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Abstract. Given conflicting probability estimates for a set of events, how can
we quantify how much they conflict? How can we find a single probability distri-
bution that best encapsulates the given estimates? One approach is to minimize
a loss function such as binary KL-divergence that quantifies the dissimilarity
between the given estimates and the candidate probability distribution. Given
a set of events, we characterize the facets of the polytope of coherent probabil-
ity estimates about those events. We explore two applications of these ideas:
eliciting the beliefs of large language models, and merging expert forecasts into
a single coherent forecast.

1. Introduction

When two or more predictions conflict, what is a principled way to combine them
into a single meta-prediction?

This kind of question comes up in several different domains:

• Multiple experts are independently asked to make predictions, and we
would like to integrate their predictions into a single meta-prediction that
expresses the “wisdom of the crowd” [1, 2, 3, 4].
• A single individual may hold incoherent beliefs without being aware of the
incoherence [5]. However, when someone points out that their beliefs are
incoherent they may want to update to the “closest” coherent set of beliefs.
• A market maker that has beliefs about underlying probabilities of events
may want to give a coherent set of quotes so as to avoid giving a “Dutch
book” that is exploitable via risk-free arbitrage [6].
• The expressed opinions of a large language model can be very sensitive
to small changes in the prompt. To investigate whether the model holds
an internally coherent belief and extract that belief, one approach is to
ensemble many weak predictors derived from the model’s internal state
into a single meta-prediction [7].

Given a ground set Ω, a list of events E = E1, . . . , En ⊂ Ω, and a list of credences
q1, . . . , qn, the vector q = (q1, . . . , qn) is called coherent with respect to E if there
is a probability measure P (on the Boolean algebra generated by E1, . . . , En) such
that qi = P (Ei) for all i.
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For example, when predicting the next day’s weather, suppose three of our events
are “rainy”, “warm and rainy”, “cold and rainy”. Then we have the coherence
condition

P (warm and rainy) + P (cold and rainy) = P (rainy).

If “warm or rainy” is also one of our given events Ei, then we have the additional
coherence condition

P (warm) + P (rainy)− P (warm and rainy) = P (warm or rainy).

These two examples of coherence conditions are both the result of probabilities
being overdetermined: fixing the probabilities of some events determines the prob-
abilities of others. There is also a second kind of coherence condition that results
from probabilities being between by 0 and 1. For example, even if “warm or rainy”
is not one of our events, we still have the coherence condition

P (warm) + P (rainy)− P (warm and rainy) ≤ 1.

Given a list of events E and credences q we would like a systematic way of measur-
ing incoherence: a loss function L∗ : [0, 1]n → R ∪ {∞} satisfying L∗(q) ≥ 0, with
equality if and only if q is coherent. One natural method of constructing such a
loss is via some notion of “distance” from the vector q to the set C(E) of coherent
vectors:

L∗(q) = inf{L(p, q) : p ∈ C(E)}. (1)

We will discuss several choices of “distance” function L(p, q). We write distance in
quotation marks because L need not be a metric (e.g. it might not be symmetric
in p and q).

The forecaster seeking to combine the beliefs of others (or individual seeking to
correct their incoherent beliefs) can adopt the minimizer p∗ of (1). In Theorem 1
below we give conditions for existence and uniqueness of p∗.

1.1. Plan of the paper. We start Section 2 defining the process of loss func-
tion minimization more precisely and giving conditions for when there is a unique
minimizer p∗. We proceed by summarizing a result from Predd et al. [8] that can
motivate one’s choice of loss function and then by looking at two specific examples
of loss functions (binary KL divergence and its transpose). We discuss natural jus-
tifications for these loss functions in Theorems 2 and 3.

Section 3 explores a possible application of our method to eliciting beliefs from
large language models. We use loss functions to generalize the method suggested
in [7] and consider possible modifications that this generalization allows.

Section 4 explores the geometry of C(E), the set of coherent beliefs, which is a
convex polytope. It is easy to describe the vertices of this polytope (Lemma 4.1),
but somewhat more challenging to describe its facets (Theorem 4).
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In Section 5, we consider how predictions should be aggregated in a setting where
multiple experts each make internally coherent predictions. We seek a method to
aggregate these predictions that leverages the internal coherence of each expert.

Finally, in Section F, we illustrate these methods in the scenario of masked letter
prediction and discuss the results.

1.2. Related work. This problem of the reconciliation has been examined in the
past [9, 10]. In particular, [9] proposes the use of binary KL divergence as a loss
function and discusses several of its properties.

1.3. Preliminaries. We will assume that there are n events Ei for i ∈ {1, . . . , n}
and that for each event Ei, we receive some estimate qi of its probability. These
estimates may come from a single expert or multiple experts. We discuss the
implications of one expert giving multiple beliefs in Section 5.

Definition. A credence base is the ordered pair (E,q) where E = (Ei)
n
i=1 is a

sequence containing the (potentially repeated) events whose probabilities are being
estimated and q ∈ [0, 1]n is the vector whose ith entry is qi.

Recalling that every finite Boolean algebra is the power set of a set, let 2Ω

be the Boolean algebra generated by E, where Ω = {ω1, . . . , ωN} is finite as
E is finite. For example, if E = ({rock} , {paper} , {scissors, rock}) then Ω =
{rock,paper, scissors}.
Definition. A credence base (E, q) is coherent if there exists a probability dis-
tribution π : 2Ω → [0, 1] where π(Ei) = qi for all i ∈ {1, . . . , n}. We also call q
coherent with respect to E if (E, q) is coherent.

Definition. The set of coherent beliefs over events E is

C(E) = {p ∈ [0, 1]n : (E,p) is coherent} .

2. Loss Functions that Quantify Incoherence

In this section, we examine a class of loss functions L(p, q) that are additive over
events. We give conditions that guarantee that for any credence base (E, q) there
is a unique coherent credence base (E,p∗) minimizing the loss L(p, q). Then we
state a theorem of Predd et al. [8] showing that in a certain forecasting setting
it is never advantageous to submit an incoherent forecast. We proceed by giving
natural justifications for two examples of loss functions: binary KL divergence and
its transpose.

Recall that a function f is lower semi-continuous at x if

lim inf
xn→x

f(xn) ≥ f(x).

Also, we say that a function f is strictly convex when finite if for all t ∈ (0, 1) and
x, x′ in its domain, then

tf(x) + (1− t)f(x′) ≥ f(tx+ (1− t)x′)
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and the inequality is strict unless both sides are infinite.

Definition. A dissimilarity function ℓ(p, q) is a function ℓ : [0, 1]× [0, 1]→ [0,∞]
satisfying

(i) ℓ is lower semi-continuous with respect to p
(ii) ℓ is strictly convex when finite with respect to p
(iii) ℓ(p, q) = 0 if and only if p = q.

Some examples of dissimilarity functions are:

• f(p, q) = p ln p
q + (1− p) ln 1−p

1−q

• fo(p, q) = f(q, p)
• ℓ(p, q) = (p− q)2

• ℓ(p, q) =

{
0 p = q
∞ p ̸= q

.

Given dissimilarity functions ℓ1, . . . , ℓn, we define an associated loss function L :
[0, 1]n × [0, 1]n → [0,∞] given by

L(p,q) =

n∑
i=1

ℓi(pi, qi). (2)

We typically consider all dissimilarity functions ℓi to be equal to some common ℓ.
We denote the corresponding loss function Lℓ and call it the loss function derived
from dissimilarity function ℓ. We omit the subscript when it is clear from context.

Then, given a loss function L with n terms and a credence base Q = (E, q) with n
events, we can define the incoherence of Q to be

L∗(q) := min
p∈C(E)

L(p,q). (3)

We denote the minimizing coherent belief by p∗(q). The next theorem, which
extends [9, Cor. 7] to a more general family of loss functions, gives conditions
under which this minimizer is unique.

Theorem 1. Given a credence base (E, q) and a loss function L of the form in
(2), if there exists a coherent p ∈ C(E) such that L(p, q) is finite, then there exists
a unique p∗ such that

L(p∗, q) = min
p∈C(E)

L(p, q).

Moreover, p∗ = q if and only if q ∈ C(E).

Proof. As the sum of lower semi-continuous and strictly convex when finite func-
tions, L(·, q) is also lower semi-continuous and strictly convex when finite. Choose
coherent p ∈ C(E) such that L(p, q) is finite. As the set C(E) is compact, these is
a sequence p1,p2, . . . C(E) that converges to some p∗ so that

lim
k→∞

L(pk, q) = inf
p∈C(E)

L(p, q).
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Then, by lower semi-continuity,

inf
p∈C(E)

L(p, q) ≤ L(p∗, q) ≤ lim
k→∞

L(pk, q) = inf
p∈C(E)

L(p, q)

so p∗ is a minimizer of L(·, q) in C(E).

