variables (see Table 7). The model including 

the Singelis and Triandis variables explained 40.8% of the variance (F (13, 608) = 32.26,  p < 

.001), while the model excluding the Singelis and Triandis variables explained a slightly smaller 

36.1% of the variance (F(7, 614) = 49.52, p < .001). 

Table 13. 



Summary of Multiple Regression Analysis for Variables Predicting Overprecision, excluding 

Triandis and Singelis Variables. R2 = 0.361. 

Model B SE B β t 

Intercept -22.399 2.957 0 -7.576*** 

Condition (hard) -9.321 1.058 -0.286 -8.809*** 

Country (India) -5.374 1.170 -0.165 -4.595*** 

Numeracy 2.166 0.231 0.322 9.378*** 

Age 0.170 0.059 0.097 2.867** 

Gender (female) 1.615 1.185 0.045 1.362 

Education 0.444 0.275 0.052 1.611 

MacArthur SES -1.282 0.266 -0.171 -4.828*** 

 

Condition. Underprecision was greater for participants in the hard condition (M = -31.04, 

SD = 15.52) than for participants in the easy condition (M = -21.60, SD = 15.77), t (610) = 7.53, 

p < .001, d = 0.60.  



 

Figure 3. Mean overprecision (calculated using SPD variance) for participants in India and the 

US. Error bars represent standard errors.  

Country. Figure 3 shows overprecision for participants in each country. Similar to study 

1, participants from both India and the US showed overall underprecision. We found that 

participants from India showed more underprecision (M = -31.79, SD = 15.04) than participants 

from the US (M = -20.91, SD = 15.77), t (620) = 8.80, p < .001, d = 0.71. A less negative 

number corresponds to smaller SPD variance and reflects greater precision, therefore, like in 

Study 1, we see that our Indian participants actually show the least amount of overprecision (in 

the form of the greater underprecision).  

In order to provide a sense of the magnitude of this country effect, we compared the 

proportion of the variance attributable to country (11.11%) with the proportion of the variance 

attributable to task difficulty (8.44%).  The variance attributable to country was roughly 1.32 

times larger. 



Overprecision (marble-guessing item confidence). As in Study 1, item confidence 

measures revealed participants to, on average, have higher confidence (M = 21.10%) than 

accuracy (M = 2.47%) in predicting the score they thought most likely, t (620) = 27.66, p < .001, 

d = 1.11. This is evidence of overprecision. Similar to Study 1, accuracy in predicting their own 

score did not differ between participants from India (M = 3.22%) and participants from the US 

(M = 1.61%), t (620) = -1.31, p = 0.19, d = 0.10. However, in this study, US participants had 

higher peak confidence (M = 23.88%) than Indian participants (M = 18.33%), t (620) = 4.17, p < 

.01, d = 0.33. In other words, although US participants appeared to have higher item confidence, 

they were not more accurate in estimating their own scores. This means that participants from the 

US were more overprecise than Indian participants, as measured by item confidence. 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Race and caste analyses  

Table 6. 

Summary of Multiple Regression Analysis for Caste Predicting Overestimation. R2 = 0.005. 

 

Model B SE B β t 

(Intercept) 0.41 1.07 0.700 0.39 

Forward Classes -1.28 1.24 0.301 -1.04 

I do not feel comfortable answering this question -0.31 1.72 0.856 -0.18 

Other Backward Classes -1.67 1.14 0.146 -1.46 

Scheduled Castes -2.68 1.80 0.140 -1.49 

Scheduled Tribes -6.54 3.71 0.080 -1.76 

 Note. * p < .05     ** p < .01 *** p < .001. Reference category = I do not identify with a 

caste 

 

Table 7. 

Summary of Multiple Regression Analysis for Race Predicting Overestimation. R2 = -0.014. 

 

Model B SE B β t 

(Intercept) -1.94 0.26 0.000 -7.62*** 

Asian -0.97 1.02 0.345 -0.95 

Black 0.35 0.81 0.666 0.43 

Hispanic  -0.24 1.17 0.840 -0.20 

Mixed 0.59 1.06 0.579 0.56 

Native American 1.94 3.43 0.572 0.57 

 Note. * p < .05     ** p < .01 *** p < .001. Reference category = White 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Table 8. 

Summary of Multiple Regression Analysis for Caste Predicting Overplacement. R2 = 0.015. 

 

Model B SE B β t 

(Intercept) 0.07 1.15 0.953 0.06 

Forward Classes -1.92 1.33 0.151 -1.44 

I do not feel comfortable answering this question -2.9959624 1.85 0.107 -1.62 

Other Backward Classes -2.65 1.23 0.033 -2.16* 

Scheduled Castes -4.35 1.94 0.026 -2.25* 

Scheduled Tribes -3.41 3.99 

 

0.394 -0.86 

 Note. * p < .05     ** p < .01 *** p < .001. Reference category = I do not identify with a 

caste 

 

 

Table 9. 

Summary of Multiple Regression Analysis for Race Predicting Overplacement. R2 = -0.017. 

 

Model B SE B β t 

(Intercept) -2.19 0.24 0.000 -8.97*** 

Asian -0.16 0.98 0.871 -0.16 

Black 0.40 0.77 0.602 0.52 

Hispanic  -0.49 1.12 0.662 -0.44 

Mixed 0.57 1.02 0.573 0.56 

Native American -1.85 3.28 0.574 -0.56 

 Note. * p < .05     ** p < .01 *** p < .001. Reference category = White 

 

 

 

 

 



Table 10. 

Summary of Multiple Regression Analysis for Caste Predicting Overprecision. R2 = 0.013. 

 

Model B SE B β t 

(Intercept) -18.49 4.47 0.000 -4.14 

Forward Classes -4.03 5.16 0.436 -0.78 

I do not feel comfortable answering this question -6.33 7.16 0.378 -0.88 

Other Backward Classes -8.73 4.77 0.070 -1.83 

Scheduled Castes -15.17 7.52 0.046 -2.02 

Scheduled Tribes -10.08 15.47 0.516 -0.65 

 Note. * p < .05     ** p < .01 *** p < .001. Reference category = “I do not identify with a 

caste” 

 

 

Table 11. 

Summary of Multiple Regression Analysis for Race Predicting Overprecision. R2 = -0.012. 

 

Model B SE B β t 

(Intercept) -16.49 1.05 0.000 -15.65*** 

Asian 2.43 4.21 0.564 0.58 

Black -2.27 3.33 0.496 -0.68 

Hispanic  -0.07 4.83 0.988 -0.01 

Mixed -0.85 4.39 0.846 -0.19 

Native American 16.42 14.17 0.248 1.16 

 Note. * p < .05     ** p < .01 *** p < .001. Reference category = White 

 


