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Current research on bullshit has shifted its focus from the recipient of bullshit to its producer; this trend 
being reflected in the new Bullshitting frequency scale (Littrell et al., 2021) measuring persuasive and eva-
sive bullshitting. The aim of our study was to validate the scale for the Slovak population and to examine 
the relationship between persuasive and evasive bullshitting behavior, overconfidence and myside bias in 
the context of the topic of migration. Six hundred and sixty-six Slovak adults (52.7% men, Mage = 41.84) par-
ticipated in an online study. The two-factor structure of BFS was confirmed. The results showed that peo-
ple high in persuasive bullshitting (“persuasive bullshitters”), after controlling for evasive bullshitting, felt 
they had more knowledge about migration, but they also showed more myside bias. Similarly, people high 
in evasive bullshitting (“evasive bullshitters”), after controlling for persuasive bullshitting, felt they had less 
knowledge about migration and tended to underestimate their knowledge. Contrary to our expectations, 
correlation between overconfidence and persuasive bullshitting disappeared when evasive bullshitting 
was controlled for, and it seems that the negative correlation was caused by evasive bullshitters being 
underconfident. Our results further expand the knowledge about cognitive characteristics of bullshitters 
and support the distinction between the two kinds of bullshitting behavior, which has implications for 
political debates as well.
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Any issue that stirs public’s fear and raises 
heated public discussion involves a potential 
for spread of misinformation, often referred 
to as “bullshit”, in social media and public 
discussions. There is no doubt that migration 

belongs among these controversial issues as 
it crosscuts many important domains of ev-
eryday life such as security, health, economy, 
and identity in its implications. As such, peo-
ple who spread misinformation may be doing 
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so because they have a higher propensity for 
engaging in bullshitting, and this tendency 
may be influenced by cognitive biases such as 
overconfidence and myside bias. To examine 
this idea further, we decided to focus our re-
search on those who are more likely to spread 
misinformation about European migration.  

From Bullshit Recipient to Bullshit Producer

Before we present the rationale for our re-
search, let us delineate what we mean by 
bullshitting. Frankfurt (2005) builds his defini-
tion of bullshit on Black’s (1982) formal fea-
tures of humbug: it is characterized by decep-
tive misrepresentation, is short of lying, uses 
pretentious words (or deeds) and is used to 
misrepresent person’s feelings, thoughts, and 
attitudes. While there has been some debate 
about specific defining features of bullshit 
(Carson, 2016; Cohen, 2002; Fallis & Stokke, 
2017; Meibauer, 2016), it is generally accept-
ed that bullshit is either a vague or obscure 
statement with loose attachment to the truth 
that aims to gain some advantage for the bull-
shitter (either to impress, persuade or evade 
an unpleasant situation). 

Since the introduction of the concept of bull-
shit receptivity into psychological research (Pen-
nycook et al., 2015), most of the studies have 
focused on the individual characteristics of bull-
shit recipients, such as lower analytic thinking 
and verbal intelligence, ontological confusion 
and belief in other epistemically suspect beliefs, 
willingness to share bullshit (Čavojová, Secară, 
et al., 2018), or their susceptibility to fake news 
and political preferences (Pennycook & Rand, 
2019; Pfattheicher & Schindler, 2016). Bullshit 
receptivity was also examined in the areas of il-
lusory pattern perception (Walker et al., 2019), 
abstract art (Turpin et al., 2019), science (Evans 
et al., 2020) and general areas of life, such as 
relationships, health, economics and politics 
(Čavojová et al., 2020).  

However, all these studies focused most-
ly on the bullshit recipient, and so far only a 
few studies examined the producer of bullshit 
(the bullshitter). Moreover, the majority of 
studies focused on bullshit receptivity, relying 
on the Bullshit receptivity Scale (Pennycook et 
al., 2015), while there is a growing need for a 
bullshit measure related to other aspects of 
bullshit, as well. One of the first studies aimed 
at understanding the intentions of a bullshit-
ter (Petrocelli, 2018) concluded that people, 
who feel pressed to express their opinion on 
a topic they know little about, are more like-
ly to get involved in bullshitting. On the other 
hand, Petrocelli (2018) found that when there 
is no obligation to express an opinion, bull-
shitting occurs more likely if the bullshitter 
thinks he or she will get away with it (e.g., as 
a function of the perceived recipient’s inabil-
ity to detect bullshit). Petrocelli’s approach 
was experimental and provided the starting 
point for studying the intentions of a bullshit-
ter to bullshit, which  were later examined by 
Littrell et al. (2021), who developed a scale 
measuring the frequency of and the reasons 
for “everyday” bullshitting. The authors con-
ceptualized bullshitting in terms of two main 
factors: persuasive bullshitting and evasive 
bullshitting. 