As for uniqueness, if L(p, q) = L(p′, q) for p ̸= p′,

L

(
1

2
p+

1

2
p′, q

)
<

1

2
L(p, q) +

1

2
L(p′, q) = L(p, q)

because L(p, q) and L(p′, q) must be finite. Therefore, p is not a minimizer of
L(·, q).

If q ∈ C(E), then L(q, q) = 0 by property (iii). Therefore, as L can only take
non-negative values and the minimizer is unique, p∗ = q. □

We discuss how to compute p∗ in Appendix B and the continuity of this p∗ and
L∗ in Appendix C.

2.1. The coherence theorem of Predd et al. The number L∗(q) is a way of
quantifying the incoherence of the credence base (E, q). But which dissimilarity
function ℓ should we use? One way to motivate the choice of ℓ arises from forecast-
ing competitions: A forecaster submits a list of predicted probabilities q for events
E, and these are scored after the outcomes of all events are known. If event Ei

occurred, then the forecaster receives penalty s(1, qi) for that event; if Ei did not
occur, then the forecaster receives penalty s(0, qi) for that event. The forecaster
aims to minimize the expectation of the random variable

S(E, q) =
n∑

i=1

s(1Ei , qi).

How should s be chosen in order to elicit the true beliefs of each forecaster? If a
forecaster believes that event Ei will happen with probability qi, then the scoring
rule should incentivize them to submit prediction qi in order to minimize their
expected score. A function s with this property is called a proper scoring rule.
More formally, a proper scoring rule is a function s : {0, 1} × [0, 1] → [0,∞]
satisfying [8, 11]:

(i) For each p ∈ [0, 1], the quantity

ps(1, q) + (1− p)s(0, q)

is uniquely minimized at q = p.
(ii) s is continuous in q. Note that we allow s to take the value +∞, but (i)

ensures that all values of s are finite except possibly s(0, 1) and s(1, 0).

Predd et al. [8] prove that for any proper scoring rule s, there is a dissimilarity
function ℓ so that for any incoherent q, the prediction p∗(q) using ℓ scores better
than q no matter which events actually happen! Namely, let

ℓ(p, q) = p[s(1, q)− s(1, p)] + (1− p)[s(0, q)− s(0, p)] (4)
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be the expected excess penalty for predicting q rather than p when the true prob-
ability of an event is p. Note that for loss functions L∗ derived from such dissimi-
larity functions, we have L∗(q) ≥ 0 with equality if and only if (E, q) is coherent,
because such functions ℓ are uniquely minimized when p = q as s is a proper
scoring rule.

Theorem 2 ([8]). Let s be any proper scoring rule, and let ℓ be given by (4). For
any credence base (E, q), let p∗(q) ∈ C(E) be the coherent minimizer of Theorem 1.
Then, for all ω ∈ Ω,

S(E, q)(ω)− S(E,p∗(q))(ω) ≥ L∗(q).

Equation (4) still leaves a lot of possible choices of dissimilarity function ℓ, since
there are many choices of proper scoring rule s. Next we examine the case of the
widely-used logarithmic scoring rule. The corresponding dissimilarity function ℓ
turns out to be a variant of the Kulback-Leibler (KL) divergence [12].

2.2. Binary KL divergence. Capotorti, Regoli, and Vattari [9] proposed cor-
recting incoherent probability assessments using the binary KL-divergence

f(p, q) = p ln
p

q
+ (1− p) ln

1− p

1− q
. (5)

The resulting loss L(p, q) =
∑n

i=1 f(pi, qi) can be interpreted as the total expected
excess surprise of all experts, when expert i predicts probability qi for event Ei

and the ground truth probability of Ei is pi.

This loss function can also be motivated by the logarithmic scoring rule

s(i, q) = i ln
1

q
+ (1− i) ln

1

1− q

with the goal to minimize total score S(E, q) =
∑n

i=1 s(1Ei , qi). By Theorem 2,
if (E, q) is incoherent then the prediction p∗(q) using ℓ = f scores strictly better
than the prediction q no matter which events actually occur.

2.3. Transposed binary KL divergence. Next we consider the same loss with
the roles of p and q interchanged:

fo(p, q) = f(q, p).

In Table 1 we describe the coherent minimizer p∗ determined by f and fo in each
of two basic scenarios:

(1) Partition: Fix n and let Ω = {ω1, ω2, . . . , ωn}. For all 1 ≤ i ≤ n, we ;et
Ei = {ωi}. In this scenario all experts give estimates for different events,
exactly one of which occurs.

(2) Repetition: Let Ω = {ω1, ω2} and for all 1 ≤ i ≤ n, let Ei = {ω1}. In this
scenario all experts give estimates for the same event.



HOW TO QUANTIFY THE COHERENCE OF A SET OF BELIEFS 7

Binary KL loss Transposed binary KL loss

Partition ln
p∗i

1−p∗i
− ln qi

1−qi
does not depend on i

qi−p∗i
p∗i (1−p∗i )

does not depend on i

Repitition p∗

1−p∗ =
(∏

i
qi

1−qi

)1/n
p∗ = 1

n

∑
i qi

Table 1. Description of the coherent minimizer p∗ in each of two
scenarios, with two different loss functions: Binary KL loss (ℓ = f
as in (5)) and its transpose (ℓ = fo).

The motivation for switching the order of the variables in f comes from the fol-
lowing theorem, showing that the minimizer of loss functions determined by fo is
now, in a certain scenario, the maximum likelihood estimation of p.

Suppose the ith expert independently observes some number wi of independent
trials of event Ei, and submits the estimate qi = ki

wi
where ki is the number of

trials in which Ei occurred. Note that if P (Ei) = pi, then ki has the binomial
distribution Bin(wi, pi).

To represent that each expert has a different amount of information, we can mul-
tiply each summand in (2) by some weight wi.

Theorem 3. The maximum likelihood estimator p̂ given q is

argmin
p∈C(E)

n∑
i=1

wif
o(pi, qi).

Proof. The probability of receiving the estimations q is

P (q|p) =
n∏

i=1

(
wi

qiwi

)
pqiwi
i (1− pi)

(1−qi)wi .

Next, if p̂ is the maximum likelihood estimation, then

p̂ = argmax
p∈C(E)

n∏
i=1

(
wi

qiwi

)
pqiwi
i (1− pi)

(1−qi)wi

= argmax
p∈C(E)

n∑
i=1

qiwi ln pi + (1− qi)wi ln(1− pi)

= argmax
p∈C(E)

n∑
i=1

wi(qi ln pi + (1− qi) ln(1− pi))

= argmax
p∈C(E)

n∑
i=1

wi

(
qi ln

pi
qi

+ (1− qi) ln
1− pi
1− qi

)

= argmin
p∈C(E)

n∑
i=1

wi

(
qi ln

qi
pi

+ (1− qi) ln
1− qi
1− pi

)
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= argmin
p∈C(E)

n∑
i=1

wif
o(pi, qi). □

In general, f produces more extreme probabilities than fo and gives more weight
to extreme probability estimates, as demonstrated numerically in Appendices A
and F.

3. Application: Eliciting Latent Beliefs from Language Models

Large language models sometimes express beliefs that they “know” to be false, for
example because the prompt includes false statements. Burns et al [7] propose a
method to elicit the model’s actual belief about a natural language claim corre-
sponding to an event E from its hidden state ϕ(desE) where desE is an assertion
in natural language that the event E holds. This method learns a linear probe
b(ϕ) minimizing the loss

(qE + qEc − 1)2 +min(qE , qEc)2 (6)

where qE = σ(b(ϕ(desE))) =
1

1+e−b(ϕ(desE)) and qEc = σ(b(ϕ(desEc))) are intended

to estimate the model’s credence in the claims desE and desEc . The idea is that
the term (qE + qEc − 1)2 is a measure of the incoherence of the linear probe, while
the min(qE , qEc)2 term encourages the linear probe to be decisive. We propose
three possible elaborations of this approach, all of which train probes to minimize
an expression of the form

I(q) + J (q)
where I is a measure of incoherence and J is a measure of indecisiveness.

3.1. The Case of a Single Event and its Complement. The following propo-
sition shows that the measure of incoherence (qE + qEc − 1)2 can be derived from
the dissimilarity function ℓ(p, q) = 2(p− q)2.

Lemma 3.1. When using dissimilarity function ℓ(p, q) = 2(p−q)2, the incoherence
function becomes

L∗
ℓ (qE , qEc) = (qE + qEc − 1)2.

