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Abstract

Robust aggregation integrates predictions from multiple experts without knowledge of the

experts’ information structures. Prior work assumes experts are Bayesian, providing predictions

as perfect posteriors based on their signals. However, real-world experts often deviate system-

atically from Bayesian reasoning. Our work considers experts who tend to ignore the base rate.

We find that a certain degree of base rate neglect helps with robust forecast aggregation.

Specifically, we consider a forecast aggregation problem with two experts who each predict

a binary world state after observing private signals. Unlike previous work, we model experts

exhibiting base rate neglect, where they incorporate the base rate information to degree λ ∈
[0, 1], with λ = 0 indicating complete ignorance and λ = 1 perfect Bayesian updating. To

evaluate aggregators’ performance, we adopt Arieli et al. (2018)’s worst-case regret model, which

measures the maximum regret across the set of considered information structures compared to

an omniscient benchmark. Our results reveal the surprising V-shape of regret as a function of λ.

That is, predictions with an intermediate incorporating degree of base rate λ < 1 can counter-

intuitively lead to lower regret than perfect Bayesian posteriors with λ = 1. We additionally

propose a new aggregator with low regret robust to unknown λ. Finally, we conduct an empirical

study to test the base rate neglect model and evaluate the performance of various aggregators1.

∗This work is supported by National Science and Technology Major Project (2022ZD0114904). We thank Tracy

Xiao Liu for stimulating comments and suggestions.
†Authors contributed equally and are listed in alphabetical order.
1The data collected in the empirical study is available at https://github.com/EconCSPKU/Probability-Task-Data.
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1 Introduction

Meet Jane — a generally healthy woman who has been feeling under the weather lately. She decides

to get checked out by two doctors to see if she has a particular disease that’s been going around.

Doctor A runs a diagnostic test and tells Jane there’s a 70% chance she has the disease. Meanwhile,

Doctor B runs a different diagnostic test and tells Jane her chance is 60%. Jane wonders how should

she combine these two assessments to understand her overall likelihood of having this disease.

If the doctors were perfect Bayesians, Jane could combine the results using her knowledge of

the disease’s 15% prevalence rate in the general population. But she may not know the prevalence

rate. More importantly, in the real world, doctors may not be perfect Bayesians.

Say you’re Doctor A. You know this disease affects 15% of the population in general, and your

test is 80% accurate at detecting it. If Jane tests positive, what is the chance she has the disease?

An intuitive response is 80% — after all, that’s what your test accuracy is. A slightly more informed

guess might be 70%. But using the Bayesian rule, the actual chance Jane has the disease is only

41%!

Doctor A’s example is an adaptation of the famous taxicab problem. Most people will answer

80% whereas the correct answer is 41%. Kahneman and Tversky (1973) used this example to

illustrate the prevalent cognitive bias of humans termed base rate neglect (or base rate fallacy),

where people tend to ignore the base rate and instead focus on new information.

This raises an important research question: How should patients like Jane aggregate medical

opinions when doctors may exhibit base rate fallacy and the true prevalence of the disease is

unknown? This question is faced in many other decision-making situations. For example, a business

leader might get a few different guesses about next quarter’s sales from analysts. The analysts might

not look enough at older sales data. Also, a government official could get some predictions about

how far an epidemic will spread. The experts might ignore past rates. In the machine learning

context, a decision-maker elicits forecasts from data scientists. The data scientists may over-rely

on a machine’s prediction and ignore the true prior2.

To address the question, we consider a model with experts who exhibit base rate neglect. The

experts share a base rate µ = Pr[ω = 1]. Each expert i also knows the relationship between signal

si (e.g. medical test result) and the binary world state ω. However, rather than generating a

Bayesian posterior, she only partially incorporates the prior µ into her evaluation xi of the truth.

The Base Rate Neglect Model The extent to which the prior is considered is quantified

by a parameter λ ∈ [0, 1]. We name this parameter as the prior consideration degree (or base

rate consideration degree). When λ = 0, the expert completely ignores the prior and reports

xi =
Pr[Si=si|ω=1]

Pr[Si=si|ω=1]+Pr[Si=si|ω=0] . For example, if a medical test is positive, an expert with λ = 0

would report the test’s accuracy rather than incorporating the rarity of the disease. As λ increases,

the expert puts more weight on the prior when forming her posterior evaluation xi = xBRN
i (si, λ)

2https://cacm.acm.org/blogs/blog-cacm/262443-the-base-rate-neglect-cognitive-bias-in-data-science/fulltext
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where

xBRN
i (si, λ) =

µλ · Pr[Si = si | ω = 1]

µλ · Pr[Si = si | ω = 1] + (1− µ)λ · Pr[Si = si | ω = 0]
.

Let xBayes
i (si) denote the Bayesian posterior of expert i upon receiving signal si. We also have

Observation 1.

xBRN
i (si, λ) =

(1− µ)1−λ · xBayes(si)

(1− µ)1−λ · xBayes(si) + µ1−λ · (1− xBayes(si))
.

It induces a linear relationship between the log odds

logit(xBRN
i (si, λ)) = logit(xBayes(si))− (1− λ)logit(µ)

where logit(p) = log p
1−p .

When λ = 1, the expert becomes a perfect Bayesian, i.e., xBRN
i (si, 1) = xBayes

i (si), properly

integrating the prior and signal likelihood. We adopt the above model Benjamin et al. (2019)

because the prior experimental studies such as Grether (1992) have demonstrated base rate neglect

by fitting a linear relationship between log odds and finding λ < 1.

Robust Framework We focus on the two-expert case. To integrate experts’ evaluations, we use

an aggregator f : [0, 1]2 → [0, 1] which inputs evaluations and generates an aggregated forecast.

The aggregator lacks knowledge of the information structure — the joint distribution over signals

and the state. To evaluate the performance of this aggregator, we follow the robust framework of

Arieli et al. (2018). In this framework, an omniscient aggregator is compared to assess the loss

of f . The omniscient aggregator knows the information structure and signals and outputs the

Bayesian aggregator’s posterior given all experts’ signals. The regret of the aggregator is calculated

as the worst-case relative loss of aggregator f , where the worst-case refers to the worst information

structure that maximizes the relative loss of f .

A New Framework under Base Rate Neglect This paper follows the above regret definition

but replaces perfect Bayesian experts with experts who consider the prior information to degree λ.

This leads to a new regret definition Rλ(f) for each λ, and generalizes the regret in Arieli et al.

(2018) whose regret corresponds to Rλ=1(f).

Recognizing that the aggregator generally lacks information about degree λ, we introduce a new

criterion to measure the regret of an aggregator f under this uncertainty:

R(f) = sup
λ∈[0,1]

{Rλ(f)− inf
g
Rλ(g)} (1)

The overall regret R(f) is defined as the maximum regret over all λ compared to the optimal ag-

gregator for that λ. An aggregator with low R(f) would perform well across different consideration

degrees of base rate, rather than relying on a specific assumption about λ.
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Figure 1: Our aggregator vs. Existing aggregators

1.1 Summary of Results

We focus on the setting of two experts and conditionally independent information structures. That

is conditioning on the true state ω, two experts’ signals are independent. For general structures,

Arieli et al. (2018) prove a negative result of effective aggregation. The negative result still holds

in our scenario3. In the conditionally independent setting, we obtain the following results.

Surprising Benefits of Base Rate Neglect When we have a single expert, we prefer this

expert to be a perfect Bayesian. The case becomes more complex with two experts. Intuitively, we

might expect that having two perfect Bayesian experts would be best. However, our results suggest

there might be unexpected advantages if experts neglect the base rate to some extent.

We show that the regret curve for any aggregator must be single-troughed regarding λ (first

decreasing and then increasing, or monotone). By numerical methods, we find many aggregators can

achieve lower regret when λ < 1, thus having V-shaped regret (first decreasing and then increasing),

including existing aggregators, for example, the average prior aggregator (see Figure 1), that are

particularly designed for perfect Bayesian (Arieli et al., 2018).

We analyze the optimal regret infg Rλ(g) for each λ value. Due to the complexity of finding

optimal aggregator, we provide tight lower bounds and numerical upper bounds for infg Rλ(g),

with a small margin of error up to 0.003. We prove that the lower bound on worst-case regret is

V-shaped as λ increases (Theorem 2). Moreover, the numerical upper bound is also V-shaped.

Specifically, for λ = 0.5, there exists an aggregator that can achieve almost-zero regret. However,

Arieli et al. (2018) validate that when experts are perfect Bayesian, no aggregator can have a regret

less than 0.0225. In other words, when experts’ prior consideration degree is λ = 0.5, there exists

an aggregator that outperforms all aggregators with perfect Bayesian posterior input.

The above counter-intuitive findings reveal the benefits of base rate neglect in aggregation. Here

is an intuitive explanation. When experts make predictions, they use two main types of information:

3We defer the detailed explanation in Appendix A.
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the shared information (the base rate) and the private information. An effective aggregator needs to

balance these types in an appropriate proportion. However, an ignorant aggregator cannot correctly

decompose these two kinds of information and may overemphasize the base rate in the aggregation

because the base rate is repeatedly considered by the two experts. To address this, prior studies

recommend using additional information, such as historical data and second-order information, to

downplay the base rate’s influence (Kim et al., 2001; Chen et al., 2004; Palley and Soll, 2019).

In scenarios where experts lean towards disregarding the base rate, particularly when a pa-

rameter λ is adjusted from 1 to 0.5, the issue of base rate double-counting diminishes. Thus, the

aggregator has a chance to perform better.

New Aggregators: Balancing the Base Rate We provide a closed-form aggregator f with

numerical regret R(f) of only 0.013 (see our aggregator in Figure 1). This demonstrates nearly

optimal performance without knowing experts’ true prior consideration degree λ. In detail, we

design a family of λ̂-base rate balancing aggregators. Each of them assumes the experts incorporate

the prior at a specific λ̂ degree and balance the commonly shared prior and experts’ private insights

under this assumption. These aggregators do not know the exact prior value. Instead, they use

the average of experts’ predictions as a proxy of the prior just as what an existing aggregator, the

average prior, does. Particularly, the average prior aggregator is a special one of this family with λ̂

assumed to be 1. With λ̂ = 0.7, we get the aggregator shown in Figure 1 which performs generally

well for all λ.

Empirical Evaluation of Aggregators To empirically quantify the consideration degree of base

rate and evaluate the performance of various aggregators, we conduct a study to gather predictions

across tens of thousands of discrete information structures spanning the entire spectrum. The

results are multidimensional. First, people exhibit a significant degree of heterogeneity, with some

ignoring the base rate (λ approaching 0), and some applying the Bayesian rule (λ approaching

1). A certain proportion of participants fall outside the theoretical range between perfect base

rate neglect and Bayesian. For instance, some place very high emphasis on the base rate, or even

report only the base rate itself. Furthermore, simple average aggregator outperforms the family of

λ̂-base rate balancing aggregators in terms of square relative loss in the whole sample. However,

when focusing on the subset of predictions exhibiting base rate neglect, there are some λ̂-base rate

balancing aggregators (λ̂ < 1) that performs better than both simple average and average prior

aggregators. Lastly, base rate neglect alone does not compromise aggregation performance as long

as an appropriate λ̂-base rate balancing aggregator is chosen.

