The Effects of

Running head: PRIOR EXPERIENCE

The Effects of Prior Experience on Estimating theddion of Simple Tasks
(To appear in the journal Cahiers de Psychologigni@iwe — Current Psychology of
Cognition, 2004)

Kevin E. Thomas, Simon J. Handley, and Stepheneiidtead
University of Plymouth, Devon. UK.

Mailing Address:
School of Psychology, University of Plymouth, Dra&ecus, Plymouth. Devon. United
Kingdom. PL4 8AA.

Telephone: 44 (0)1752 233157
Fax: 44 (0)1752 233176

Electronic Mail Address: k.e.thomas@plymouth.ac.uk



The Effects of

Abstract
Previous research provides conflicting evidencamdigg the effects of prior
experience on estimates of task duration. Reseangborting the planning fallacy
suggests that people tend to ignore informatioruaits@ir previous task performance,
whereas other work indicates that time estimatesrdiuenced by the duration of a
just-completed similar task. The present reseaxemeed whether information about
previous tasks was linked to temporal misestimatioisubsequent tasks. Experiment 1
revealed that the accuracy of completion time @tezhs on an anagram task was
influenced by the degree of misestimation in the@eed duration of the preceding
task. In Experiment 2, prospective estimates weued to exceed actual time, whereas
the direction in which predictions were misestindafiegnder or overestimation) differed
according to the duration of the just-completed.tdfiese findings suggest that task-
related information is not only used when predigtiask duration but also affects
temporal misestimation. This research is discuss#éte context of bias in predictions
of task duration and the allocation of attentiaealources in dual task situations in the

prospective time estimation paradigm.

Keywords: time prediction bias; temporal misestiomatprior task experience;
planning fallacy; prospective and anticipated tesémates; attention to temporal and

non-temporal information.
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The process of estimating how much time an upcornask will take to complete
has been the focus of considerable research Baghler, Griffin, & Ross, 1994;
Byram, 1997; Josephs & Hahn, 1995). Such reseaslidund that people are
generally over-optimistic, that is, they tend talarestimate their task completion
times. A closely-related and well-established ctgaijudgement phenomenon is the
planning fallacy, which was initially identified lahneman and Tversky (1979).
Kahneman and Tversky found that experts (e.g.kbtokers) were over-optimistic
when predicting their task completion times despémg aware that previous similar

activities had taken longer than they had antieigat

Kahneman and Tversky propose that two distinctdyg@genformation are
available to people when predicting task durataistributional information, which
concerns performance on previous similar tasks, (ergvious task completion times);
and singular information, which relates to the taskand (e.g., the amount of work
involved in task completion). Kahneman and Tverskggest that the planning fallacy
occurs because people treat the current task agjaeuevent, which is disassociated
from previous similar activities. Thus, time preadas tend to be based on singular

information at the expense of distributional infaton, which is ignored.

The applicability of the planning fallacy beyone tiealm of expert judgement is
evident in research where short (i.e., a few msused long duration (i.e., several
weeks) novel and familiar activities are perfornredaturalistic and laboratory
settings. For example, Buehler et al. (1994) fotlnad students tended to underestimate
the amount of time needed to complete their fim@rycollege dissertation. The

temporal underestimation indicative of the planrfatacy has also been observed in
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the laboratory on tasks such as self-assemblyttumand paper folding (Byram,
1997). Likewise, Buehler, Griffin, and MacDonal®€l’) found evidence of an

optimistic time prediction bias on an anagram t&lehler et al. suggest that the
prospect of receiving a financial reward that wapahdent on the speed of task

completion motivated participants to underestintas& duration.

Although there is considerable evidence that peoptierestimate (and are thus
inaccurate when judging) task duration, recentaes$eindicates that such over-
optimism may not be as prevalent as previouslyghauJsing short duration
laboratory tasks (e.g., the Tower of Hanoi), ThonNeswvstead and Handley (2003)
found evidence of pessimistically biased time preains (i.e., the overestimation of
task duration), with an optimistic judgement biaelg mediated by the duration of the

just-completed task.

