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Judges tend to discount the opinions of others even though advice is often helpful
in improving their accuracy. The present research proposes that this phenomenon of
advice discounting results from the judges’ confidence in their initial decision and little
trust in advice. Furthermore, the degree of advice discounting may be predicted by
the combined roles of confidence and trust. Three studies provide evidence for these
hypotheses. Participants were very confident in their initial estimation and had little trust
in the advice (study 1). The degree of advice discounting decreased when participants
felt less confidence in performing difficult tasks compared with easy tasks (study 2) or
when participants placed more trust in advice because the advice was from an expert
rather than from a novice (study 3). In addition, confidence and trust predicted the
degree of advice discounting across three studies. These findings shed new light on the
mechanism underlying advice discounting and advice taking by indicating the combined
roles of confidence and trust.

Keywords: decision making, advice taking, advice discounting, confidence, trust

INTRODUCTION

Studies of advice taking have concluded that people tend to overweigh their own opinion relative to
advice from an adviser (Harvey and Fischer, 1997; Bonaccio and Dalal, 2006), even though advice
often improves judges” accuracy (Yaniv, 2004b; Gino and Schweitzer, 2008). This phenomenon of
advice discounting raises the following significant question: why do people tend to discount others’
advice?

The under-adjustment account asserts that when taking advice, people anchor on their initial
judgment and insufficiently adjust away from that anchor (Lim and O’Connor, 1995; Harvey and
Fischer, 1997). However, advice discounting still occurs when judges receive advice prior to seeing
the decision task (Clement and Krueger, 2000; Rader et al., 2015). In this case, there is no initial
decision to serve as an anchor. In fact, people often do not adjust at all, occasionally adjust at
an average level, and sometimes fully adjust, showing a tri-modal distribution of adjustment (Soll
and Larrick, 2009). This evidence suggests that the under-adjustment account is not an adequate
explanation for advice discounting.

An alternative explanation suggests that people have access to their internal justifications for
making the initial decision but do not have access to advisers’ reasoning (Yaniv and Kleinberger,
2000; Yaniv, 2004b). Consequently, judges consider their initial estimation to be better supported
than advice. However, the discounting effect still exists when people make judgments about novel
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situations (Cadinu and Rothbart, 1996). In these situations, the
amount of supporting evidence for the initial decision and advice
is nearly the same. Soll and Mannes (2011) found that people
discount advice even when they have no access to supporting
evidence, suggesting that the accessibility explanation cannot
fully explain the discounting effect.

Confidence in ones own judgment is a key mechanism
underlying advice taking. People are likely to perceive that they
are more accurate than advisers are when they feel confident in
their judgment (Larrick et al., 2007; Moore and Small, 2007),
leading to a lesser need to take advice. Indeed, researchers have
found that a higher level of confidence is related to a lower degree
of advice taking (See et al., 2011; Gino et al., 2012).

However, evidence from a wide variety of domains has
consistently shown that people are highly overconfident
(Lichtenstein et al., 1982; Glaser and Weber, 2010). For example,
on average, students overestimate their performance on academic
exams (Kennedy et al., 2002; Clayson, 2005), and most potential
entrepreneurs believe that they have sufficient skills, knowledge
and ability to start a business (Koellinger et al., 2007). Similar
phenomena exist in the study of human judgment. Lim and
O’Connor (1995) explored whether people use model-based
forecasts to supplement their own forecast and found that
people insistently favor their own estimations over valid models.
Gardner and Berry (1995) reported that judges are overconfident
in their own judgments relative to advisers’ judgments. Soll and
Mannes (2011) found that participants often ignore advice when
making a final estimation based on their initial estimation and
advice but that they average advice when making decisions based
on two pieces of advice, suggesting that participants are very
confident in their initial estimation. Considering the significant
role of confidence in advice taking, advice discounting may result
from judges’ confidence in their initial judgment.

Advice taking is the process by which judges decide how
much weight to place on their own judgment and on advice or
the process by which judges revise their own opinion based on
advice (Sniezek et al., 2004). This perspective suggests that advice
taking is influenced not only by judges’ confidence in their own
judgment but also by trust in the advice. Confidence alone seems
to be insufficient to account for advice discounting. An adequate
account should also take the judge’s attitude toward the advice
into consideration.

Trust is a significant variable in psychology and is
distinguished into two types: affect-based trust and cognition-
based trust. Affect-based trust is based on the intentions of others
in the sense that the trustee is concerned about the welfare and
best interest of the trustor, whereas cognition-based trust is based
on performance-relevant cognition, such as ability and expertise
(McAllister, 1995). Bonaccio and Dalal (2010) suggested that the
adviser’s intentions and expertise are two important factors in
determining judges’ weighting of advice. Indeed, both cognition-
based trust and affect-based trust play important roles in advice
taking (Sniezek and Van Swol, 2001; Gino and Schweitzer, 2008).
When people show a high level of trust in advice, they regard
the advice as good-quality advice from an adviser with good
intentions, and they should place more weight on the advice.
However, in previous research, participants were always told that

the adviser was an individual who had previously participated in
the study (e.g., See et al., 2011; Rader et al., 2015) but were not
given further information about the adviser’s level of expertise
or integrity. Because the participants did not have sufficient
knowledge about the adviser, they may have little trust in the
advice. Judges’ trust in advice may play an essential role in advice
discounting.

