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Abstract 

The communication of uncertainties needs to be as precise as possible to enable the receiver of 

risk-messages to adapt their behavior appropriately. However, the communication of 

uncertainties comes with its own set of challenges as most senders prefer to communicate 

uncertainty through verbal probability phrases (e.g., likely) – a communication form 

characterized by its ambiguity and (framed) directionality. While it is well known that receivers 

often do not translate such phrases into the numerical probability intended by the sender, it is 

less clear how this discrepancy influences subsequent behavioral actions. Thus, the role of 

verbal versus numerical communication of uncertainty warrants additional attention to 

investigate two critical questions: 1) whether differences in decision-making under uncertainty 

arise between these communication forms, and 2) whether such differences persist even when 

verbal phrases are translated accurately into the intended numerical meaning. By implementing 

a laboratory experiment, we show that individuals value uncertain options with medium to high 

likelihoods significantly lower when uncertainty is communicated verbally rather than 

numerically. This effect may lead to less rational decisions under verbal communication, 

particularly at high likelihoods. Those results remain consistent even if individuals translate 

verbal uncertainty correctly into the associate numerical uncertainty, implying that a biased 

behavioral response is not only induced by mistranslations. Instead, ambiguity about the exact 

meaning of a verbal phrase interferes with decision-making even beyond potential 
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mistranslations. These findings tie in with previous research on ambiguity aversion, which has 

predominantly operationalized ambiguity through numerical ranges rather than verbal phrases.  

Keywords: Decision-making; uncertainty; ambiguity; communication; verbal 

 

1. Introduction  

In times of global crises, institutional upheaval and dynamic environments, managers and 

policymakers need to openly talk about uncertainties to achieve trustworthy communication. 

One critical aspect of this process is choosing how to express uncertainty, which can be done 

in two ways: either via verbal phrasing (“likely”) or via numbers (“there is a 75% likelihood”). 

Even though past research has frequently highlighted that the communication of uncertainty is 

tricky (see for a review Spiegelhalter, 2017), research on the effects of communication practices 

on subsequent decision-making is still in its infancy. Particularly, the behavioral consequences 

of expressing uncertainty as a number versus a verbal phrase are not fully understood yet. 

Among these two modes of communication, verbal phrases warrant closer attention due to their 

frequent use in spoken language. Senders of messages prefer to use verbal phrases over numbers 

when conveying uncertainties (Erev & Cohen, 1990; Wallsten et al., 1993; Juanchich & Sirota, 

2020a, 2020b; Rosen et al., 2021), as the vagueness of verbal phrases enables senders to 

maintain credibility after erroneous forecasts (Juanchich et al., 2012; Dhami & Mandel, 2022). 

Notably, receivers do not share this preference. Instead, Erev & Cohen (1990) highlight a 

communication mode preference paradox, where individuals favor receiving information about 

uncertainties in the form of numerical probabilities (see also Brun & Teigen, 1988; Wallsten et 

al., 1993; Andreadis et al., 2021). Receivers especially appreciate precise information as their 

preference for numerical uncertainty over verbal uncertainty may only hold for precise 

numerical values rather than numerical ranges (Lofstedt et al., 2021). 
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Like numerical ranges, verbal phrases are inherently imprecise. They lack a standardized 

definition, and their exact meaning depends on an individual’s interpretation. Past research has 

consistently emphasized the ambiguity of such phrases, revealing that receivers systematically 

misinterpret them in ways unintended by the sender. These discrepancies have been 

documented across various domains (see Teigen et al., 2022), including the medical field (Brun 

and Teigen; 1988; Berry et al., 2002, Andreadis et al., 2021), reports on climate change 

(Budescu et al., 2012, 2014) or weather forecasts (Rosen et al., 2021). 

While interpretative discrepancies of verbal phrases are well documented, their behavioral 

consequences are less clear, as research in this area is still emerging. In this paper we explore 

how the misalignment between verbal and numerical probabilities leads to behavioral 

consequences in subsequent decision-making. We aim to understand whether potential 

differences in decision-making arise due to humans’ difficulty translating verbal probabilities 

into numerical equivalents, or whether potential behavioral biases persist even when 

translations are accurate. We evaluate the effects of verbal and numerical uncertainty 

communication by using a laboratory experimental setting, analyzing individuals’ actions after 

receiving either numerical or verbal probabilities.  

First, our findings confirm that verbal and numerical probabilities are perceived differently by 

individuals as translations of verbal probabilities often do not align with the intended numerical 

probability. Second, differences in decision-making under uncertainty arise between verbal and 

numerical communication for medium and high likelihoods. Specifically, individuals value 

uncertain options less when uncertainty is communicated verbally rather than numerically, 

leading to less rational decisions at high likelihoods with evaluations moving away from the 

expected value of the uncertain option. Third, this holds true even if individuals translate verbal 

probabilities into the correct numerical value. The latter finding suggests that responses in 

behavior may not be cured by educational means but are inherent to verbal communication. 
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These findings are relevant for anyone communicating risk, especially managers and 

policymakers who need to convey uncertainties in a clear and impactful way. Senders of 

messages should be aware that expressing uncertainties verbally rather than numerically can 

lead to unintended behavioral consequences for the receiver. This implication is especially 

relevant given the rise of machine learning models, which can generate numerical probability 

estimates that managers and policymakers might not otherwise have access to. 

2. Related Literature 

Verbal probability phrases are inherently vague as their exact meaning is not well defined and 

depends on the interpretation of an individual. Even though this ambiguity makes them prone 

to misunderstandings, such phrases are frequently used to communicate uncertainties, even in 

high stake scenarios. A commonly cited example is the communication of climate change. 

Given the complexity of climate science as well as the need for forecasts, findings can be subject 

to an element of uncertainty. The Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) 

communicates this uncertainty through verbal probability phrases while also providing an 

interpretation guideline for these phrases. Budescu et al. (2012) focused on the numerical 

translation of these phrases, revealing that the public consistently misinterprets them compared 

to their intended meaning, as low probability phrases are overestimated while high probability 

phrases are underestimated. These findings have been replicated in over 20 countries and 

languages (Budescu et al., 2014) and remain consistent even when participants have access to 

the interpretation guidelines provided by the IPCC (Budescu et al., 2009, 2012). 

In general, research focusing on the translation of isolated verbal probability phrases highlights 

a high heterogeneity between individuals (Lichtenstein & Newman, 1967; Beyth-Marom et al., 

1982; Brun & Teigen, 1988; Clarke et al., 1992; Theil, 2002). Clarke et al. (1992) performed 

an extensive study with 966 participants translating a total of 60 verbal probability phrases on 

a scale from 0% to 100%. The average standard deviation of the translated values for all phrases 
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amounts to 14.8 percentage points with the highest standard deviation being as high as 21 

percentage points for the word ‘possible’ (Clarke et al., 1992). Notably, variance in translations 

between individuals increases even more when phrases do not appear isolated but are embedded 

in additional context (Beyth-Marom et al., 1982; Brun & Teigen, 1988; Budescu et al., 2012).  