Thomas et al. found that temporal underestimatidyg occurred on longer
duration tasks when a shorter version of the saslewas completed beforehand. There
was also evidence of temporal overestimation bgregter on shorter tasks when a
longer duration task was performed beforehand. @ fiedings led Thomas et al. to
suggest that the anchoring and adjustment judgereadristics (Tversky &
Kahneman, 1982) might be applicable to the timenadion process. That is, time
predictions were based (or anchored) on the pexdaiuration of the just-completed
task, with insufficient adjustment for the greatefesser demands of the upcoming

task.
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A plausible explanation for these findings is tteahporal misestimation occurs
because of bias or error relating to the previask.tThat is, the perceived duration of a
recently-completed task is likely to be differerdrh the actual duration when people
possess no objective feedback about their compléties. Using such erroneous
information as a basis for estimating the duratiban upcoming similar task would be
expected to lead to inaccurate predictions. Moreaf/8Bme prediction bias is
influenced by the perceived duration of a previtask, the completion time of the
preceding task relative to the duration of the upiog task may also predict the degree
of bias in temporal judgements. A key aim of Expemt 1 was to investigate whether
time estimates given at the end of a previous amtésk were linked to the accuracy of
predictions on a current task. Specifically, Expamnt 1 examined whether the degree

of bias in previous temporal estimates carries &mdio subsequent time predictions.

Experiment 1

In this study, participants performed six trialsaof anagram task, which involved
identifying three smaller words from the lettersook longer root word. Participants
estimated their completion time immediately befstigting each trial and immediately
after finishing it. Having to give a time estimatiethe end of each trial forced
participants to think about the just-completed talsks making task-related information
salient in working memory (Zakay, 1989). Consistsith the findings of Thomas et al.
(2003), it was hypothesised that information alibatprevious task (e.qg., its perceived
duration) would form the basis of time predictiamsthe current task. Hence, it was
anticipated that there would be a link betweenatt@iracy of the subsequent time

prediction and information concerning the just-ctéetgd task.
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Method

ParticipantsFifteen (11 female and 4 male) students at theeisity of
Plymouth participated voluntarily and were paid3Peach. No biographical
information other than gender was recorded.

Materials.Each trial of the anagram task was presentedstreet of A4 paper,
which contained three 11-letter root words withethsolid horizontal lines beneath each
word. The task involved identifying three wordsdle@omprising at least four letters)
from each root word and writing them on the pafere of the root words was
improvement, from which can be derived a number of four-letterds such asope,
time, andvine. Each trial entailed identifying a total of ninends. A digital stopwatch

was used to measure task duration.

Design and ProcedurA.one factor (task) repeated-measures factorgide
comprising six levels was used (i.e., trials 12/8s. 3 vs. 4 vs. 5 vs. 6). Participants
gave spontaneous verbal estimates of task duramtrial 1 served as a practice trial,
participants estimated the duration of the upcontéis§ on trials 2 to 6 only. However,
participants estimated the duration of the justsleted task on each of the six trials.
Since participants were aware that they had tones# task duration at the beginning of
the study, judgements given at the end of eachwigee labelled prospective time
estimates in accordance with the terminology usgésearch into time perception (e.g.,
Block & Zakay, 1997; Brown, 1985; Macar, 2002). Tearal judgements given before
the start of each trial were termed anticipateckteatimates or time predictions. The
order in which the trials of the anagram task wesdormed was held constant, with

participants undertaking all six trials in the saseguence.
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Participants were tested individually. After bebrefed about the experimental
rationale, participants were asked to remove thatches and place them out of sight.
The task instructions were then presented, anicyeamts were informed that they had
to verbally estimate how much time it would takerthto solve a series of anagrams.
Participants were then informed of the nature eftdsk, and began performing the first
trial once they understood what was required aithEhe stopwatch was then activated
and was stopped once participants had completddtealc Before the second and
subsequent trials, participants predicted the tauraif the upcoming task, and after
each of the six trials they gave a prospective estenate. Both types of time estimate

were given in seconds. Each testing session lagteximately 30 minutes.