Based on the above, the present research hypothesized
that advice discounting may result from judges confidence
in their own judgment and little trust in the adviser’s
advice. Consequently, the degree of advice discounting may
be predicted by the combined roles of people’s confidence
in their initial decision and trust in advice, while confidence
or trust separately may not fully serve as a predictor. We
tested these hypotheses in three studies. Study 1 investigated
whether people displayed confidence and little trust. Using a
task difficulty manipulation, study 2 examined whether advice
discounting decreased as judges’ confidence decreased. Study 3
explored whether the discounting effect decreased as expertise-
based trust in the adviser’s advice increased. We induced the
change in trust by telling the participants that the advice
was from an expert or a novice. In addition, we tested
whether the degree of advice discounting can be predicted by
confidence and trust in all three studies. It is worth noting
that, theoretically, both cognition-based trust and affect-based
trust play a role in advice discounting. However, for simplicity,
we neither measured nor manipulated affect-based trust in our
research. We discuss this in more detail in the discussion
section.

STUDY 1

Study 1 used an estimation task to investigate whether people
tend to be very confident in their initial decision and have little
trust in advice. Furthermore, study 1 examined whether the
degree of advice discounting can be predicted by confidence and
trust.

Methods

Participants

Fifty participants (32 females, Myge = 21.48, SDpg = 2.10)
were recruited in the library of Shandong Normal University.
We approached them and asked whether they would like
to participate in a study. We offered them a notebook
worth approximately ¥5 (nearly $0.8) as compensation for
participating. This study was approved by the Human Research
Ethics Committee of Shandong Normal University, and written
informed consent was obtained from all subjects.

Materials and Procedure

Participants sat in private computer cubicles and were asked to
complete an estimation task. All of the materials were presented
on the computer screen. The participants had an incentive to be
accurate; in all studies, we gave the participants an additional
notebook if their estimate fell within 10% of the actual number
of coins in the photographs.
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In phase 1, the participants were shown six photographs of a
glass filled with coins and were asked to estimate the number of
coins in each photograph. The sequence of the photographs was
balanced between subjects using a Latin square design. In total,
there were six different sequences. The sequences had no effect
on the results in any of the three studies.

In phase 2, the participants were shown the same photographs
in the same order, their initial estimation in phase 1 and a piece of
advice. The advice was simplified and referred to as “advice from
an adviser” without additional information about the adviser. The
participants were again asked to estimate the number of coins
in each photograph. Importantly, the advice was constant across
participants and was determined using the following formula:
advice = true value £20% true value.

Additionally, the participants were asked to complete two
questionnaires to measure their confidence in their initial
estimation and trust in the advice. Considering that confidence
may be affected by advice, half of the participants completed
the confidence questionnaire after phase 1, and the other half
completed it after phase 2. All participants completed the trust
questionnaire after phase 2. The confidence questionnaire was
adapted from previous research (See et al., 2011; Gino et al,
2012) and included five items (o = 0.86): “my estimations are
remarkably accurate; I am very confident in my own estimates;
my estimates are near to the true values; I perform well in this
task; how many estimates are in the range of ‘true value —20°
to ‘true value +20’.” The trust questionnaire, adapted from Gino
and Schweitzer (2008), also included five items (o = 0.92): “the
quality of the advice is really high; the advice is remarkably
accurate; the advice is near to the true values; the advisor
performs well in this task; how much the advice is in the range
of ‘true value —20’ to ‘true value 4 20’.” Participants indicated
the degree of their agreement from 0 (completely disagree) to 6
(completely agree), or the amounts of estimates and advice that
fell in the range from 0 to 6.

Results

In Table 1, we report the descriptive statistics for the variables
that we measured. We used the weight of advice (WOA) to assess
the degree of advice taking: WOA = (final estimation—initial
estimation)/(advisor’s estimation—initial estimation). A higher
WOA value reflects a greater degree of advice taking. Of
the WOAs, 0.67% were undefined values because the initial
estimation was equal to the adviser’s estimation. We treated
these observations as missing values. Generally, individuals’ final
estimates fell between their initial estimates and the advice.
However, in a few cases (2.67% of observations), the final
estimates fell outside this range such that the WOAs were less
than 0 or greater than 1. Following common practice (Soll and
Larrick, 2009; See et al., 2011), we truncated these WOAs to the
nearer of 0 or 1. The WOAs were closely related (a = 0.85). We
used the average of the WOAs to create an index of the extent to
which the participant took advice. We also summed and averaged
the five confidence items and the five trust items to create the
confidence index and the trust index. The confidence did not
significantly correlate with the trust, r = —0.22, p = 0.13.

The Phenomenon of Advice Discounting

The mean WOA was 0.24. This value is similar to values that have
been reported in previous research (Harvey and Fischer, 1997;
Soll and Larrick, 2009) and demonstrates that the phenomenon
of advice discounting exists.