While much attention has been given to translations of verbal probabilities, individuals may not 

act exactly in line with those translations. Verbal probabilities impose unique characteristics 

that can impact decision-making beyond potential mistranslations. First, verbal probabilities are 

characterized by ambiguity, as their exact meaning depends on individual interpretation – on 

the part of the sender as well as on the part of the receiver. This ambiguity not only leads to 

mistranslations but also introduces uncertainty about the exact probability level as the sender’s 

intended meaning is often unclear to the receiver. Such additional uncertainty can interfere with 

decision-making and subsequently lead to differences between verbal and numerical 

communication even in the absence of mistranslations. Second, verbal probabilities are 

characterized by their directionality, which complements ambiguity by shifting the focus 

beyond the numerical translation of verbal probabilities, and the uncertainty involved in this 

process. The concept of directionality addresses the linguistic framing of verbal phrases and 

how it can be used to evoke optimism (positive directionality) or caution (negative 

directionality), independent of the numerical value associated with the phrase (Teigen & Brun, 

1995). Going forward we will discuss ambiguity and directionality in more detail, focusing on 

how these characteristics can impact decision-making under verbal versus numerical 

communication of uncertainty. 

Ambiguity 

Research on ambiguity is detached from verbal probability phrases and goes back to a study by 

Ellsberg (1961). He focused on decision-making under uncertainty, differentiating between 

risky options with known probabilities, and ambiguous options that additionally impose 
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uncertainty regarding the exact probability value. In his experiment, participants choose 

between two urns, each containing 100 balls in either black or red. The first urn, representing 

the risky option, contained an equal distribution of 50 balls per color. The second urn, 

representing the ambiguous option, had an unknown distribution of colors as the number of 

black and red balls may range anywhere from 0 to 100. Participants would then choose an urn 

and color to bet on. The results of the experiment highlight a preference for the risky urn, as 

participants avoid the ambiguous one. Ellsberg (1961) defined this behavior as ambiguity 

aversion, a cognitive bias where individuals prefer known risks over uncertain ones, even when 

the expected outcomes are identical.  

Ellsberg’s findings challenge traditional decision theories, such as expected utility theory, 

which assume people evaluate options solely on their expected value. Instead, his work 

emphasizes a psychological component where individuals not only act based on the expected 

probability but also the confidence they have in that information. Ambiguity aversion has since 

become a cornerstone in behavioral economics and decision theory. A meta study by Bühren et 

al. (2023) showcases the growing interest in ambiguity aversion with publications on the topic 

increasing rapidly in the 2000’s. In this timeframe many applications and extensions of 

Ellsberg’s design were published. Halevy (2007) expands on Ellsberg’s approach by 

confronting participants with two urns but letting them select reservation prices for each urn, 

replacing the binary choice in Ellsberg’s experiment. The results confirm Ellsberg’s findings 

as participants select lower reservation prices for the ambiguous urn compared to the risky urn. 

Borghans et al. (2009) adapted this new design and added additional ambiguous urns with 

narrower probability ranges (e.g., 40-60% rather than 0-100%) to implement varying degrees 

of ambiguity. Their results reveal that individuals select lower reservation prices as the urns 

become more ambiguous with wider probability ranges. Thereby, leading to less rational 

decisions, with reservation prices deviating further from the expected value of the lottery. 
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Furthermore, Kocher et al. (2018) considered ambiguity aversion more extensively and expand 

Ellsberg’s framework by considering the possibility of both gains and losses as well as different 

probability levels. Their results show that ambiguity aversion is not universal and may only 

hold in the domain of gains for moderate to high likelihoods (Kocher et al., 2018).  

Both Ellsberg (2011) and Bühren et al. (2023) question the applicability of ambiguity aversion 

beyond theoretical models, raising concerns about its relevance in real world scenarios. Some 

recent research has shifted the focus on more practical applications, revealing an influence of 

ambiguity aversion on behavioral actions in different contexts such as portfolio investment 

decisions (Dlugosch & Wang, 2022) or intention of receiving the Covid-19 vaccination 

(Gillman et al., 2023). Nonetheless, the practical relevance of ambiguity aversion remains a 

point of concern. Focusing on Ellsberg’s (1961) original design as well as its various extensions, 

ambiguity is exclusively operationalized through missing probabilities or numerical ranges – a 

notable limitation, as uncertainty is rarely communicated this way outside of theoretical models. 

Instead, verbal probability phrases, which also embody ambiguity, are typically the preferred 

way to communicate uncertainty. However, whether the behavioral effects linked to ambiguity 

aversion persist when ambiguity is introduced through verbal phrases rather than numerical 

ranges remains an open question.  

Directionality 

While verbal probability phrases are undeniably ambiguous and prone to mistranslations, they 

also contain linguistic cues that can further influence the perception of probabilistic statements. 

Teigen and Brun (1995; 1999; 2003) argued that, despite being denotatively vague, verbal 

probabilities can convey the intended message with greater argumentative precision than 

numerical probabilities due to such linguistic cues. They introduce the term directionality as a 

characteristic of verbal phrases, which can lead a decision-maker independent of the perceived 

probability value and its ambiguity (Teigen & Brun, 1999). More specifically, phrases with 



 

8 
 

positive directionality (e.g., possible) are encouraging as they highlight the occurrence of an 

uncertain event whereas phrases with a negative directionality (e.g., doubtful) emphasize the 

non-occurrence and advise to be careful (Teigen & Brun, 1995, 2003). 

A deeper understanding of directionality emerges when exploring its connection to the 

numerical value associated with a phrase, which imposes a strong predictor of its directionality 

(Teigen & Brun, 1999; Juanchich et al., 2013). More specifically, positive framing tends to 

align with high probabilities, while negative framing is associated with low probability values. 

So called incongruent phrases such as “small chance” defy this pattern by inducing a mismatch 

between framing and probability – e.g., by pairing a positive directionality with a low 

probability value, thereby emphasizing potential despite low odds. As a result, two phrases 

referring to similar numerical values can differ in their directionality, offering intrinsic 

linguistic cues independent of the numerical meaning (see also Honda & Yamagashi, 2006).  

These linguistic cues shape the receiver’s perception and influence it in unique ways, often 

contrasting with the impact of ambiguity. Collins and Mandel (2019) demonstrated this in an 

experiment examining how individuals comprehend probabilistic statements and perceive 

implicit recommendations. Their findings reveal that participants perceived probability 

information significantly more clearly when it was presented numerically, underscoring the 

ambiguity of verbal phrases. However, verbal communication was found to make implicit 

recommendations for subsequent actions clearer. This effect highlights the role of directionality 

as it naturally provides a perspective beyond the numerical probability, influencing the 

perception through linguistic framing that encourages or discourages specific actions. 

Directionality not only impacts perceived recommendations but also subsequent decision-

making. This influence is illustrated in an experiment by Teigen and Brun (1999), which 

compared two phrases with contrasting directionalities: “some possibility”, fostering hope by 

emphasizing the potential occurrence with its positive directionality, and “quite uncertain”, 
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promoting caution by highlighting the potential non-occurrence through its negative 

directionality. Participants in the experiment translated both phrases into a numerical 

probability of approximately 32% on average. Yet, their subsequent decisions differed 

significantly: 91% of participants indicated that they would recommend a medical treatment 

described as having “some possibility” of being helpful, whereas only 32% did so when it was 

described as “quite uncertain”. Thus, the experiment shows how verbal probabilities can impact 

decision-making beyond their numerical interpretation. 