Results

As a measure of temporal judgement accuracy, timex scores were calculated
by dividing actual by estimated completion time participant on each trial. Time
index scores have been used extensively in resedrctime perception (e.g., Brown,
1985), and provide a valid method for assessing @stimation accuracy as a function
of task duration. That is, they are comparable taeporal intervals of different
durations. Index scores that are greater than mnmdicative of temporal
overestimation, whereas scores of less than onatelégmporal underestimation. Index
scores of one are indicative of perfect time ediimnaaccuracy. Basic descriptive

statistics are presented in Table 1.

INSERT TABLE 1 ABOUT HERE
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The majority of the anticipated and prospectiveetimdex score means were
greater than one, suggesting that there was aa@dradency for participants to
overestimate task duration. The only descriptividewe of temporal underestimation
occurred on trial 3, where the mean time indexescerived from anticipated estimates
was less than one (M.90). In order to ascertain whether temporafjgrdent accuracy
differed according to the type of time estimatagiindex scores were subjected to a
paired-samples t-test. This revealed that antieghtime estimate scores were
significantly greater than prospective time esterstores across all trials (Msl.27
and 1.12, respectively)l4) = 2.47, p< .05 (two-tailed). Since the mean of the
prospective scores was closer to one than the wifeamticipated scores, participants

were more accurate at judging their completion $iraer rather than before the trials.

In order to determine the kind of information thaats used when predicting task
duration, the relative influence of information ceming the previous trial was
examined. A series of multiple regression analysa® conducted using two predictor
variables. One predictor was time index scoresvddrfrom prospective estimates on
the previous trial. The other predictor was sudgessisk discrepancy scores, which
measured the magnitude of difference between séquesks (i.e., the amount of time
each trial took relative to the previous trial e tsequence). Successive task
discrepancy scores were calculated by subtradti@gltiration of each target trial from
the duration of the previous trial. Both predictasre regressed onto time index scores

derived from anticipated estimates on each ofitreetarget trials.

Regression test statistics are presented in Tallla@regression models

accounted for high proportions of variability inti@ipated time index scores on the five
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target trials (Adj. Bs > .73). Prospective time index scores on triais & were found to
be significant predictors (ts 6, ps< .01, two-tailed), suggesting that the magnitatie
inaccuracy in anticipated estimates on each ofdfget trials was linked to the extent
of bias in estimates given at the end of the jostygleted trial. Successive task
discrepancy scores were found to be significardipters of anticipated time index
scores (ts 4, ps < .01, two-tailed) on three out of theeftarget trials (i.e., trials 2, 4

and 5).

INSERT TABLE 2 ABOUT HERE

Discussion

These findings indicate that the extent to whicticgrated time estimates were
biased was linked to the degree of inaccuracyasgective time estimates on the
preceding trial, and the actual duration of thgeatrial relative to that of the previous
trial. There was a tendency to overestimate tasataun whether temporal judgements
were made before or after each trial. The diredtiorhich anticipated time estimates
were biased is consistent with Thomas et al.’sare$e(2003), which produced
evidence of temporal overestimation on other stioration laboratory tasks. The
present findings demonstrate that the extent opteal misestimation on a just-
completed task transfers to anticipated time esésman an upcoming task. The
observed relationship between previous prospeatikesubsequent anticipated time
estimates concurs with Thomas et al.’s suggestianihformation such as the
perceived duration of previous similar tasks ietakito account when predicting task

completion times.
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Although there is evidence that task-related infation is considered when
making subsequent time predictions, it is not knevirether such findings will occur
when individuals have greater experience of thiegaompleted task. The lack of prior
experience of the anagram task could well explagnpresent general temporal
overestimation. That is, participants tended taerthe side of caution because they
were uncertain of what the upcoming task entai@zhsistent with this suggestion,
there is evidence that individuals engage in défensessimism in order to bolster self-
esteem when their task performance will be objettievaluated (e.g., Norem &
Cantor, 1986). Hence, it may be that participantgaged in defensive pessimism in
order to appear competent at solving each setagrams. In order to further examine
the issue of prior task experience, the numberadtie trials of the anagram task was

increased in Experiment 2.