The Existence of Overconfidence and Little Trust
Participants’ errors of initial estimates in each trial, calculated
by subtracting the true values from the initial estimates, were
—8.06 (3.29), —57.7 (19.83), —89.78 (31.86), —112.74 (49.91),
—146.18 (66.28), and —176.84 (154.33). Participants’ errors of
final estimates in each trial, calculated by subtracting the true
values from the final estimates, were —6.68 (3.97), —51.08
(18.27), —79.48 (29.28), —78.22 (64.39), —95 (89.41), and
—112.92 (123.98). On average, the participants underestimated
the number of coins. The mean confidence was 3.43, suggesting
that people were very confident in their initial decision. The mean
value for trust was 2.22, indicating that people had little trust in
the adviser’s estimation.

Confidence and Trust Predicted Advice Discounting
No order effect was found for participants who answered the
confidence questions after phase 1 or after phase 2, #(48) = 1.00,
p=0.33,95% CI [—0.32, 0.95], d = 0.32. The correlation between
confidence after phase 2 and distance between advice and the
initial estimate was not significant (r = 0.06, p = 0.78), suggesting
that a larger distance did not make people less confident. Thus,
we report the results collapsed across the order conditions.
A multiple regression analysis showed that confidence and
trust predicted WOA, R? = 0.51, F(2, 47) = 24.50, p < 0.001;
beonfidence = —0.07, t = —3.51, p < 0.01; byryst = 0.08, t = 5.14,
p < 0.001.

STUDY 2

Study 2 explored whether advice discounting decreased as
confidence in the initial decision decreased and whether
confidence and trust predicted advice discounting. Participants
should be less confident in their initial estimation when
confronted with difficulty because they have less information to
use in making their estimation. Thus, we used a difficult/easy
task to manipulate confidence. Specifically, study 2 investigated
whether advice discounting decreased in difficult tasks compared
to easy tasks.

Methods

Participants

Ninety-four participants were recruited to participate in the study
through the same method employed in study 1 (67 females,
Mage = 23.02, SDyge = 2.51). As in study 1, we offered them a
notebook as compensation for participating.

Design and Procedure

We asked the participants to engage in an estimation task
and randomly assigned them to one of the two task difficulty
conditions. In difficult tasks, the six photographs of a glass filled
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with coins were blurred (Gino and Moore, 2007). By contrast, in
easy tasks, the pictures were clear.

The participants first completed two practice trials with
feedback on the actual number. Then, they estimated the number
of coins in each photograph. After that, they were asked to
complete the confidence questionnaire (¢ = 0.89). They were
shown advice and were asked to re-estimate the number of coins.
Finally, they completed the trust questionnaire (o = 0.88).

Results

Of the WOAs, 0.33% were missing because the initial estimations
or final estimations were unrecorded. Furthermore, 3.46% of
the WOAs were regarded as missing data because the initial
estimation was equal to the adviser’s estimation. In addition,
3.96% of the observations were less than 0 or greater than 1 and
were truncated to the nearer of 0 or 1. Similar to study 1, in study
2, the WOAs showed high internal consistency (o = 0.79) and
were averaged to create an index of advice taking.

Manipulation Check

The accuracy of the initial estimation in easy tasks tended to be
greater than that in difficult tasks, #(92) = —1.86, p = 0.07, 95%
CI [—0.51, 0.02], d = 0.38. Participants in the easy condition felt
more confidence in their initial estimation than did participants
in the difficult condition, #(92) = 2.13, p = 0.04, 95% CI [0.04,
0.99], d = 0.44; however, these two groups showed no difference in
trust, £(92) = —0.17, p = 0.87, 95% CI [—0.46, 0.39], d = 0.03 (for
average scores, please see Table 1). In addition, the confidence
significantly correlated with the trust, r = 0.23, p < 0.05. These
results showed that the task difficulty manipulation was effective.

The Effect of Task Difficulty on Advice Taking

The distance between advice and the initial estimate was
calculated by averaging the standardized absolute distance across
six trials (o = 0.88). An independent-samples t-test was used for
statistical analysis and showed that the distance in difficult tasks
tended to be significantly farther than that in easy tasks (Table 1),
£(92) = 1.98, p = 0.05, 95% CI [0.00, 0.46], d = 0.41. Considering
that this distance could affect advice taking (Yaniv, 2004a), we
treated it as a covariate in the following analysis. Notably, all
effects remained significant when the covariate was not included.
The covariance analysis showed that participants weighted advice

more heavily in the difficult tasks than in the easy tasks, F(1,
91) =3.97, p < 0.05, 7]12) = 0.04. The main effect of distance was

not significant, F(1, 91) = 0.49, p = 0.49, nf, =0.01.

Confidence and Trust Predicted Advice Discounting
To examine the role of confidence and trust in advice
discounting, we performed a multiple mediation analysis with
confidence and trust as parallel mediators. We conducted this
analysis with model 4 of the process procedure (Hayes, 2013)
using 5000 bootstrap iterations. We included the distance
between advice and the initial estimate as a covariate. Notably, all
effects remained the same when the covariate was not included.
Together, confidence and trust did not mediate the effect of
task difficulty on advice taking, 95% CI [—0.00, 0.08]. When
considering the specific indirect effect of the two mediators
separately, the indirect effect of confidence was significant, 95%
CI [0.00, 0.07], whereas the indirect effect of trust was not, 95%
CI [—0.03, 0.05].