1.2 Related Work

Forecast aggregation is widely studied. Many studies explore various aggregating methodologies

theoretically and empirically such as Clemen and Winkler (1986); Stock and Watson (2004); Jose

and Winkler (2008); Baron et al. (2014); Satopää et al. (2014). Our work focuses on prior-free

forecast aggregation, where an ignorant aggregator without access to the exact information struc-

ture is required to integrate predictions provided by multiple experts. There exists a body of work
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that studies the performance of the ignorant aggregator in a robust framework, where aggregators’

efficacy is measured by the worst-case among a set of possible information structures.

Robust Aggregation Arieli et al. (2018) propose this robust framework by considering an addi-

tive regret formulation compared to an omniscient benchmark. In this study, low-regret aggregators

for two agents are presented under the assumptions of Blackwell-ordered and conditionally indepen-

dent structures. Neyman and Roughgarden (2022) consider aggregators with low approximation

ratio under both the prior-free setting and a known prior setting where the aggregator knows not

only the experts’ predictions but also the prior likelihood of the world state. Their analysis is

performed within a set of informational substitutes structures, which is termed as projective sub-

stitutes. Levy and Razin (2022) study the robust prediction aggregation under a setting where

the marginal distributions of the forecasters are known but their joint correlation structure is un-

observable. De Oliveira et al. (2021) consider a similar setting to Levy and Razin (2022) while

studying a robust action decision problem where an optimal action is selected among a finite action

space based on multiple experiment realizations whose isolated distribution is known. In addition,

Babichenko and Garber (2021) considers the forecast aggregation problem in a repeated setting,

where the optimal forecast at each period is considered as the benchmark. Guo et al. (2024) pro-

pose an algorithmic framework for general information aggregation with a finite set of information

structures.

All the above work assumes experts are Bayesian. In contrast, we consider the case where experts

display base rate neglect. Such bias is widely studied in economic and psychological literature.

Base Rate Neglect Start from seminal work of Kahneman and Tversky (1973), a series of

studies focus on the phenomenon of deviation from Bayesian updating by ignoring the unconditional

probability, which is named base rate base rate neglect. The bias is examined across various

subjects, including doctors (Eddy, 1982), law students (Eide, 2011), or even pigeons (Fantino

et al., 2005). See the related survey papers for a systematic review of research related to base rate

neglect (Koehler, 1996; Barbey and Sloman, 2007; Benjamin, 2019).

Early studies mainly focus on the psychological mechanism explaining base rate neglect (Kahne-

man and Tversky, 1973; Nisbett et al., 1976; Bar-Hillel, 1980). Then researchers begin to investigate

the factors that may influence the degree of base rate neglect, such as uninformative description

[e.g., Fischhoff and Bar-Hillel, 1984; Ginossar and Trope, 1987; Gigerenzer et al., 1988], training

and feedback (Goodie and Fantino, 1999; Esponda et al., 2024), framing (Barbey and Sloman,

2007), variability of prior and likelihood information (Yang and Wu, 2020). For example, Esponda

et al. (2024) investigate the persistent base rate neglect when feedback is provided, and examine

several potential mechanisms that inhibit the effect of learning.

Recent works provide new mechanisms and implications to understand base rate neglect. For

instance, Yang and Wu (2020) further illustrate the neurocomputational substrates of base rate

neglect. Benjamin et al. (2019) extend the previous formalizations of base-rate neglect and broadly

examine its implications such as persuasion and reputation-building. However, few studies consider

the impact of base rate neglect and how to deal with predictions based on it, especially in the process

of information aggregation.
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2 Problem Statement

We follow Arieli et al. (2018)’s setting: There are two possible world states ω ∈ Ω = {0, 1}. Two

experts each receive a private signal that provides information about the current world state. For

expert i, the signal Si comes from a discrete signal space Si. The overall signal space for all experts

is denoted as S = S1 × S2.

The relationship between the world states and the experts’ signals is characterized by the

information structure, θ, which belongs to the set ∆Ω×S . In this work, we assume the experts’

signals are independent conditional on the world state. We denote the set of information structures

that align with this assumption as Θ.

While experts are aware of the information structure θ and receive private signals, there is

a decision maker who is uninformed about θ but interested in determining the true world state

ω. The decision maker obtains predictions from the experts regarding the likelihood of ω being 1.

These predictions may vary as each expert has access to different signals. An aggregator is required

to integrate experts’ predictions into an aggregated forecast.

Formally, an aggregator is a deterministic function f : [0, 1]2 → [0, 1], which maps experts’

prediction profile x = (x1, x2) to a single aggregated result. The decision maker wants to find a

robust aggregator that works well across all possible information structures in Θ.

Unlike previous work by Arieli et al. (2018) where the experts are modeled as Bayesian agents,

we consider experts’ base rate fallacy and employ the model introduced in the introduction. The

relationship between the perfect Bayesian and the posterior that considers base rate neglect has

been stated in the introduction. We defer the proof to Appendix B.

As a preliminary step in the investigation of the base rate fallacy in information aggregation,

we assume both experts have a consistent consideration degree of base rate.

2.1 Aggregator Evaluation

To evaluate the performance of an aggregator f , we adopt the regret definition from Arieli et al.

(2018). For a given base rate consideration degree λ, the regret of an aggregator f is defined as:

Rλ(f) = sup
θ∈Θ

Eθ[L(f(x(s, λ)), ω)− L(f∗(s), ω)].

In this definition, an unachievable omniscient aggregator f∗, who knows the information struc-

ture θ and all experts’ signals and outputs the Bayesian posterior, serves as a benchmark. Let f∗(s)

denote the Bayesian posterior upon signal profile s = (s1, s2). In contrast, the aggregator f does

not know θ and only inputs the experts’ prediction profile x(s, λ) = (xBRN
1 (s1, λ), x

BRN
2 (s2, λ)).

Formula L(f(x(s, λ)), ω)−L(f∗(s), ω) corresponds to the accuracy loss of aggregator f compared

to f∗ on signal profile s and true world state ω, where we use loss function L : [0, 1]× Ω → R+ to

measure the forecast accuracy. Particularly, we employ square loss, i.e., L(p, ω) = (p − ω)2. The

relative loss of f is computed as the expected accuracy loss, where the expectation is taken over

the sampling of the truth state and signals. We also name this relative loss as the regret at some

structure θ later.

6



The regret Rλ(f) considers the worst-case relative loss, whereas the worst-case refers to the in-

formation structure that maximizes the relative loss. As mentioned in the introduction, we propose

a new framework that measures the overall regret of aggregator f under unknown prior consider-

ation degree λ: R(f) = supλ∈[0,1]{Rλ(f)− infg Rλ(g)}. This definition quantifies the maximal gap

between the regret of aggregator f and the optimal regret achievable by the best possible aggregator

g. An aggregator with a low overall regret performs well for every possible λ.

The below is a useful claim that we will repeatedly use with squared loss.

Claim 1 (Alternative Formula for the Relative Loss Arieli et al. (2018)). The relative square loss

between f and the omniscient aggregator f∗ can be expressed as:

E[(f(x)− ω)2 − (f∗(s)− ω)2] = E[(f(x)− f∗(s))2]

The relative loss can be written as the expected squared loss between f and f∗ under the square

loss function. We defer the proof of this claim to Appendix B. Intuitively, the closer the aggregated

forecast f(x) is to the omniscient prediction f∗(s), the smaller the relative loss becomes. If an

aggregator can output the Bayesian aggregator’s posterior at some structure θ, then the relative

loss of it under this θ is exactly zero.

3 Warm Up: the Omniscient Aggregator

As we mentioned before, the omniscient aggregator f∗ is compared to assess the aggregator’s

regret. This omniscient aggregator possesses complete knowledge about the underlying information

structure θ and experts’ signals. It works as a Bayesian aggregator that takes experts’ signals as

input and utilizes its knowledge about θ to output the Bayesian posterior upon experts’ signals.

Formally,

f∗(s1, s2) =Pr[ω = 1 | S1 = s1, S2 = s2]

=
Pr[ω = 1, S1 = s1, S2 = s2]∑

σ∈{0,1} Pr[ω = σ, S1 = s1, S2 = s2]
.

Particularly, in our conditionally independent setting, the calculation of this Bayesian aggregator’s

posterior does not rely on the knowledge of joint distribution θ. The experts’ predictions, the base

rate consideration degree λ, and the prior µ are enough to obtain this posterior.

Observation 2. Given the prior µ, the base rate consideration degree λ, and the experts’ prediction

profile (x1, x2) = (xBRN
1 (s1, λ), x

BRN
2 (s2, λ)), the Bayesian aggregator’s posterior is

f∗(s1, s2) =
(1− µ)2λ−1x1x2

(1− µ)2λ−1x1x2 + µ2λ−1(1− x1)(1− x2)
.

We defer the proof to Appendix C. The conditionally independent assumption plays a crucial

role in formulating the aggregator’s posterior through the individual predictions of experts.

When λ = 0,the prediction profile (x1, x2) = (xBRN
1 (s1, 0), x

BRN
2 (s2, 0)) showcases the rel-

ative ratio in frequencies of signals (s1, s2) under state ω = 1 compared to their frequencies

7



under state ω = 0. The aggregated result in this case is given by µx1x2

µx1x2+(1−µ)(1−x1)(1−x2)
. As

λ increases, indicating a higher degree of prior consideration by the experts, the influence of

µ in the Bayesian aggregator’s posterior is correspondingly diminished. When λ = 1, profile

(x1, x2) = (xBRN
1 (s1, 1), x

BRN
2 (s2, 1)) corresponds to individual experts’ Bayesian posteriors. The

aggregation formula becomes (1−µ)x1x2

(1−µ)x1x2+µ(1−x1)(1−x2)
.

4 V-shape of Regret Curves

In this section, we study how the degree λ affects regret. Our theoretical results demonstrate the

single-trough of all regret curves.

Theorem 1 (Regret Curves Are Single-troughed). For any aggregator f : [0, 1]2 → [0, 1], the regret

Rλ(f) is either monotone or first monotonically decreasing and then monotonically increasing for

the base rate consideration degree λ. We call such curves single-troughed.

According to our definition, monotone functions are also single-troughed. Thus, we additionally

define non-monotone single-troughed functions as V-shaped functions to distinguish. Intuitively,

as the degree λ increases, the experts become more Bayesian, and the aggregator’s regret may

decrease. However, Section 6 illustrates the non-monotonicity, and thus, the V-shape of many

aggregators, including the average prior aggregator which was previously designed to aggregate

Bayesian experts Arieli et al. (2018).

The key observation used in proving this theorem is that the supremum of a family of single-

troughed functions is still single-troughed. Though there does not exist a closed-form format for

Rλ(f), we will prove that Rλ(f) is the supremum of a family of “simple” single-troughed functions.

