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Randomness and inductions from streaks:

"Gambler’s fallacy” versus “hot hand”
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RESULT

IRandomness Rating|

randomness rating - Tablel
< >  ANOVA
time( past/future) order ( six possible)
scenario (random/noncompetition/competition)

v’ scenario nonrandom
competition noncompetition [F(1,183)=9.51,p=.002]
noncompetition random [F(1,183) =41.40,p< .001]
v’ time>scenario [F(2,366) = 3.97,p=.004]
order>=time [F(5,183) = 3.65,p=.004]
4 raring
BN [the first episode, r(195)=.29 ;

the second episode, r(195)=.30 ; the third episode, r(195)=.28]

= randomness scale
scenario
- episode
random,noncompetition,competition
Table 1
Means and Standard Deviations for How Nonrandom
Participants Thought the Events Were
Competition Noncompetition Random
Time M SD M SD M sD
Future 3.6 1.3 32 1.4 2.2 1.4
Past 3.1 1.5 2.9 1.2 2.3 1.4

Note—1, completely random; 6, completely nonrandom.
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PPredictions for the Next Event

-~ Table 2
< > ANOVA
dichotomous Lunney(1990)
ANOVA
v’ scenario
competition noncompetition [F(1,183) = 11.81,p=.001]
noncompetition random [F(1,183) =77.18,p<.001]
v’ Table2 competition  noncompetition future
random
-time scenario [F(2,366) = 4.74,p =.009]
v' order scenario [F(10,366) = 1.88,p=.047]
- noncompetition
random
Table 2
Proportions of Participants Who Continued the Streak
in Each Scenario
Competition Noncompetition Random
Time M 5D M sD M sD
Future (n = 109) .66 50 56 50 A2 33
Past (n = 86) 52 A8 34 48 A4 35
- Table3
< > ANOVA
v’ scenario
competition noncompetition [F(1,183) =5.86,p=.016]
noncompetition random [F(1,183)=12.43,p=.001]
v time [F(1,183) = 4.69,p=.032]
time scenario [F(2,366) = 1,45p =.236]
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order time [F(5,183) =2.31,p=.046] -

Table 3
Means and Standard Deviations of Participants’ Estimates for
the Percentage Chance of the Streak’s Continuing

Competition MNoncompetition Random
Time M 5D M 5D M sD
Future 54.9 15.6 51.5 15.2 44 .8 13.3
Past 51.8 15.3 46.7 12.6 44 .8 11.1
DISCUSSON
nonrandom
nonrandom
- the hot hand the gambler’s fallacy
random nonrandom
Time effect
& future competition  noncompetition
time nonrandomness
nonrandom random
-~ nhonrandomness time
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Randomness the gambler’s fallacy
random the gambler’s fallacy

- the gambler’s fallacy
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reasoning learning Memory processes
nonrandom
nonrandomness
Ex. negative contingency nonrandom

— nonrandom

cause
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