Honda and Yamagishi (2017) as well as Honda et al. (2023) aimed to explore the psychological 

reasoning behind the effect of directionality. Rather than focusing solely on the decision-maker 

at the receiving end of the communication, they first examined the sender’s perspective and the 

rationale behind their choice of words. A sender’s choice of directionality is influenced by their 

own reference point about the likelihood of an event, which can deviate from the objective 

probability. When the objective probability exceeds this reference point, senders tend to use a 

verbal probability with positive directionality (Juanchich et al., 2010; Honda & Yamagishi, 

2017). Receivers are often able to infer information about the sender’s reference point through 

their choice of words, thereby gaining insights about the probabilistic beliefs of the sender 

(Honda & Yamagishi, 2017). Building on these findings, Honda et al. (2023) demonstrated that 

such inferred probabilistic beliefs through directionality can trigger framing effects, influencing 

the receivers’ decision-making. Consequently, directionality can lead to biased decision-

making and less rational behavior, as decisions further deviate from the objective probability. 

The role of directionality and the potential bias it induces is particularly important when 

comparing verbal versus numerical communication. Unlike ambiguity, directionality can also 

apply to precise numerical probabilities. While verbal phrases often vary in directionality, 

numerical probabilities are considered unidirectional with a positive bias, as their directionality 

typically remains positive even for low likelihood levels. Teigen and Brun (1995; 2000) 
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demonstrated this through multiple experiments in which participants often judge even low 

numerical probabilities as affirmative and associate them with positive outcomes. This creates 

a notable contrast at low likelihood levels, where congruent verbal phrases (e.g., unlikely) adopt 

a negative directionality, emphasizing caution, whereas numerical probabilities maintain a 

positive framing, e.g., by being communicated as a 25% chance rather than a 75% doubt (see 

Teigen & Brun, 1999). As a result, negative directionality in verbal phrases may influence 

decision-making differently than numerical probabilities, potentially leading to distinct biases. 

In summary, directionality and ambiguity are two defining characteristics of verbal 

probabilities that can interfere with decision-making. We expect both to affect receivers’ 

behavior in a similar way but at different likelihood levels. Ambiguity aversion suggests that 

receivers value ambiguous options where the exact probability value is unknown (e.g., verbal 

probabilities) lower than risky options with a known probability value (e.g., precise numerical 

probabilities), particularly at medium to high likelihoods (see Kocher et al., 2018). In contrast, 

differences in directionality between verbal and numerical communication typically emerge at 

low likelihood levels, where verbal probabilities can emphasize non-occurrence, leading to a 

more pessimistic evaluation of the uncertain option. Based on these considerations, we propose 

the following hypotheses:  

H1: Receivers value uncertain options lower when their likelihood is communicated 

verbally rather than numerically 

H2: Receivers exhibit less rational behavior when uncertainty is communicated verbally 

rather than numerically 

Numerical probabilities represent a clear and precise foundation for decision-making, whereas 

verbal probabilities are prone to mistranslations, potentially creating a biased basis for 

subsequent decisions. However, even when verbal probabilities are correctly understood and 
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translated as intended by the sender, they can still influence decision-making through their 

inherent ambiguity and directional cues. Thus, we further hypothesize: 

H3: Numerical and verbal communication lead to differences in decision-making even 

when the verbal probability is translated in the way intended by the sender 

3. Method 

We conducted an experiment designed to study the impact of numerical and verbal probability 

phrases on subsequent decision-making. The framework of the experiment is adapted from an 

approach by Halevy (2007) based on Ellsberg’s (1961) original research on ambiguity aversion. 

Using this approach, we can derive the value an individual is willing to place on risky or 

ambiguous options. Our experiment deviates from Halevy’s (2007) design by implementing 

ambiguity through verbal probability phrases rather than numerical ranges.  

3.1. Setting 

We conducted a randomized experiment followed by a questionnaire, both implemented as an 

online study via the platform SoSci Survey. Participants were recruited through Prolific and 

limited to individuals from the UK to ensure native English speakers and avoid potential 

language barriers when interpreting verbal probability phrases. Additionally, we implemented 

two comprehension checks in accordance with Prolific guidelines to ensure that participants 

understood the procedure. Participants who failed a comprehension check more than once were 

asked to return their submission. In total, 229 individuals started the study, out of which 29 

ended their participation due to failed comprehension checks, while the remaining 200 

participants completed the study taking about 10 minutes on average. Among the participants 

54% were male (46% female). The average age was 35.67 years, ranging between 18 and 75. 

For fully completing the study, participants were paid with a combination of fixed and variable 

payments and earned £3.08 on average. 
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3.2. Experimental design 

In the experiment the communication form of uncertainty depends on a randomly assigned 

treatment. One group receives verbal probability phrases, whereas a corresponding numerical 

probability is given to the other group. We adopt five verbal probability phrases used by the 

Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) to communicate uncertainties in their 

official reports and choose a corresponding numerical probability based on the numerical scale 

provided by the IPCC as well as previous literature on the translation of verbal probability 

phrases (e.g., Clarke et al., 1992; Theil, 2002; Barnes, 2016). Specifically, we consider 

probabilities for a very low likelihood (‘Exceptionally unlikely’ or 1%), low likelihood 

(‘Unlikely’ or 25%), medium likelihood (‘About as likely as not’ or 50%), high likelihood 

(‘Likely’ or 75%) or very high likelihood (‘Virtually certain’ or 99%). The directionality of 

these phrases aligns with common linguistic patterns as we adopted low likelihood phrases with 

negative directionality and high likelihood phrases with positive directionality (see Juanchich 

et al., 2013). 

The experiment consists of five rounds. In each round, participants are presented with a set of 

ten lottery tickets, of which they must select one. The outcome of the selected ticket is 

randomized and can either be a 'Win' or a 'Loss'. The rounds differ from each other in their 

likelihood of a lottery ticket being a ‘Win’. This probability is communicated to the participants 

and corresponds to the likelihood levels very low, low, medium, high, and very high in a 

randomized order. 

This section includes an additional monetary incentive. The outcome of the lottery ticket sets 

the baseline for a bonus payment: 200 pence for a 'Win' or 0 pence for a 'Loss'. Before the 

outcome of their lottery ticket is revealed, participants are tasked to state the lowest price at 

which they would be willing to sell their selected lottery ticket (reservation price). This price is 

then compared to a randomly generated offer ranging between 0 and 200 pence. If the offer 
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exceeds the reservation price, the lottery ticket is sold, and participants are guaranteed to receive 

the offered money. If not, their bonus payment depends on the uncertain outcome of the lottery. 

Note that one round of the experiment is randomly selected for a bonus payment. Only after all 

five rounds are completed, participants learn which round was chosen for payment, whether 

their ticket was a “Win” or a “Loss”, and whether they were able to sell their ticket. The 

experimental procedure is visualized in Appendix A. 

At the start of the experiment, participants are informed about the procedure, followed by two 

comprehension checks regarding the reservation price to ensure that participants fully 

understand the design. Also, they are incentivized to list their true reservation price through 

additional payment. Based on the experimental design, the selected price indicates the value at 

which participants are indifferent between either selling the lottery ticket for a guaranteed 

amount or keeping it for an uncertain payoff.  

3.3. Transparency statement 

The study has been pre-registered prior to data collection. This pre-registration includes 

information on the research goal, experimental procedure, treatment assignment, 

operationalization of the dependent variable and desired sample size. A non-anonymized link 

of the pre-registration can be provided upon request. 

All study materials as well as collected data will be made available upon publication. We used 

Stata for data preparation and analysis, and R for visualizations.  