To achieve this, we first reduce the regret computation to a smaller structure space, where

each expert only receives two types of signals, i.e., signal r or signal b (we denote this space Θ4

because there are four distinct signals in total). Then we construct a family of transformations on

Θ4, denoted as {tθ}θ∈Θ4 , and build a family of relative loss functions, each being single-troughed,

denoted as {ϕθ}θ∈Θ4 . In a transformation tθ, structure θ is adapted according to experts’ prior

consideration degree λ. At each value of λ, the adapted structure tθ(λ) induces the same expert

predictions as the perfect Bayesian posteriors under structure θ and then generates a specific relative

loss. For a fixed structure θ, its adaptations across different λ values (i.e., {tθ(λ)}0<λ≤1) derive

the relative loss curve ϕθ. Moreover, if we fix the prior consideration degree 0 < λ ≤ 1, then the

ensemble of adapted structures at λ degree (i.e. {tθ(λ)}θ∈Θ4) make up the whole structure space

Θ4. Therefore, the regret function Rλ(f), which assesses the supremum loss across all information

structures at each point, can be viewed as the supremum of loss functions.

Proof of Theorem 1. To analyze the property of Rλ(f), we first reduce the regret calculation of f

from the loss supremum across all conditionally independent structures in Θ to the loss supremum

across two-signal structures in Θ4, i.e., |Si| = 2 for i = 1, 2. We formally describe the statement as

below.
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Lemma 1 (Reduction of Regret Computation). In the conditionally independent setting, for any

aggregator f and any base rate consideration degree λ,

Rλ(f) = sup
θ∈Θ4

Eθ[L(f(x(s, λ)), ω)− L(f∗(s), ω)],

where Θ4 is the set of all two-signal structures.

By this lemma, we can only consider two-signal information structures in Θ4 in the following

proof. For simplicity, we denote this kind of structures as quintuples (µ, α1, β1, α2, β2), where the

experts’ signal space is S1 ×S2 = {r, b}2, parameter µ corresponds to the prior probability of state

ω = 1, and parameters αi, βi are the conditional probabilities of receiving signal r given the world

state ω = 1 or ω = 0 for expert i, i.e., Pr[Si = r | ω = 1] = αi and Pr[Si = r | ω = 0] = βi.

The key to our proof lies in transforming the regret function, which is defined by the supremum

loss at each point, into the supremum of a set of loss functions. This is achieved by introducing

a family of transformations. A transformation tθ is a mapping from (0, 1] to Θ4, which adapts θ

according to the prior consideration degree λ. Formally, for structure θ = (µ, α1, β1, α2, β2), we

define the adapted structure tθ(λ) as (u(λ), α1, β1, α2, β2), where

u(λ) =

(
1 +

(
1− µ

µ

)1/λ
)−1

.

By this definition, the equation

(
u(λ)

1− u(λ)

)λ

=
µ

1− µ
holds. This ensures that the expert’s

prediction xBRN
i (si, λ) in adapted structure tθ(λ), denoted as xsii (λ), is the same as Bayesian

posterior xBayes
i (si) in structure θ. In other words, the expert’s prediction upon the same signal si

is constant when the structure varies with the expert’s prior consideration degree λ in the rule of tθ.

We denote this constant prediction value as xsii , which is exactly the Bayesian posterior xBayes
i (si)

in structure θ.

Each transformation tθ induces a loss curve ϕθ, where the value at λ is the relative loss of f in

structure tθ(λ). That is,

ϕθ(λ) = Etθ(λ)[L(f(x(s, λ)), ω)− L(f∗(s), ω)].

The loss function ϕθ is simple, with a definitive closed form. Through calculus derivation analyses,

we can demonstrate the single-trough.

Lemma 2 (Relative Loss Is Single-troughed). For each θ ∈ Θ4, the regret curve ϕθ(λ) is single-

troughed for λ.

The loss curve ϕθ is obtained by fixing structure θ and varying degree λ. When we instead fix

degree λ and vary the anchor structure θ, we find that tθ(λ) covers the structure space. Formally,

{tθ(λ) | θ ∈ Θ4} = Θ4, ∀λ ∈ (0, 1].

Therefore, regret Rλ(f) can be expressed as supremum of loss,

Rλ(f) = sup
θ∈Θ4

{ϕθ(λ)} , ∀λ ∈ (0, 1].
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Applying the following lemma, which verifies that the supremum operation preserves the single-

trough, we can conclude that Rλ(f) is single-troughed for degree λ.

Lemma 3 (Supremum of Single-troughed Functions Is Single-troughed). Let {fα}α∈I be a series

of single-troughed functions defined on the interval [a, b]. Let f̂ be the supremum of these functions,

i.e.,

f̂(x) = sup
α∈I

{fα(x)} for all x ∈ [a, b].

Then, f̂ is single-troughed in [a, b].

The proofs of Lemma 1, Lemma 2, and Lemma 3 are deferred to Appendix D.

5 Lower Bound Analysis of Regrets

We have demonstrated that for any particular aggregator f , the regret Rλ(f) is single-troughed.

Now we turn to study the optimal regret infg Rλ(g) and its variation trend as λ varies. Intuitively,

this optimal regret across all aggregators quantifies the distortion between the partial information,

which aggregators glean from experts’ predictions x(s, λ), and the full information, which the

omniscient aggregator acquires from the information structure θ and experts’ private signals s.

Directly evaluating infg Rλ(g) is challenging because the optimal aggregator g for each λ value

is not known. Instead, we provide an easy-to-compute lower bound, which demonstrates a V-shape.

Further study in Section 6 will show the given lower bound is almost tight. Therefore, we conjecture

that the optimal regret curve infg Rλ(g) is V-shaped for λ.

Theorem 2 (V-shape of the Lower Bound). For every λ, there exists a lower bound on regret,

denoted as lb(λ), such that lb(λ) ≤ infg Rλ(g) ∀0 ≤ λ ≤ 1. This lower bound is V-shaped for λ,

reaching its minimum value minλ{lb(λ)} = 0 at λ = 1
2 .

Following Arieli et al. (2018), we build the regret lower bound by constructing two information

structures, each occurring with a one-half chance. In both structures, experts receive signals that

are independent and identically distributed (i.i.d.) given the true world state ω. There are two

types of signals (signal r or signal b) for each expert, i.e., S1 = S2 = {r, b}. We carefully design the

signals so that the expert’s prediction will be 1
2 upon receiving signal r, i.e., xBRN (r, λ) = 1

2 , and

be either 0 or 1 upon receiving signal b, i.e., xBRN (b, λ) = 0/1. The specifics of the two structures

are outlined in Table 1, where γ serves as a control parameter.

priori µ Pr[r | ω = 1] Pr[r | ω = 0]

Structure 1 γ 1 γλ/(1− γ)λ

Structure 2 1− γ γλ/(1− γ)λ 1

Table 1: Construction of Lower Bound Instance (0 < γ < 1
2)

By this construction, in the case where both experts receive signal r, their predictions are both
1
2 . The likelihood of this case is the same for both structures. Therefore, an aggregator without
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knowledge about which structure is currently appearing can at best give an aggregated forecast at
1
2 . However, the omniscient aggregator who knows the currently occurring structure will forecast

differently. The Bayesian aggregator’s posterior provided by the omniscient aggregator is

f∗(r, r) =


γ

γ + (1− γ) · γ2λ/(1− γ)2λ
for Structure 1,

(1− γ) · γ2λ/(1− γ)2λ

(1− γ) · γ2λ/(1− γ)2λ + γ
for Structure 2.

Therefore, the regret for any aggregator f is at least Pr [S1 = r, S2 = r] ·
(
1
2 − f∗(r, r)

)2
.

Varying the parameter γ within range (0, 12) to maximize the above relative loss, we can build

the lower bound lb(λ) for the regret Rλ. Formally,

lb(λ) = max
γ∈(0, 1

2
)

{
Pr [S1 = r, S2 = r] ·

(
1

2
− f∗(r, r)

)2
}
.

The remaining proof of Theorem 2 is deferred in the Appendix E. We verify the V-shape of the

lower bound lb(λ) by showing the relative loss is V-shaped for any fixed parameter γ. Intuitively, the

first component Pr[S1 = r, S2 = r], which is the likelihood of the indistinguishable case, decreases

as λ increases. The second component (12−f
∗(r, r))2, which is the gap between the best aggregation

and Bayesian aggregator’s posterior, first decreases and then increases, reaching a minimum value

of zero at λ = 1
2 .

6 Numerical Results

In this section, we present several numerical results about the regret of specific aggregators. These

regret curves are all single-troughed as our theoretical result in Theorem 1. Each of them provides

an upper bound for the optimal regret infg Rλ(g), whose lower bound is studied in Theorem 2.

Here is an outline of our results:

(1) Average Prior is V-shaped: While the regret of the simple average aggregator monotonically

decreases as the value of λ increases, interestingly, we find the average prior aggregator

achieves the lowest regret with λ < 1.

(2) New Family of Aggregators: We identify a family of aggregators, {f λ̂ap}0≤λ≤1, named λ̂-base

rate balancing aggregators. The minimum regret of these aggregators closely approaches our

constructed lower bound lb(λ), with a small error margin below 0.003. Since these regrets are

all upper bounds of infg Rλ(g), our finding indicates that our proposed lower bound is almost

tight.

(3) Almost-zero Regret at λ = 0.5: There exists an aggregator f0.5ap that achieves almost-zero

regret when the prior consideration degree λ is one-half.

(4) Nearly Optimal Aggregator across All λ: A particular λ̂-base rate balancing aggregator, f0.7ap ,

performs well across different λ. This robust aggregator is nearly optimal within a 0.013 loss

compared to the optimal aggregator for all λ.
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6.1 Regret of Existing Aggregators

We first evaluate the following two aggregators numerically 4.

• Simple Average Aggregator: fave(x1, x2) =
x1+x2

2 .

• Average Prior Aggregator: fap(x1, x2) =
(1−µ̂)x1x2

(1−µ̂)x1x2+µ̂(1−x1)(1−x2)
, where symbol µ̂ is the prior

proxy set to x1+x2
2 .

Figure 1 presents the numerical regret curves Rλ(fave), Rλ(fap), and the lower bound curve

lb(λ), considering λ as a multiple of a tenth. As we can see, the regret of the simple average

aggregator, Rλ(fave), initially decreases and then stabilizes. Notably, the average prior aggregator

achieves a lower regret at some interior point where λ < 1, suggesting that the regret curve Rλ(fap)

is V-shaped. This observation is somewhat counterintuitive — when the experts incorrectly lower

the prior weight and make wrong predictions, the aggregation results, however, turn out to be

better.

In addition, as shown in this figure, the regret curve of average prior closely approaches the

lower bound when λ is close to 1. This implies that the average prior is a nearly optimal aggregator

for experts who are perfect Bayesian.

6.2 Nearly Optimal Aggregators for Various Degrees λ

As shown in Figure 1, there remains a large gap between the lower bound lb(λ) and the regret

curves of existing aggregators when degree λ is small. This gap indicates the poor performance of

these aggregators when experts demonstrate a considerable tendency of base rate neglect.

To better aggregate predictions from various expert groups, for each λ, we require a nearly

optimal aggregator. We propose a new family of aggregators, the λ̂-base rate balancing aggre-

gators, denoted as {f λ̂ap}0≤λ̂≤1. Formally, we define the aggregator f λ̂ap as

f λ̂ap(x1, x2) =
(1− µ̂)2λ̂−1x1x2

(1− µ̂)2λ̂−1x1x2 + µ̂2λ̂−1(1− x1)(1− x2)
,

where the prior proxy µ̂ is set to the average prediction of experts, i.e., x1+x2
2 . The λ̂-base rate

balancing aggregators include average prior aggregator as a special case where λ̂ = 1, i.e., f1ap = fap.