Persuasive bullshitting is characterized by 
motivation to impress and look more intelli-
gent and/or knowledgeable than one actually 
is, using language to promote this imprecise 
impression, and using this kind of bullshitting 
strategy when feeling that one can easily get 
away with it (Littrell et al., 2021). In this way, it 
aligns with definitions proposed by Frankfurt 
(2005), Cohen (2002), Fallis and Stokke (2017) 
and Petrocelli (2018). On the other hand, 
evasive bullshitting is characterized by the 
desire to evade the situation, obscuring true 
feelings, thoughts and attitudes in order to 
avoid hurting oneself or others, and the bull-
shitter is more concerned with the truth – at 



160 Studia Psychologica, Vol. 63, No. 2, 2021, 158-174

least from the perspective of trying to conceal 
it, while avoiding blatant lying. This kind of 
bullshit aligns more with Carson’s definition 
(2016).

The distinction between the two types of 
bullshitting was also verified  empirically by 
Littrell et al. (2021), who found that the two 
factors correlated differently with related 
constructs. For example, while persuasive 
bullshitting (when controlled for evasive 
bullshitting) was positively related to over-
claiming and negatively related to hones-
ty, sincerity, impression management and 
cognitive ability, evasive bullshitting (when 
controlled for persuasive bullshitting) was 
significantly (and negatively) related only to 
sincerity and impression management (in 
Study 1a). Moreover, both persuasive and 
evasive bullshitting were positively relat-
ed to relational lying and lie acceptability, 
but only persuasive bullshitting was posi-
tively related to antisocial lying and nega-
tively to open-minded cognition (in Study 
2). Lastly, when examining the relation-
ship with overclaiming and lying (Study 3)  
with modified items, Littrell et al. (2021) 
found distinct pattern of correlations (when 
controlling for the effect of one kind of bull-
shitting on the other): persuasive bullshit-
ting showed positive correlations with mea-
sures of overclaiming and telling the truth 
in social decision task and negative correla-
tions with evasive response in social deci-
sion task and cognitive ability; evasive bull-
shitting showed negative correlations with 
overclaiming and positive correlations with 
lying and evasive response in social deci-
sion task, and no correlation with cognitive 
ability. Therefore, based on the described 
distinction between persuasive and evasive 
bullshitting, we expect that persuasive but 
not evasive bullshitting will be related to 
overconfidence and myside bias, which we 
discuss in more detail in the next section.

Connecting the Dots: 
Bullshitting, Overconfidence, 

and Myside Bias

Bullshitting and overclaiming seem to be re-
lated constructs – overclaiming is defined by 
its authors as “the tendency to claim knowl-
edge about nonexistent items” (Paulhus et al., 
2003, p. 891), which is basically almost iden-
tical with the definition of bullshit. For some 
authors (Jerrim et al., 2019) these two con-
struct are, indeed, identical and they used the 
false claims of knowledge of fake mathemati-
cal constructs as a measure of students՚ bull-
shitting in their PISA testing. Moreover, over-
claiming is also related to overconfidence. For 
example, Jerrim et al. (2019) found that their 
teenage bullshitters expressed higher levels 
of self-confidence in their skills than non-bull-
shitters, even when controlled for academic 
ability, and that they reported significantly 
more “socially desirable” strategies when 
solving problems. Despite the fact that their 
measure of bullshitting is a measure of over-
claiming, similar results were observed also 
in other studies. Pennycook and Rand (2019) 
found that people who claimed more fake 
knowledge tended also to perceive fake news 
as more accurate and that overclaiming was 
related to bullshit receptivity. Persuasive ev-
idence of a relationship between overclaim-
ing and overconfidence was also brought  by 
the study of Atir et al. (2015), who found that 
self-perceived expertise in various domains 
positively predicted claiming of non-existing 
knowledge within various domains (biology, 
finance, geography) independently of actual 
knowledge. 

Overconfidence and overclaiming can rep-
resent impression management strategies. 
Bensch et al. (2019) examined overclaiming, 
overconfidence, and socially desirable re-
sponding as manifestation of a general posi-
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tivity bias, i.e. attempt to tap a positive distor-
tion in self-reports. They identified three factors 
underlying different measures of positivity bias 
(denying common faults, self-deceptive en-
hancement, and claiming unlikely virtues), but 
overclaiming and overconfidence did not load 
on any of the three factors, indicating that these 
measures have more specific than shared vari-
ance. However, the two identified second-order 
factors self-deceptive enhancement and claim-
ing unlikely virtues are reminiscent of persua-
sive bullshitting and they showed positive cor-
relation with overconfidence. Anderson et al. 
(2012) focused on another motive for overcon-
fident behavior than impression management: 
enhancement of person’s social status. Their 
results indicate that status motive does, indeed, 
promote overconfidence, that overconfidence 
leads to behavior that makes people appear 
more competent to others and that it can actu-
ally help them achieve higher status.  