In addition, Model 1 of the mediation analysis (i.e., the
effect of task difficulty on confidence) showed that task difficulty
significantly predicted confidence, b = —0.50, t = —2.02, p < 0.05,
95% CI [—0.99, —0.01]. Model 2 of the mediation analysis (i.e.,
the effect of task difficulty on trust) showed that task difficulty
did not significantly predict trust, b = 0.11, t = 0.52, p = 0.60, 95%
CI[—0.32, 0.55]. These results were consistent with the results of
manipulation checks. More importantly, Model 3 of mediation
analysis (i.e., the effect of task difficulty, confidence and trust on
WOA) showed that confidence and trust significantly predicted
WOA, beonfidence = —0.05, t = —2.99, p < 0.01, 95% CI [—0.08,
—0.02]; byust = 0.08, £ = 433, p < 0.001, 95% CI [0.05, 0.12];
Deiffcalty = 0.06, £ = 1.54, p = 0.13, 95% CI [—0.02, 0.14].

STUDY 3

Study 3 was designed to explore whether advice discounting
decreased as cognition-based trust in advice increased. When
advice is received from an expert rather than from a novice,
participants should place more trust in the advice. Consequently,
advice discounting should decrease when the advice is from
an expert. Furthermore, whether confidence and trust predicted
advice discounting,.

TABLE 1 | Means and SD in studies 1, 2, and 3.

Variable Error Distance WOA Confidence Trust
Study 1

n=50 —0.01 (0.80) —0.01(0.83) 0.24 (0.22) 3.43(1.12) 2.22 (1.40)
Study 2

Difficult (n = 49) 0.12 (0.75) 0.11 (0.68) 0.45(0.21) 3.01 (1.23) 3.40 (1.09)
Easy (n = 45) —0.12 (0.48) —0.12 (0.40) 0.36 (0.19) 3.52 (1.07) 3.37 (0.99)
Study 3

Expert (n = 51) 0.01 (0.58) —0.47 (0.44) 0.51(0.20) 3.22 (1.07) 3.88 (0.73)
Novice (n = 53) —0.01 (0.63) 0.45 (0.70) 0.20 (0.19) 3.01 (1.25) 1.75(1.11)

The error (in initial estimates) was calculated by averaging the standardized absolute errors across six trials. Similarly, the distance (between advice and the initial estimate)

was calculated by averaging the standardized absolute distance across six trials.
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Methods

Participants

One hundred and four participants participated in the study (62
females, Myge = 21.01, SD,ge = 1.55). As in study 1, we offered
them a notebook as compensation for participating.

Design and Procedure

Participants were asked to engage in an estimation task and
were randomly assigned to one of two conditions. As in
study 2, the participants first completed two practice trials
with feedback on the actual number. Then, they estimated the
number of coins in each photograph. After that, they were
asked to complete the confidence questionnaire (o = 0.83).
Finally, they were shown advice and were asked to re-estimate
the number of coins. We told the participants that the adviser
was a participant who had previously participated in a similar
study. In the expert condition, we also told the participants
that the adviser was trained on and capable of performing
this task. We told the participants in the novice condition
that the adviser was not trained and that the accuracy of the
adviser’s estimation was average. Notably, the advice from the
expert was more accurate than the advice from the novice.
Finally, the participants completed the trust questionnaire
(=10.93).

We determined the advice by a pilot study. We recruited
one hundred participants who were not involved in any of
the main experiments. Fifty participants estimated six different
photographs for practice before estimating the six photographs
used in the main experiment. In the practice trials, there was
feedback on the actual number. The other 50 participants did
not have a practice session. The accuracy of estimations from
participants with practice was significantly higher than that from
participants without practice (ps < 0.001). We used the mean
estimations from the participants with practice as the advice
of the expert, whereas we used the mean estimations from
participants without practice as the advice of the novice.

Results

Of the WOAs, 4.64% were treated as missing values because
the initial estimation was equal to the adviser’s estimation.
Furthermore, 4.17% of observations were less than 0 or greater
than 1 and were truncated to the nearer of 0 or 1. The WOAs were
closely related (o = 0.82) and were averaged to create an overall
measure of WOA.

Manipulation Check

Participants who received expert advice reported more trust in
the advice than did participants who received novice advice,
£(102) = —11.48, p < 0.001, 95% CI [—2.50, —1.76], d = 2.27.
However, confidence in the initial decision did not significantly
differ between these two conditions, #(102) = —0.88, p = 0.38,
95% CI [—0.65, 0.25], d = 0.18 (average scores of the confidence
and trust scales are given in Table 1). In addition, the confidence
did not significantly correlate with the trust, r = 0.15, p = 0.13.
These results showed that the manipulation of adviser’s expertise
worked.

The Effect of the Adviser’s Expertise on Advice Taking
The distance between advice and the initial estimate in the
expert condition was significantly nearer than that in the novice
condition, #(102) = 8.01, p < 0.001, 95% CI [0.69, 1.15], d = 1.57
(for average scores, please see Table 1). This is because the initial
estimates were quite good in both conditions, and the advice was
better in the expert condition. Thus, we treated it as a covariate
in the following analysis. Notably, all effects remained significant
when the covariate was not included. An analysis of covariance
found that the participants weighted advice more heavily in the
expert condition than in the novice condition, F(1, 101) = 40.64,
p < 0.001, nf, = 0.29. The main effect of distance was not

significant, F(1, 101) = 0.00, p = 0.99, né =0.00.