These aggregators adopt the same aggregation methodology as the omniscient aggregator (see

Observation 2). However, unlike the omniscient aggregator, the λ̂-base rate balancing aggregator

lacks knowledge of the true prior µ and the prior consideration degree λ. Instead, these aggregators

embed a fixed value λ̂ within the aggregation formula and use the average prediction as an estimate

for the actual prior. Particularly, even if the embedded value λ̂ is exactly the degree λ, the difference

between prior proxy µ̂ and true prior µ leads to a non-zero regret. For example, even when all the

experts are Bayesian, it remains a gap between the average prior (i.e., fap = f1ap) and the omniscient

aggregator because the average prediction x1+x2
2 does not always meet the actual prior µ.

The regret curves of λ̂-base rate balancing aggregators are shown in Figure 2. When the

embedded parameter λ̂ is set to 0.5, the numerical regret Rλ(f
0.5
ap ) closely approaches the lower

4We employ the same method in Arieli et al. (2018), the global optimization box in Matlab.
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bound for cases where λ ≤ 0.5, implying its near-optimality when experts slightly incorporate

the prior into their predictions. We highlight that this aggregator achieves almost-zero regret for

λ = 0.5, i.e. R0.5(f
0.5
ap ) ≈ 0. This surprising finding implies the negligible distortion between the

partial information contained in experts’ predictions and the full information that the omniscient

aggregator can access at λ = 0.5. In other words, when experts integrate their prior knowledge

at a degree of λ = 0.5, a decision-maker without specific knowledge of the underlying information

structure can effectively approximate the Bayesian aggregator’s posterior, by solely relying on

experts’ predictions.

The regret of λ̂-base rate balancing aggregator with λ̂ = 0.5 and that with λ̂ = 1 together

form an upper bound of the optimal regret infg Rλ(g), which is notably close to the previously

established lower bound lb(λ), with a small error margin up to 0.003. Notably, for degree λ ≤ 0.8,

this error remains exceptionally low (not exceeding 0.001). Such proximity between upper bound,

i.e., min{Rλ(f
0.5
ap ), Rλ(f

1
ap)}, and lower bound, i.e., lb(λ), suggests that both of them are almost

tight.

6.3 Robust Aggregator for Unknown Degree λ

The aforementioned nearly optimal aggregators help aggregation when the prior consideration

degree λ is known. However, the decision maker generally does not know to what extent the experts

consider the prior. Noticing that a nearly optimal aggregator at degree λ1 may poorly perform

at another degree λ2, we require a robust aggregator that aggregates predictions effectively across

different λ values.

We employ a new framework as mentioned in Introduction and evaluate the performance of an

aggregator by assessing the overall regret defined in Equation (1). This overall regret is hard to

compute due to the complexity of deciding the optimal regret infg Rλ(g). Instead, we use the regret

lower bound lb(λ) to replace the optimal regret, providing an upper bound for the overall regret

13



aggregator fave fap f0.5ap f0.7ap

R̂(f) 0.062 ≥ 0.051 0.015 ≈ 0.013

Table 2: Numerical Results of R̂(f)

R(f), denoted as R̂(f). Formally,

R̂(f) = sup
λ∈[0,1]

{Rλ(f)− lb(λ)} ≥ R(f).

Table 2 shows the numerical results for this upper bound of regret. We find that with λ̂ = 0.7,

the λ̂-base rate balancing aggregator attains an aggregated outcome with a regret below 0.013,

irrespective of experts’ prior consideration degree λ.

7 Study

We have theoretically and numerically assessed the performance of different aggregators. Regarding

aggregating predictions from real-world human subjects, we investigate the following questions:

(1) Do people display base rate neglect as prior empirical studies suggest?

(2) Which aggregator is best for aggregating predictions empirically?

(3) Does a certain degree of base rate neglect help aggregation in practice?

To further examine these questions, we conduct an online study to identify base rate neglect in

human subjects and empirically compare our aggregators with alternatives. To make our compar-

ison more representative, we use average loss rather than worst-case loss to measure aggregators’

performance. Our findings are outlined below:

(1) Types of Responses: Very few predictions are perfect Bayesian. Some of them display base

rate neglect. However, around 57% of predictions do not fall between perfect BRN and Bayes,

which is beyond our theoretical base rate neglect model. Around 19% even just report the

prior, indicating a tendency opposite to base rate neglect, which exhibits signal neglect.

(2) New Aggregator Wins in Inside Group: Among the general population, simple averaging

achieves the lowest average loss in the level of information structure. This is because 57%

of predictions fall outside the perfect BRN-Bayes range that our theoretical model considers.

When we restrict the predictions within this range, certain λ̂-base rate balancing aggregators

with λ̂ < 1 can achieve lower loss than other aggregators, such as simple average and average

prior, aligning with theoretical results in previous sections.

(3) Base Rate Neglect Helps Aggregation: Within the same aggregator, some degree of base rate

neglect does not necessarily hurt forecast aggregation - it may even improve it.
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The following content of this section presents the design and results of our study in detail.

We highlight that different from previous studies which only focus on several specific information

structures [e.g., Ginossar and Trope, 1987; Esponda et al., 2024], our work collects a comprehensive

dataset on predictions under tens of thousands of information structures.

7.1 Study Design and Data Collection

Task We use the standard belief-updating task to elicit the forecast of subjects (Phillips and

Edwards, 1966; Grether, 1980). Specifically, there are two boxes, each containing a mix of red and

blue balls with a total of 100. In the left box, the proportions of red and blue balls are ple ∈ (0, 1)

and (1− ple) respectively. Similarly, the proportions in the right box are pri ∈ (0, 1) and (1− pri).

One box is selected randomly. Particularly, the probability of selecting the left box is µ ∈ (0, 1),

and that of the right box is 1 − µ. Then one ball is randomly drawn from the selected box. The

color of the drawn ball is informed to the subjects as a signal. After knowing the signal, subjects

are required to estimate the probability that the drawn ball comes from the left box5. We consider

a finite set of information structures, and name the specific combinations of the parameters (i.e.,

µ, ple, pri) as cases. The parameters are all multiples of one tenth. Consequently, there are 93 = 729

cases in total. Each subject is required to answer 30 different cases. In each case, the subject’s

predictions upon two signals (red ball or blue ball) are collected 6. Therefore, each subject should

answer 60 rounds of questions involving 30 cases. Predictions should be stated in percentage points,

with values ranging from 0% to 100%.

Procedure The experiment is conducted using Otree (Chen et al., 2016) and we recruit a bal-

anced sample of male and female from Prolific (Palan and Schitter, 2018). Subjects provide informed

consents and are made aware that their responses would be used for research purposes. We use

the incentive-compatible BDM method (Becker et al., 1964) to elicit their true belief. Particularly,

we introduce the example task and payment scheme before the formal task to guarantee subjects’

understanding. Appendix F shows the instructions to subjects.

At last, 291 subjects finished the study. On average, there are 11.98 different subjects providing

predictions under each case. In total, we obtain predictions under 29,889 information structures.

The experiment lasts 32.68 minutes on average and the average payment is around $8.16 (including

$5.5 participation fee).

7.2 Identification of Base Rate Neglect

Our work is motivated by the well-observed deviation from Bayesian predictions. Therefore, our

first objective is to identify whether the responses from subjects in our study align with Bayesian

principles. Thus, we use the perfect Bayesian posterior as benchmark: for a red ball signal, it is

xBayes(r) = µple
µple+(1−µ)pri

, and for a blue ball signal, it is xBayes(b) = µ(1−ple)
µ(1−ple)+(1−µ)(1−pri)

. We name

5Specifically, the two questions are “If the ball is red, what is the probability that it comes from the left box” and

“If the ball is blue, what is the probability that it comes from the left box”.
6To ensure subject’s predictions upon the two signals in the same case are independent, we assign them randomly

across different rounds.
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these reports as perfect Bayes. Furthermore, similar to Esponda et al. (2024), we define responses

xpBRN (r) = ple
ple+pri

and xpBRN (b) = 1−ple
(1−ple)+(1−pri)

and name them as perfect Base Rate Neglect

(perfect BRN), which corresponds to the instance of λ = 0 in our base rate neglect model.

Base Rate Neglect at Prediction Level The results of our study show that only 12.44% of

the predictions are consistent with perfect Bayes7,8. Meanwhile, 5.37% of the predictions fully

ignore the base rate, which is consistent with perfect BRN. Moreover, 25.11% of the responses fall

inside the range between xBayes and xpBRN (named inside group), which exhibit partial base rate

neglect, and 57.08% fall outside (named outside group)9,10.

Figure 3 shows the proportion of different types of responses conditional on the signal across

rounds. We observe that these proportions are relatively stable with respect to both rounds and

signals. Thus, we combine the reports under two signals in the following analyses. The above

findings together validate that subjects rarely submit Bayesian beliefs.

In addition, we also notice that there are 18.94% of the predictions consistent with the priors,

which is also a type of systematic deviation from Bayesian reasoning named signal neglect (Phillips

and Edwards, 1966; Coutts, 2019; Campos-Mercade and Mengel, 2024).

Base Rate Neglect at Subject Level After exploring base rate neglect at prediction level,

another question arises: how far do subjects deviate from Bayesian? To answer this question, we

estimate the base rate consideration degree λ for each subject i. According to Observation 1, we

can obtain the following econometric model,

logit(xBayes
(t) )− logit(x(t)) = βlogit(µ(t)) + ε(t),

where x(t) is subject’s prediction in round t, xBayes
(t) is the corresponding perfect Bayes benchmark,

and logit(x) represents the log odds function where logit(x) = log x
1−x . The coefficient β is of our

interest, and equation λ = 1 − β holds. We estimate the above econometric model and obtain

estimated λ using Ordinary Least Squares (OLS) regression for each subject.

Figure 4 depicts the distribution of estimated λi. The results show that λi displays three distinct

peaks corresponding to 0 (perfect BRN), 0.6 (representing moderate BRN), and 1 (perfect Bayes),

respectively. The average consideration degree of the base rate at subject level is 0.4488. Besides,

7We exclude the cases when µ = 0.5 during the analyses in this subsection, because there is no difference between

xBayes and xpBRN .
8We relax the Bayesian belief by permitting rounding xBayes both up and down to two decimal places, and the

same principle applies to xpBRN . For example, both 0.56 and 0.57 are regarded as perfect Bayes when the actual

Bayesian posterior is 0.5625.
9We acknowledge that our theoretical model does not encompass predictions in outside group. Nevertheless,

our subsequent empirical analyses will incorporate such predictions and examine how aggregators perform when

aggregating them.
10In our study, the occurrence of perfect BRN is relative low when compared to what is documented in existing

literature. For example, using Kahneman and Tversky (1972)’s taxicab problem, Bar-Hillel (1980) finds around 10%

subjects provide Bayesian predictions while 36% fully ignore the base rate. The low occurrence in our study can be

ascribed to two factors. Firstly, our study introduces a broader range of information structures beyond the classical

cases known to easily provoke base rate neglect. Secondly, we use abstract description instead of contextualized

vignette for simplicity, leading to a lower degree of base rate neglect (Ganguly et al., 2000).
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Figure 3: Proportions of Different Types of Response

Notes: We exclude the responses when µ = 0.5 because there is no difference between xBayes and xpBRN . Panel A

and B correspond to the responses when the signal is red ball and blue ball, respectively.

a minority of subjects have prior consideration degree λi that falls outside the range of [0, 1]. The

proportion of such subjects is relatively small and these deviations are minor, with only 3.09% of

λi values being less than -0.2, and none exceeding 1.2.