Proof. See Lemma D.1 in the appendix. □

This approach could be generalized to choosing ℓ to be either the functions f or
fo discussed previously. The next two lemmas give approximations for L∗ when
qE + qEc − 1 is small

Lemma 3.2. When using dissimilarity function

ℓ(p, q) = f(p, q) = p ln
p

q
+ (1− p) ln

1− p

1− q

the loss function becomes

L∗
f (qE , qEc) =

(qE + qEc − 1)2

(1− qE + qEc)(qE + 1− qEc)
+O((qE + qEc − 1)3).
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Proof. See Lemma D.2 in the appendix. □

Lemma 3.3. When using dissimilarity function

ℓ(p, q) = fo(p, q) = q ln
q

p
+ (1− q) ln

1− q

1− p

the loss function becomes

L∗
fo(qE , qEc) =

(qE + qEc − 1)2

(1− qE + qEc)(qE + 1− qEc)
+O((qE + qEc − 1)3).

Proof. See Lemma D.3 in the appendix. □

The reason that the (1− qE + qEc)(qE +1− qEc) term might be desirable to have
in the denominator is that it increases the loss for the same absolute error when
the probabilities are more extreme, which mirrors the intuition behind common
scoring functions such as log-loss.

3.2. Multiple Probes and Multiple Events. A natural extension of [7] is to
train k probes b1, . . . , bk where bi is trained to elicit the model’s credence from
its ith layer hidden state ϕi using 2m rephrasings desE,j and desEc,j of a natu-
ral language assertion about an event E and its complement Ec. Then, letting
qi(des) = σ(bi(ϕi(des))), one could replace the (qE + qEc − 1)2 term of (6) with

I(q) = L∗ (qi(desE,j), qi(desEc,j))
k
i=1

m
j=1 .

This could be further generalized to a set of n interrelated events {E1, . . . , En}
each of which has m natural language assertions desEh,1, . . . ,desEh,m that it holds,
using the coherence term

I(q) = L∗ (qi(desEh,j))
k
i=1

n
h=1

m
j=1 .

Theorem 7 in Appendix C gives a formula for the gradient of L∗ assuming p∗ is
sufficiently smooth.

Why would multiple probes (k > 1) help elicit beliefs? We hypothesize that
the language model’s beliefs – when they exist – arise from a bundle of internal
heuristics that sometimes conflict. Each probe bi represents one such heuristic.
In the case that L∗ is close to zero, the model’s internal heuristics are mostly
self-consistent (the credences are close to an actual probability distribution) and
in this case we might say that the model “has beliefs” about the claims E1, ..., En.
These beliefs could be certain or uncertain: if all the probes think a coin flip is
50% likely to land heads, then that is a coherent belief. On the other hand, if L∗

is large, then it is possible that the model “does not have beliefs” about the claims
Ei, or else that the probes simply did not discover the right heuristics.

Why would multiple events (n > 2) help elicit beliefs? By minimizing L∗ ap-
plied to more events, we are encouraging not just qE + qEc = 1 but also qE∪F =
qE+qF −qE∩F and so on. The philosophy is that to find “beliefs”, one should look
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for functions of the hidden state that obey the laws of probability. The logical de-
pendencies between events are incorporated in the definition of L∗ as a minimum
over C(E), as defined in equation (3). We further study the geometry of C(E) in
Section 4.

3.3. Generalizing the Decisiveness Term. Recall that the min(qE , qEc)2 term
in Equation (6) is present to encourage the linear probe to be decisive. However, in
the scenarios above with more than 2 estimates, it is unclear what should replace
it. We discuss some options below:

• We want the probes to be decisive so as to maximize information they
give about the language model’s internal state. One way to quantify the
information content of p∗ is by the maximum entropy of a probability
distribution that gives p∗. Hence, one could use the decisiveness term

J (q) = max {H(π) : π(E) = p∗(q)}
where

H(π) =
∑
ω∈Ω
−π(ω) lnπ(ω).

• The above notion can be generalized. Recall that s(i, q) = i ln q + (1− i) ln(1− q)
is the log-loss scoring rule. Then, we can write entropy as

H(π) = Eπ

[∑
ω∈Ω

1ωs(1, π(ω))

]
.

Recall that in Section 2.1, we discussed how a proper scoring rule s can be
transformed into a loss function ℓ. If using such a loss function, it might
make sense to replace the log-loss function above with the proper scoring
rule that ℓ is based on, making the decisiveness term

J (q) = max

{
Eπ

[∑
ω∈Ω

1ωs(1, π(ω))

]
: π(E) = p∗(q)

}
for a general proper scoring rule s.
• Using the idea that the least decisive distribution π is the distribution that
maximizes

Eπ

[∑
ω∈Ω

1ωs(1, π(ω))

]
,

let u = π(E) be this least decisive set of coherent beliefs and use either
J (q) = −L(u,p∗(q)) or J (q) = −L(p∗(q),u) to reward the probe for
being more decisive.

• When using f or fo as a measure of dissimilarity, the incoherence term
by itself might be enough to incentivize decisiveness due to the increased
sensitivity of the sigmoid function to noise when its input is close to 0.
To illustrate this, we revisit the scenario where we use one linear probe
to find qE and qEc from one natural language description of the event E
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and one of its complement. We suppose that that the value of the linear
probe b(ϕ(desE)) has normal distributionN(σ−1(p), S2) and b(ϕ(desEc)) ∼
N(σ−1(1 − p), S2) independently where p is the probe’s goal credence in
event E. Regardless of which of f or fo we choose as a dissimilarity
function the expected value of the incoherence becomes approximately,
using the quadratic approximation given by Lemmas 3.2 and 3.3:

E[L∗((qE , qEc))] ≈ E[(qE + qEc − 1)2]

4p(1− p)
.

Noting qE+qEc−1 has mean 0 and is the sum of two independent random
variables with approximate variances σ′(σ−1(p))2S2 = σ′(σ−1(1 − p))2S2

by the δ-method, this becomes

E[L∗((qE , qEc))] ≈ 2S2

4p(1− p)
σ′(σ−1(p))2 =

S2p(1− p)

2
.

As this is minimized when p is close to 0 or 1, the incoherence term by
itself incentivizes the probe to be decisive.

4. The Polytope of Coherent Beliefs

Here, we explore the shape of the space of coherent beliefs. We first describe it as
the convex hull of a finite set of 0, 1-vectors in Lemma 4.1 and end by describing
the inequalities that bound this polytope in Theorem 4.

Given a set of events E with beliefs q, let Ei ∈ {0, 1}N be the vector whose
jth entry is 1 if ωj ∈ Ei and 0 otherwise. Then, we can encode the structure of
events E in a matrix V whose ith row is the vector Ei. Because V contains the
same information as E, it will be convenient to use the pair (V, q) to represent the
credence base (E, q). We also encode a probability distribution π on Ω with the
vector π ∈ [0, 1]N whose jth entry π · ej = π({ωj}).

Definition. A vector π ∈ [0, 1]N is a probability vector if
∑N

i=1 πi = 1.

Lemma 4.1. [9] A credence base Q = (V, q) is coherent if and only if q is in the
convex hull of the columns of V .

Proof. By definition Q is coherent if and only if there is a probability vector
π ∈ [0, 1]N where V π = q. If Vi is the ith column of V , that is true if and only if

q =
N∑
i=1

πiV i. □

For example, if we receive three beliefs: one about the probability of it being
warm, one about the probability of it raining, and one of the probability of it
being warm and raining, then the matrix V becomes1 1 0 0

1 0 1 0
1 0 0 0

 .
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So the polytope of coherent beliefs is the tetrahedron depicted in Figure 1.

• The facet not containing vertex
(1, 1, 1) corresponds to the inequality
P (warm and rainy) ≥ 0.
• The facets not containing ei-
ther (1, 0, 0) or (0, 1, 0) cor-
respond to the inequalities
P (warm) ≥ P (warm and rainy)
and P (rainy) ≥ P (warm and rainy).
• The facet not containing vertex
(0, 0, 0) corresponds to the inequality
1 + P (warm and rainy) ≥ P (warm) + P (rainy).

Figure 1. The polytope of coherent beliefs about
P (warm), P (rainy), and P (warm and rainy) and the inequali-
ties corresponding to its facets as described in Theorem 4.

Let V̄ be the (n + 1) × N matrix obtained by appending a final row of 1s to V .
Similarly, take q̄ ∈ [0, 1]n+1 to have the same first n entries as q and n+1th entry
1 and En+1 = 1, the vector whose entries are all 1s. These represent the fact that
π(Ω) = 1. For two vectors v,w, write u ≥ v if ui ≥ vi for all i. Finally, let O+ be
RN
≥0 and for a matrix M , let ⟨M⟩ denote the row span of M .