Confidence and Trust Predicted Advice Discounting
As in study 2, we performed a multiple mediation analysis with
confidence and trust as parallel mediators to examine the role
of confidence and trust in advice discounting. We included the
distance between advice and the initial estimate as a covariate.
Notably, all effects remained the same when the covariate was
not included. Together, confidence and trust mediated the effect
of adviser’s expertise on WOA, 95% CI [0.06, 0.22]. When
considering the specific indirect effect of the two mediators
separately, the indirect effect of the trust was significant, 95% CI
[0.07, 0.23], whereas the indirect effect of confidence was not,
95% CI [—0.04, 0.02].

In addition, Model 1 of the mediation analysis (i.e., the effect of
adviser’s expertise on confidence) showed that adviser’s expertise
did not significantly predict confidence, b = 0.13, t = 0.46,
p =0.65,95% CI [—0.44, 0.70]. Model 2 of the mediation analysis
(i.e., the effect of adviser’s expertise on trust) showed that adviser’s
expertise significantly predicted trust, b =1.75, t = 7.50, p < 0.001,
95% CI [1.29, 2.21]. These results were consistent with the results
of manipulation checks. More importantly, Model 3 of mediation
analysis (i.e., the effect of advisers expertise, confidence and
trust on WOA) showed that confidence and trust significantly
predicted WOA, bconfidence = —0.05, t = —3.23, p < 0.01, 95%
CI [—0.08, —0.02]; byrust = 0.08, t = 4.28, p < 0.001, 95% CI [0.04,
0.12]; bexpertise = 0.15, ¢ = 2.72, p < 0.01, 95% CI [0.04, 0.26].

GENERAL DISCUSSION

Across three studies, the present research provided evidence for
an alternative explanation for advice taking: the combined effect
of confidence and trust. Specifically, in study 1, people discounted
advice and displayed confidence in their initial estimation and
little trust in the adviser’s advice. Study 2 showed that advice
discounting decreased when confidence decreased. Study 3 found
that people were more receptive to advice when trust increased.
Furthermore, the degree of advice taking or advice discounting
can be predicted by confidence and trust.

Advice discounting occurs when individuals underweight an
advice that is better than their initial judgment. However, how
can we talk about advice discounting when participants may have
no idea about the accuracy of the advice in relation to their
own? Individuals’ estimates can be expressed as the sum of the
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true value and random error (Yaniv and Kleinberger, 2000). This
statistical view suggests that averaging initial estimates and the
advice improves accuracy of the final estimate. In other words,
averaging is often the optimal strategy when individual combines
their initial estimate and the advice (Yaniv and Kleinberger,
2000; Soll and Larrick, 2009). In the term of WOA, advice
discounting occurs when the WOA is less than 0.5. In our
study 1, the WOA was 0.24, which suggested a significant
phenomenon of advice discounting. It is also the case in study
3. However, differential weighting of opinions may be warranted
when additional information is available. For instance, when
people know that the advice is good, they should overweight
the advice, and the WOA should be significantly larger than 0.5.
However, though participants assigned to expert condition in
our study 2 were informed that the advice was from an expert,
the WOA was just 0.51. In general, participants in our studies
generally discounted advice.

The phenomenon of advice discounting has received
considerable attention from researchers (Harvey and Fischer,
1997; Bonaccio and Dalal, 2006). The under-adjustment account
(Lim and O’Connor, 1995) and accessibility explanation (Yaniv
and Kleinberger, 2000) have been proposed as mechanisms
underlying this phenomenon, but evidence suggests that they
cannot fully account for it (Soll and Larrick, 2009; Soll and
Mannes, 2011). The present research proposed and proved an
alternative explanation for advice discounting: the combined
roles of confidence and trust.

Advice taking involves the process by which judges revise
their own opinion based on advice. Confidence in one’s initial
judgment and trust in advice should both play important roles
in advice taking. Evidence supports this proposal. For instance,
See et al. (2011) suggested that people with high power tend
to discount advice more than people with low power do and
that confidence mediates this relationship. Gino et al. (2012)
found that people who have higher levels of anxiety tend to be
less confident and accept more advice from advisers than do
those with lower levels of anxiety. Gino and Schweitzer (2008)
demonstrated that trust mediated the relationship between the
emotions of gratitude/anger and advice taking.

However, people are, on average, very confident and show
little trust. As one of the mainstays of heuristics and biases in
behavioral decision-making, overconfidence biases exist in many
domains (see, for example, Kahneman, 2011, Chapter 22) and
across different cultures (Stankov and Lee, 2014). In previous
research, participants may have little trust in the adviser because
they had little information about the adviser. In reality, judges are
often familiar with the adviser, which explains why some people
are sometimes receptive to others’ advice in real life. People may
discount advice because they are overly confident in their initial
decision and have little trust in the advice.