7.3 Aggregator evaluation

After observing base rate neglect, we further explore the performance of aggregators under sub-

jects’ predictions. We denote ζ as a single-expert information structure with parameter (ple, pri, µ)

provided in the task. Each single-expert structure ζ corresponds to a case in our study. Subject i’s

predictions upon the signals of red ball and blue ball under case ζ are denoted as xζi (r) and x
ζ
i (b).

Combining two single-expert information structures with the same selection probability µ of

the left box, we can obtain an information structure defined in Section 2 where experts’ signals

are independent conditional on the selected box. Let ζ1, ζ2 be two single-expert information

structures with same parameter µ. The event that the left box is selected corresponds to the state

ω = 1. Then the state distribution in the combined information structure θ is Pr[ω = 1] = µ and

Pr[ω = 0] = 1− µ. The conditional distributions of experts’ signals are

Pr[Si = r | ω = 1] = ple(ζi), Pr[Si = b | ω = 1] = 1− ple(ζi) ∀i = 1, 2,

Pr[Si = r | ω = 0] = pri(ζi), Pr[Si = b | ω = 0] = 1− pri(ζi) ∀i = 1, 2.

Let Iζ1 , Iζ2 denote the set of subjects assigned with case ζ1, ζ2 respectively. The empirical

relative loss of the combined information structure θ under aggregator f is defined as

Lossfθ =
∑

i1∈Iζ1 ,i2∈Iζ2 ,i1 ̸=i2

Cζ1,ζ2
−1

∑
s1,s2∈{r,b}

Pr[S1 = s1, S2 = s2]
[
f
(
xζ1i1 (s1), x

ζ2
i2
(s2)

)
− f∗ (s1, s2)

]2
,
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Notes: We exclude the responses when µ = 0.5 because there is no difference between xBayes and xpBRN . The red

line indicates the average estimated λi at subject level.

where Cζ1,ζ2 =
∑

i1,i2
1[i1 ∈ Iζ1 , i2 ∈ Iζ2 , i1 ̸= i2] and the Bayesian aggregator’s posterior is

f∗(s1, s2) = Pr[ω = 1 | S1 = s1, S2 = s2].

Intuitively, the empirical loss Lossfθ is determined by averaging the losses across all possible

pairs of subjects’ predictions. This empirical loss is exactly the expected square loss if we randomly

choose two subjects who are assigned with case ζ1 and ζ2 respectively, select the box according to

µ, and draw balls for subjects following the probability given by ple and pri. We emphasize that

in order to ensure the independence of predictions and to avoid aggregating two predictions from

the same subject, we exclude instances where i = j11. Thus, we construct a dataset including real-

world human predictions under each pair of cases (ζ1, ζ2), which enables us to formally evaluate the

performance of aggregators. To calculate the relative loss of aggregators when inputting Bayesian

posteriors, we substitute subjects’ predictions by perfect Bayes xBayes.

Whole Sample Analyses Tables 3 summarizes the performance of our λ̂-base rate balancing

aggregators (λ̂ < 1), average prior and simple average on aggregating subjects’ predictions. We

find that when λ̂ ranges from 0.1 to 0.9, there is a decrease in both average loss and maximum loss.

However, despite this decrease, all these aggregators achieve higher loss than both average prior

and simple average aggregators, with simple average performing the best.

This pattern shifts when aggregating Bayesian posteriors. While the trend concerning changes in

λ̂ remains consistent, the λ̂-base rate balancing aggregator with λ̂ = 0.9, surpasses the average prior

in terms of average loss. In addition, the simple average aggregator only demonstrates moderate

performance.

11Namely, predictions from a single subject will not be aggregated.
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λ̂-base rate balancing aggregator f λ̂
ap (λ̂ < 1) Average

prior

Simple

averageλ̂ = 0.1 λ̂ = 0.2 λ̂ = 0.3 λ̂ = 0.4 λ̂ = 0.5 λ̂ = 0.6 λ̂ = 0.7 λ̂ = 0.8 λ̂ = 0.9

Avg. loss 0.0882 0.0853 0.0823 0.0793 0.0762 0.0731 0.0702 0.0675 0.0652 0.0638 0.0627

Max. loss 0.2929 0.2863 0.2792 0.2714 0.2630 0.2539 0.2443 0.2341 0.2269 0.2203 0.2155

Notes: The number of observations is 29,889. For the convenience of comparison, we exclude 44 pairs of predictions

that cannot be aggregated by either average prior aggregator or λ̂-base rate balancing aggregators (λ < 1). This

exclusion applies to cases where, for instance, one subject reports a probability of 0% while another reports 100%.

Table 3: Summary of Aggregators’ Performance on Subjects’ Predictions

Subsample Analyses We note that there exists a gap between our theoretical results and the

above empirical analyses. Theoretically, the consideration degree of base rate λ is assumed to vary

between 0 and 1, which means the actual predictions should lie between the extremes of perfect

BRN and perfect Bayes. However, as depicted in Figure 3, around 57% of the predictions fall

outside this expected range.

To close this gap and gain deeper insights, we categorize the sample based on whether the

predictions fall within the expected range. We then investigate the heterogeneous performance

of our λ̂-base rate balancing aggregators, particularly focusing on the predictions that do locate

within the perfect BRN - perfect Bayes range, which we refer to as the inside group.

As mentioned in Subsection 7.2, there are two main groups of predictions: those within and

outside the expected range. In our context, we aggregate predictions from two experts, each pro-

viding two predictions based on the received signals. We first identify five subsamples according to

the composition of these four reports, ranging from the subsample where all four reports are outside

the expected range (4 outside) to that where all four reports are inside it (4 inside). Additionally,

we consider two special instances: one where all four reports are perfect BRN (4 perfect BRN) and

another where all reports are perfect Bayes (4 perfect Bayes). Figure 5 shows the performance of

various aggregators across the above subsamples, assessed in terms of average loss at information

structure level.

For the subsample of 4 outside reports and that of 1 inside and 3 outside reports, the simple

average aggregator achieves the lowest average loss. However, this pattern does not hold for the

other instances. For subsamples where most of the reports exhibit base rate neglect, certain λ̂-base

rate balancing aggregators with λ̂ < 1 surprisingly benefit the aggregation. Notably, the λ̂-base

rate balancing aggregator with λ̂ = 0.7 performs best for the subsample of 3 inside and 1 outside

reports, while the aggregator with λ̂ = 0.5 is optimal for both 4 perfect BRN reports and 4 inside

reports. In contrast, for the subsample of 2 inside and 2 outside reports, as well as the subsample

of 4 perfect Bayes reports, the average prior is most effective. The above findings underscore the

critical importance of choosing the appropriate aggregator based on experts’ consideration degree

of the base rate, which can significantly improve the aggregation accuracy.

7.4 Base Rate Neglect vs. Bayesian

At last, we investigate the role of base rate neglect in forecast aggregation. Namely, given the

same aggregator, we study whether the prior consideration degree influences the performance of
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Figure 5: Aggregators’ Performance in Subsample

Notes: For the convenience of comparison, we exclude 44 pairs of predictions that cannot be aggregated by either

average prior aggregator or λ̂-base rate balancing aggregators (λ < 1). This exclusion applies to cases where, for

instance, one subject reports a probability of 0% while another reports 100%. The symbol * denote the lowest loss

across aggregators within the subsample.

aggregators. Given validation that subjects do not submit Bayesian posteriors, we compare the

performance of an aggregator across two distinct scenarios to answer this question, where the first

involves subjects’ actual reports and the second considers hypothetical Bayesian posteriors.

Whole Sample Analyses Existing aggregators including simple average and average prior

achieve higher loss for human subjects, with the average loss being 0.0627 and 0.0638 respec-

tively (see Table 3). This loss significantly reduces to 0.0091 and 0.0076 when Bayesian posteriors

are used for aggregation (see Table G1 in Appendix G). Moreover, Bayesian posteriors consistently

enhance the aggregation accuracy in all tested information structures.

As for λ̂-base rate balancing aggregators, subjects’ reports also result in worse performance

in the general population of tested information structures. Interestingly, as λ̂ increases, the loss

difference between aggregating subjects’ reports and aggregating Bayesian posteriors diminishes,

suggesting that the performance of λ̂-base rate balancing aggregator gets better as λ̂ increases when

inputting subjects’ predictions. However, the proportion of structures that subjects’ predictions

result in a lower loss than Bayesian posteriors decreases from 0.71% to 0.00% as λ̂ increases from

0.1 to 0.9. This diminishing trend becomes even larger, from 25.20% to 7.36%, when examining the

loss at the prediction pairs level (see Table G1 in Appendix G). This highlights that non-Bayesian

predictions may result in better aggregation compared to Bayesian ones.
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Subsample Analyses When comparing aggregators’ performance across subsamples (see Fig-

ure 5), we find that subsample of 4 perfect Bayes reports does not always achieve the lowest loss

for all aggregators. Our aggregators with λ̂ ≤ 0.7 can achieve lower loss when aggregating 4 inside

reports, compared to that when aggregating 4 perfect Bayesian reports. Moreover, the minimal

loss across all tested aggregators when aggregating 4 inside reports (λ̂-base rate balancing aggre-

gator with λ̂ = 0.5, loss = 0.0063) is less than that when aggregating 4 perfect Bayesian reports

(average prior, loss = 0.0068). This observation implies that base rate neglect does not necessarily

compromise the aggregation performance, which is consistent with our theoretical results.

8 Conclusion

This work provides a first step to consider robust forecast aggregation when experts exhibit base rate

neglect. We theoretically illustrate the single-troughed regret regarding the consideration degree of

base rate λ and examine it numerically. Moreover, we construct a family of λ̂-base rate balancing

aggregators that take experts’ base rate consideration degree into account. We also numerically

show that the aggregator with an appropriate λ̂ can achieve a low regret across all possible degree

λ. To justify the validity of those findings, we also collect a comprehensive dataset of predictions

from human subjects under various information structures from an online study.

There are some limitations to our work. First, as a starting point, we only consider the scenario

for aggregating predictions from two experts, and they are assumed to exhibit the same considera-

tion degree of base rate. Although we relax the latter assumption in our empirical study, we believe

it is interesting to theoretically explore the cases of aggregating predictions from multiple experts

with heterogeneous consideration degrees of base rate. Second, as our empirical study reveals,

some people have base rate neglect but some have signal neglect. A richer theoretical framework

should be considered to incorporate both situations. Finally, an experiment with real-world sce-

narios where the base rates and private signals are not explicitly presented to the subjects is worth

studying.
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A Proofs for Section 1 (Introduction)

Claim 2. For any prior consideration degree λ, no aggregator can reach a regret less than 0.25 in

general information structures.