3.4. Description of variables 

The dependent variables in our experiment are the reservation prices that participants selected 

for the different likelihood levels. Additionally, we observe the rationality of the reservation 

price by considering its deviation to the expected value of the lottery.  
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The main independent variable within our experiment is the communication form of 

uncertainty, which is based on a randomly assigned treatment. Based on previous research on 

verbal probabilities, we expect a high variation in the numerical translation of verbal 

probabilities and want to accommodate for that by the sample size. As a result, 149 participants 

were assigned to the verbal communication group and 51 to the numerical communication 

group. The numerical translation of the verbal phrases is also recorded to control for differences 

in numerical interpretations.  

Additionally, we consider control variables. Here, we include the participant’s gender as 

previous research has shown that women are more risk-averse than men (see Borghans et al., 

2009). Moreover, fluid intelligence and cognitive abilities are commonly linked with risk-

preferences and decision-making under uncertainty (see Lilleholt, 2019). We account for Fluid 

Intelligence through the Berlin Numeracy Scale (BNT) as first implemented by Cokely et al. 

(2012). BNT depicts an individual’s ability to understand and evaluate uncertainties and is 

therefore especially relevant in the context of decision-making under uncertainty. Here, Cokely 

et al. (2018) emphasized its strong predictive power and efficiency, as it is based on an adaptive 

design with 2-3 questions yielding a score between 1 and 4 as shown in Appendix B. 

Additionally, we consider age and education as indicators of crystallized intelligence as 

proposed by Krefeld-Schwalb et al. (2024) to control for an age-related decline in Fluid 

Intelligence. In terms of education, we classify participants into two groups: those with higher 

education (bachelor’s degree or above) and those without (A-levels or below). Furthermore, we 

control for attentiveness through the logarithmic response time of a given task as Krefeld-

Schwalb et al. (2024) argue that participants with low attentiveness may speed through a survey 

or experiment and miss crucial information, affecting their decision-making process. Lastly, we 

include the Big Five personality traits proposed by Rammstedt and John (2007) as they have 

been shown to impact risk preferences in multiple studies, revealing that openness to 
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experience, and extraversion are linked to risk seeking behavior while neuroticism, 

agreeableness and conscientiousness are associated with risk aversion (Nicholson et al., 2005; 

Highhouse et al., 2022). 

3.5. Coarsened Exact Matching 

All participants in the numerical communication group receive explicit numerical probabilities, 

providing a clear and precise foundation for decision-making. In contrast, verbal phrases are 

subject to individual interpretation, potentially leading to mistranslations and creating a biased 

basis for decision-making in the verbal communication group. As a result, differences in 

decision-making between the groups may arise from varying probability assessments or the 

distinction between verbal and numerical phrasing itself. To disentangle the effect of the 

communication form from a potential bias induced by mistranslations, we apply the method of 

coarsened exact matching (CEM) to match similar observations in the verbal and numerical 

group. Here, we do not only match based on translation accuracy, but also other confounding 

factors. First, age is included, as it has a significant effect on numerical translation of various 

verbal phrases (see Appendix C). Second, we match based on gender, as it has been shown to 

influence decision-making under uncertainty in previous research (see Borghans, 2009) and is 

unequally distributed between verbal- and numerical communication groups in our data. 

When matching based on multiple (continuous) control variables, finding exact matching 

partners becomes very unlikely due to the high number of unique combinations. Within CEM 

an algorithm is applied to coarsen continuous variables into categories by dividing them into 

intervals. Then one group is created for every unique combination of the coarsened control 

variables. Finally, all observations within a group are matched together (Blackwell et al., 2009; 

Iacus et al., 2012). The observations are weighted based on the number of units for each 

communication form within their group as discussed by Iacus et al. (2012). Here, groups that 

do not include units from both communication forms are given a weight of zero (see Blackwell 
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et al., 2009). While CEM itself is purely a data-processing method, the resulting weights are 

applied in our analysis. 

CEM offers distinct advantages over an exact matching method that is solely based on 

translation accuracy. First, observations with only minor translation inaccuracies can still be 

matched and given a corresponding weight, reducing data loss. Second, observations with an 

accurate translation may not be matched if no similar combination of age and gender exists in 

the numerical communication group. Overall, CEM ensures better comparability between the 

two groups beyond just translation accuracy, allowing us to examine the causal relationship 

between communication form and subsequent decision-making. 

4. Results 

In the following we will discuss the results of our experiment. We first focus on the translation 

of verbal probability phrases. Afterwards, we turn to decision-making and how it is impacted 

differently by verbal and numerical communication of uncertainty. 

Table 1 shows descriptive statistics for the translation of verbal phrases, highlighting their 

ambiguity as translations differ widely between individuals, with standard deviations ranging 

between 11.42 and 16.55 percentage points. Furthermore, the mean translations partially 

deviate from the corresponding numerical probability used in the numerical communication 

group. Most notably, the translations for ‘exceptionally unlikely’ and ‘virtually certain’ vary 

substantially from the interpretation suggested by the IPCC of 0-1% and 99-100% respectively 

as around 75% of all participants translate these two phrases outside of the suggested range. 

Also, both the median and mean translation of ‘Likely’ do not match the intended numerical 

probability. This is in line with previous research showing that mirror-imaged terms (such as 

unlikely and likely) are not translated symmetrically or equidistantly from the mid-point (i.e., 

50%), as the higher probability term is translated closer to 50% than the lower probability term. 
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Overall, the mean translation across all five verbal phrases deviates from the intended numerical 

probability indicated in the numerical communication group by 5.28 percentage points on 

average. Lastly, notable outliers can be observed for all phrases as highlighted by the wide 

range for each of the translations. 

Table1: Descriptive statistics – Translation of verbal phrases 

Verbal phrases* Median Mean Min Max Std. dev. N 

Exceptionally Unlikely (1%) 5 10.31 0 95 16.55 149 

Unlikely (25%) 25 26.51 0 80 12.08 149 

About as likely as not (50%) 50 47.31 2 100 11.70 149 

Likely (75%) 70 69.46 25 100 11.42 149 

Virtually certain (99%) 95 91.67 20 100 12.09 149 

*Probability values used in the numerical communication group are displayed in parentheses 

Figure 1 illustrates the distribution of the translations through density functions. It shows a 

notable peak for all five probability phrases at their most common translation. However, this 

peak is less pronounced for the phrases ‘unlikely’ and ‘likely’, suggesting a higher degree of 

uncertainty for these two phrases. Additionally, a small bump at 50% can be observed for all 

five phrases. Other than that, outliers far from the most common translation are barely 

noticeable. Thus, we do not remove any outliers individually to not manipulate the data and 

ensure a transparent approach. 
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Figure 1: Density functions for the translations of verbal probability phrases  

In summary, our results on the translation of verbal phrases emphasize their ambiguity and lack 

of a universal definition, with many individuals interpreting these phrases differently than 

intended. This is important to note, as behavioral differences in subsequent decisions based on 

either verbal or numerical communication may arise from inherent differences between the two 

forms of communication or from mistranslations of verbal phrases. To isolate the effect of 

verbal phrases on decision-making from potential mistranslations, we apply a matching 

algorithm (CEM) to reduce the variation in translations and bring them closer to the intended 

meaning. Specifically, we match observations based on the numerical probability provided to 

the numerical communication group against the translation chosen for the corresponding verbal 

phrase in the verbal communication group, while including age and gender as additional 

matching variables. The descriptive statistics of the translations after the matching process can 

be seen in Table 2. Applying CEM reduces the initial sample size of 149 observations in the 
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verbal communication group, now ranging between 61 and 124 observations depending on the 

phrase. This improves the balance between verbal- and numerical group substantially. The 

mean translations of verbal phrases are brought closer to the intended numerical probabilities 

as the average deviation to the corresponding value across all five phrases is reduced from 5.28 

percentage points to 1.95 percentage points. Also, the variation in translations is notably 

reduced with standard deviations on average being decreased from 12.77 to 2.38. Lastly, the 

ranges are much smaller, removing any outliers.  

