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To advertise a promotional lottery or sweepstake, it is common to feature previous winners, with some personal information. We show

that respondents estimate their odds of winning the next drawing to be higher when featured previous winners are similar to them,

although the two drawings are obviously independent from each other. This effect is robust across different operational definitions of

similarity, i.e. age, gender or educational background, and disappears when the number of previous winners increases. These findings

extend the well-known hot hand fallacy from the intrapersonal to the interpersonal domain.
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Saturday night in Paris/France). The probability cue has no impact on respondents estimated probability to win (N=107, mParis=.389,
mFrance=.586, p=.35714), while the amount of information has a main negative effect (mnoinfo=1.020, mnbspectators=-0.045, p<.001).
More interestingly, the interaction between the information amount and the geographical scope is not significant (p=.531), meaning that
people do not become more sensitive to the scope when they know its value with precision. It does not reduce the difficulty to figure out
if the geographical scope covered by the game is a positive or a negative signal for their probability to win.

Study 3 tests how visualizing the number of prizes makes consumers more sensitive to this probability cue by helping them realizing
if, taken into isolation, a given number is large or small. Two between-subject factors are manipulated orthogonally in the ad for a
sweepstake: the number of prizes (2 vs. 12 iPods), which is given in digits and the number of pictures showing the prizes (1 picture vs.
as many pictures as iPods to win, i.e. 2 or 12 pictures). When only one picture shows the prize category, people estimated probability is
not sensitive to the number of prizes, thus replicating study 1a (N=108, m2iPods=0.104, m12iPods=0.109, p=0.984), while when there are
as many pictures as prizes at stake, respondents estimations become magnitude sensitive (m2iPods= -0.76, m12iPods=0.532, p=0.02).

We are currently looking for other means to increase the sensitivity of estimated probability to win to the number of prizes, while
gaining more insights about the underlying mechanism. Moreover, this research tackles consumer decision making under an original kind
of uncertainty, which is an intermediate case between the absence of any probability cue (i.e. choice under ignorance, e.g. Hogarth and
Kunreuther, 1995) and vaguely (or imprecisely) defined probabilities through numerical ranges, verbal expressions or graphical
representations (e.g. Kuhn, 1997, Hönekopp, 2003). Here, uncertainty is contextualized in the case where people are only provided with
one of the elements necessary to come up with probability estimation, either the numerator part (number of prizes, drawing frequency)
or the denominator part (geographical scope).
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The Interpersonal Hot Hand Fallacy: Endorsement of Promotional Games by Previous
Winners

Sandra Laporte, HEC Paris, France

Extensive research has already emphasized the specific role of similarity with others on beliefs, judgments (e.g. Feick and Higie 1992;
Suls et al. 2000) and behaviors (Burger et al. 2004; Shang et al. 2008) in contexts characterized by incomplete information. This research
deals with a new effect of interpersonal similarity: we contend that similarity can affect judgment under uncertainty in the context of
promotional games based on chance or state lotteries. This kind of entry decision is characterized by uncertainty since the advertisements
designed to recruit the participants do not communicate the probability to win. Thus to answer the question “How likely am I to win this
drawing?”, we show that people rely on their similarity with the previous winners and believe they have more chances to win the random
drawing when they are similar to the previous winner than when they are dissimilar.

A common advertising practice used by brands or national lotteries is consistent with this assumption: it consists in featuring winners
of previous drawings, with pictures and few personal details (e.g. first name, age, place of living, occupation), in order to foster the
participation in the next drawing (Roger 2005). We confirmed this hypothesis in lab: we manipulated the similarity between subjects and

14Analyses were realized on estimated probability to win after the transformation recommended by Tukey (1977, p397). We add 0.5 to
the probabilities and then take the Napierian logarithm of the sum.
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featured previous winners through age. In the similar condition, the advertisement for the sweepstake showed the picture of a couple of
previous winners with about the same age as the respondents, while in the dissimilar condition featured previous winners were older. Age
similarity had a significant effect on how much time respondents were willing to spend to enter the sweepstake15 measured by a 7-point
scale (N=113, msameage=3.115 vs. molder=2.03, t=1.799, p<0.05 (one-tailed)).