Overclaiming and overconfidence have im-
plications for political behavior as well. For ex-
ample, recent study showed that overclaim-
ing together with overconfidence (increased 
self-perceived understanding yet decreased 
actual knowledge) predicted an anti-estab-
lishment vote (van Prooijen & Krouwel, 2020). 
Moreover, other studies showed that over-
confidence can influence political reasoning 
(Motta et al., 2018), that the strength of po-
litical partisanship and ideological extreme-
ness can be predicted by overconfidence in 
one’s beliefs (Ortoleva & Snowberg, 2015a, 
2015b), and that priming partisanship can 
lead to overconfidence especially in the least 
knowledgeable participants (Anson, 2018). 
Similarly, Druckman (2004) found that those 
people who are the most susceptible to con-
textual influence (such as the framing effect) 
on their political preference are, at the same 
time, most confident in their judgment, thus 
showing overconfidence. Similarly, Bašnáková 
and Valuš (2019) found that participants 

greatly overestimated their knowledge about 
the topic of migration (they found no correla-
tion between objective and subjective knowl-
edge), but the subjective feeling of compe-
tence together with close-mindedness were 
the strongest predictors of perceived risks 
and fear associated with refugees. Moreover, 
personal values such as racism and conser-
vativism added 17.4% for perceived risk and 
17.6% for perceived fear of additional ex-
plained variance to the model. 

Based on these findings, we have reason 
to believe that not only will persuasive (but 
not evasive) bullshitting be associated with 
overconfidence, but also that overconfidence 
and bullshitting is connected to myside bias 
in reasoning, as should be evidenced in such 
polarizing issue as migration.

Myside bias occurs when people evaluate, 
generate, and test evidence in a manner that 
is biased toward their prior attitudes and 
opinions and concerns reasoning biased to-
ward personal opinions or stances (Macpher-
son & Stanovich, 2007). Myside bias has been 
studied mainly by having people evaluate ar-
guments about various controversial topics 
(e.g., abortion) and it was consistently shown 
that people tend to give more arguments sup-
porting the attitude they favor than against 
the opposing attitude (Baron, 1995; Stanovich 
& West, 1997, 1998, 2008), and the same re-
sults were found in studies using more for-
malized evaluation of syllogisms (Čavojová, 
Šrol, et al., 2018; Thompson & Evans, 2012). 

Although it is clear that myside bias would 
apply to politics as well, there is surprisingly 
little research directly addressing this issue 
apart from the large amount of evidence pro-
vided by Lodge and Taber (2013) on people’s 
decisions about political issues driven by their 
prior emotions related to respective issues. 
Moreover, stronger feelings can lead to more 
polarization and strength of partisanship 
(Clifford, 2019; Tappin & McKay, 2019). 
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Based on the previous review, we expect that 
people with stronger attitudes toward migration 
will show stronger myside bias, and as overcon-
fidence increased the strength of beliefs (Or-
toleva & Snowberg, 2015a, 2015b), then people 
who are more overconfident and have strong 
attitudes will show the strongest myside bias. 
Similarly, because people who admit to more 
persuasive bullshitting are less concerned with 
the truth and tend to exaggerate, they should 
care less about whether the arguments for their 
preferred position are based on facts, and again, 
show stronger myside bias.

Aims of the Current Study

The aims of the current study were, therefore, 
threefold. First, we aimed to examine the psy-
chometric properties of the new BFS on the 
sample of Slovak participants. As the instru-
ment relies on self-reporting, cultural differ-
ences in response style may represent a factor, 
especially when it comes to acknowledging 
types of evasive or unflattering behaviors, 
which the scale was designed to measure. Our 
secondary goal was to expand the research on 
frequency of bullshitting to the area of over-
confidence and myside bias – Littrell et al. 
(2021) related BFS to overclaiming in politics, 
and we decided to take it a step further. We 
choose to examine myside bias and overcon-
fidence in the topic of migration to increase 
the ecological validity of the task. We expect 
that persuasive bullshitting (but not evasive 
bullshitting) will correlate positively with over-
confidence and myside bias. Moreover, we ex-
pect to observe stronger myside bias in people 
who are more overconfident and who bullshit 
more. Lastly, as the topic of bullshitting rep-
resents relatively new and uncharted terri-
tory in psychological research, our final and 
exploratory goal was to examine the role of 
gender, age, and education in relation to the 
above-mentioned variables.

Methods

Participants

The representative sample comprised 666 Slo-
vak nationals (52.7% were men) aged between 
19 and 84 (M = 41.84, SD = 13.90). Of these, 
30.2% had completed lower secondary edu-
cation, 45.5% had attained upper secondary 
education and 24.4% had completed higher ed-
ucation. The participants were recruited by an 
external participant recruitment agency, which 
complies with the ESOMAR international code, 
and they were rewarded with points (within the 
remuneration system of the external agency), 
which can be exchanged for various products. 
All the data were collected online. 

Materials

All reported materials and data are publicly 
available at: https://osf.io/4hvmu/.

At the beginning of the survey, after signing 
an informed consent, participants were asked 
to indicate their basic demographic variables, 
such as gender, age, education. It also served 
as a quota variable for the external agency.