Table2: Descriptive statistics – Translation of verbal phrases after the matching process 

Verbal phrases* Median Mean Min Max Std. dev. N 

Exceptionally Unlikely (1%) 5 4.93 0 10 3.26 118 

Unlikely (25%) 25 27.10 25 30 2.49 61 

About as likely as not (50%) 50 49.68 40 50 1.74 124 

Likely (75%) 75 76.38 75 80 2.25 61 

Virtually certain (99%) 98 97.10 92 100 2.13 97 

*Probability values used in the numerical communication group are displayed in parentheses 

In the following, we will shift the focus from the translation to subsequent decision-making. 

Within our experiment participants were confronted with a decision task that required them to 

select reservation prices separately for five lottery tickets in a risk-induced setting, where the 

uncertainty of winning was either communicated numerically or verbally. Our goal is to 

understand how the form of communication impacts decision-making. Specifically, we 

compare the reservation prices set under numerical versus verbal communication, while 

controlling for potential mistranslations under verbal communication by differentiating 

between all observations (before matching) and a subset with a high translation accuracy by 

applying CEM weights (after matching).  
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Figure 2 gives a descriptive overview of the decisions across the experiment, displaying the 

expected value of the lottery alongside the reservation prices selected for numerical and verbal 

communication, including separate bars for the verbal condition depending on translation 

accuracy (before and after matching). Independent of the communication mode, participants 

responded to differences in the communicated likelihood by consistently setting higher 

reservations prices when the communicated uncertainty implies a greater chance of winning 

(e.g., ‘likely’ versus ‘about as likely as not’). Here, pairwise comparisons of reservation prices 

between any two likelihood levels reveal statistically significant differences, with p-values 

smaller than 0.01 according to a Wilcoxon signed rank sum test. Though, when increasing the 

likelihood of a ‘Win’, the average reservation price does not increase at the same rate as the 

expected value of the lottery. Instead, individuals deviate from the expected value and rational 

response by acting risk-seeking at low likelihoods and becoming increasingly risk-averse at 

higher likelihood levels.  
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Figure 2: Average reservation prices based on numerical and verbal communication  

 

Moreover, Figure 2 shows that average reservation prices for verbal communication are very 

similar between all observations and a subset of observations with high translation accuracy. 

However, notable differences between verbal and numerical communication emerge, with 

mean reservation prices being lower for verbal communication across four of the five likelihood 

levels. Focusing on all observations in the verbal treatment first, a Mann-Whitney U test 

confirms significant differences in the distribution of reservation prices between numerical and 

verbal communication for medium, high, and very high likelihoods, at a 10% significance level 

as shown in Table 3.  

Table 3: Mann-Whitney U test for differences in reservation prices 

 Expected Mean Reservation Price  

Likelihood* Value Numerical Verbal  p-Value 

Exceptionally Unlikely (1%) 2 74.784 75.779 0.495 

Unlikely (25%) 50 97.824 89.255 0.284 

About as likely as not (50%) 100 120.471 108.993 0.077 

Likely (75%) 150 153.784 140.295 0.075 

Virtually certain (99%) 198 173.412 163.161 0.092 

*The numerical probabilities proposed to the control group are displayed in parentheses 

We want to further explore how mistranslated phrases drive these differences between verbal 

and numerical communication. While the Mann-Whitney U test provides a useful first 

impression of the differences in reservation prices between numerical and verbal 

communication, it cannot include any weights, limiting its application to comparisons before 

the matching process. To further investigate these differences, we turn to regression models as 

a parametric approach, which allows us to remove decisions based on mistranslations by 

incorporating the weights retrieved from CEM. Specifically, we run two regression models for 

each level of likelihood – one with weights applied (after matching) to capture the differences 
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between verbal and numerical communication when verbal phrases are translated as intended, 

complemented by models with all observations (before matching) to assess the robustness of 

the effect. This approach enables us to examine the impact of verbal versus numerical 

communication on decision-making and assess the mediating role of translation accuracy.  

Table 4 displays the results of a regression model for each of the likelihood levels after the 

matching process with CEM weights applied. Therefore, in the verbal treatment we only 

consider decisions that were made for correctly translated phrases. As such, we did not include 

all 200 observations, but rather between 111 and 174 depending on the phrase. The results of 

the models reveal that on average and c.p. individuals select significantly lower reservation 

prices for medium and high likelihoods when uncertainty is communicated verbally rather than 

numerically in absence of mistranslations. Specifically, participants in the verbal condition who 

translate the phrases ‘about as likely as not’ and ‘likely’ close to their intended probabilities of 

50% and 75%, set lower reservation prices by 14.097 and 24.54 pence respectively, compared 

to participants who received these probabilities in numerical form. Thus, we can confirm 

Hypothesis 1 for a medium and high likelihood level. Moreover, at high likelihoods these 

significant differences between verbal and numerical communication are associated with less 

rational behavior as a response to verbal communication of uncertainty as shown in Figure 2. 

Therefore, confirming Hypothesis 2 at a high likelihood level. 

Table 4: Regression models for reservation prices (after matching) 

Explanatory 

variables 

(1) Very low 

likelihood 

(2) Low 

likelihood 

(3) Medium 

likelihood 

(4) High 

likelihood 

(5) Very high 

likelihood 

Verbal 0.024 -10.802 -14.097* -24.540** -12.600 

(0=numerical) (10.774) (10.685) (7.612) (10.382) (10.611) 

Male -6.813 -5.600 -2.060 -8.253 -10.284 

(0=female) (11.397) (12.501) (7.380) (11.261) (10.128) 
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Age -0.552 0.770 -0.220 -0.153 -0.431 

 (0.463) (0.551) (0.353) (0.535) (0.478) 

Higher education 0.376 0.427 -5.311 -12.183 -15.327 

(0=no) (11.857) (11.395) (7.421) (10.289) (9.720) 

BNT (1st quartile – 

ref.) 