The following is a statement of the Dutch Book Theorem [6].

Lemma 4.2. The following are equivalent:

(i) Q is coherent.

(ii) For all (a1, ..., an+1) ∈ Rn+1, if
∑n+1

i=1 aiEi ≥ 0, then
∑n+1

i=1 aiq̄i ≥ 0.

Proof. Suppose (ii). By Farkas’ Lemma [13], as there is no a ∈ Rn+1 with all
entries in V̄ Ta non-negative and a · q̄ < 0, it must be that there is a solution
π ∈ O+ to V̄ π = q̄, with the row of 1s in V̄ ensuring that π is a probability
vector.

For the converse, consider Q coherent. Then, there exists π ∈ [0, 1]N where
Ei · π = q̄i for all 1 ≤ i ≤ n+ 1. But, if V̄ Ta ≥ 0, then

a · q̄ = a · (V̄ π) = (V̄ Ta) · π ≥ 0

as the dot product of two non-negative vectors. □

Lemma 4.3. Suppose that V̄ Ta = 0 for some non-zero vector a ∈ Rn+1 where
q̄ · a ̸= 0. Then, Q is incoherent.

Proof. If q̄ · a < 0, then we have V̄ Ta = 0 ≥ 0 but q̄ · a < 0. By Lemma 4.2, Q
is incoherent.

If q̄ · a > 0, then q̄ · −a < 0, so Q is incoherent. □
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Lemma 4.4. Suppose that V̄ Ta = 0 for some non-zero vector a ∈ Rn+1 where
q̄ · a = 0. For any 1 ≤ i ≤ n where ai ̸= 0, we can remove the ith entry of q and
the ith row from V to obtain r and W so that the credence base (r,W ) is coherent
if and only if Q is coherent.

Proof. Without loss of generality, E1 =
∑n+1

i=2 ciEi and q1 =
∑n+1

i=2 ciqi. Call this
vector c ∈ Rn. Consider removing the first entry of q and the first row of V to
yield r and W .

For any a where V̄ Ta ≥ 0, if ap is is the vector a with the first entry removed,
then V̄ Ta = W̄ T (ap + c). Then, also q̄ · a = r̄ · (ap + c). Therefore, if (r,W ) is
coherent, then Q is coherent.

If (r,W ) were incoherent, then
∑n+1

i=2 ciEi ≥ 0 but
∑n+1

i=2 ciqi < 0, so Q is also
incoherent. □

Based on Lemmas 4.3 and 4.4, from here on, we will only consider V̄ of rank n+1.
Then, as the rows of V̄ are linearly independent, the function Q : ⟨V̄ ⟩ → R where
Q(o) = a · q̄ if V̄ Ta = o is well-defined. By Lemma 4.2, Q is coherent if and only
if Q(o) ≥ 0 for all o ∈ ⟨V̄ ⟩ ∩O+.

Vectors a ∈ Rn+1 can be thought of as “bets”, where the payout of the bet in
world ω is equal to

n+1∑
i=1

ai1Ei(ω)

where En+1 = Ω. We consider the bets to be against a bookmaker with credence
base Q who expects no edge.

For such a bet a, the vector b = V̄ Ta ∈ RN represents the payout of a atom-
wise: if atom ωj happens, then the payout of bet a will be bj = ej · (V̄ Ta).
Because we assume that V̄ has full rank, there is a bijection between bets a ∈ Rn

and atomwise payouts b ∈ ⟨V̄ ⟩. Note that it does not make sense to talk about
atomwise payouts outside of ⟨V̄ ⟩ as it is impossible to make bets with such payouts.

For finding the coherence of a credence base, it is somewhat more helpful to think
in terms of atomwise payouts rather than bets. For instance, if all entries of an
atomwise payout b are non-negative, then, if Q is coherent, the cost Q(b) of the
bet should be non-negative. The Dutch Book Theorem 4.2 tells us that having this
condition for all atomwise payouts b ∈ ⟨V̄ ⟩ is equivalent to coherence. Recalling
that the set of coherent beliefs is a polytope, each bet whose atomwise payout is
non-negative corresponds to an inequality that all elements of the polytope satisfy,
and if a belief is outside the polytope, it violates an inequality corresponding to
some facet, which is a bet that can be made. The following lemma allows us to just
consider a positive spanning set B of atomwise payouts that need to be checked
to ensure coherence.
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Definition. A positive spanning set of a set S ⊆ RN is a subset B ⊆ S with the
property that for any s ∈ S, there exist coefficients cb ∈ R≥0 for each b ∈ B where
only a finite number of cb are non-zero and

s =
∑
b∈B

cbb.

Lemma 4.5. Let B be a positive spanning set of ⟨V̄ ⟩ ∩O+. Then, Q is coherent
if and only if Q(b) ≥ 0 for all b ∈ B.

Proof. If Q(b) < 0, for some b ∈ B, then Q is incoherent by Lemma 4.2.

Suppose that Q(b) ≥ 0 for all b ∈ B. Then, consider any o ∈ ⟨V̄ ⟩ ∩ O+. As
B is a positive spanning set, we can represent

o =
∑
b∈B

cbb.

As Q is linear,

Q(o) =
∑
b∈B

cbQ(b) ≥ 0

as the sum of the product of non-negative reals. Therefore, Q is coherent. □

Definition. The set of extremal vectors of ⟨V̄ ⟩ ∩O+ is

M :=
{
b ∈ ⟨V̄ ⟩ ∩O+ : ∀o ∈ ⟨V̄ ⟩ ∩O+,o ≤ b =⇒ o = λb for some λ ∈ R

}
.

Let O1 =
{
o ∈ ⟨V̄ ⟩ ∩O+ : the first non-zero entry of o is 1

}
where we fix an ar-

bitrary ordering of the finite number of entries of o. We will show that M ∩O1 is
a minimal positive spanning set of ⟨V̄ ⟩ ∩O+.

If we think of each positive spanning set as a set of atomwise payouts that the
bookmaker has to check is positive to ensure coherence, the following gives some
atomwise payouts that the bookmaker definitely has to check.

Lemma 4.6. Let B be a positive spanning set of ⟨V̄ ⟩ ∩O+ where B ⊆ O1. Then,

O1 ∩M ⊆ B.

Proof. If B did not include such a b ∈ O1 ∩M , as B is a positive spanning set,
then there is a finite set S where b =

∑
s∈S csbs for some cs ≥ 0. But as not all

cs = 0, without loss of generality, suppose c1 ̸= 0. Then, b− c1b1 ≥ 0, so b = λb1.
As the first non-zero entry of each is 1, b = b1. □

Definition. Let A be a subset of Rn. Consider Z : A → 2{1,...,n} where Z(o) =
{i : oi = 0}. A vector v is maximally-0 in A if there there is no w ∈ A\ {0} where
Z(v) ⊊ Z(w).

Lemma 4.7. For any vector o that is maximally-0 in ⟨V̄ ⟩, if Z(v) = Z(o) for
some vector v ∈ ⟨V̄ ⟩, then v ∈ ⟨o⟩.

Proof. Suppose that v /∈ ⟨o⟩. Let the first non-zero entry of o be λ and the first
non-zero entry of v be µ. Then, 0 ̸= o− λ

µv and Z(o) ⊊ Z(o− λ
µv). □
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It turns out that it suffices to just check the maximally-0 elements of ⟨V̄ ⟩, as shown
by the following to lemmas.

Lemma 4.8. A vector o ∈ ⟨V̄ ⟩ ∩O+ is maximally-0 in ⟨V̄ ⟩ if and only if o ∈M .

Proof. Suppose that o ̸∈M . Then, there exists v ∈ ⟨V̄ ⟩∩O+\⟨o⟩ where o−v ≥ 0.
Then, Z(o) ⊆ Z(v), so by Lemma 4.7, o is not maximally-0 in ⟨V̄ ⟩.

Suppose that o ∈ M . If o were not maximally-0 in ⟨V̄ ⟩ ∩ O+, then we would
have v ∈ ⟨V̄ ⟩∩O+ \ {0} with with Z(o) ⊊ Z(v). Let v↑ be the maximum entry of

v and o↓ be the minimum entry of o. Then, o− o↓
v↑
v ≥ 0, which is impossible as

v cannot be in the span of o by the definition of M . Therefore, o is maximally-0
in ⟨V̄ ⟩ ∩O+ by contradiction.