We contend that similarity with previous winners enhances the entry likelihood through the estimated probability to win. In line with
the Attribute Substitution Model (Kahneman and Frederick 2002), consumers may substitute their similarity with previous winners
(heuristic attribute) for probability to win the next drawing (target attribute). The three conditions to apply this model are indeed satisfied:
First, the probability to win the lottery is not directly available. Secondly, similarity judgment is a natural assessment in social judgment
and represents a good candidate as a heuristic attribute: social perception theories have shown that people tend to automatically rely on
salient attributes such as gender, age, ethnicity or national origin to categorize people as similar or dissimilar (Brewer and Harasty Feinstein
1999; Fiske et al. 1999; Mussweiler 2003). Thirdly, consumers are likely to rely on heuristics to estimate their probability to win a
promotional game based on chance because time and not money is required to participate (Monga and Saini, 2008) and the entry decision
is likely to be low-involving. Hence, our main hypothesis is that people may estimate their probability to win as higher when previous
winners are similar to them. This pattern of results extends the well-established Hot Hand Fallacy (Gilovich, Vallone and Tversky 1985)
from the intrapersonal to the interpersonal domain: People treat similar or dissimilar previous winners as the two possible outcomes of
a binary random process. The hot hand is interpersonal because the two consecutive winners are not the same person but are similar. In
line with research showing that gamblers tend to believe that luck is an individual attribute responsible for winning (Wagenaar and Keren,
1988; Rogers and Webley, 2001), luck benefits here to a category of persons.

Studies 1a&b tested the Interpersonal Hot Hand Fallacy when interpersonal similarity was manipulated through gender (1a) and
educational background (1b). Respondents estimated their probability to win the impending drawing to be greater when the last two
winners had the same gender as them (N=50, msamegender =0.87216 vs. mdifferentgender =0.286, t=1.817, p (one-tailed)<0.05) or when
they were pursuing the same kind of academic studies as them (msamestudies=1.077 vs. mdifferentstudies =0.252; t=2.643 ; p<0.05).

Study 2 replicated the influence of similarity with previous winners on the estimated odds of winning by manipulating similarity
through age: the photograph and the associated legend presented either a 70-year old couple (dissimilar condition) or a 29 year-old couple
(i.e. the average age of respondents, similar condition). Respondents thought they had higher chances to win the next drawing when they
were similar to the previous winners (msameage=0.35416) than dissimilar (molder=-0.140, t=2.109, p<0.05), and this difference could not
be attributed to the Availability Heuristic. The estimated probability of winning mediated the impact of similarity on participation
likelihood (Baron and Kenny 1986, MacKinnon 2007).

Study 3 investigated the impact of the number of similar/dissimilar previous winners featured, as the number of observed previous
outcomes has been shown to be a moderator of the Hot Hand Fallacy (Ayton and Fisher, 2002; Johnson, Tellis and Macinnis, 2005). When
one single previous winner was featured, the Interpersonal Hot Hand occurred as in previous studies: people estimated they had a higher
chance to win the next drawing when the previous winner had the same gender as them than when the previous winner had a different
gender (N=43 ; msame gender= 0.124 vs. mdifferent gender= -0.870 ; t=2.095 ; p<0.5). When three previous winners were featured, gender
similarity had no effect (N=51 ; msame gender= -0.907 vs. mdifferent gender= -0.970 ; t=0.135 ; p>0.5). Moreover, the alternative explanation
related to the activation persuasion knowledge was ruled out.

The main contribution of this research is to show a new kind of hot hand fallacy caused by a similarity judgment. It also extends the
existing literature dealing with the influence of similarity and identity congruency. While unrealistic optimism can bias the evaluation
of anonymous, random-picked in-group member on social traits (Klar and Giladi 1997), here we show that the observation of what
happened to an anonymous in-group member can also influence the likelihood judgement of an event occurring to oneself.
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