The confidence and little trust explanation for advice
discounting is quite different from the under-adjustment account
and accessibility explanation. The under-adjustment account
asserts that advice discounting results from judges’” insufficient
adjustment from the anchor (Harvey and Fischer, 1997), which
mainly involves the underlying cognitive process of advice taking.
The accessibility explanation contends that different levels of

accessibility to the reasoning of judges or advisers account
for advice discounting (Yaniv, 2004b). This explanation mainly
involves fewer justifications of the advice. Unlike the above two
explanations, the confidence and little trust explanation of advice
discounting takes into consideration judges’ attitudes toward
both their initial decision and the advice. However, it is difficult to
conclude that these three explanations are completely unrelated.
Perhaps judges’ attitudes toward their initial decision and the
advice are based on the accessibility of the reasoning of the initial
decision and advice. More research is needed to understand
the relationship between these three interpretations of advice
discounting.

Notably, our manuscript mainly focused only advice
discounting. Yet, advice discounting varies according to several
factors. Furthermore, there are also situations in which people
overweight advice. For instance, Gino (2008) suggested that
individuals overweighed advice from others when the advice cost
money. An overweighting may also occur due to social reasons:
one may want to be polite, there may be social pressure, and
one does not want to hurt someone and so on. Researchers may
further examine under what conditions people discount advice
and under what conditions people overweight advice.

It also should be note that we focused on situations in
which people receive unsolicited advice. However, there are also
situations in which people ask for advice. In situations people ask
for advice, people may behave less advice discounting because of
the paid effect we mentioned above (Gino, 2008). In addition,
people may have no initial decisions, or have little confidence in
their initial decisions. Therefore, people may place relative more
trust in advice. Considering these distinctions between these two
situations, we are cautious to conclude that our findings could be
generalized to the situations in which people ask for advice.

In addition to proposing and showing the confidence and
little trust account of advice discounting, the present research
contributes to the area of advice taking by suggesting the
combined roles of confidence and trust mechanism. In all three
studies, results showed that advice taking could be predicted
by confidence and trust. Compared to the confidence and trust
separately, the combined roles of confidence and trust has some
advantages. Firstly, factors that have an effect on advice taking
may not only affect confidence, but also affect trust. For instance,
power could elevate individuals’ confidence (See et al., 2011), and
may undermine trust (Inesi et al., 2012). In this way, confidence
and trust separately could not fully account for the effect of
power on advice taking. Secondly, confidence mainly concerns
individuals’ attitudes toward their initial estimations. While trust
mainly concerns individuals’ attitudes toward the advice. An
adequate account of advice taking should take into consideration
the judge’s attitude not only toward their initial decision but also
toward the advice. The combined roles of confidence and trust
does so, and this makes it be a better predictor of advice taking.

Some limitations of this study should be mentioned. First,
affect-based trust also plays a role in advice discounting (e.g.,
see Mackinger et al., 2017). However, for simplicity, we neither
measured nor manipulated affect-based trust in our research.
Mackinger et al. (2017) found that bank customers indicated
less cooperation with their advisors when they were uncertain

Frontiers in Psychology | www.frontiersin.org

November 2018 | Volume 9 | Article 2381


https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/psychology/
https://www.frontiersin.org/
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/psychology#articles

Wang and Du

Confidence and Trust in Advice Taking

about the advisors’ intention. However, there was a conflict of
interest between bank customers and their advisors in their
study. This may not be the case in our study. The advice
given to the participants in studies 1 and 3 was simplified
and referred to as “advice from an adviser” without additional
information about the adviser. Our informal survey after the
study suggested that most participants believed that the adviser
was the experimenter. Our participants may not have doubted
the intention of the adviser considering that there was no conflict
of interest. Admittedly, other possibilities exist. We cannot
ensure that affect-based trust was not involved in advice taking
or that the unclear description did not affect advice taking.
Future research could include affect-based trust to explain advice
discounting or advice taking.

Second, we manipulated not only the perceived expertise but
also the actual advice. Given that participants might perceive the
accuracy of the advice, manipulating only the perceived expertise
seemed to be insufficient. On average, expert advice is better than
advice from a novice. However, this introduced noise in that the
advice varied between conditions. Perhaps the expert effect is
because that the advice is better.

CONCLUSION

Advice taking involves the process by which judges revise their
own opinion based on advice. Judges' confidence in their initial
decision and their trust in advice both play significant roles in

REFERENCES

Bonaccio, S., and Dalal, R. S. (2006). Advice taking and decision making:
an integrative literature review, and implications for the organizational
sciences. Organ. Behav. Hum. Decis. Process. 101, 127-151. doi:
10.1016/j.0bhdp.2006.07.001

Bonaccio, S., and Dalal, R. S. (2010). Evaluating advisors: a policy-capturing study
under conditions of complete and missing information. J. Behav. Decis. Mak.
23, 227-249. doi: 10.1002/bdm.649

Cadinu, M. R,, and Rothbart, M. (1996). Self-anchoring and differentiation
processes in the minimal group setting. J. Pers. Soc. Psychol. 70, 661-677. doi:
10.1037/0022-3514.70.4.661

Clayson, D. E. (2005). Performance overconfidence: meta cognitive effects or
misplaced student expectations? . Market. Educat. 27, 122-129. doi: 10.1177/
0273475304273525