S2 = r S2 = b

S1 = r 1
4 0

S1 = b 0 1
4

ω = 0

S2 = r S2 = b

S1 = r 0 1
4

S1 = b 1
4 0

ω = 1

Table A1: Joint Distribution of the General Information Structure

Proof. Consider a general information structure θ where S1 = S2 = {r, b} and the joint distribution

of states and signals is specified in Table A1.

In this setup, the signals for both experts are independent and uniformly drawn from the signal

space. The determination of the world state ω is based on the combination of received signals:

ω = 0 when both experts receive the same signal (either both r or both b), and ω = 1 when their

signals differ.

Given this structure, regardless of the prior consideration degree λ or the specific signal received,

each expert will predict 1
2 . In such case, an ignorant aggregator can at best give an aggregated result

as 1
2 . However, the omniscient aggregator, which has complete knowledge of the experts’ signals,

can accurately deduce the actual world state from the experts’ signals, resulting in a relative loss

of at least 0.25.

Therefore, for any aggregator f and any degree λ, Rλ(f) ≥ 0.25 holds for general information

structures.

B Proofs for Section 2 (Problem Statement)

Proof. The Bayesian posterior of expert i upon receiving signal si is

xBayes
i (si) =

µ · Pr[Si = si | ω = 1]

µ · Pr[Si = si | ω = 1] + (1− µ) · Pr[Si = si | ω = 0]
.

By normalizing the numerator of the Bayesian posterior, we simplify the expression to

xBayes
i (si) =

1

1 +
1− µ

µ
·
Pr[Si = si | ω = 0]

Pr[Si = si | ω = 1]

.

Further transforming this expression, we get

1− xBayes
i (si)

xBayes
i (si)

=
1

xBayes
i (si)

− 1 =
1− µ

µ
· Pr[Si = si | ω = 0]

Pr[Si = si | ω = 1]
.

25



Analogously, for the expert’s prediction xBRN
i (si, λ),

1− xBRN
i (si, λ)

xBRN
i (si, λ)

=

(
1− µ

µ

)λ

· Pr[Si = si | ω = 0]

Pr[Si = si | ω = 1]
.

Thus,

1− xBRN
i (si, λ)

xBRN
i (si, λ)

=

(
1− µ

µ

)λ−1

·
1− xBayes

i (si)

xBayes
i (si)

.

Taking the logarithm of these ratios, we derive

logit(xBRN
i (si, λ)) = logit(xBayes(si))− (1− λ)logit(µ).

Moreover, consider 1
p − 1 = 1−p

p and view xBRN
i (si, λ) as p, we have

xBRN
i (si, λ) =

1

1 + (1−µ)λ−1

µλ−1 · 1−xBayes
i (si)

xBayes
i (si)

.

Further transformation derives

xBRN
i (si, λ) =

(1− µ)1−λ · xBayes(si)

(1− µ)1−λ · xBayes(si) + µ1−λ · (1− xBayes(si))
.

Proof. We prove this equation for any signal profile (s1, s2) and any report profile (x1, x2).

E
[
(f(x1, x2)− ω)2 − (f∗(s1, s2)− ω)2 | S1 = s1, S2 = s2

]
E
[
f(x1, x2)

2 − 2ω · f(x1, x2)− f∗(s1, s2)
2 + 2ω · f∗(s1, s2) | S1 = s1, S2 = s2

]
=f(x1, x2)

2 − f∗(s1, s2)
2 + 2E [ω | S1 = s1, S2 = s2] · (f∗(s1, s2)− f(x1, x2))

=f(x1, x2)
2 − f∗(s1, s2)

2 + 2f∗(s1, s2) (f
∗(s1, s2)− f(x1, x2))

=f(x1, x2)
2 + f∗(s1, s2)

2 − 2f∗(s1, s2) · f(x1, x2)
= (f(x1, x2)− f∗(s1, s2))

2

C Proofs for Section 3 (Warm Up: the Omniscient Aggregator)

Proof of Observation 2. For a concise presentation, we shorten the notation xBayes
i (si) and x

BRN
i (si, λ)

to xBayes
i and xBRN

i in this proof.

In our conditionally independent setting, the Bayesian posterior upon signal profile s = (s1, s2)

can be rewritten using the prior distribution of the state and the perfect Bayesian posteriors of the
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experts as below.

Pr[ω = 1 | S1 = s1, S2 = s2] =
Pr[ω = 1, S1 = s1, S2 = s2]∑

σ∈{0,1} Pr[ω = σ, S1 = s1, S2 = s2]

=
Pr[ω = 1]

∏
i∈{1,2} Pr[Si = si | ω = 1]∑

σ∈{0,1} Pr[ω = σ]
∏

i∈{1,2} Pr[Si = si | ω = σ]

(by conditionally independent assumption)

=
Pr[ω = 1]−1

∏
i∈{1,2} (Pr[Si = si] · Pr[ω = 1 | Si = si])∑

σ∈{0,1} Pr[ω = σ]−1
∏

i∈{1,2} (Pr[Si = si] · Pr[ω = σ | Si = si])

(by Bayes’ Theorem)

=
µ−1xBayes

1 xBayes
2

µ−1xBayes
1 xBayes

2 + (1− µ)−1(1− xBayes
1 )(1− xBayes

2 )
.

(by the law of total probability, Pr[ω = 0 | Si = si] = 1− xBayes
i )

Using Observation 1, we can replace the perfect Bayesian posterior xBayes
i by the expert’s

prediction which exhibits base rate neglect xBRN
i and the prior consideration degree λ:

Pr[ω = 1 | S1 = s1, S2 = s2] =
1

1 +
µ

(1− µ)
·
1− xBayes

1

xBayes
1

·
1− xBayes

2

xBayes
2

=
1

1 +
µ

(1− µ)
·

(
1− µ

µ

)(1−λ)×2

·
1− xBRN

1 (s1, λ)

xBRN
1 (s1, λ)

·
1− xBRN

2 (s2, λ)

xBRN
2 (s2, λ)

=
1

1 +
µ2λ−1

(1− µ)2λ−1
·
1− xBRN

1 (s1, λ)

xBRN
1 (s1, λ)

·
1− xBRN

2 (s2, λ)

xBRN
2 (s2, λ)

=
(1− µ)2λ−1xBRN

1 xBRN
2

(1− µ)2λ−1xBRN
1 xBRN

2 + µ2λ−1(1− xBRN
1 )(1− xBRN

2 )
.

D Proofs for Section 4 (V-shape of Regret Curves)

Proof of Lemma 1. The inequality

sup
θ∈Θ4

Eθ[L(f(x(s, λ)), ω)− L(f∗(s), ω)] ≤ sup
θ∈Θ

Eθ[L(f(x(s, λ)), ω)− L(f∗(s), ω)]

follows directly by the fact that Θ4 ⊆ Θ.

We’re next to show

sup
θ∈Θ4

Eθ[L(f(x(s, λ)), ω)− L(f∗(s), ω)] ≥ sup
θ∈Θ

Eθ[L(f(x(s, λ)), ω)− L(f∗(s), ω)]
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by decomposing each θ ∈ Θ and getting a “basic” structure θ′ in Θ4 with higher regret.

Let bsi denote the Bayesian posterior of expert i upon receiving signal s, i.e., bsi = xBayes
i (s), qsi

denote the prior probability that expert i receives signal s, i.e., qsi = Pr[Si = s]. Let bi = (bsi )s∈Si

and qi = (qsi )s∈Si
be the Bayesian posterior vector and the prior vector of expert i.

We perform the decomposition in a restricted space. For a fixed structure θ, we consider the

structures that share the same prior, µ, and the same Bayesian posterior vector bi. As is shown in

the following claim, the regret of these structures exhibits multi-linear property at a fixed value of

λ.

Claim 3. Fixing µ, λ and b1, b2, the regret is a multi-linear function of q1, q2. Formally, there

exists a function ψ such that the regret is q⊤
1 Ψq2 where Ψs1,s2 = ψ(µ, λ, bs11 , b

s2
2 ),∀s1 ∈ S1, s2 ∈ S2.

In addition, this restricted space we considered imposes some restrictions on the prior vectors

qi, i = 1, 2, which can be translated into linear constraints.

Claim 4. For all θ ∈ Θ with prior µ and Bayesian posterior vector b1, b2, the prior vector

qi, i = 1, 2, satisfies the following linear constraints:

(1)
∑
s∈Si

qsi = 1,

(2)
∑
s∈Si

qsi · bsi = µ,

(3)∀s ∈ Si, q
s
i ≥ 0.

Moreover, any pair of vectors q1, q2 satisfying the above constraints, is prior vectors of some

structure θ with prior µ and Bayesian posterior vector b1, b2.

We defer the proofs of Claim 3 and Claim 4 later.

By Claim 4, the prior vectors of θ, we specifically mark as q1(θ) and q2(θ), are a solution of

the linear programming.

Then we decompose this solution. According to the property of linear programming problem,

any solution qi, i = 1, 2 of the linear constraints can be viewed as a convex combination of basic

feasible solutions which have ≤ 2 non-zero entries. We name these basic feasible solutions as basic

prior vectors.

According to the multilinear property of regret, there exists a pair of basic prior vectors bi(θ), i =

1, 2 such that the regret of b1(θ),b2(θ) is at least the same as q1(θ)
⊤Ψq2(θ), which is the regret

of θ.

Using Claim 4 again, we can construct the structure θ′ in the restricted space, whose prior

vectors are b1(θ),b2(θ). The regret of θ
′ is b1(θ)

⊤Ψb2(θ), greater than or equal to q1(θ)
⊤Ψq2(θ),

the regret of structure θ. Only signals corresponding to the non-zero entries of bi will be received

by expert i with a non-zero probability. Thus, the constructed structure θ′ is a two-signal structure

in Θ4 and we finish our proof.
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Proof of Claim 3. The regret regarding θ is

Eθ[L(f(x(s, λ)), ω)− L(f∗(s), ω)]

=Eθ[(f(x(s, λ))− f∗(s))2] (by Claim 1)

=
∑
s1,s2

Pr[S1 = s1, S2 = s2] · (f(xBRN
1 (s1, λ), x

BRN
2 (s2, λ))− f∗(s1, s2))

2

(expand the expectation)

=
∑
s1,s2

Pr[S1 = s1, S2 = s2] · (f(ϕ(bs11 ), ϕ(bs22 ))− f∗(s1, s2))
2

(by Observation 1, fixing µ and λ, xBRN
i (si, λ) is a function of Bayesian posterior bsii )

=
∑
s1,s2

Pr[S1 = s1, S2 = s2] ·
(
f(ϕ(bs11 ), ϕ(bs22 ))− (1− µ)bs11 b

s2
2

(1− µ)bs11 b
s2
2 + µ(1− bs11 )(1− bs22 )

)2

(by Observation 2)

Moreover, the prior probability of signal profile (s1, s2) is

Pr[S1 = s1, S2 = s2] =
∑

σ∈{0,1}

Pr[ω = σ]
∏

i∈{1,2}

Pr[si | ω = σ]

(by conditional independent assumption)

=
∑

σ∈{0,1}

Pr[ω = σ]
∏

i∈{1,2}

Pr[ω = σ | si] Pr[si]
Pr[ω = σ]

(by Bayes’ Theorem)

= µ ·
bs11 q

s1
1

µ
·
bs22 q

s2
2

µ
+ (1− µ) ·

(1− bs11 )qs11
1− µ

·
(1− bs22 )qs22

1− µ
.