Bullshitting frequency was measured by the 
Bullshitting Frequency Scale (BFS) (Littrell et 
al., 2021), which is a newly developed scale 
designed to capture the frequency with which 
individuals engage in bullshitting in everyday 
situations. We used the version from Study 1 
containing 12 items; participants indicate on 
a 5-point scale (1 = never, 5 = all the time) 
how often they embellish or exaggerate their 
behavior in various situations and for various 
reasons. Eight items are designed to measure 
persuasive bullshitting, while 4 items are de-
signed to measure evasive bullshitting (the 
exact wording of all items is in Table 1). The 
authors of the BFS confirmed the two-factor 
structure of the scale. 

https://osf.io/4hvmu/
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Attitudes toward migration. Participants 
were asked to indicate their level of agree-
ment with eight statements (e.g., “Migration 
can effectively solve the problem of the aging 
of the European population.”) on a scale from 
1 (totally disagree) to 7 (totally agree). All 
items were recoded so that higher scores in-
dicated more positive attitudes toward migra-
tion, while lower scores indicated a negative 
attitude toward migration. The scale mea-
sures attitudes toward economic migrants 
as well as refugees, so before creating a total 
mean score, we carried out a reliability analy-
sis and a factor analysis. Internal consistency 
of the scale was good (Cronbach’s α = .845) 
and all items loaded into one single factor.

Subjective competence in the topic of mi-
gration was measured by a single question: 
Please rate your knowledge about  migration 
on the scale from 1 = “I don’t understand this 
issue at all” to 10 = “I understand the issue 
completely”. 

Actual knowledge in the topic of migration was 
measured by 10 single-choice questions about 
migration (e.g., “Which country has the largest 
proportion of migrants to its own population?” 
Answers: USA, Spain, Qatar, Germany, Lebanon, 
Uganda). Each correct answer received 1 point 
and we used the sum of correct answers as the 
total score of actual knowledge. 

Overconfidence was operationalized as 
overestimation (i.e., specific type of overcon-
fidence, Moore & Healy, 2008) and was mea-
sured by a single question after completing the 
knowledge quiz: “You have just completed 
the quiz with 10 questions. Please, estimate 
the number of your correct answers.” Over-
estimation was calculated by subtracting the 
actual number of correct answers from the 
estimated number of correct answers. A posi-
tive number indicates overconfidence (higher 
estimated than the actual number of correct 
answers), while a negative number indicates 
underconfidence (higher actual than the es-

timated number of correct answers); at the 
same time, it indicates the magnitude of 
over/underestimation. 

Myside bias. We asked participants to eval-
uate six arguments related to migration and 
multiculturalism (e.g., “While the concept of 
multi-culturalism was not equally successful 
in all countries, we can learn from what works 
and draw upon the more positive aspects of 
migration.”) using the scale of factfulness (the 
presented argument was based on facts that 
are easy to check) ranging from 0 (totally dis-
agree) to 10 (totally agree). Arguments were 
constructed in such a way that half of them 
argued for positives of multiculturalism and 
the other half argued for negatives of multi-
culturalism. First, we calculated the average 
for the scale of factfulness, separately for pro 
and con arguments. Then we calculated the 
myside bias index by subtracting the scores 
for con arguments from the scores of pro ar-
guments (Čavojová, Šrol, et al., 2018). Thus, 
positive scores reflect the higher evaluation 
of factfulness of positive arguments (for mul-
ticulturalism), while negative scores reflect 
the higher evaluation of factfulness of nega-
tive arguments (against multiculturalism). 

Participants also elaborated upon argu-
ments in a task, which is part of a separate 
study and is not reported here. Means, stan-
dard deviations, Cronbach’s alphas are pre-
sented in Table 2.

Results

Verifying Psychometric Properties of the Bull-
shitting Frequency Scale

First, we sought to confirm whether a 
one-factor or a two-factor structure is the 
better fit for the data by conducting a con-
firmatory factor analysis (CFA) using JASP. 
Results suggested that the two-factor 
model (χ2 (53) = 164.74, p < .001; CFI = .98;  
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TLI = .97; RMSEA = .06) is a better fit for 
the data compared to a one-factor model  
(χ2 (54) = 278.21, p < .001; CFI = .95; TLI = .94; 
RMSEA = .08). In Table 1 we provide mean, 
standard deviations and factor loadings for 
the scale items. These results corroborate 
the findings of Littrell et al. (2021), factors 
are composed by the same items, and both 
persuasive and evasive bullshitting factors 
account for similar variance even in a differ-
ent cultural setting.

Relationships between Bullshitting, Overconfi-
dence, and Myside Bias

Next, we set to examine the correlations be-
tween bullshitting and overconfidence. From 
the results in Table 2 we can see negative 
correlations between persuasive (r = -.10, p = 
.008), evasive (r = -.14, p < .001) bullshitting 
and overconfidence. It means that there is a 
slight tendency for people who admit engag-

Table 1 Mean, standard deviations and factor loadings for each scale item 

 Indicator M SD Estimate SE Z p β 

BFS-p 
By pretending to know more 
about a topic than I actually do 2.84 1.53 1.15 0.05 22.5 < .001 0.76 

 

When I want the thing(s) I’m 
talking about to sound more 
interesting or exciting 

3.21 1.67 1.34 0.05 24.7 < .001 0.80 

 
When I know it will be easy to get 
away with it 3.00 1.57 1.24 0.05 23.9 < .001 0.79 

 
When I want to impress the 
people I’m talking to 3.15 1.65 1.34 0.05 25.1 < .001 0.81 

 
When I want others to see me as 
more intelligent or knowledgeable 2.75 1.54 1.25 0.05 24.9 < .001 0.81 