In relation to prospective time estimates, therditbe allocation model of time
perception (Thomas & Weaver, 1975) would predietdhcurrence of temporal
underestimation in the present study. That is,isgleach set of anagrams occupies
cognitive capacity and thus limits participantsilipto monitor the passage of time,
which results in prospective time estimates belgter than actual task duration
(Brown, 1997). Thomas and Weaver’s model of psyatichl time states that time
estimates are derived from the output of tempardlreon-temporal information
processing mechanisms in the brain, which competattentional resources. Hence,
when a task is performed during a time intervagrdgtonal resources are divided
between the processing of temporal and non-tempdaimation (Hicks, Miller, Gaes

& Bierman, 1977).

-10 -
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Consistent with Thomas and Weaver’'s model, thecemnsiderable evidence of
prospective time estimates being shorter than¢hebduration of temporal intervals
when various tasks are performed simultaneousty, (Burle & Casini, 2001; Franssen
& Vandierendonck, 2002; Macar, Grondin & Casini94® Such temporal
underestimation has been attributed to the inghiditstore sufficient temporal
information (e.g., time cues) in working memory wigerforming a non-temporal task
during a time interval (Brown, 1997). It has alseb suggested that task performance
occupies much of the individual's cognitive capatataving few attentional resources

available to monitor the passage of time (Curtonotdahl, 1974).

Whilst it is not known why temporal overestimati@nstead of temporal
underestimation) was evident in prospective tintereges here, participants
undoubtedly performed two tasks simultaneously teefiving a judgement at the end
of each trial. That is, they had to try to keegkraf time whilst solving each set of
anagrams. Thus, attentional resources would hasme tieided between monitoring
temporal cues and completing each trial. Extrapadtrom previous research (e.g.,
Brown, 1985), the misestimation of task duratioruldanot be unexpected given such

sub-optimal attentional processing of temporalrimfation.

A key aim of Experiment 2 was to determine whetkerporal overestimation
would prevail in both prospective and anticipatetktestimates when these judgements
were made independently of one another. Experidatdo investigated whether
information concerning previous tasks was linketh®accuracy of prospective as well
as anticipated time estimates. It may be that @cisge time estimates are more

accurate than anticipated time estimates becaedermer are based on information

-11 -
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such as the perceived duration of the just-comgltetsk rather than on information
about the previous (i.e., a different) task. Gitlegit prospective estimates were less
biased than anticipated estimates in the presedy sthe impact of the type of time

estimate on temporal judgement accuracy was fuekgliored in Experiment 2.

Experiment 2
This study used a between-groups design in whidicgents performed two
target trials of the anagram task where time wamated either before (anticipated
condition) or after task completion (prospectivadition). In order to increase the
amount of prior experience, participants perfornveal practice trials of the anagram
task on which no time estimates were requestedvengFour of the six trials from
Experiment 1 were randomly selected and performeda same sequence by all

participants.

Method

ParticipantsThirty (22 female and 8 male) students at the &irsity of Plymouth
participated voluntarily and were paid £2.50 eabh biographical information other
than gender was recorded.

Materials.Trials 1, 3, 5 and 6 from Experiment 1 were empthyA digital
stopwatch was used to measure task duration.

Design and ProcedurA. 2 (task: trial 3 vs. trial 4) x 2 (time estimafgospective

vs. anticipated) mixed factorial design was usdt fime estimate factor was
manipulated between groups, with participants beamglomly assigned to one of two
equal-sized conditions. The task factor was a tepeaeasure. The procedure was

similar to that of Experiment 1 except that spoatars verbal time estimates were

212 -
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given on trials 3 and 4 only (trials 5 and 6 frompEriment 1). Each testing session

lasted approximately 20 minutes.

Results

As was the case in Experiment 1, time index scaese calculated per
participant on each trial where a temporal estimate given (i.e., trials 3 and 4). Basic
descriptive statistics are presented in Table 8e&lout of the four time index score
means were greater than one, suggesting thatwsera general overestimation of task
duration. Scores in the prospective condition wgeater than one on both trials, and
temporal overestimation was also observed in thieipated condition on trial 4.
However, there was some descriptive evidence opoeah underestimation in the
anticipated condition on trial 3, where the meatdemscore was less than one {M
.86). Hence, the direction in which time predictiomere biased may have differed
between the target trials, with temporal overedtiomaoccurring on trial 4 and temporal

underestimation occurring on trial 3.

