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Introduction

1. When we make decisions, we have a sense of confidence over
whether we made the right choice.
a. Our sense of confidence 1s correlated with the amount of evidence

presented.

b. Ability to calibrate confidence 1n one’s performance diminishes

when there 1s higher-level noise 1n the signal, resulting on relative

under- or over-confidence.
2. We replicate & extend Castanon et al., 2019.
a. Subjects perform a decision-making task when faced with high
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encoding noise & integration noise 1n separate task conditions. To

learn more about the types of noises, please click on the mic &

text icons above.

Hypothesis
Subjects’ confidence will be less aligned to their accuracy in
the presence of integration noise, than that of encoding noise.

proportion correct

Methods Y

By-Subject Analyses

In the presence of integration noise subjects relied less on our
cue; however, we found no misalignment between confidence
and accuracy.

We found noticeable differences in these trends across subjects.
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e On average, accuracy 1S

lower 1n low contrast and

high variability.
e By subject bar plot: Most

subjects perform better in
low contrast than high

variability
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Similar confidence-accuracy alignment in ‘high

variability’ and ‘low contrast’
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e On average, difference in
alignment correlation)
between conditions is
centered at 0, which
implies no misalignment
in high variability, when
compared to low contrast

e By subject bar plot:
some subjects show
positive centering instead
of 0), some negative.

Discussion

Conclusions:
1. Increase in integration noise (high variability), when
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Low High Task compared to an increase 1in encoding noise (low contrast),
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