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Hindsight Bias Based on Almanac Questions and Its Related Factors
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School of Psychology , Huazhong Normal University , Wuhan 430079, China
[Abstract] Objective: To explore the degree of hindsight bias among Chinese participants, and its relationship with
surprise level and overconfidence level, respectively. Methods: The study adopted the paradigm of hypothetical design,
138 participants took part in Almanac Questionnaire, among which 92 participants were assessed by Overconfidence
Questionnaire one week later, and there were another 74 participants assessed by Surprise Rating Questionnaire. Results:
(DChinese participants were found widely vulnerable to hindsight bias. @ Participants showed higher hindsight bias when
they faced almanac questions of lower surprise than those of higher surprise, and Chinese participants rated relatively low
in face of the feedbacks of almanac questions in Surprise Rating Questionnaire. (3) Participants” hindsight biases were
significantly negative correlated with their overconfidence. Conclusion: There were significant relationship between
participants” hindsight bias and their overconfidence and surprise at almanac questions.
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