Next, it suffices to show that if o is maximally-0 in ⟨V̄ ⟩∩O+, then o is maximally-0
in ⟨V̄ ⟩. To see this, suppose not and that there exists some v ∈ ⟨V̄ ⟩\ {0}, where
Z(o) ⊊ Z(v). Then, h = o− o↓

v↑
v ≥ 0 and Z(v) ⊆ Z(h). But h ∈ ⟨V̄ ⟩ ∩ O+ and

we have Z(o) ⊊ Z(v) ⊆ Z(h), which contradicts the fact that o is maximally-0 in
⟨V̄ ⟩ ∩O+. □

Lemma 4.9. O1 ∩M is a positive spanning set of ⟨V̄ ⟩ ∩O+.

Proof. For the sake of contradiction, suppose that O1∩M is not a positive spanning
set and consider o ∈ ⟨V̄ ⟩ ∩ O+ to be a maximally-0 vector not its positive span.
As o is not in the span of any element of O1 ∩M , o is not maximally-0 in ⟨V̄ ⟩.
Therefore, there exists 0 ̸= v ∈ ⟨V̄ ⟩ where Z(o) ⊊ Z(v). For all non-zero elements
of v, consider ri =

oi
vi

and let r = min {ri : ri > 0}. Then, w = o− rv ∈ ⟨V̄ ⟩∩O+,

so as Z(o) ⊊ Z(w), w is in the positive span of B. For wi ̸= 0, let si =
oi
wi

and

s = min {si}. Then, o−sw ∈ ⟨V̄ ⟩∩O+ and Z(o) ⊊ Z(o−sw). Therefore, o−sw
and w are both elements of the positive span of O1 ∩M , so o must also be an
element of the positive span of O1 ∩M . □

Theorem 4. The hyperplane {x ∈ Rn : a · x = c} is a facet of the polytope whose
vertices are the columns of V if and only if

V̄ T

(
a
−c

)
∈M.

Proof. By [14], the hyperplane {x : a · x = c} is a facet of a polytope P if and only
if for all vertices v of P , a · v ≥ c with equality for a maximal subset of vertices.
This happens if and only if the vector

V Ta ≥ c1

with equality for a maximal subset of the entries, which is true if and only if

b := V̄ T

(
a
−c

)
≥ 0
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and is maximally-0 among vectors in ⟨V̄ ⟩. By Lemma 4.8, this is equivalent to
b ∈M . □

Corollary. There is a one to one correspondence between elements of O1∩M and
facets of the polytope whose vertices are the columns of V .

By [14], every non-redundant set of inequalities bounding a polytope P has exactly
one inequality for every face. This means that if a bookmaker verifies that they
are not giving a Dutch book by checking a fixed set of inequalities, it suffices to
check the inequalities Q(b) ≥ 0 for all b ∈ M ∩ O1, and every non-redundant set
of inequalities they must check consists of rescaled versions of these inequalities.

5. Merging Individually Coherent Experts

In this section we consider a setting in which each of several experts submits a set
of internally coherent credences, but the union of all expert credences is possibly
incoherent. To aggregate these credences into a single coherent set of beliefs, we
could use a loss function of the form (2), but that ignores the additional infor-
mation that beliefs from the same expert are coherent. Since logical inferences
can be made from an expert’s stated credences, the expert can express the same
information in multiple ways. As long as the set of possible inferences about an
expert’s beliefs is the same, the loss function should be invariant under the spe-
cific information the expert shares, a property that the method for separate beliefs
previously discussed does not have if naively applied here. We call this property
content invariance and discuss it further below.

For example, if a meteorologist says that there is a 40% chance of rain tomor-
row and a 70% chance of clouds, it is reasonable to infer that there is a 30%
chance of sun and a 30% chance of clouds without rain. In such a situation, the
meteorologist might also explicitly say the chance of it being sunny, however, be-
cause that statement does not provide new information, the loss function should
be invariant under whether or not they say it.

Recall that V̄ obtained by appending a row of 1s to V and that ⟨V̄ ⟩ is the row
span of V̄ .

Definition. Two coherent credence bases (V, q) and (V ′, q′) are content equivalent
if ⟨V̄ ⟩ = ⟨V̄ ′⟩ and the credence base ((V, V ′), (q, q′)) is coherent.

Lemma 5.1. If (V, q) and (V ′, q′) are content equivalent and π is a probability
vector, then

V π = q ⇐⇒ V ′π = q′.

Proof. Since ker(V̄ ) = ⟨V̄ ⟩⊥, the orthogonal space to the row span of V̄ , if ⟨V̄ ⟩ =
⟨V̄ ′⟩, then ker(V̄ ) = ker(V̄ ′). By the coherence of ((V, V ′), (q, q′)), there is some
π̃ so that V π̃ = q and V ′π̃ = q′. Then, for any probability vector π, as π − π̃ ∈
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ker(1T ),

V π = q ⇐⇒ π − π̃ ∈ ker(V̄ ) ⇐⇒ π − π̃ ∈ ker(V̄ ′) ⇐⇒ V ′π = q′. □

Lemma 5.1 implies that content equivalence is transitive, so is an equivalence
relation.

Definition. Let ϕ be a function of a credence base. ϕ is content invariant if for
content equivalent credence bases Q and Q′ we have ϕ(Q) = ϕ(Q′).

5.1. Content Invariance. Suppose that (V, q) is a coherent credence base where

the n + 1 rows of V̄ are linearly independent. Let I = ⟨V̄ ⟩ ∩ {0, 1}N , which the
next lemma shows is the set of events whose probabilities are linearly inferable.

Lemma 5.2. Consider the statements

(i) E ∈ I.
(ii) There is a unique belief q so that the credence base ((E, V ), (q, q)) is co-

herent.

(i) implies (ii). Moreover, if there is a probability vector π so that V π = q where
none of the entries of π are 0 or 1, then (ii) implies (i).

Proof. Suppose (i). The belief q = E · π makes ((E, V ), (q, q)) coherent as (V, q)
is coherent. For uniqueness, suppose we there are two coherent beliefs q, q′ about
some event for E ∈ I. Then as there is some a ∈ Rn where V Ta = E, there are
two probability vectors π and π′ where q = (V ta) · π and q′ = (V ta) · π′ with
q = V π = V π′. This means that

q = (V ta) · π = aTV π = aTq = aTV π′ = q′.

Suppose not (i) and let V̄ ′ be the matrix V̄ with the vector E appended as the
last row. Then, there is a vector v ∈ ker(V̄ )\ ker(V̄ ′). By the assumption that
no entries of π are 0 or 1, there is an ϵ > 0 so that for all |a| < ϵ, π + av is
also a probability vector. Then, for all such a, taking q = E · (π + av) makes
((E, V ), (q, q)) coherent. As v ∈ ker(V̄ )\ ker(V̄ ′), we have E · v ̸= 0, so each
distinct value of a yields a distinct q. □

Lemma 5.3. Let R be the reduced row-echelon form of V̄ . Then,

I =
{
RTv : v ∈ {0, 1}n+1 , RTv ∈ {0, 1}N

}
.

Proof. Firstly,{
RTv : v ∈ {0, 1}n+1 , RTv ∈ {0, 1}N

}
⊆ ⟨V̄ ⟩ ∩ {0, 1}N = I.

Note that all of RT ’s columns have a leading 1 which is the only entry in its row,
so each of v’s entries appear somewhere in RTv. Therefore, if RTv ∈ {0, 1}N ,

then v ∈ {0, 1}n+1. □

Corollary. The maximum size of I is 2n+1.
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Because I is defined only in terms of the row span ⟨V̄ ⟩, it is content invariant.
However, I tends to be quite large even for well-tamed events, so a smaller, content
invariant set might be desirable.

Let B ⊆ I be a minimal positive spanning set of I.

Lemma 5.4. Any maximally-0 element of I must be part of B.

Proof. Suppose that v ∈ I is maximally-0 in I. As B is a positive spanning set,
we can write

v =
∑
b∈B

cbb.

As v ̸= 0, there is some b ∈ B where cb ̸= 0, so b ≤ v and Z(b) ⊆ Z(v). As v is
maximally-0, Z(b) = Z(v) which means that v = b as both are 0, 1-vectors. □

Theorem 5. B is the set of maximally-0 elements of I.

Proof. It suffices to show that the maximally-0 elements of I are a positive span-
ning set. Suppose that this were not the case. Let v be a maximally-0 vector in
I\⟨B⟩+, the maximal set positively spanned by B. Note that v is not maximally-
0 in I or it would be a member of B. Then, there exists w ∈ I\ {0} where
Z(v) ⊊ Z(w). Note that Z(v) ⊊ Z(v − w), meaning w and v − w are both in
the positive span of B, so v is also in the positive span of B. □

Lemma 5.5. Let Q : I → [0, 1] be the implied belief function, taking an event E
to the unique belief q that makes the credence base ((E, V ), (q, q)) coherent. The
function Q as well as the sets I and B are content invariant.