INSERT TABLE 3 ABOUT HERE

In order to examine the impact of the type of tiesémate on temporal judgement
accuracy, time index scores were subjected totasR:(trial 3 vs. trial 4) x 2 (time
estimate: prospective vs. anticipated) split plalgsis of variance (ANOVA). This
analysis produced a main effect of tas{d,,28) = 17.00, MSE .14, p< .001, with
overall scores being lower on trial 3 than on #igMs= 1.04 and 1.43, respectively).
There was also a significant interactiol 28) = 4.84, MSE- .14, p< .05. This

revealed that scores in the prospective conditiereviigher than scores in the

-13-
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anticipated condition on trial 3, but lower tha®s in the anticipated condition on
trial 4. Pairwise comparisons (LSD t-tests, all iaded) revealed that the means of the
time estimation conditions did not differ signifiddy on trials 3 or 4 (tx 1.7, ps> .10).
However, scores in the anticipated condition wegaicantly lower on trial 3 than on
trial 4 (p< .05), whereas scores in the prospective comddid not differ significantly
between the trials (p .08). The main effect on the time estimate faatas not

significant (F< 1, p> .10).

As a further analysis of temporal judgement acoyrtume index scores per trial
and time estimation condition were subjected to-samaple t-tests (all two-tailed) with
a test value of one (i.e., perfect temporal judge#maecuracy). Results revealed that
prospective and anticipated time index scores didliffer significantly from one on
trial 3 (ts< 1.3,_ps> .10), whereas the time index scores from botle ®stimation
conditions differed significantly from one on triél(ts> 2.5, ps< .05). This finding
suggests that both types of time estimate were axperate (i.e., time index scores

were closer to one) on the first target trial.

Discussion

The present study indicates that the directiowhich anticipated time estimates
were biased differed between the two target toathie anagram task. Specifically,
participants in the anticipated condition overest&a the duration of trial 4 but
underestimated how much time trial 3 would takedmplete. This finding concurs
with that of Experiment 1, and suggests that pgditts based their next time

prediction on the perceived duration of the justapteted task.

-14 -
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Using this kind of task-related information would éxpected to result in an
optimistic time prediction bias on trial 3 giveretehorter duration of trial 2. Likewise, a
pessimistic time prediction bias should be evidentrial 4 given the longer duration of
trial 3. These results are also broadly consistatit the work of Thomas et al. (2003),
which revealed that the direction of time predictimas was influenced by the duration
of the task that had just been completed. More mapdly, the present study suggests
that individuals do take account of their performaon previous similar tasks when

predicting task duration.

There was no evidence that prospective time estgnaere shorter than the
actual duration of the target trials of the anagtask. In fact, participants who judged
their completion time at the end of each trial ehtb overestimate the duration of the
just-completed task. The presence of temporal gtienation in the prospective
estimation condition contrasts with previous stadighich have found that prospective
time estimates are shorter than actual duratiomwioa-temporal tasks are performed
during temporal intervals (e.g., Franssen & Varehdonck, 2002; Hicks et al., 1977).
Such research provides support for the attentimcaion model of time perception
(Thomas & Weaver, 1975), and suggests that conuuiaisk performance occupies

cognitive resources, which are unavailable to nooriémporal cues (Brown, 1997).

Given such research, it is surprising that in d task situation there was no
evidence of temporal underestimation in the prospetime estimation condition on
trials 3 and 4 in the present study. This findiogaurs with that of Experiment 1,
where prospective time estimates exceeded actuatiol on all six trials of the same

anagram task. In both studies, attentional ressuncaild undoubtedly have been

- 15 -
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devoted to solving the anagrams, suggesting tleatdhnitive processing of temporal
cues was likely to be less than optimal (Brown,)9%he presence of temporal
overestimation implies that participants who gak@spective judgements did not lose
track of time, but perceived that the just-compdtesk took longer to finish than it
actually did. Whilst further research is requiregstbstantiate this suggestion, the
present findings imply that participants allocasedficient attentional resources to the

processing of temporal information whilst solvirach set of anagrams.