 

When I want to contribute to a 
conversation or discussion even 
though I’m not well-informed on 
the topic 

2.71 1.53 1.11 0.05 21.4 < .001 0.73 

 
When I know it will help me 
achieve a goal 3.44 1.67 1.19 0.05 20.9 < .001 0.72 

 

When I’m trying to fit in better or 
be more accepted by the person 
or people I’m interacting with 

2.90 1.58 1.32 0.05 26.3 < .001 0.84 

BFS-e 
When someone asks me 
something that I want to avoid 
giving a direct answer to 

3.27 1.56 1.16 0.05 21.2 < .001 0.75 

 
When I need to fake/bluff my way 
out of a conversation or situation 3.38 1.62 1.24 0.06 22.1 < .001 0.77 

 

When being fully honest would be 
harmful or embarrassing to me or 
someone else 

3.84 1.69 1.12 0.06 18.2 < .001 0.66 

 
When I don’t want to tell someone 
what I really think 3.26 1.69 1.18 0.06 19.4 < .001 0.70 
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ing in bullshitting behavior to underestimate 
rather than overestimate their knowledge. 

We were also interested in the relationship 
between bullshitting and myside bias. As we 
designed arguments that were balanced in 
their support or disapproval of multicultur-
alism (as a positive effect of migration) and 
neither side relied heavily on facts, it could be 
expected that participants evaluate pro and 
con arguments as equally based on facts, if 
their responding was not influenced by their 
prior attitudes. Calculation of myside bias in-
dex and the subsequent analyses were based 
on the approach by Čavojová et al. (2018). It 
suggests that by subtracting the evaluations 
of con arguments from those of the pro ar-
guments, we get a clear measure of the ex-
tent to which participants’ responding was 
affected by the content of the argument – 
e.g., whether participants evaluated con ar-
guments as more factful than pro arguments. 
In the whole sample, the mean of the myside 
bias index was quite skewed to a more favor-
able evaluation of anti-migration arguments 
(M = -1.22, SD = 3.25). 

Next, we explored correlations among the 
myside bias index and its potential predic-
tors. As can be seen from Table 2, myside 
bias index was strongly and positively cor-
related with pro-migration attitudes (r = .56, 
p < .001). This correlation suggests that peo-
ple with stronger pro-immigration attitudes 
evaluated arguments promoting multicultur-
ality as more based on facts than arguments 
against multiculturality, which is exactly the 
pattern of results that would be expected 
based on myside bias. There was a weak pos-
itive correlation with knowledge (r = .08, p = 
.048) and negative correlation with overcon-
fidence (r = -.15, p < .001), suggesting that 
people scoring higher in objective knowledge 
evaluated pro-multiculturalism arguments as 
more based on facts, while people who over-
estimated themselves tended to evaluate an-
ti-multiculturalism arguments as more based 
on facts. 

Because Littrell et al. (2021) recommend 
using partial correlations controlling for each 
subscale separately due to possible suppres-
sion effect, we also examined partial correla-

Table 2 Descriptive and correlational data for all study variables with BSF, BSF-persuasive, and BSF-
evasive 
    Bivariate Partial 

 M SD α 1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. BFS-p BFS-e 

1. BFS-persuasive 3.00 1.29 .93 1        
2. BFS-evasive 3.44 1.31 .81 .76 1       
3. Attitudes 2.87 1.9 .85 .12 .12 1    .03 .06 
4. Subjective competence 6.40 2.6 – -.04 -.14 .03 1   .11 -.17 
5. Knowledge  3.32 1.46 .36 .08 .05 .13 .11 1  .05 -.01 
6. Overconfidence 2.11 2.22 – -.10 -.14 -.15 .20 -.62 1 .01 -.10 
7. Factfulness index1 -1.22 3.25 – .15 .12 .56 -.01 .08 -.15 .10 .00 
Note. Correlations are based on 666 observations. All correlations above r = .08 are significant at p < 
.05, above r = .10 are significant at p < .01, and above r = .12 are significant at p < .001. Significant 
correlations are presented in italics (p < .05). BSF-p = Persuasive bullshitting, controlling for evasive; 
BSF-e = Evasive bullshitting, controlling for persuasive.  
1 = Positive score indicates that positive arguments about multiculturalism were evaluated as more 
based on facts, while negative score indicates that negative arguments about multiculturalism were 
evaluated as more based on facts.  

 



166 Studia Psychologica, Vol. 63, No. 2, 2021, 158-174

tions of persuasive and evasive bullshitting. 
Interestingly, the correlation with attitudes dis-
appeared. Persuasive bullshitting (controlled  
for evasive bullshitting) correlated positively 
with subjective competence (r = .11, p = .005) 
and myside bias (r = .10, p = .014), but there 
was no correlation with overconfidence (r = 
.001, p = .820). On the other hand, evasive 

bullshitting (controlled for persuasive bull-
shitting) now correlated negatively with sub-
jective competence (r = -.17, p < .001) and 
overconfidence (r = -.10, p = .010), but there 
was no correlation with myside bias (r = .00, 
p = .914). In other words, people who scored 
higher in persuasive bullshitting perceived 
themselves as more knowledgeable in the 

Figure 1 Attitudes as a predictor of factfulness index at low (full line), mean (dash-dotted line), 
and high (dashed line) levels of overestimation.