     

2nd quartile -17.270 -14.037 -8.425 -6.794 2.779 

 (16.209) (15.216) (10.754) (13.486) (13.347) 

3rd quartile -52.886*** -21.525 -13.519 -18.647 5.610 

 (17.252) (17.763) (11.350) (15.182) (12.452) 

4th quartile -40.078*** -24.334** -6.792 -10.684 10.233 

 (11.889) (11.954) (8.117) (12.976) (11.731) 

ln response time  11.338* 4.478 7.539 1.522 6.637 

 (6.251) (7.140) (4.694) (6.019) (6.429) 

Extraversion -14.739*** -12.296** -4.596 -6.363 3.596 

 (5.181) (4.842) (3.817) (4.677) (4.785) 

Agreeableness 6.425 3.708 1.313 0.188 -4.681 

 (6.853) (7.336) (3.552) (9.603) (4.978) 

Conscientiousness 9.683 12.368* 1.182 -5.187 -0.678 

 (6.161) (6.386) (3.815) (6.192) (4.304) 

Neuroticism 4.074 4.759 -0.551 -0.773 -10.548 

 (5.100) (5.265) (3.541) (6.354) (6.947) 

Openness  4.866 6.110 -0.868 -0.765 -4.783 

 (5.315) (5.448) (3.865) (5.309) (5.811) 

Constant 48.667 18.176 134.493*** 218.728*** 249.207*** 

 (33.429) (32.370) (25.931) (33.133) (29.356) 

Observations 167 110 174 111 146 

R-squared 0.190 0.227 0.061 0.133 0.154 
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very low likelihood (‘Exceptionally unlikely’ or 1%), low likelihood (‘Unlikely’ or 25%), medium 

likelihood (‘About as likely as not’ or 50%), high likelihood (‘Likely’ or 75%), very high likelihood 

(‘Virtually certain’ or 99%) 

Robust standard errors in parentheses 

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 

 

The results of the regression model remain very similar when including all observations without 

controlling for translation accuracy (see Appendix D). To visualize these similarities, Figure 3 

displays a forest plot comparing the effects of verbal communication on reservation prices as 

well as the corresponding 90% confidence intervals across all likelihood levels for both 

matched and unmatched models. This figure shows that the effect sizes are similar regardless 

of matching on translation accuracy. Particularly, the effects of verbal communication for both 

medium and high likelihoods remain significant at the 10% level independent of the matching 

process, therefore confirming Hypothesis 3 at a medium and high likelihood level. These 

findings indicate that the effects of the communication form are driven by risk framing and the 

distinction between verbal and numerical phrasing itself, rather than risk assessment, as the 

effects remain when differences in risk assessment are eliminated through matching. 
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Figure 3: Effect of verbal communication 

Knowing that the effect of verbal communication is not driven by the translation, we want to 

further explore how the effect comes about. Figure 4 incorporates five density plots in a 2x3 

grid. Each plot displays three density functions depicting the distribution of reservation prices 

selected based on numerical and verbal communication both before and after matching. The 

plots differ in the likelihood level that was communicated. Here, we focus on medium 

likelihood (‘about as likely as not’) and high likelihood (‘likely’) as the effects of verbal 

communication are significant at these levels.  

For a medium likelihood, the distribution of reservation prices appears very similar between 

numerical and verbal communication. Both conditions show a distinct peak at the most common 

reservation price of 100 pence, which also aligns with the expected value of the lottery. 

However, differences become more pronounced at the extremes: participants in the verbal 
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condition (both before and after matching) are less likely to select very high reservation prices 

(near 200) and more likely to select very low ones (near 0) compared to those in the numerical 

condition.  

For a high likelihood, very low reservation prices are uncommon for either communication 

form, indicating that most participants recognize the high chance of winning. However, 

reservation prices begin to rise earlier under verbal communication, reaching a momentary peak 

at 100 pence. In contrast, the numerical condition shows a more gradual increase, culminating 

in a distinct peak at 150 pence, which aligns with the expected value of the lottery. In the verbal 

condition, the distribution is more widespread, lacking a distinct concentration around 150 

pence. A similar pattern can be observed for reservation prices set for a very high likelihood 

(‘virtually certain’ or 99%) with an expected value of the lottery at 198 pence, suggesting that 

verbal framing may introduce greater variability and less consensus in decision-making, 

specifically for higher likelihoods of winning. Notably, the greater variability in reservation 

prices under verbal communication is not caused by differences in the translation of verbal 

phrases, as the distribution of reservation prices remains very similar when reducing the 

variability in translations through the matching process. 
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Figure 4: Density functions of reservation prices for numerical and verbal communication 

Lastly, we are interested in the effect of control variables. Here, only a few significant effects 

can be observed in the regression models depicted in Table 4. Most notably, the BNT score, as 

an indicator of cognitive ability, has a significant negative effect on reservation prices for 

lotteries with a very low and low likelihood of winning. To further explore whether higher BNT 

scores lead to more rational decision-making in general, we observe reservation prices across 

all likelihood levels, leading to 1000 observations (5 decisions per participant, across 200 

participants). Specifically, we focus on the deviation to the expected value of the respective 

lottery, as this provides insight into the rationality of the decision-making progress, with higher 

deviations indicating more irrational behavior. 

An ANOVA test revealed that deviations to the expected value significantly differ based on 

BNT scores (F3,996 = 9.95, p = 0.000). A two-way ANOVA, further controlling for the 
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communication form of uncertainty, confirmed the robustness of this result. The effect of BNT 

remained significant (F3,992 = 8.61, p = 0.000), while communication form (F1,992 = 0.12, p = 

0.663) and the interaction effect (F3,992 = 0.94, p = 0.225) were not significant. Thus, suggesting 

that the effect of BNT is independent of the communication form of uncertainty. 

To follow up on the significant effect of BNT, we conducted Tukey HSD post hoc analysis to 

determine the direction of the effect through pairwise comparisons between different BNT 

scores. The results are displayed in Table 5, revealing that on average participants with a BNT 

score in 3rd or 4th quartile deviate significantly less from the expected value of the lottery 

compared to participants with a BNT score in the 1st quartile. Therefore, we conclude that high 

cognitive abilities can lead to more rational decisions, as indicated by smaller deviations from 

the expected value of the lottery. 

Table 5: Tukey HSD Post Hoc Analysis for the average deviation to rational decisions 

  Mean difference  Adj. 95% Confidence Interval 

(I) BNT (J) BNT  (J-I) SD p-Value Lower Upper 

1st quartile 2nd quartile -8.043 4.023 0.190 -18.407 2.322 

1st quartile 3rd quartile -22.505 5.939 0.000 -37.790 -7.221 

1st quartile 4th quartile -17.012 3.518 0.000 -26.065 -7.959 

2nd quartile 3rd quartile -14.462 6.283 0.098 -30.630 1.705 

2nd quartile 4th quartile -8.969 4.071 0.123 -19.444 1.506 

3rd quartile  4th quartile 5.493 5.969 0.794 -9.866 20.853 

 

5. Discussion  

In this paper, we explore how the communication form of uncertainty (verbal vs. numerical) 

influences its perception and shapes subsequent decision-making. Based on the existing 

research on decision-making under uncertainty we know that individuals frequently choose 

irrational responses to uncertainty and that the decision-making process is susceptible to biases 

(e.g., loss aversion, see Kahneman & Tversky, 1979). Moreover, individuals have difficulties 
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assessing uncertainties and respond negatively to ambiguity (ambiguity aversion, see Ellsberg, 

1961). We find that the additional uncertainty in verbal uncertainty expressions is indeed related 

to less rational behavior and that this effect is not mainly driven by humans’ difficulty 

translating verbal phrases into the intended value, but by the verbal presentation itself. 

The ambiguity of verbal probability phrases is well known, as previous research highlights 

significant variability in the numerical translation of verbal probability phrases, with 

differences observed not only within studies but also between them. For instance, a meta study 

by Theil (2002) showed that the mean translation of the phrase ‘likely’ ranges between 63% to 

77% across different studies. In our experiment, the phrase was translated with 69.47% on 

average, aligning with this range. However, individual translations differ notably between 

individuals, often deviating substantially from the mean. This pattern is consistent across all 

five verbal probabilities adopted from IPCC reports, with standard deviations hovering around 

12 percentage points across all five verbal probabilities adopted from IPCC reports. 