General Discussion

The present research indicates that informatioceaing the duration of a just-
completed task is used when predicting compleiimes on a version of the anagram
task originally employed by Buehler et al. (199M)ese findings extend the work of
Thomas et al. (2003) beyond the realm of problemisg tasks such as the Tower of
Hanoi to a different type of laboratory task. Imgeal, participants overestimated the
duration of the previous task and there was sonterege that this pessimistic time
estimation bias extended to predictions on theetiitask. That is, the degree of
inaccuracy in estimates given at the end of theipus task was found to be highly
predictive of the magnitude of bias in anticipagstimates on the next task (Experiment
1). The direction in which time predictions werad®d also differed between anagram
tasks of different durations (Experiment 2), a firgdthat was not explored by Buehler
et al. (1997). Importantly, the present researchalestrates that, in addition to the
Tower of Hanoi, there is one other type of shoratlan task on which optimistically

biased time predictions are not prevalent.

-16 -
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The present studies suggest that, with certairstasleast, people take account of
their performance on previous tasks when making fnedictions that are inaccurate.
This finding contrasts with Kahneman and TversK§879) research into the planning
fallacy, which states that optimistically biasen¢i predictions occur because people
focus attention on information about the task aichand ignore information concerning
previous tasks. Whilst there was a general tendenoyerestimate time in the present
research, anticipated temporal estimates were tgtitally biased on longer duration
tasks when shorter ones had been completed befateRhat is, when participants
predicted the duration of trial 4 having just coetpt trial 3 (Experiment 1) and trial 3

having just finished trial 2 (Experiment 2).

Contrary to the claim that using such task-relatéakmation can attenuate or
eliminate the planning fallacy (Buehler et al., 499he present studies indicate that the
relative duration of the previous task (rather ttesk-related information per se) is
linked to the existence of temporal underestimatidthough it is important to
ascertain whether these findings generalise ta ¢déis&s and settings, the link between
such distributional information and time predictisias may not be as clear as

previously suspected.

There was little evidence of the planning fallacyhe present studies, a finding
that contrasts with Buehler et al.’s (1997) researtowever, the offer of monetary
incentives dependent on the speed of task completia plausible explanation for the
temporal underestimation observed by Buehler éilat is, the prospect of receiving a
monetary reward encouraged Buehler et al.’s ppgids to focus attention on

information concerning the nature of the task atch@.g., the ease with which certain
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words might come to mind). Conversely, the abse@f@ny motivational incentives in
the present research may well have been respoffigitilee general overestimation of
task duration that was evident in both studiescHipelly, participants had no incentive
to make optimistically biased time predictions, éimgs erred on the side of caution

when estimating task duration.

The present research provides further evidencdhbeat are certain tasks on
which the temporal underestimation indicative & flanning fallacy does not prevail
(and tends to be reversed). Consistent with th&wbiThomas et al. (2003), task
duration could be an important determinant of terapmisestimation, with an
optimistic time prediction bias occurring on longasks than those used here. Our
current research lends credence to this notionealsave recently found evidence of
temporal underestimation on two different typesabbratory task with durations in

excess of 10 minutes.

Given the present evidence that time predictioesvaade with reference to the
perceived duration of previous similar tasks, aarahtive interpretation of temporal
misestimation suggests itself. It could be thdtalgh time predictions exceed the
actual duration of shorter tasks, these estimatgsba shorter than the actual duration
of longer tasks. If people use information abo@vpyus tasks to make subsequent time
predictions, as we suggest, this judgement strategyd lead to temporal
overestimation on shorter duration tasks and teatpomrderestimation on longer tasks.
This interpretation would not only imply that infoation about previous task
performance is considered when predicting tasktaurabut that such information is in

itself inaccurate. Whilst it is not known whethketpresent findings generalise to
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longer duration tasks performed in more naturalisgittings, there is evidence that
information concerning previous tasks is used wirexlicting the duration of

subsequent similar activities.