Clement, R. W., and Krueger, J. (2000). The primacy of self-reference information
in perceptions of social consensus. Br. J. Soc. Psychol. 39, 279-299. doi: 10.1348/
014466600164471

Gardner, D. H., and Berry, D. C. (1995). The effect of different forms of advice
on the control of a simulated complex system. Appl. Cogn. Psychol. 9, 555-579.
doi: 10.1002/acp.2350090706

Gino, F. (2008). Do we listen to advice just because we paid for it? The impact
of advice cost on its use. Organ. Behav. Hum. Decis. Process. 107, 234-245.
doi: 10.1016/j.0bhdp.2008.03.001

Gino, F., Brooks, A. W., and Schweitzer, M. E. (2012). Anxiety, advice, and the
ability to discern: feeling anxious motivates individuals to seek and use advice.
J. Pers. Soc. Psychol. 102, 497-512. doi: 10.1037/a0026413

Gino, F., and Moore, D. A. (2007). Effects of task difficulty on use of advice.
J. Behav. Decis. Mak. 20, 21-35. doi: 10.1002/bdm.539

Gino, F., and Schweitzer, M. E. (2008). Blinded by anger or feeling the love: how
emotions influence advice taking. J. Appl. Psychol. 93, 1165-1173. doi: 10.1037/
0021-9010.93.5.1165

advice taking or advice discounting. Extending previous research,
we proposed and showed that advice discounting results from
the judges confidence in their initial decision and little trust
in advice, and that the degree of advice discounting or advice
taking can be predicted by the combined roles of confidence and
trust.

AUTHOR CONTRIBUTIONS

XW  contributed to the initial idea conception, collected,
analyzed, and interpreted the data, and wrote this manuscript.
XD was responsible for supervision (initial idea and experimental
design improvements), interpretation of the results, and a critical
review of the manuscript.

FUNDING

The Natural Science Foundation of Shandong Province (Grant
no. ZR2015CMO026) funded this research.

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

We would like to thank Suyu Zhang, Xu Sun, Xiangling
Xiao, and FangFang Gao for their assistance during data
collection.

Glaser, M., and Weber, M. (2010). “Overconfidence,” in Behavioral Finance -
Investors, Corporations, and Markets, eds H. K. Baker and ]. Nofsinger
(Hoboken, NJ: John Wiley and Sons), 241-258.

Harvey, N., and Fischer, 1. (1997). Taking advice: accepting help, improving
judgment, and sharing responsibility. Organ. Behav. Hum. Decis. Process. 70,
117-133. doi: 10.1006/0bhd.1997.2697

Hayes, A. F. (2013). Introduction to Mediation, Moderation, and Conditional
Process Analysis: A Regression-Based Approach. New York, NY: Guilford
Press.

Inesi, M. E., Gruenfeld, D. H., and Galinsky, A. D. (2012). How power corrupts
relationships: cynical attributions for others’ generous acts. J. Exp. Soc. Psychol.
48,795-803. doi: 10.1016/j.jesp.2012.01.008

Kahneman, D. (2011). Thinking, Fast and Slow. New York, NY: Farrar, Straus and
Giroux.

Kennedy, E. J., Lawton, L., and Plumlee, E. L. (2002). Blissful
ignorance: the problem of unrecognized incompetence and academic
performance. J. Market. Educat. 24, 243-252. doi: 10.1177/027347530223
8047

Koellinger, P., Minniti, M., and Schade, C. (2007). “I think I can, I think I can”
overconfidence and entrepreneurial behavior. J. Econ. Psychol. 28, 502-527.
doi: 10.1016/j.joep.2006.11.002

Larrick, R. P., Burson, K. A, and Soll, J. B. (2007). Social comparison
and confidence: when thinking you’re better than the average predicts
overconfidence (and when it does not). Organ. Behav. Hum. Decis. Process. 102,
76-94. doi: 10.1016/j.0bhdp.2006.10.002

Lichtenstein, S., Fischhoff, B., and Phillips, L. D. (1982). “Calibration of
probabilities: The state of the art to 1980, in Judgment Under Uncertainty:
Heuristics and Biases, eds D. Kahneman, P. Slovic, and A. Tversky (New York,
NY: Cambridge University Press), 306-334.

Lim, J. S., and O’Connor, M. (1995). Judgmental adjustment of initial forecasts:
its effectiveness and biases. J. Behav. Decis. Mak. 8, 149-168. doi: 10.1002/bdm.
3960080302

Frontiers in Psychology | www.frontiersin.org

November 2018 | Volume 9 | Article 2381


https://doi.org/10.1016/j.obhdp.2006.07.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.obhdp.2006.07.001
https://doi.org/10.1002/bdm.649
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.70.4.661
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.70.4.661
https://doi.org/10.1177/0273475304273525
https://doi.org/10.1177/0273475304273525
https://doi.org/10.1348/014466600164471
https://doi.org/10.1348/014466600164471
https://doi.org/10.1002/acp.2350090706
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.obhdp.2008.03.001
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0026413
https://doi.org/10.1002/bdm.539
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.93.5.1165
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.93.5.1165
https://doi.org/10.1006/obhd.1997.2697
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2012.01.008
https://doi.org/10.1177/0273475302238047
https://doi.org/10.1177/0273475302238047
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.joep.2006.11.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.obhdp.2006.10.002
https://doi.org/10.1002/bdm.3960080302
https://doi.org/10.1002/bdm.3960080302
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/psychology/
https://www.frontiersin.org/
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/psychology#articles

Wang and Du

Confidence and Trust in Advice Taking

Mackinger, B., Jonas, E., and Miihlberger, C. (2017). When advisors’ true
intentions are in question. how do bank customers cope with uncertainty
in financial consultancies. Front. Psychol. 8:1112. doi: 10.3389/fpsyg.2017.
01112

McAllister, D. J. (1995). Affect-based and cognition-based trust as foundations for
interpersonal cooperation in organizations. Acad. Manag. J. 38, 24-59.