Complementary to this high variation, numerical translations of verbal probabilities often do 

not align with the intended numerical meaning. Around 75% of participants interpret the 

phrases ‘Exceptionally unlikely’ and ‘Virtually certain’ outside of the interpretation guideline 

at 0-1% and 99-100% respectively. Notably, the IPCC provides those ranges as an interpretation 

guideline in their reports, while participants in our experiment received no additional guidance. 

Nevertheless, we do not think that this diminishes the relevance of our results as previous 

research shows that systematic mistranslations remain even when individuals receive this 

interpretation guideline (Budescu et al., 2009, 2012). 

We observe the most uncertainty for the phrases ‘likely’ and ‘unlikely’. Interestingly, these 

mirror-imaged terms are not interpreted equidistantly to the mid-point of 50%. Instead, ‘likely’ 

is on average interpreted at around 70%, whereas ‘unlikely’ deviates further from the mid-point 
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with a median translation of 25%. These findings also align with previous research (e.g., see 

Clarke et al., 1992). 

While the translation of verbal probabilities has been the topic of many studies, their impact on 

decision-making is less clear. Our results show that not only are numerical and verbal 

probabilities perceived differently, but they also lead to behavioral differences in subsequent 

decisions. Specifically, at medium to high likelihoods individuals select a significantly lower 

reservation price for an uncertain option when uncertainty is communicated verbally rather than 

numerically. Notably, this leads to less rational behavior at high likelihoods, as reservation 

prices no longer align with the expected value of the lottery.  

This initial effect only offers limited insight as the underlying cause behind it is unclear. Such 

differences in decision-making may simply reflect differences in the perceived probability 

value as numerical translations of verbal probabilities often deviate from the intended meaning. 

To disentangle the effect of the communication form itself from a bias induced by 

mistranslations, we applied CEM to ensure a high translation accuracy and improve the 

comparability between verbal- and numerical communication. After applying CEM we can 

replicate our initial findings, highlighting that at medium to high likelihood levels differences 

in decision-making between the two communication modes remain even when numerical 

translations of verbal and numerical probabilities align. Thus, we can detach the effect of verbal 

phrases from potential mistranslations and instead attribute it to the verbal communication form 

itself.   

Beyond mistranslations, verbal probabilities are characterized by their ambiguity and 

directionality. In our experiment, we specifically implemented low likelihood phrases with 

negative directionality and high likelihood phrases with positive directionality, aligning with 

common linguistic patterns (Juanchich et al., 2013). Consequently, differences in directionality 

between numerical and verbal communication are exclusive to low likelihood levels. This 
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allows us to further rule out directionality as a driver for the observed differences in decision-

making at a high likelihood level, leaving only ambiguity. Here, our findings fall in line with 

previous research on ambiguity aversion as participants select higher reservation prices for risky 

options compared to ambiguous ones. While similar findings have been revealed by Halevy 

(2007) and Borghans et el. (2009), we provide novelty by operationalizing ambiguity through 

verbal probabilities rather than numerical ranges. Additionally, our results further reinforce the 

idea that ambiguity aversion is not universal, and instead align with findings by Kocher et al. 

(2018) showing that ambiguity aversion may only hold at medium to high likelihoods. 

With respect to decision-making at low likelihoods, individuals exhibit risk-seeking behavior 

for both communication modes. For numerical probabilities such behavior aligns with 

established findings in prospect theory (see Kahneman & Tversky, 1979). In contrast, risk-

seeking decisions for negative directionality phrases are surprising, as previous studies have 

revealed less optimistic decision-making for negative directionality phrases compared to 

numerical probabilities (e.g., see Doyle et al., 2014; Honda et al., 2023; Collins & Mandel, 

2024). As such, we do not rule out the possibility that directionality influences decision-making. 

Instead, we propose that its effect may simply be balanced out by ambiguity. While ambiguity 

aversion is a well-established behavior, Kocher et al. (2018) show that individuals may act 

ambiguity seeking at low likelihoods. Such preferences for ambiguity could lead to higher 

reservation prices and counteract the potential impact of negative directionality at low 

likelihoods, providing an alternative explanation for our observed results at low likelihoods. 

Our paper offers both practical and theoretical implications for communication of uncertainty 

as well as its impact on subsequent decisions. As highlighted in previous research, senders of 

messages should be aware that receivers may systematically mistranslate verbal probabilities 

(e.g., see Brun & Teigen, 1988; Budescu et al., 2009, 2012). Moreover, we show that even in 

absence of mistranslations, verbal probabilities interfere with decision-making, leading to lower 



 

32 
 

evaluations of uncertain options at medium and high likelihoods, as well as less rational 

responses at high likelihoods. These findings are relevant for anyone communicating risk, 

especially managers and policymakers who need to convey uncertainties in a clear and 

impactful way. In an organizational setting managers frequently communicate uncertainties to 

employees, stakeholders and higher-level executives. While managers always have the option 

to communicate uncertainties numerically, they often lack objective numerical probabilities as 

a foundation. In many cases, their assessments of uncertainty are based on subjective judgments 

rather than precise statistical models, which makes verbal probability phrases a more intuitive 

or practical choice. Nonetheless, verbal probability can unintentionally influence receivers’ 

decision-making processes. Organizations should reconsider when and how they use verbal 

probabilities, particularly in situations where neutrality in risk communication is crucial. 

Moreover, with the rise of machine learning models in organizational settings, numerical 

probability estimates are becoming more widely available. This has sparked discussions on how 

AI systems should communicate uncertainty to human decision-makers (see Papenkordt et al., 

2023). Based on our findings, we recommend prioritizing precise numerical probabilities over 

verbal probability phrases to ensure that decision-making is guided by the actual level of risk 

rather than the framing of uncertainty. 

We also contribute to current research on ambiguity aversion, which has seen a spike in interest 

over the last two decades (see Bühren et al., 2023). In this time, many expansions of Elsberg’s 

(1961) original design were published, yet the source of ambiguity remained limited to 

numerical ranges or missing probabilities. Both Ellsberg (2011) and Bühren et al. (2023) 

question the applicability of ambiguity aversion beyond theoretical models. We believe that 

this gap in practical relevance can be partially attributed to the narrow focus on numerical 

ambiguity even though verbal probabilities are the preferred form of communication in spoken 

language (see Erev & Cohen, 1990; Wallsten et al., 1993; Juanchich & Sirota, 2020a, 2020b; 
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Rosen et al., 2021). By considering verbal probabilities as a source of ambiguity, we expand on 

previous research and show that ambiguity aversion may not be limited to numerical forms of 

ambiguity. To enhance the practical relevance of ambiguity research, we suggest that future 

research continues to explore the role of verbal probabilities.  