In relation to the prospective time estimates,dlveas evidence of temporal
overestimation on anagram tasks of different donstin both studies. A plausible
interpretation of this finding is that participamtsre able to allocate sufficient
attentional resources to the processing of temmoied in a dual task situation whereby
the time interval and the resolution of a non-teraptask occupied cognitive capacity
(Fortin & Rousseau, 1987; Hicks et al., 1977). phesence of temporal overestimation
contrasts with previous research (e.g., Zakay, 1988ich has shown that prospective

time estimates are shorter than actual task duratioler such dual task conditions.

Whilst it is unclear why prospective time estimat@seeded actual task duration
in the present studies, it has been demonstrasdaimporal underestimation is not
always evident in these judgements in dual taskasdns. In order to further explore
the impact of concurrent performance of this anagiaesk on the length of prospective
time estimates, a control condition should be idetliin future research. That is, a
condition in which participants monitor the lengtha temporal interval, but do not
perform the anagram task during this period of tiGiren the lack of such a control
condition, it is perhaps unwise to make too muctheftemporal overestimation that

was evident in prospective time estimates in tlesgmt studies.
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Table 1

Experiment 1: Means (and standard deviations) tohased and actual completion

times (in seconds), and time index scores

Anagram Trial

1 2 3 4 5 6
174.93 183.67 151.80 210.87 161.47 137.67
Actual Time
(92.71) (86.10) (74.29) (137.37) (71.69) (48.14)
Anticipated 204.67 211.33 206.33 204.33 198.67
N/A
Estimate (145.88) (151.95) (146.20) (135.21) (135.94)

Prospective  204.33 218.33 200.00 223.00 185.67 164.33

Estimate  (148.36) (147.78) (160.40) (167.24) (149.80) (105.91)

Anticipated .90 1.41 1.10 1.29 1.42
N/A

Index Score (.66) (.95) (.79) (.83) (.96)

Prospective 1.07 1.12 1.23 1.07 1.07 1.18

Index Score (.47) (.57) (.75) (.51) (.58) (.68)
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Table 2

Experiment 1: Multiple regression test statistics

The Effects of

Task Model Prospective Beta Successive Beta
Adjusted B Time Index  Weights Task Weights
Score (Previous Discrepancy
Task) Score
Trial 2 .86 t(12) = 6.63** .69 t(12) = 4.31* 45
Trial 3 73 t(12) = 5.80** .83 t(12) = 1.18 17
Trial 4 74 t(12) = 4.99** .70 t(12) = 4.86** .68
Trial 5 .85 t(12) = 8.07** .85 t(12) = 5.04** .53
Trial 6 78 t(12) = 6.02** .82 t(12) = 2.07 27

** p < .001 (two-tailed)

*p < .01 (two-tailed)
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Table 3

The Effects of

Experiment 2: Means (and standard deviations) trhesed and actual completion

times (in seconds), and time index scores

Anticipated Condition

Prospective Condition

Actual Estimated Index Actual Estimated Index
Time Time Score Time Time Score
151.07 119.27
Trial 1 N/A N/A N/A N/A
(80.13) (41.41)
135.47 114.13
Trial 2 N/A N/A N/A N/A
(67.56) (36.78)
203.13 175.67 .86 163.27 179.73 1.13
Trial 3
(86.72) (82.57) (.47) (73.69) (101.02) (.42)
153.27 218.00 1.42 115.67 154.47 1.32
Trial 4
(68.79) (85.21) (.58) (45.60) (75.04) (.34)

-25.-



The Effects of

Author Notes
This research was funded by a research grant fnenktonomic and Social Research

Council of the United Kingdom (K00429913421) to ke¥homas.

The authors wish to thank André Vandierendoncktarcdanonymous reviewers for

their helpful comments on an previous draft of thsnuscript.

Correspondence and requests for reprints of thideashould be addressed to: Dr
Kevin Thomas, School of Psychology, University dfrffouth, Drake Circus,
Plymouth. Devon. UK. PL4 8AA. Electronic mail mag bent via the Internet to:

k.e.thomas@plymouth.ac.uk.

- 26 -