Proof. Let (V, q) and (V ′, q′) be two content equivalent coherent credence bases

with set of inferable events I = ⟨V̄ ⟩ ∩ {0, 1}N and I ′ = ⟨V̄ ′⟩ ∩ {0, 1}N , positive
bases B and B′ of I and I ′, and implied belief functions Q and Q′. Then, by defi-
nition, ⟨V̄ ⟩ = ⟨V̄ ′⟩, so I = ⟨V̄ ⟩∩{0, 1}N = ⟨V̄ ′⟩∩{0, 1}N = I ′ is content invariant.
Also, because B and B′ are defined solely in terms of I and I ′ respectively, B = B′.

To show that Q is content invariant, if Q(E) = q, then by coherence, there is
a probability vector π so that V π = q and E · π = q. By Lemma 5.1, we
have V ′π = q′, meaning that π certifies that ((E, V ′), (q, q′)) is coherent, so by
uniqueness, Q′(E) = q. □

5.2. Loss Functions with Content Invariance. Suppose that there are k
experts, the ith of which tells us the coherent credence base of their beliefs
Ei = (Vi, qi), with event matrix Vi and belief vector qi defined previously. Let Q
be the combined credence base of all experts, formed by concatenating V1, . . . , Vk

and q1, . . . , qk. We will consider loss functions of the form

L(p,Q) =
k∑

i=1

Di(p, Ei)
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for some content invariant measure of disagreement Di. In contrast to Section 2,
the sum is over experts rather than over individual events. As before,

L∗(Q) = min
p∈C(E)

L(Q) = L(p∗,Q)

is a measure of the incoherence of the set of experts as a group.

For the ith expert, let Ii = ⟨V̄i⟩ ∩ {0, 1}N be the set of events for which we can
infer a probability from expert i’s stated beliefs, let Qi : Ii → [0, 1] be this inferred
probability, and let Bi be the minimal positive spanning set of Ii, as defined in
Section 5.1. Also, write P (E) be the entry of p corresponding to event E.

As Qi is content invariant one approach is to let

Di = Di,Si :=
1

#Si

∑
b∈Si

ℓ(P (b), Qi(b)) (7)

where Si ⊆ Ii is a content invariant set of events and ℓ is a dissimilarity function
as in Section 2. As Ii and Bi are both content invariant, they are both choices for
Si.

One possible justification for summing over Bi instead of Ii is that #Ii can be
much larger than #Bi. Bi contains the maximally-0 elements of Ii, or the ele-
ments whose probabilities are smallest. As the dissimilarity functions f and fo

punish more for the same error when q is smaller (f(0.101, 0.001) > f(0.6, 0.5)),
summing over Bi is summing over the elements of Ii whose relative errors will be
greatest while not considering the other terms for ease of computation.

The normalizing coefficient 1
#S is included in the loss function in order to give

each expert equal weight, regardless of how many beliefs they express. If the mea-
sures of disagreement were not normalized, then an expert might become twice as
influential on the overall loss function by expressing one additional belief because
#Ii and #Bi can grow exponentially with the number of beliefs expressed.

5.3. Removing the Symmetry between an Event and its Complement.
Looking at the dissimilarity function f , there are two terms: p ln p

q representing

the expected surprise from the event occurring and (1−p) ln 1−p
1−q , representing the

expected surprise from the event not occurring. However, if we sum the dissimilar-
ity function over a minimal positive basis, then being surprised by the complement
of an event happening is redundant; when one event does not happen, we are sur-
prised instead by other events happening. Alternatively, an agent observing the
world might only keep track of which events do happen, so cannot be surprised by
an event not happening.

This motivates the removal the term representing the surprise of an event not
happening from the loss function. However, one needs to be careful in doing this:
so far, we have required that loss functions L(p, q) be non-negative and equal to 0
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if and only if p = q. For example, p ln p
q by itself is not a dissimilarity function, so

the corresponding “loss function” L does not have this property in general. The
following lemmas motivates two possible content invariant disagreement functions
that have this property:

Lemma 5.6. Let (V,p) and (V, q) be coherent credence bases and suppose that
V T1 = k1 for some k ∈ N. Then,

n∑
i=1

pi ln
pi
qi
≥ 0

with equality if and only if p = q.

Proof. By Lemma 4.3, since V T1− k1 = 0, we have

n∑
i=1

pi − k =
n∑

i=1

qi − k = 0.

Therefore,
∑n

i=1 pi = k =
∑n

i=1 qi, so applying the log-sum inequality, Theorem
2.7.1 of [15], implies that

n∑
i=1

pi ln
pi
qi
≥

(
n∑

i=1

pi

)
ln

∑n
i=1 pi∑n
i=1 qi

= 0

with equality if and only if pi
qi

is constant. By coherence, this happens if and only

if p = q. □

Recall from Section 2.1 that for a proper scoring rule s(i, q), there is an associated
dissimilarity function ℓ(p, q) = p(s(1, p)−s(1, q))+(1−p)(s(0, p)−s(0, q)). When
using the log-loss scoring rule, this becomes ℓ = f . Can we generalize Lemma 5.6
to apply to half-dissimilarity functions

ℓ̃(p, q) := ps(1, p)− ps(1, q) (8)

for a proper scoring rule s? No. The following lemma shows that log-loss is the
only differentiable proper scoring rule for which Lemma 5.6 holds.

Lemma 5.7. Let s(i, q) be a proper scoring rule that is differentiable in q for

q ∈ (0, 1) with ℓ̃ as defined in equation (8). Suppose that for all coherent credence
bases (V, q) where V T1 = k1 for some k ∈ N,

q = argmin
p∈C(V )

n∑
i=1

ℓ̃(pi, qi)

Then for some λ < 0 and c ∈ R,

s(i, q) = λ(i ln q + (1− i) ln(1− q)) + c.



Proof. Note that by continuity, the value of s when q ∈ {0, 1} are determined by
its values on the interval (0, 1). Write

L(p, q) :=
n∑

i=1

ℓ̃(pi, qi)

Let V be the 3× 3 identity matrix and let λ = 1
2s

′(1, 12) where s′ is the derivative

of s in q. For any 0 < q < 1
2 , consider the coherent belief vector q = (q, 12 ,

1
2 − q)T .

By the assumption that L(p, q) is minimized among coherent p when p = q,
Lagrange multipliers yield that

c1 =
∂L

∂p
(q, q) =

 λ
qs′(1, q)

(12 − q)s′(1, 12 − q)


so qs′(1, q) = λ for all 0 < q < 1

2 . For 1
2 < q < 1, take V to be the 2 × 2

identity matrix and q = (q, 1 − q). The same argument as above shows that
qs′(1, q) = (1−q)s′(1, 1−q) = λ. Therefore, for all q ∈ (0, 1), we have qs′(1, q) = λ,
so s′(1, q) = λ

q and s(1, q) = λ ln q + c1 for some c1 ∈ R.

As s is a proper scoring rule, the quantity ps(1, q) + (1 − p)s(0, q) is uniquely
minimized in q when p = q, so −(1 − p)s′(0, p) = ps′(1, p) = λ, meaning that
s′(0, p) = −1

1−p and s(0, p) = λ ln(1− q) + c2 for some c2 ∈ R. Therefore, we have

s(i, q) = λ(i ln q + (1− i) ln(1− q)) + c1 + c2.

In order for s to be a proper scoring rule, we must have λ < 0. □

Letting Oi be the set of all subsets of Bi whose sum is 1 and Mi =
∑

S∈Oi
#S, we

can use the dissimilarity function

Di = D̃i,Bi =
1

Mi

∑
S∈Oi

∑
b∈S

ℓ̃(P (b), Q(b)). (9)

Lemma 5.6 implies that when using ℓ̃(p, q) = f̃(p, q) := p ln p
q or ℓ̃(p, q) = f̃o(p, q) :=

q ln q
p , the measure of disagreement D̃i,Bi is minimized when P (b) = Qi(b) for all

b ∈ Bi.

We compare the methods presented here in Appendix E as well as in Appendix F.

Acknowledgements

We thank Kenny Easwaran, Jonathan Gabor, Oliver Hopcroft, David Krueger,
Yuval Peres, Suvadip Sana, Luchen Shi, and Ariel Yadin for inspiring discussions.

21



References

[1] Francis Galton. “Vox Populi”. en. In: Nature 75.1949 (Mar. 1907). Number:
1949 Publisher: Nature Publishing Group, pp. 450–451. issn: 1476-4687. doi:
10.1038/075450a0. url: https://www.nature.com/articles/075450a0
(visited on 04/22/2023).