Moreover, we see an urgent need to externally validate our results. We used a laboratory 

experiment, so evidence from the field would be needed for validation. In particular, we 

implemented a rather low-stake setting and the effect of varying stakes (low and high) as well 

as decisions for oneself or a larger group (or generally third parties) would be needed (see 

Polman, 2012). Also, we applied a neutral and simplified decision-context which does not 

represent the potential complexity of real-world scenarios. While it has shown that contextual 

information paired with prior beliefs can influence the translation of verbal phrases (see Brun 

& Teigen, 1988; Budescu et al., 2012), further research should examine whether this influence 

extends to subsequent decision-making. Lastly, we find an interesting relation between 

numeracy skills and decision-making: This suggests that enhancing math education could 

influence how individuals translate probabilities and make subsequent decisions. Investigating 

the effects of math education in the context of verbal probabilities would be a valuable 

contribution to this field. 
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Appendix A 

 

Figure A.1: Experimental Procedure   



 

41 
 

Appendix B 

The questions of the BNT designed by Cokely et al. (2012) are as follows: 

1) Out of 1.000 people in a small town 500 are members of a choir. Out of these 500 members 

in the choir 100 are men. Out of the 500 inhabitants that are not in the choir 300 are men. What 

is the probability that a randomly drawn man is a member of the choir? 

Correct answer: 25 

2a) Imagine we are throwing a five-sided die 50 times. On average, out of these 50 throws how 

many times would this five-sided die show an odd number (1, 3 or 5)? 

Correct answer: 30 

2b) Imagine we are throwing a loaded die (6 sides). The probability that the die shows a 6 is 

twice as high as the probability of each of the other numbers. On average, out of these 70 throws 

how many times would the die show the number 6? 

Correct answer: 20 

3) In a forest 20% of mushrooms are red, 50% brown and 30% white. A red mushroom is 

poisonous with a probability of 20%. A mushroom that is not red is poisonous with a probability 

of 5%. What is the probability that a poisonous mushroom in the forest is red? 

Correct answer: 50 

Participants receive 2-3 questions based on a dynamic design: 

 

Figure B.1: BNT dynamic questionnaire design 
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Appendix C 

Table C.1: Regression models for the numerical translation of verbal phrases 

Explanatory 

variables 

(1) Very low 

likelihood 

(2) Low 

likelihood 

(3) Medium 

likelihood 

(4) High 

likelihood 

(5) Very high 

likelihood 

Verbal 0.024 -10.802 -14.097* -24.540** -12.600 

(0=numerical) (10.774) (10.685) (7.612) (10.382) (10.611) 

Male 3.823 2.470 -0.780 0.552 -1.567 

(0=female) (3.013) (2.268) (1.973) (2.253) (2.051) 

Age -0.201* -0.172 -0.126 0.183** 0.160** 

 (0.120) (0.106) (0.150) (0.087) (0.075) 

Higher education 5.979** 5.472*** 3.248 0.053 -3.156 

(0=no) (2.635) (1.916) (2.015) (2.175) (1.954) 

BNT (1st quartile – 

ref.) 

     

2nd quartile -2.594 -1.465 -5.069* 3.457 3.906* 

 (4.210) (2.843) (3.006) (2.358) (2.290) 

3rd quartile -0.624 4.223 -4.641 4.785* 1.816 

 (3.229) (2.740) (4.629) (2.570) (2.593) 

4th quartile -2.328 -1.471 -2.912 0.265 3.286 

 (3.000) (2.620) (2.074) (2.495) (2.483) 

ln response time  -2.391 -0.544 -0.838 -0.899 -1.877 

 (1.583) (2.224) (1.682) (1.852) (1.894) 

Extraversion 0.192 -0.589 -1.418 1.613* 1.421 

 (1.905) (1.171) (1.157) (0.970) (1.150) 

Agreeableness 4.791*** 3.681*** 0.956 0.124 -2.642** 

 (1.285) (1.241) (1.044) (1.343) (1.282) 

Conscientiousness -1.374 -0.111 -1.681 0.902 -0.274 

 (1.574) (1.019) (1.062) (1.011) (0.826) 
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Neuroticism -0.319 -1.003 -0.732 -0.146 -0.698 

 (0.909) (0.946) (1.124) (0.850) (0.868) 

Openness  0.580 0.632 2.036* 0.102 -0.196 

 (1.091) (0.980) (1.130) (1.100) (0.969) 

Constant 5.087 19.638** 56.108*** 55.235*** 99.524*** 

 (9.409) (7.635) (7.701) (9.006) (7.262) 

Observations 149 149 149 149 149 

R-squared 0.127 0.149 0.126 0.077 0.120 

very low likelihood (‘Exceptionally unlikely’ or 1%), low likelihood (‘Unlikely’ or 25%), medium 

likelihood (‘About as likely as not’ or 50%), high likelihood (‘Likely’ or 75%), very high likelihood 

(‘Virtually certain’ or 99%) 

Robust standard errors in parentheses 

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 
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Appendix D 

Table D.1: Regression models for reservation prices (all observations) 

Explanatory 

variables 

(1) Very low 

likelihood 

(2) Low 

likelihood 

(3) Medium 

likelihood 

(4) High 

likelihood 

(5) Very high 

likelihood 

Verbal 1.347 -6.850 -14.187** -14.397* -12.463 

(0=numerical) (9.947) (8.787) (6.930) (7.421) (7.775) 

Male -3.812 -5.344 -8.950 -14.365** -7.988 

(0=female) (8.753) (8.164) (6.345) (7.228) (7.237) 

Age -0.893** -0.407 -0.367 -0.627* -0.051 

 (0.381) (0.379) (0.316) (0.340) (0.330) 

Higher education -5.355 -6.931 -4.278 -10.490 -7.087 

(0=no) (8.823) (7.776) (6.177) (6.629) (7.306) 

BNT (1st quartile – 

ref.) 

     

2nd quartile -4.625 -11.001 -2.173 7.616 11.725 

 (12.670) (10.956) (8.952) (9.568) (10.136) 

3rd quartile -36.649** -19.048 -21.101* -8.889 21.120** 

 (15.179) (12.652) (11.417) (11.319) (9.543) 

4th quartile -28.966*** -20.646** -10.226 1.313 15.797* 

 (9.460) (8.614) (7.221) (8.296) (8.829) 

ln response time  9.998* 6.104 5.701 1.150 4.026 

 (5.223) (4.772) (4.314) (4.022) (4.716) 

Extraversion -15.156*** -8.583** -1.918 -4.258 -2.572 

 (4.497) (3.865) (3.491) (3.582) (4.318) 

Agreeableness 5.130 4.825 -3.398 1.783 -6.851* 

 (5.132) (4.744) (3.695) (4.293) (3.543) 

Conscientiousness 13.934*** 7.532* 2.724 1.523 -0.277 

 (5.081) (4.345) (3.453) (4.337) (3.418) 
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Neuroticism 5.069 6.065 1.254 1.180 -5.547 

 (3.983) (3.734) (2.973) (3.830) (3.825) 

Openness  4.870 -1.292 -0.353 3.219 3.509 

 (4.376) (3.892) (3.099) (3.519) (3.795) 

Constant 42.702 81.397*** 141.853*** 172.090*** 204.195*** 

 (29.393) (25.931) (22.646) (21.427) (24.663) 

Observations 200 200 200 200 200 

R-squared 0.174 0.102 0.075 0.066 0.105 

very low likelihood (‘Exceptionally unlikely’ or 1%), low likelihood (‘Unlikely’ or 25%), medium 

likelihood (‘About as likely as not’ or 50%), high likelihood (‘Likely’ or 75%), very high likelihood 

(‘Virtually certain’ or 99%) 

Robust standard errors in parentheses 

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 

 