Table 3a Simple moderation analysis of attitudes as predictor of myside bias index and 
overconfidence as a moderator 
Model b [95% CI] se t p 
Constant  -1.22 [-1.43; -1.02] 0.11 -11.59 < .001 
Attitudes  1.63 [1.44; 1.82] 0.10 16.85 < .001 
Overconfidence  -0.10 [-0.20; -0.01] 0.05 -2.13 .03 
Attitudes x Overconfidence -0.02 [-0.11; 0.06] 0.04 -0.52 .60 

Model: R2 = .32, F(3,662) = 102.07, p < .001; Change: ΔR2 = .00, F(1,662) = 0.27, p = .60   
Note. N = 666. The table contains unstandardized coefficients (b’s) with their corresponding 
95% confidence intervals, standard errors, t-values and levels of significance. ΔR2 denotes    
R-squared change due to interaction (adding moderator to the regression). Variables were 
mean centered before the analysis. 
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topic of migration than people scoring low-
er in persuasive bullshitting and they judged 
arguments for migration as more based on 
truth. In contrast, people scoring high in eva-
sive bullshitting perceived themselves as less 
knowledgeable than people scoring lower on 

evasive bullshitting and they were less over-
confident.

Next, we examined whether people who are 
more overconfident and who bullshit more 
would show stronger myside bias. For this pur-
pose, we performed three simple moderation 

Figure 2 Attitudes as a predictor of factfulness index at low (full line), mean (dash-dotted line), 
and high (dashed line) levels of persuasive bullshitting.

Table 3b Simple moderation analysis of attitudes as predictor of myside bias index and 
persuasive bullshitting as a moderator 
Model              b [95% CI] se t p 
Constant     -1.18 [-1.39; -0.98] 0.10 -11.35 < .001 
Attitudes      1.59 [1. 406; 1.78] 0.10 16.44 < .001 
Persuasive bullshitting      0.20 [0.05; 0.36] 0.08 2.52    .012 
Attitudes x persuasive bullshitting        -0.21 [-0.35; -0.06] 0.07 -2.82    .005 
Model: R2 = .33, F(3,662) = 107.23, p < .001; Change: ΔR2 = .01, F(1,662) = 7.93, p = .005   
Note. N = 666. The table contains unstandardized coefficients (b’s) with their corresponding 
95% confidence intervals, standard errors, t-values and levels of significance. ΔR2 denotes   
R-squared change due to interaction (adding moderator to the regression). Variables were 
mean centered before the analysis. 
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analyses (Table 3a, 3b, 3c), in which attitudes 
were used as predictor (X) of the scores on 
myside bias index (Y) with overconfidence, per-
suasive bullshitting, and evasive bullshitting as 
moderators (M). All moderation analyses were 
conducted with Hayes՚ (2013) macro (Model 

1) implemented in the IBM SPSS v.22 soft-
ware. 

We can see that overconfidence is a pre-
dictor of myside bias index, but there is not 
a significant interaction with attitudes (Table 
3a, Figure 1). Persuasive bullshitting, but not 

Figure 3 Attitudes as a predictor of factfulness index at low (full line), mean (dash-dotted line), 
and high (dashed line) levels of evasive bullshitting.

Table 3c Simple moderation analysis of attitudes as predictor of myside bias index and 
evasive bullshitting as a moderator 
Model              b [95% CI] se t p 
Constant     -1.18 [-1.39; -0.97] 0.10 -11.26 < .001 
Attitudes      1.60 [1.41; 1.80] 0.10 16.53 < .001 
Evasive bullshitting      0.10 [-0.06; 0.26] 0.08 1.24   .217 
Attitudes x evasive bullshitting        -0.21 [-0.35; -0.07] 0.07 -2.93   .004 

Model: R2 = .32, F(3,662) = 105.05, p < .001; Change: ΔR2 = .01, F(1,662) = 8.58, p = .004   
Note. N = 666. The table contains unstandardized coefficients (b’s) with their corresponding 
95% confidence intervals, standard errors, t-values and levels of significance. ΔR2 denotes  
R-squared change due to interaction (adding moderator to the regression). Variables were 
mean centered before the analysis. 
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evasive bullshitting, is a positive predictor 
of myside bias index, while their interaction 
with attitudes is negative (Figures 2 and 3). 
To summarize, whether someone shows 
myside bias depends mostly on their atti-
tudes – people with pro-migration attitudes 
evaluated pro-migration arguments as more 
trustworthy in comparison with people with 
anti-migration attitudes, and vice versa. Also, 
people who bullshit more show higher myside 
bias index, but they have smaller effect of atti-
tudes on myside bias index. 

Exploration of the Relationship between De-
mographic Variables and Bullshitting

Lastly, we explored gender, age, and educa-
tion differences. We examined the differences 
between men and women by t-tests and the 
results are summarized in Table 4. 