[2] Lyle H. Ungar et al. “The Good Judgment Project: A Large Scale Test of
Different Methods of Combining Expert Predictions”. In: AAAI Fall Sym-
posium: Machine Aggregation of Human Judgment. 2012.

[3] Nuño Sempere and Alex Lawsen. Alignment Problems With Current Fore-
casting Platforms. 2023. arXiv: 2106.11248 [cs.GT].

[4] Thomas McAndrew et al. “Aggregating predictions from experts: a review
of statistical methods, experiments, and applications”. In: Wiley interdisci-
plinary reviews. Computational statistics 13.2 (2021), e1514. issn: 1939-5108.
doi: 10.1002/wics.1514. url: https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/
articles/PMC7996321/ (visited on 06/01/2023).

[5] Stefan M. Herzog and Ralph Hertwig. “Harnessing the wisdom of the inner
crowd”. en. In: Trends in Cognitive Sciences 18.10 (Oct. 2014), pp. 504–
506. issn: 1364-6613. doi: 10.1016/j.tics.2014.06.009. url: https:
//www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S1364661314001557

(visited on 04/22/2023).
[6] R. Sherman Lehman. “On Confirmation and Rational Betting”. In: The

Journal of Symbolic Logic 20.3 (1955), pp. 251–262. issn: 00224812. url:
http://www.jstor.org/stable/2268221 (visited on 10/23/2024).

[7] Collin Burns et al. Discovering Latent Knowledge in Language Models With-
out Supervision. 2022. arXiv: 2212.03827 [cs.CL].

[8] Joel B. Predd et al. “Probabilistic Coherence and Proper Scoring Rules”.
In: IEEE Transactions on Information Theory 55.10 (Oct. 2009). Conference
Name: IEEE Transactions on Information Theory, pp. 4786–4792. issn: 1557-
9654. doi: 10.1109/TIT.2009.2027573.

[9] A. Capotorti, G. Regoli, and F. Vattari. “Correction of incoherent condi-
tional probability assessments”. In: International Journal of Approximate
Reasoning 51.6 (July 2010), pp. 718–727. issn: 0888613X. doi: 10.1016/j.
ijar.2010.02.002. url: https://linkinghub.elsevier.com/retrieve/
pii/S0888613X10000423 (visited on 11/29/2022).

[10] Matthias Thimm. “Inconsistency measures for probabilistic logics”. In: Ar-
tificial Intelligence 197 (Apr. 1, 2013), pp. 1–24. issn: 0004-3702. doi: 10.
1016/j.artint.2013.02.001. url: https://www.sciencedirect.com/
science/article/pii/S0004370213000131 (visited on 11/29/2022).

[11] Robert L. Winkler and Allan H. Murphy. “‘Good’ Probability Assessors”. In:
Journal of Applied Meteorology (1962-1982) 7.5 (1968). Publisher: American
Meteorological Society, pp. 751–758. issn: 0021-8952. url: https://www.
jstor.org/stable/26174473 (visited on 08/23/2023).

[12] S. Kullback and R. A. Leibler. “On Information and Sufficiency”. In: The
Annals of Mathematical Statistics 22.1 (Mar. 1951). Publisher: Institute of

22

https://doi.org/10.1038/075450a0
https://www.nature.com/articles/075450a0
https://arxiv.org/abs/2106.11248
https://doi.org/10.1002/wics.1514
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC7996321/
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC7996321/
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tics.2014.06.009
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S1364661314001557
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S1364661314001557
http://www.jstor.org/stable/2268221
https://arxiv.org/abs/2212.03827
https://doi.org/10.1109/TIT.2009.2027573
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijar.2010.02.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijar.2010.02.002
https://linkinghub.elsevier.com/retrieve/pii/S0888613X10000423
https://linkinghub.elsevier.com/retrieve/pii/S0888613X10000423
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.artint.2013.02.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.artint.2013.02.001
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0004370213000131
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0004370213000131
https://www.jstor.org/stable/26174473
https://www.jstor.org/stable/26174473


HOW TO QUANTIFY THE COHERENCE OF A SET OF BELIEFS 23

Mathematical Statistics, pp. 79–86. issn: 0003-4851, 2168-8990. doi: 10.
1214/aoms/1177729694. url: https://projecteuclid.org/journals/
annals-of-mathematical-statistics/volume-22/issue-1/On-Information-

and-Sufficiency/10.1214/aoms/1177729694.full (visited on 08/28/2023).
[13] Julius Farkas. In: Journal für die reine und angewandte Mathematik (Crelles

Journal) 1902.124 (1902), pp. 1–27. doi: doi:10.1515/crll.1902.124.1.
url: https://doi.org/10.1515/crll.1902.124.1.

[14] Günter M. Ziegler. “Lectures on 0/1-Polytopes”. In: Polytopes — Combi-
natorics and Computation. Ed. by Gil Kalai and Günter M. Ziegler. Basel:
Birkhäuser Basel, 2000, pp. 1–41. isbn: 978-3-0348-8438-9. doi: 10.1007/
978-3-0348-8438-9_1. url: https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-0348-
8438-9_1.

[15] M. Thomas Cover and Joy A. Thomas. Elements of Information Theory.
Second edition. Wiley Interscience, 2005.
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Appendix A. Numerical Comparison between f and fo

To contrast the two settings in Section 2: One should use the dissimilarity function
f when submitting multiple forecasts based on their possibility incoherent inter-
nal beliefs (and expects these forecasts to be scored with the logarithmic proper
scoring rule); its transpose fo should be used in aggregating independent sources
of information, each of which gives information about one event, in order to find
the most likely true probability distribution.

Recall that Ei ∈ {0, 1}N is the vector whose jth entry is 1 if ωj ∈ Ei and 0
otherwise. Additionally, ei denotes the ith standard basis vector and 1 the vector
of all 1s. For any distribution π, we associate a vector π with it, whose jth entry
is π(ωj), the probability of the jth atom in the Boolean algebra.

Table 2 contains some examples of the numerical differences between using f and
fo as dissimilarity functions.

The differences in f and fo also leads the function L∗ to behave differently when
using the two functions, as illustrated in Figure 3, where E1 and E2 = Ec

1 are the
events being estimated.

Appendix B. Computing p∗ and L∗

One way to find L∗ and p∗ numerically is to define a function that, given a vector
π and the n × N matrix V whose ith row is Ei, and the credences q, returns

https://doi.org/10.1214/aoms/1177729694
https://doi.org/10.1214/aoms/1177729694
https://projecteuclid.org/journals/annals-of-mathematical-statistics/volume-22/issue-1/On-Information-and-Sufficiency/10.1214/aoms/1177729694.full
https://projecteuclid.org/journals/annals-of-mathematical-statistics/volume-22/issue-1/On-Information-and-Sufficiency/10.1214/aoms/1177729694.full
https://projecteuclid.org/journals/annals-of-mathematical-statistics/volume-22/issue-1/On-Information-and-Sufficiency/10.1214/aoms/1177729694.full
https://doi.org/doi:10.1515/crll.1902.124.1
https://doi.org/10.1515/crll.1902.124.1
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-0348-8438-9_1
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-0348-8438-9_1
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-0348-8438-9_1
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-0348-8438-9_1
https://doi.org/10.1561/2200000050
http://www.nowpublishers.com/article/Details/MAL-050
http://www.nowpublishers.com/article/Details/MAL-050
https://www.mit.edu/~ecprice/wordlist.10000
https://www.mit.edu/~ecprice/wordlist.10000


24 R. HESS AND L. LEVINE

Situation p∗

ℓ = f ℓ = fo

Exactly one event occurs:
E1 = e1, q1 = 0.1 p1 = 0.01 p1 = 0.04
E2 = e2, q2 = 0.6 p2 = 0.11 p2 = 0.30
E3 = e3, q3 = 0.99 p3 = 0.89 p3 = 0.66
All estimates are for the
same event:
E1 = E2 = E3 = (1 0)T

q1 = 0.1, q2 = 0.3, q3 = 0.5 p1 = p2 = p3 = 0.27 p1 = p2 = p3 = 0.3

E1 = (1 1 0 0)T , q1 = 0.99 p1 = 0.87 p1 = 0.73
E2 = (1 0 1 0)T , q2 = 0.5 p2 = 0.40 p2 = 0.47
E3 = (1 0 0 0)T , q3 = 0.1 p3 = 0.27 p3 = 0.20
E4 = (0 1 0 0)T , q4 = 0.4 p4 = 0.60 p4 = 0.53
E5 = (0 0 1 0)T , q5 = 0.4 p5 = 0.13 p5 = 0.27

Table 2. Three examples of correcting incoherent probabilities
with f and fo. By Theorem 1, p∗ is unique.