Thus, we have Eθ[L(f(x(s, λ)), ω)− L(f∗(s), ω)] =
∑

s1,s2
qs11 q

s2
2 ψ(µ, λ, b

s1
1 , b

s2
2 ).

Proof of Claim 4. For any θ ∈ Θ with prior µ and Bayesian posterior vectors b1,b2, Constraint (1)

and Constraint (3) are naturally satisfied since qi, i = 1, 2 is a probability distribution. Constraint

(2) is satisfied because

µ = Pr[ω = 1] =
∑
s∈Si

Pr[ω = 1, Si = s] =
∑
s∈Si

Pr[Si = s] Pr[ω = 1 | Si = s] =
∑
s∈Si

qsi · bsi .

For the other direction, we will construct a structure θ ∈ Θ for any solution qi, i = 1, 2 of the

linear programming.

Formally, for any pair of signals s1 ∈ S1, s2 ∈ S2, the joint distribution of signals and the world

state is designed as

Pr[S1 = s1, S2 = s2, ω = 1] = µ ·
qs11 b

s1
1

µ
·
qs22 b

s2
2

µ
,

Pr[S1 = s1, S2 = s2, ω = 0] = 1− µ ·
qs11 (1− bs11 )

1− µ
·
qs22 (1− bs22 )

1− µ
.

29



By Constraint (1) and (2), we have

Pr[ω = 1] =
∑

s1∈S1,s2∈S2

Pr[S1 = s1, S2 = s2, ω = 1] = µ−1

∑
s1∈S1

qs11 b
s1
1

∑
s2∈S2

qs22 b
s2
2

 = µ,

and

Pr[ω = 0] =
∑

s1∈S1,s2∈S2

Pr[S1 = s1, S2 = s2, ω = 0] = (1−µ)−1

∑
s1∈S1

qs11 (1bs11 )

∑
s2∈S2

qs22 (1− bs22 )

 = 1−µ.

Thus,
∑

s1∈S1,s2∈S2,σ∈{0,1} Pr[S1 = s1, S2 = s2, ω = σ] = 1, implying that the constructed

structure θ is a valid joint distribution.

Moreover, for any signal s1 ∈ S1, the Bayesian posterior upon receiving s1 is

Pr[ω = 1 | S1 = s1] =

∑
s2∈S2

Pr[S1 = s1, S2 = s2, ω = 1]∑
σ∈{0,1}

∑
s2∈S2

Pr[S1 = s1, S2 = s2, ω = σ]

=
µ−1qs11 b

s1
1

∑
s2∈S2

qs22 x
s2
2

µ−1qs11 b
s1
1

∑
s2∈S2

qs22 b
s2
2 + (1− µ)−1qs11 (1− bs11 )

∑
s2∈S2

qs22 (1− bs22 )

=
qs11 b

s1
1

qs11 b
s1
1 + qs11 (1− bs11 )

(by Constraint (1) and (2))

= bs11 .

The prior of signal s1 is

Pr[S1 = s1] =
∑

s2∈S2,σ∈{0,1}

Pr[S1 = s1, S2 = s2, ω = σ]

=µ−1qs11 b
s1
∑
s2∈S2

qs22 b
s2
2 + (1− µ)−1qs11 (1− bs1)

∑
s2∈S2

qs22 (1− bs22 )

=qs11 b
s1 + qs11 (1− bs1) (by Constraint (1) and (2))

=qs11 .

Analogously, the Bayesian posterior upon receiving s2 is Pr[ω = 1 | S2 = s2] = bs2i , and the

prior of s2 is Pr[S2 = s2] = qs22 .

The above arguments demonstrate that the constructed θ meets all the conditions shown in our

claim.

Proof of Lemma 2. For a given θ, the relative loss ϕθ(λ) can be broken down into contributions

from all possible signal profiles s ∈ S:

ϕθ(λ) =
∑
s∈S

ϕsθ(λ).
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For a specific signal profile, for example, s = (r, r), the relative loss for this profile can be

expressed as a function of u(λ), α1, α2, β1, β2:

ϕ
(r,r)
θ (λ) = Pr

tθ(λ)
[S1 = r, S2 = r] · [L(f(xr1, xr2), ω)− L(f∗(r, r), ω) | tθ(λ)]

(as mentioned before, the expert’s prediction xsii (λ) is constant as λ varies)

= Pr
tθ(λ)

[S1 = r, S2 = r] ·
[
(f(xr1, x

r
2)− f∗(r, r))2 | tθ(λ)

]
(by Claim 1)

= [u(λ)α1α2 + (1− u(λ))β1β2] ·

[
f(xr1, x

r
2)−

u(λ)α1α2

u(λ)α1α2 + (1− u(λ))β1β2

]2
.

Here, f(xr1, x
r
2) represents the aggregation result when both the experts receive signal r. In the rule

of tθ, this aggregation result is invariant as λ varies since the experts’ report profile (xs11 (λ), xs22 (λ))

under the information structure tθ(λ) remains unchanged across different λ values.

Let y(r,r)(u) be
uα1α2

uα1α2 + (1− u)β1β2
, the omniscient aggregation result for signal profile (r, r)

under structure (u, α1, β1, α2, β2). The relative loss ϕ
(r,r)
θ (λ) can be simplified to

ϕ
(r,r)
θ (λ) = α1α2 · u(λ) ·

[
f(xr1, x

r
2)

2

y(r,r) (u(λ))
+ y(r,r) (u(λ))− 2f(xr1, x

r
2)

]
.

This form can be generalized for all signal profiles s. Namely, for all possible signal profile s ∈ S,

ϕsθ(λ) = A · u(λ) ·

(
C2

y(u(λ))
+ y(u(λ))− 2C

)
where y(u) =

1

1 +K 1−u
u

.

A, C,K are constant for each s, their values are listed in Table D1.

s A C K

(r, r) α1α2 f(xr1, x
r
2) β1β2/α1α2

(r, b) α1(1− α2) f(xr1, x
b
2) β1(1− β2)/α1(1− α2)

(b, r) (1− α1)α2 f(xb1, x
r
2) (1− β1)β2/(1− α1)α2

(b, b) (1− α1)(1− α2) f(xb1, x
b
2) (1− β1)(1− β2)/(1− α1)(1− α2)

Table D1: the values of A,C,K for different signal profile s

Analyzing the derivatives with respect to u(λ), we find that the second derivative of ϕsθ with

respect to u is non-negative:

∂2ϕsθ
∂u2

(u) =
2AK2

(K + (1−K)u)3
≥ 0 for all u ∈ (0, 1).

This non-negative second derivative implies that each ϕsθ(λ) and, consequently, ϕθ(λ) is single-

troughed for u(λ).

Finally, since u(λ) monotonically varies with λ, ϕθ(λ) is single-troughed in λ over the interval

(0, 1].
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Proof of Lemma 3. To prove this lemma, we formally provide an equivalent definition of the single-

troughed function. The definition and the equivalence relationship are shown below:

Claim 5 (Equivalence of Single-troughed Function Definitions). The following two definitions of

a single-troughed function over an interval [a, b] are equivalent:

(1) A function f(x) is single-troughed if it is monotonically decreasing, monotonically increasing,

or first decreasing then increasing over [a, b].

(2) A function f(x) is single-troughed if for all a ≤ x1 ≤ x2 ≤ x3 ≤ b, it holds that f(x2) ≤
max{f(x1), f(x3)}.

This claim offers a practical, verifiable method for identifying a single-troughed function, con-

verting a conceptual understanding based on monotonicity to a more operational discriminated

method.

Next, we show f̂ is single-troughed according to the equivalent definition. Consider any

x1, x2, x3 ∈ [a, b] such that x1 ≤ x2 ≤ x3. For any α ∈ I, by the single-trough of fα, we have

fα(x2) ≤ max{fα(x1), fα(x3)} ≤ max{sup
α∈I

{fα(x1)}, sup
α∈I

{fα(x3)}} = max{f̂(x1), f̂(x3)}.

Since f̂(x) is the supremum of {fα(x)}, we obtain that

f̂(x2) = sup
α∈I

{fα(x2)} ≤ max{f̂(x1), f̂(x3)}.

Therefore, f̂(x2) is always less than or equal to the maximum of f̂(x1) and f̂(x3), which conse-

quently confirms that f̂ is single-troughed in the interval [a, b].

Proof of Claim 5. To demonstrate the equivalence, we show that any function satisfying Definition

(1) also satisfies Definition (2), and vice versa.

From Definition (1) to Definition (2): Assume f satisfies Definition (1). For any a ≤ x1 ≤
x2 ≤ x3 ≤ b, function f is either monotonic or first decreases then increases within [a, b]. In either

case, it holds that f(x2) ≤ max{f(x1), f(x3)}.
From Definition (2) to Definition (1): Assume f satisfies Definition (2). Let x∗ be the

minimum point of f in [a, b] such that f(x∗) ≤ f(x) for all x ∈ [a, b]. Then, for f to be single-

troughed, we show that f is monotonically decreasing in [a, x∗] and monotonically increasing in

[x∗, b]:

• For any a ≤ x1 ≤ x2 ≤ x∗, we have f(x2) ≤ max{f(x1), f(x∗)} = f(x1).

• For any x∗ ≤ x1 ≤ x2 ≤ b, f(x1) ≤ max{f(x∗), f(x2)} = f(x2).
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E Proofs for Section 5 (Lower Bound Analysis of Regrets)

Proof of Theorem 2. Substituting the likelihood for the signal profile (r, r), given as

Pr [S1 = r, S2 = r] = γ + (1− γ)γ2λ/(1− γ)2λ,

and the Bayesian posterior f∗(r, r) into the relative loss formula, we obtain

Pr [S1 = r, S2 = r] ·
(
1

2
− f∗(r, r)

)2

=

(
γ + (1− γ)

γ2λ

(1− γ)2λ

)
·

(
1

2
−

γ

γ + (1− γ) · γ2λ/(1− γ)2λ

)2

=γ ·
(
1 +

γ2λ−1

(1− γ)2λ−1

)
·

(
1

2
−

1

1 + γ2λ−1/(1− γ)2λ−1

)2

Let y(γ, λ) denote value γ2λ−1/(1− γ)2λ−1. We simplify the relative loss as

Pr [S1 = r, S2 = r] ·
(
1

2
− f∗(r, r)

)2

= γ · ϕ(y(γ, λ)),

where

ϕ(y) = (1 + y)

(
1

2
− 1

1 + y

)2

.

For any fixed γ, y(γ, λ) decreases from 1−γ
γ to γ

1−γ as λ increases from 0 to 1. Notice that

ϕ(y) = (1 + y)
(
1
2 − 1

1+y

)2
= 1

4

(
4

1+y + (1 + y)
)
− 1 is V-shaped for y with minimum value zero

reached at point y = 1. It can be derived that the relative loss decreases for λ from 0 to 1
2 and

increases for λ from 1
2 to 1. Specifically, when λ = 1

2 , for any parameter value γ, the relative loss

is zero.