Moore, D. A, and Small, D. A. (2007). Error and bias in comparative social
judgment: on being both better and worse than we think we are. J. Pers. Soc.
Psychol. 92, 972-989. doi: 10.1037/0022-3514.92.6.972

Rader, C. A, Soll, J. B., and Larrick, R. P. (2015). Pushing away from representative
advice: advice taking, anchoring, and adjustment. Organ. Behav. Hum. Decis.
Process. 130, 26-43. doi: 10.1016/j.0bhdp.2015.05.004

See, K. E., Morrison, E. W., Rothman, N. B., and Soll, J. B. (2011). The detrimental
effects of power on confidence, advice taking, and accuracy. Organ. Behav. Hum.
Decis. Process. 116, 272-285. doi: 10.1016/j.0bhdp.2011.07.006

Sniezek, J. A., Schrah, G. E., and Dalal, R. S. (2004). Improving judgment with
prepaid expert advice. J. Behav. Decis. Mak. 17, 173-190. doi: 10.1002/bdm.468

Sniezek, J. A., and Van Swol, L. M. (2001). Trust, confidence, and expertise in
a judge-advisor system. Organ. Behav. Hum. Decis. Process. 84, 288-307.
doi: 10.1006/0bhd.2000.2926

Soll, J. B., and Larrick, R. P. (2009). Strategies for revising judgment: how (and
how well) people use others” opinions. J. Exp. Psychol.: Learn. Mem. Cogn. 35,
780-805. doi: 10.1037/a0015145

Soll, J. B., and Mannes, A. E. (2011). Judgmental aggregation strategies depend on
whether the self is involved. Int. J. Forecast. 27, 81-102. doi: 10.1016/j.ijforecast.
2010.05.003

Stankov, L., and Lee, J. (2014). Overconfidence across world regions. J. Cross Cult.
Psychol. 45, 821-837. doi: 10.1177/0022022114527345

Yaniv, I. (2004a). Receiving other people’s advice: influence and benefit. Organ.
Behav. Hum. Decis. Process. 93, 1-13. doi: 10.1016/j.0bhdp.2003.08.002

Yaniv, I. (2004b). The benefit of additional opinions. Curr. Dir. Psychol. Sci. 13,
75-78. doi: 10.1111/j.0963-7214.2004.00278 x

Yaniv, I., and Kleinberger, E. (2000). Advice taking in decision making: egocentric
discounting and reputation formation. Organ. Behav. Hum. Decis. Process. 83,
260-281. doi: 10.1006/0bhd.2000.2909

Conflict of Interest Statement: The authors declare that the research was
conducted in the absence of any commercial or financial relationships that could
be construed as a potential conflict of interest.

Copyright © 2018 Wang and Du. This is an open-access article distributed under the
terms of the Creative Commons Attribution License (CC BY). The use, distribution
or reproduction in other forums is permitted, provided the original author(s) and
the copyright owner(s) are credited and that the original publication in this journal
is cited, in accordance with accepted academic practice. No use, distribution or
reproduction is permitted which does not comply with these terms.

Frontiers in Psychology | www.frontiersin.org

November 2018 | Volume 9 | Article 2381


https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2017.01112
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2017.01112
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.92.6.972
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.obhdp.2015.05.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.obhdp.2011.07.006
https://doi.org/10.1002/bdm.468
https://doi.org/10.1006/obhd.2000.2926
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0015145
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijforecast.2010.05.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijforecast.2010.05.003
https://doi.org/10.1177/0022022114527345
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.obhdp.2003.08.002
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.0963-7214.2004.00278.x
https://doi.org/10.1006/obhd.2000.2909
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/psychology/
https://www.frontiersin.org/
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/psychology#articles

	Why Does Advice Discounting Occur? The Combined Roles of Confidence and Trust
	Introduction
	Study 1
	Methods
	Participants
	Materials and Procedure

	Results
	The Phenomenon of Advice Discounting
	The Existence of Overconfidence and Little Trust
	Confidence and Trust Predicted Advice Discounting


	Study 2
	Methods
	Participants
	Design and Procedure

	Results
	Manipulation Check
	The Effect of Task Difficulty on Advice Taking
	Confidence and Trust Predicted Advice Discounting


	Study 3
	Methods
	Participants
	Design and Procedure

	Results
	Manipulation Check
	The Effect of the Adviser's Expertise on Advice Taking
	Confidence and Trust Predicted Advice Discounting


	General Discussion
	Conclusion
	Author Contributions
	Funding
	Acknowledgments
	References