Although there were no significant differ-
ences between men and women in general 
bullshitting frequency and frequency of per-
suasive bullshitting, women admitted sig-
nificantly more to evasive bullshitting. There 
were no differences between men and wom-
en in their attitudes toward migration and 
evaluation of truthfulness of arguments relat-
ed to multiculturalism. Men felt significantly 
more knowledgeable in the topic of migration 
and it seems rightly so, as they also had sig-
nificantly more knowledge. Men and women 
did not differ in the overconfidence in their 
knowledge.

Lastly, we examined correlations between 
age and education and all the studied vari-
ables (Table 5). 

The results suggest that there is a slight ten-
dency for older people to bullshit less, especially 
in regards to the persuasive form of bullshitting. 

Table 4 Differences between men and women in the observed variables 
 men (N = 351) women (N = 314)    

 M SD M SD t p d 
1. BFS 3.11 1.20 3.19 1.25 -0.90 .367 0.065 
2. BFS-persuasive 3.00 1.26 3.01 1.32 -0.13 .896 0.008 
3. BFS-evasive 3.33 1.25 3.56 1.35 -2.29 .022 0.177 
4. Attitudes 2.90 1.13 2.83 1.05 0.83 .410 -0.064 
5. Subjective competence 6.66 1.98 6.11 2.12 3.40 .001 -0.269 
6. Knowledge  3.59 1.55 3.02 1.29 5.17 < .001 -0.398 
7. Overconfidence 2.14 2.21 2.05 2.21 0.52 .606 -0.041 

Note. Significantly higher scores are marked in italics (p < .05). 
 

 

 

Table 5 Correlations between age and education and the variables in the study 
 

BFS 
BFS-

persuasive 
BFS-

evasive Attitudes 
Subj. 

competence Knowledge Overconfidence 
Age -.08 -.08 -.06 .05 .13 .09 .08 
Education -.01 -.00 -.01 .21 .12 .19 -.10 
Note. All correlations ≥ .08 are significant at p < .05. Significant correlations are marked in 
italics. 
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Older people also rated their knowledge sig-
nificantly higher, knew more about migration, 
slightly overestimated themselves more, and 
evaluated pro-multiculturalism as more based 
on facts. Except for relations to bullshitting, the 
same was also true for people with higher edu-
cation.

Discussion 

For the current study, we used a new Bull-
shitting Frequency Scale (Littrell et al., 2021)
which has greatly enhanced our understand-
ing of the processes behind susceptibility to 
pseudo-profound or otherwise misleading 
infor mation. However, the bulk of this re-
search attention has focused on cognitive and 
dispositional factors related to bullshit (the 
product, which showed excellent psychomet-
ric properties. The same two-factor structure 
described by the authors of the scale was rep-
licated in our study. However, our main aim 
was to expand the research of frequency of 
bullshitting to the area of overconfidence and 
myside bias. The results showed that peo-
ple who admitted they engage in persuasive 
bullshitting (“persuasive bullshitters”), after 
controlling for evasive bullshitting, felt they 
had more knowledge about migration, but 
they showed also more myside bias. Similar-
ly, people who admitted they engage in eva-
sive bullshitting (“evasive bullshitters”), after 
controlling for persuasive bullshitting, felt 
they had less knowledge about migration and 
tended to underestimate their knowledge. 
Contrary to our expectations, correlation be-
tween overconfidence and persuasive bull-
shitting disappeared when evasive bullshit-
ting was controlled for and it seems that the 
negative correlation was caused by evasive 
bullshitters being underconfident. Neverthe-
less, these results further corroborate the 
distinction between persuasive and evasive 
bullshitting made by Littrell et al. (2021) – 

even though our results suggest that it is not 
overconfidence that drives people to pretend 
to know more than they actually do or look 
more knowledgeable (persuasive bullshit-
ting). On the other hand, underestimation of 
one’s knowledge does seem to lead to a ten-
dency to bullshit one’s way out of a situation 
(evasive bullshitting). Yet, most of the correla-
tions remain weak, suggesting more research 
on the studied relations rather than conclu-
sions should be made at this stage. 

Although, we confirmed myside bias in the 
topic of migration – i.e., attitudes were the 
strongest predictor of evaluation of argu-
ments – our expectation to find a stronger 
myside bias in people who are more overcon-
fident was not observed. On the other hand, 
persuasive bullshitting predicted myside bias 
and the interaction with attitudes was also 
significant. The stronger the attitudes, the 
stronger the myside bias, but the effect of 
attitudes was moderated by persuasive bull-
shitting, suggesting that the effect of attitudes 
on un/favorable evaluation of the arguments 
regarding multiculturalism was smaller for 
people high in persuasive bullshitting. 

The negative relationship between report-
ed persuasive bullshitting and overconfidence 
disappeared when evasive bullshitting was 
controlled for, and only negative correla-
tion between overconfidence and evasive 
bullshitting (when controlled for persuasive 
bullshitting) remained significant. Results 
also showed that people with pro-migration 
attitudes were generally more knowledge-
able about the topic and interestingly, sub-
jective competence correlated not only with 
overconfidence (which is expected) but also 
with actual knowledge (which is unexpect-
ed, as according to the Dunning-Kruger ef-
fect the most incompetent individuals tend 
to view themselves as more competent than 
they are). It could suggest that people, who 
are better at realizing that they do not know 
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something, are also better at realizing that 
they are bullshitting (i.e., they are aware that 
they pretend to know more than they actually 
do), and therefore, they were able to give us 
more honest answers than people who do not 
realize the gap in their knowledge and who 
are not aware of the fact that they actually 
engage in bullshitting behavior (metacogni-
tive deficit). 

