Maintaining credibility when communicating uncertainty:
the role of directionality in ‘erroneous’ predictions
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« Test a ‘directionality-outcome congruency’ account, Low High

whereby a communicator is evaluated against the extent Probability
to which a phrase’s directionality and outcome matches.

*p<.001

» Congruency x probabillity interaction: use of incongruent VPE
leads to greater loss in credibility, but only in high probability
domain.
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* Congruency x probabillity interaction: use of incongruent VPE
perceived as less correct in both probability domains, with a
larger effect of congruency in high probability domain.

The River Wayston Is currently in flood and floodwater Is
expected. Experts from Wayston Geological Centre are
communicating information about the flood.

An expert has suggested that given the river’s situation and

recent weather, it is doubtful that the floodwater will extend 7km. Surprise Ratings
* Main effect of congruency on surprise ratings (p < .05) — higher

levels of surprise observed for incongruent VPES.
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 VPEs communicate additional Iinformation, over and above
conveying likelihood, which has implications for credibility.

* Directionality drives expectations about events, resulting In
more negative perceptions when outcome IS incongruent with
directionality of VPE.

:  Smaller effect of congruency in low probability condition could
4. Trust / Expertise / Correctness / Surprise Ratings result from the ambiguous directionality of ‘small chance’.
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