Recall that the lower bound value lb(λ) is the maximum relative loss across different parameters

γ. The monotonicity for relative loss still holds for the lower bound lb(λ).

• For 0 ≤ λ1 < λ2 ≤ 1
2 , assuming lb(λ2) is obtained at γ = γ∗, we have

lb(λ1) ≥ γ∗ · ϕ(y(γ∗, λ1)) > γ∗ · ϕ(y(γ∗, λ2)) = lb(λ2).

• Similarly, for 1
2 ≤ λ1 < λ2 ≤ 1, it holds that lb(λ1) < lb(λ2).

F Instruction

In this appendix, we present the instruction used in the online study. First, the subjects receive

consent forms, followed by a straightforward coin flipping exercise designed to familiarize them with

the task and the payment scheme (). Subsequently, we introduce a sample task and explain it, then

60 rounds of formal task start. In addition, we also ask several questions about their demographics.
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In the following instruction, the content in { } varies across subjects or rounds. Comments for

clarity are provided in brackets [ ] and are italicized, which are not visible to subjects during the

study. The question that require a response are marked by dot (•). Note: We use underline to

replace personal information about authors in this instruction.

Welcome! [New page]

• Please enter your Prolific ID.

Contact

This study is conducted by a research team in [authors’ universities], [au-

thors’ country ]. If you have any questions, concerns or complaints about this study, its procedures,

risks, and benefits, please write to [one author’s email ]

Confidentiality

This study is anonymous. The data collected in this study do not include any personally

identifiable information about you. By participating, you understand and agree that the data

collected in this study will be used by our research team and aggregated results will be published.

Duration

This study lasts approximately 40 minutes.

You may choose to stop participating in this study at any time, but you cannot gain any

payment.

Qualification

A set of instructions will be given at the start. Please read the instructions carefully. The formal

task consists of 60 rounds of questions about decision-making. Please do not talk with others or

search the answers on the Internet.

Payment

You will receive $5.5 as participation fee if you finish the whole study. We will randomly select

1 round in the formal task to pay you an additional bonus, which will be either $6 or $0. The

likelihood of getting $6 will be determined by your choice in the selected round. The transfer of

bonuses will take up a week.

By ticking the following boxes, you indicate that you understand and accept the rules, and you

would like to participate in this study.

□ I understand and accept the rules, and I would like to participate in this study.

□ I am above 18 years old.

Basic Questions [New page]

• 1) What is your gender? a) Male, b) Female.

• 2) What is your age? a) ¡18 years old, b) 18-24 years old, c) 25-34 years old, d) 35-44 years

old, e) 45-54 years old, f) 55-64 years old, g) ¿=65 years old.

• 3) What is your race? a) American Indian or Alaska Native, b) Asian, c) Black or African

American, d) Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander, e) White, f) Others.

• 4) What is your nationality? a) American, b) Indian, c) Canadian, d) Others.

• 5) What is your educational level? a) Elementary school, b) High school, c) Associate’s, d)

Bachelor’s, e) Master’s, f) Ph.D.
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• 6) What is your current employment status? a) Employed full time (40 or more hours per

week), b) Employed part time (up to 39 hours per week), c) Umemployed and currenctly looking

for work, d) Unemployed and not currently looking for work, e) Student, f) Retired, g) Homemaker,

h) Self-employed, g) Unable to work.

• 7) Are you currently: a) Married, b) Living together as married, c) Divorced, d) Seperated,

e) Widowed, f) Single.

• 8) Have you had any children? a) No children, b) One child, c) Two children, d) Three

children, e) More than three children.

• 9) What is your religious affiliation? a) Potestant, b) Catholic, c) Jewish, d) Islamic, e)

Buddhism, f) Others, g) None.

Instruction (1/3) [New page]

In this experiment, you will assess the chances that certain events will happen.

Here is a simple example to explain. Suppose we flip a fair coin, with 50% chance landing Heads

and 50% chance landing Tails.

• What is the probability (%) that the coin lands Heads? (answer it using an integer between

0 and 100):

Click on the [Submit] button after you finish the answer. Please notice that you can NOT

change your answer after submission.

Instruction (2/3) [New page]

Overview

In this coin flipping example, the chance that the coin lands Heads is 50% and the chance it

lands Tails is 50%.

We will pay you based on your answer. Our payment scheme guarantees that it is always in

your best interest to report your truthful assessment of the chance.

Payment Details

In every probability assessment question as above, you will submit X about the chance that an

event happens. In our coin flipping example, X represents the percentage chance of Heads. Then

computer will randomly draw a value Y from 0 to 100.

If Y is greater than or equal to X, you will win $6 with Y% chance. If Y is less than X, you will

win $6 if the event occurs (in this example, the event refers that coin flip lands Heads). Namely,$6 with Y% chance, if Y ≥ X;

$6 when the event occurs, if Y < X.

Given this scheme, it is always in your best interest to choose X that represents your truthful

assessment of the chance that the relevant event happens. Thus, the optimal choice of the above

example is X = 50.

Click here to see the explanation. [The following content on this page will only be displayed

when this sentence is clicked.]

Explanation
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Consider you submit a lower value for X; for example, X = 20. If the drawn number Y is

between 20 and 50, you will win $6 with Y% chance. If you had instead submitted X = 50, you

are more likely to get the $6 with 50% (the coin has landed Heads with 50% chance).

Similarly, consider choosing a higher value for X; for example, X = 80. If Y is between 50 and

80, you will win $6 with 50%, which is the probability of Heads. If you had instead submitted X

= 50, you will get the $6 with Y% chance, which is between 50% and 80%.

Instruction (3/3) [New page]

In our scenario, there are two boxes of balls. Each box has a total of 100 balls, and each ball

can be either red or blue. One box is selected, and one ball is randomly drawn as a signal from the

selected box. But the selected box is not revealed.

We will tell you the CASE about:

1) the proportion of two types of balls in the left and right boxes,

2) the probability of selecting the two boxes.

We will ask you to assess the probability of selecting the left box conditional on the color of the

drawn ball.

Example

Here is a sample CASE.

Left box contains 40 red balls and 60 blue balls.

Right box contains 30 red balls and 70 blue balls.

The probability of selecting the left box is 20%, and the probability of selecting the right box

is 80%.

In this case, one box is selected according to the probability, and one ball is randomly drawn

from the selected box. You will answer the following two questions in two rounds:

• If the ball is red, what is the probability (%) that it comes from the left box?

• If the ball is blue, what is the probability (%) that it comes from the left box?

We have 30 cases, and 2 questions for each, resulting in 60 rounds in total.

The computer will randomly choose one case from the 30 cases. In the chosen case, the computer

will first select a box according to the probability, and then randomly draw a ball from the selected

box. If the drawn ball is red/blue, we will use your submitted choice for the corresponding question

and pay you as explained before. Remember to provide your truthful assessment to maximize the

chance of winning $6.
If you want to check the payment scheme again, please click here. [The following content before

understanding testing questions will only be displayed when this sentence is clicked.]

You will submit X about the chance that an event happens. Then computer will randomly draw

a value Y from 0 to 100.

If Y is greater than or equal to X, you will win $6 with Y% chance. If Y is less than X, you will

win $6 if the event occurs (in this example, the event refers that coin flip lands Heads). Namely,$6 with Y% chance, if Y ≥ X;

$6 when the event occurs, if Y < X.

Understanding Testing Questions
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• 1) In the above example, if the computer draws a blue ball, your answer of which question

will be used to pay? a) the question where the ball is red, b) the question where the ball is blue,

c) I don’t know.

• 2) Suppose you estimate the probability at x%, which answer will maximize your chance of

winning $6? a) some number smaller than x, b) some number larger than x, c) x, d) I don’t know.

From now on, you probably have a good sense of question. The following questions only vary

in terms of the boxes’ composition and the selection probability of each box.

Please make sure you understand the rule.

If you are ready to enter the formal task, please click on the following button.

Formal Task [New page, 60 rounds in totals.]

Round {n}/60: [n represents the number of round.]

Left box contains {pl ∗ 100} red balls and {(1− pl) ∗ 100} blue balls.

Right box contains {pr ∗ 100} red balls and {(1− pr) ∗ 100} blue balls.

The probability of selecting the left box is {µ ∗ 100%}, and the probability of selecting the

right box is {(1− µ) ∗ 100%}. [pl, pr, µ are defined in subsection 7.1.]

One box is selected according to the probability, and one ball is randomly drawn from the

selected box.

• If the ball is red, what is the probability (%) that it comes from the left box?

(answer it using an integer between 0 and 100)

Additional Question [New page]

• How do you determine your answer in the previous formal task?

The End [New page]

Thanks for your participation! You have finished the formal task, and gain the participation

fee of $5.5.
The selected round for you is {n}. [n represents the selected round for payment.]

Upon calculation, your bonus is $q, The bonus will be distributed in a week. [Based on the

payoff calculation, q is set to either 6 or 0.]

NOTICE:

Please click the following link to redirect to the Prolific as a final step to update your completion

status.

{ Link } [Here we present our redirect URL to Prolific.]

(If the link does not work, you can copy and paste it into your browser.)

After redirecting, the whole study is finished and you can close this webpage. Thanks for your

participation again.
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G Additional Table

λ̂-base rate balancing aggregator f λ̂
ap (λ̂ < 1) Average

prior

Simple

averageλ̂ = 0.1 λ̂ = 0.2 λ̂ = 0.3 λ̂ = 0.4 λ̂ = 0.5 λ̂ = 0.6 λ̂ = 0.7 λ̂ = 0.8 λ̂ = 0.9

Avg. loss 0.0225 0.0205 0.0184 0.0163 0.0141 0.0120 0.0100 0.0083 0.0073 0.0076 0.0091

Max. loss 0.0488 0.0450 0.0411 0.0371 0.0330 0.0289 0.0254 0.0237 0.0221 0.0210 0.0400

Diff. of loss 0.0657 0.0648 0.0639 0.0630 0.0621 0.0611 0.0602 0.0592 0.0579 0.0562 0.0536

% at info. struct. 0.71 0.49 0.34 0.22 0.14 0.07 0.03 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00

% at report pair 25.20 24.25 23.00 21.53 19.66 17.52 14.69 11.10 7.36 4.80 3.19

Notes: The number of observations is 29,889 for the first four rows, and 4,218,968 for the row of % at report pair. For

the convenience of comparison, we exclude 44 pairs of subjects’ predictions that cannot be aggregated by either average

prior aggregator or λ̂-base rate balancing aggregators (λ̂ < 1). This exclusion applies to cases where, for instance, one

subject reports a probability of 0% while another reports 100%. Avg. loss and Max. loss represent the average and

maximum relative loss when aggregating Bayesian posteriors. Diff. of loss represents the difference of relative loss when

aggregating subjects’ predictions (Table 3) and Bayesian posteriors. % at info. struct. and % at report pair refer to the

percentage proportion of achieving lower loss for subjects’ predictions than Bayesian posteriors.

Table G1: Summary of Aggregators’ Performance on Bayesian Posteriors
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