It is also possible that the self-reported 
measure, despite its more than satisfactory 
psychometric properties, is a mere approxi-
mation to the measurement of bullshitting be-
havior, as it relies not only on the willingness 
of people to tell the truth but also on their 
metacognition. Extensive research showed 
that people are not very good at judging their 
abilities or recognizing the contextual effects 
on their reasoning (Wilson, 2002). The more 
knowledgeable people are the more likely 
they are to underestimate themselves be-
cause they are more aware of the gaps in their 
knowledge, therefore, they may give honest 
answers about their bullshitting. However, 
whether those who are not aware of their 
bullshitting are, in fact, bullshitting even more 
is a legitimate, though unanswerable ques-
tion, acknowledged by the authors of the BFS 
scale as well (Littrell et al., 2021).

Our results also supported previous find-
ings of myside bias in the realm of migration 
and multiculturalism. Similarly, as other stud-
ies (Baron, 1995; Čavojová, Šrol, et al., 2018; 
Klaczynski, 2000; Stanovich & West, 2007; 
Toplak & Stanovich, 2003), we found evi-
dence that people evaluated more favorably 
arguments that were in line with their prior 
position, and they displayed stronger myside 
bias the stronger their attitudes about migra-
tion were. We also expanded the research 
on myside bias by showing that persuasive 
bullshitting predicts myside bias, even though 
its effect is quite small, and prior attitudes 
remain the strongest factor. Interestingly, 

people displayed strong myside bias in favor 
of their attitude irrespective of their actual 
knowledge about the issue. When analyzing 
myside bias according to the knowledge quar-
tile, we found that participants in the lowest 
knowledge quartile displayed the strongest 
myside bias (M = -1.80, SD = 3.15) and they 
differed significantly from the participants 
in the highest quartile (M = -0.68, SD = 3.59,  
t(275) = -2.75, p = .006), which could be attribut-
ed to Dunning-Kruger effect. 

We also explored differences in bullshit-
ting behavior depending on gender, age, and 
education. We found that men and women 
differed only in the amount of evasive bull-
shitting, with significantly more women ad-
mitting that they bullshit when they want to 
fake/bluff their way out of a conversation or 
situation or when they want to avoid the em-
barrassment of themselves or others. This is 
in line with the findings of Erat and Gneezy 
(2012), who found that women were more 
likely to tell altruistic white lies than men, 
although they are generally less likely to lie 
when it is costly to the other side. On the 
other hand, Jerrim et al. (2019) found in their 
study that boys are much more likely to be 
bullshitters than girls, but this difference can 
be caused by the age of their sample (teen-
agers), as we also found slight tendency for 
older people to bullshit less. Another reason 
can be their conceptualization of bullshitting 
(which was basically measured as overclaim-
ing). Also, there was no effect of education 
on bullshitting behavior, suggesting that both 
highly and less educated people use these 
persuasive and evasive bullshitting strategies. 

The main limitation of our study is the 
self-reported nature of the bullshitting fre-
quency scale and in further research, we 
would like to measure bullshitting behavior 
more directly using behavioral measures. On 
the other hand, devising behavior measures 
of bullshitting poses different challenges – 
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for example, how to judge what is bullshit 
and what is not without knowing the actual 
intentions of the person, especially given the 
suspicion that people might not be aware of 
their true intentions (Newell & Shanks, 2014; 
Wilson, 2002). Therefore, until we have such 
a measure, self-report scales on bullshitting 
may help us understand the complicated 
phenomenon of bullshitting. It would be also 
necessary to explore and understand the rela-
tionship between both persuasive and evasive 
bullshitting and bullshit receptivity; either in 
the context of pseudo-profound bullshit, or a 
general one (Čavojová et al., 2020). The main 
strength of the Bullshitting Frequency Scale, 
however, is the distinction between persua-
sive and evasive bullshitting, which showed a 
different pattern of relationships in our study 
as well, and stressed the need for the distinc-
tion between these two types of bullshitting.

To conclude, we believe our aims, as well as 
the findings of our study, open an interesting 
direction for further research. Investigating 
bullshit in a combination of 1) self-reported 
frequency, 2) bullshit receptivity, as well as  
3) one’s production may offer valuable in-
sight into the topic in the future. Together 
with variables of often studied and well-docu-
mented cognitive failures, such as myside bias 
or confirmation bias, it captures some of the 
most relevant “landmarks of the territory” of 
human errors in information processing and 
communication. Lastly, we are convinced that 
implementing such research into the context 
of the topic that resonates in the general pub-
lic – migration in the case of our study – in-
creases the interest of the participants, and 
helps to elevate the research from laboratory 
tasks to real-life problems.  
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