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Authors demonstrate that when a probability prediction is higher (vs. lower), consumers infer that the prediction is more accurate as it

signals that the forecaster has conducted a more in depth analysis of the available information. Consequently, the forecaster is also

judged as more reliable. Moderators and consequences are studied.
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EXTENDED ABSTRACT
Information is key to decision-making. However, seldom do 

consumers have the time or the ability to interpret information. 
Therefore, they often rely on forecasts that analysts (e.g., market 
researchers) make using this information.  But how do consumers 
evaluate the accuracy of these predictions?

We propose a new cue: the forecast’s probability. We posit that 
when the forecaster makes a prediction (e.g. a 70% or 30% chance 
that a stock will increase in value), people will use the estimate 
(70% or 30%) to assess accuracy. This accuracy attribution occurs 
because people infer from a higher prediction that the forecaster has 
conducted more in depth analyses of the available information when 
calculating the prediction. This arises from a naïve belief that a more 
in depth analysis can increase prediction accuracy. 

Because people infer that a higher (e.g. 70%) prediction re-
flects greater predictability relative to a lower prediction (e.g. 30%), 
individuals will believe that the forecaster has conducted a more 
thorough analysis when making a 70% prediction relative to a 30% 
prediction (H1). If higher (vs. lower) predictions signal that a more 
in-depth analysis has been conducted, then the resulting estimate 
should also be more accurate (H2). Furthermore, the relationship be-
tween prediction estimates and accuracy will be mediated by percep-
tions of depth of information analyses (H3). 

Moreover, if higher predictions increase perceptions of depth 
of analyses and accuracy, then the benefits should extend to the fore-
caster. Thus, an analyst who makes higher predictions should be 
judged as being more reliable and trustworthy (H4). Finally, if lower 
(vs. higher) predictions signal that the forecaster has not conducted 
an in-depth analysis, perceivers may review existing contextual in-
formation carefully themselves, even if this information was includ-
ed when deriving the probability estimates (H5) 

In study 1, we presented a prediction from a basketball expert 
about an upcoming game between two teams, A and B, and manipu-
lated chance to be high or low (N = 162). In the high (low) condition, 
the prediction of team A winning was 70% (30%).  We obtained the 
predicted main effects: the prediction was judged to be more accu-
rate when it was higher (Mhigh-chance = 4.24 vs. Mlow-chance = 3.54, F(1, 
160)=15.27, p < .001). In addition, with higher (vs. lower) predic-
tions, participants perceived the expert as more reliable (Mhigh-chance 
= 4.77 vs. Mlow-chance = 4.13, F(1, 160) = 15.82, p < .001), more trust-
worthy (Mhigh-chance = 4.84 vs. Mlow-chance = 4.35, F(1, 160) = 7.58, p < 
.01), and more knowledgeable (M-high-chance = 5.78 vs. Mlow-chance = 5.28, 
F(1, 160) = 6.96, p < .01). Furthermore, these accuracy perceptions 
mediated the effects of chance on expert evaluations. 

In study 2, we examine the effect of prediction framing on ac-
curacy judgments. We expect that a higher chance of winning (los-
ing) a game will lead to greater accuracy judgments relative to a 
lower chance of losing (winning). We used a 2 chance (high, low) 

x 2 prediction framing (winning, losing) between-subjects design 
(N = 161). The scenario was similar to that of study 1. In the win-
ning (losing) framing condition, the expert predicted the chance of 
team A winning (losing). Replicating previous results, the accuracy 
scale elicited higher responses in the high (vs. low) chance condi-
tion (Mhigh-chance = 4.11 vs. Mlow-chance = 3.34, F(1, 157) = 19.73, p < 
.001). The chance by framing interaction was not significant (NS), 
suggesting that irrespective of framing (winning or losing), accuracy 
was higher when the predicted chance was higher (vs. lower). But, 
consistent with our hypotheses, participants reported that the forecast 
was more accurate when chance was higher versus lower; that is, a 
70% prediction of winning was more accurate than a 30% prediction 
of losing (Mhigh-chance-winning = 4.05 vs. Mlow-chance-losing = 3.36, F(1, 157) = 
8.15, p < .005), and, a 70% chance of losing was more accurate than 
a 30% chance of winning (Mhigh-chance-losing = 4.16 vs. Mlow-chance-winning = 
3.31, F(1, 157) = 11.71, p < .001). 

In study 3, we investigate the role of the forecaster’s depth of in-
formation analyses, and study its effects on outcome expectations. If 
the forecaster’s depth of analyses drives accuracy perceptions, with 
lower (vs. higher) predictions, participants will try to compensate for 
the lack of depth of analyses in the forecaster’s research by reanalyz-
ing contextual details carefully themselves; therefore, we expect the 
contextual background to influence outcome expectations when pre-
dictions are lower. We used a 2 chance (high, low) x 2 market context 
(positive, negative) between-subjects design (N = 94). Participants 
imagined purchasing a company’s stocks; in the positive (negative) 
context, the industry was expected to grow (slow down). After con-
sidering all the pros and the cons, the analyst made predictions about 
the chance that the company would be successful. In the high (low) 
chance condition, the prediction was 70% (30%). When chance was 
higher (vs. lower), the forecaster was perceived to have conducted 
a more in depth analysis (Mhigh-chance = 5.15 vs. Mlow-chance = 4.65, F(1, 
90) = 4.46, p < .05), and the prediction was judged as being more 
accurate (Mhigh-chance = 4.67 vs. Mlow-chance = 3.96, F(1, 90) = 8.76, p < 
.005). In addition, the chance by context interaction was significant 
(F(1, 90) = 5.53, p < .03). While context did not influence success 
expectations in the high chance condition (Mpositive = 4.53 vs. Mnegative 
= 4.37, F(1, 90) = .66, p > .41), when chance was lower, positive 
context led to higher success expectations (Mpositive = 3.76 vs. M negative 
= 2.87, F(1,90) = 15.52,  p < .001). Indeed, such kinds of predictions 
are made in a variety of contexts, such as those relating to sporting 
contests, economic recovery, prospects of new products, Presidential 
elections, and other events. Our finding that the magnitude of the 
prediction (high vs. low) is used to judge its accuracy is likely to 
have important implications for consumer judgments and decision-
making (e.g., which stocks consumers buy, how much they buy, and 
which forecaster they believe in).   