(a) Using ℓ = f (b) Using ℓ = fo

Figure 2. Contour plots of p∗(q) when E1 = E2 are the events
being estimated. Contour distance is 0.02.

L(V π, q). Then, one can use a gradient descent algorithm to minimize L(V π, q)
under the conditions that the entries of π are nonnegative and sum to 1. This
algorithm is illustrated below in psuedocode.

π0 ← 1
N 1 ▷ Initial guess is that all atoms have equal probability

return gradientDescent(π 7→ L(V π, q), ▷ The loss function in terms of π
π0, ▷ Initial guess of π
π · 1 = 1, 0 ≤ π ≤ 1) ▷ Conditions π must satisfy
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(a) Using ℓ = f (b) Using ℓ = fo

Figure 3. Contour plots of L∗(q) when E1 and E2 = Ec
1 are the

events being estimated. Near the line q1 + q2 = 1, both func-
tions are approximately quadratic and can be approximated by

(q1+q2−1)2

(1−q1+q2)(1+q1−q2)
. Also, when using ℓ = f , L∗ is not bounded,

while it is when using ℓ = fo. Contour distance is 0.1.

Computing p∗(q) to within an accuracy of ϵ takes O
(
nN log

(
N
ϵ

))
time [16].

Python code to compute p∗ and L∗ can be found on https://github.com/

scim142/quantifying_coherence.

Appendix C. Holder Continuity of p∗ and L∗

Let || · || denote the Euclidean norm.

Lemma C.1. If ℓ is (strictly) convex/n-times differentiable/Lipschitz in p/q/both,
then L will also be.

Proof. (convexity in p) Let ℓi = wiℓ(p · ei,q · ei). Then, for t ∈ [0, 1],

ℓi(tp+ (1− t)p′,q) = wiℓ(tpi + (1− t)p′i, qi)

≤ witℓ(pi, qi) + wi(1− t)ℓ(p′i, qi) = tℓi(p,q) + (1− t)ℓi(p
′,q)

so ℓi is convex. As L(p,q) =
∑n

i=1 ℓi(p,q) is the sum of convex functions, L is
convex. □

Lemma C.2. If ℓ is Lipchitz in q in some region D ⊆ [0, 1]2, then L∗ will be
Lipchitz on the set D̄ := {q ∈ [0, 1]n : (p∗(q), q) ∈ D} with Lipschitz constant equal
to that of L in q.

Proof. Let q, q′ ∈ D̄ and consider the case when L∗(q) ≤ L∗(q′). Let δ = q′ − q
and k be the Lipschitz constant of L. Then,

L∗(q) ≤ L∗(q+ δ) ≤ L(p∗(q), q + δ) ≤ L∗(q) + k||δ||

https://github.com/scim142/quantifying_coherence
https://github.com/scim142/quantifying_coherence
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If L∗(q) > L∗(q′), then the above shows that L∗(q)− k||δ|| ≤ L∗(q′). Therefore,
regardless of the relative sizes of L∗(q) and L∗(q′), we have

L∗(q)− k||δ|| ≤ L∗(q′) ≤ L∗(q) + k||δ||. □

Lemma C.3. If ℓ is strictly convex and twice differentiable in (0, 1)n, then p∗(q)
is continuous.

Proof. Fix any q ∈ (0, 1)n and kq, kp greater than the Lipschitz constants of L
with respect to q and p respectively in the neighborhood of (p∗(q), q). Let D
be a closed region in which L is Lipschitz in p with Lipschitz constant kp and
Lipshcitz in q with Lipschitz constant kq and D̄ be a closed region contained in
{q′ : (p∗(q′), q′) ∈ D} that contains (p∗(q), q).

Let q1, q2, . . . be a sequence in D̄ with limit q. As (p∗(a),a) ∈ D for all a ∈ D̄,
and D is sequentially compact, the sequence p∗(q1),p

∗(q2), . . . has a subsequence
with a limit. Let p′ be one of those limit and a1,a2, . . . be a subsequence of
q1, q2, . . . where the limit of p∗(a1),p

∗(a2), . . . is p′. Then, for any ϵ > 0, there
exists N where for all n > N , ||an − q|| < ϵ and ||p∗(an) − p′|| < ϵ. Then, by
Lemma C.2,

||L(p∗(an),an)− L(p∗(q),a)|| ≤ kqϵ.

Using the fact that L is Lipschitz in p and q, by the triangle inequality

||L(p′, q)− L(p∗(q),a)|| − kpϵ− kqϵ ≤ ||L(p∗(an),an)− L(p∗(q),a)||

||L(p′, q)− L(p∗(q),a)|| ≤ (2kq + kp)ϵ.

As this is true for all ϵ > 0, we must have ||L(p′, q) − L(p∗(q),a)|| = 0, so by
Theorem 1, p′ = p∗(q) and p∗ is continuous at q.

□

Let ∇L(p, q) be the gradient of L with respect to p at (p, q).

Theorem 6. If ℓ is strictly convex and twice differentiable in (0, 1)n, then p∗(q)
is Holder-12 .

Proof. Fix any q ∈ (0, 1)n) and let λ be the least eigenvalue of the Hessian H
of L with respect to p at (p∗(q), q), let D be some open region over which L
is Lipschitz that contains (p∗(q), q), and let D̄ = {q ∈ [0, 1]n : (p∗(q),q) ∈ D}.
Additionally, let k be the Lipschitz constant of L with respect to q on D̄. Then,
first of all, by Lemma C.2, for all δ where q + δ ∈ D̄,

|L(p∗(q + δ), q + δ)− L(p∗(q), q)| ≤ k||δ||.

Then, by the triangle inequality, as L is Lipschitz in q

|L(p∗(q + δ), q)− L(p∗(q), q)|

≤ |L(p∗(q+δ), q)−L(p∗(q+δ), q+δ)|+|L(p∗(q+δ), q+δ)−L(p∗(q), q)| ≤ 2k||δ||.
So,

L(p∗(q + δ), q)− L(p∗(q), q) ≤ 2k||δ||.
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Also, as L is twice differentiable in p and p∗ is continuous at q by Lemma C.3,

0 = lim
δ→0

L(p∗(q + δ), q)− L(p∗(q), q)−∇L(p∗(q), q) ·∆p∗ −∆p∗TH∆p∗

||∆p∗||2

where ∆p∗ = p∗(q + δ) − p∗(q) and ∇L(p∗(q), q) · ∆p∗ ≥ 0 as in Theorem 1.
Then, for any 0 < ϵ < λ, for there exists ∆ > 0 where for 0 < ||δ|| < ∆

−ϵ < L(p∗(q + δ), q)− L(p∗(q), q)−∇L(p∗(q), q) ·∆p∗ −∆p∗TH∆p∗

||∆p∗||2

≤ 2k||δ|| − λ||∆p∗||2

||∆p∗||2
.

So
||∆p∗||√
||δ||

≤
√

2k

λ− ϵ
.

And p∗ is Holder-12 in the open ball of radius ∆ at q. □

Let∇qL(p
∗(q), q) be the gradient of L(p, q) as q is changed at the point (p∗(q), q).

Theorem 7. Suppose there is some open region D̄ ⊆ (0, 1)n where p∗ is Holder-
1+α
2 for some α > 0, and ℓ is twice differentiable at (p∗(q), q) for q ∈ D̄. Then,

L∗ is differentiable in D̄ with derivative ∇L∗(q) = ∇qL(p
∗(q), q).

Proof. Let k be the Holder-1+α
2 coefficient of p∗ and λ the least eigenvalue of the

Hessian H of L with respect to p at (p∗(q), q). Then, consider

lim
δ→0

L(p∗(q + δ), q + δ)− L(p∗(q + δ), q)− L(p∗(q), q + δ) + L(p∗(q), q)

||δ||

= lim
δ→0
∇qL(p

∗(q + δ), q)−∇qL(p
∗(q), q) = 0

as p∗ and ∇qL are both continuous. Then,

lim
δ→0

L∗(q + δ)− L∗(q)−∇qL(p
∗(q), q)

||δ||

= lim
δ→0

L(p∗(q + δ), q)− L(p∗(q), q) + L(p∗(q), q + δ)− L(p∗(q), q)−∇qL(p
∗(q), q)

||δ||

= lim
δ→0

L(p∗(q + δ), q)− L(p∗(q), q)

||δ||

= lim
δ→0

L(p∗(q + δ), q)− L(p∗(q), q)

||p∗(v + δ)− p∗(v)||2
||p∗(v + δ)− p∗(v)||2

||δ||

≤ lim
δ→0

λ
||p∗(v + δ)− p∗(v)||2

||δ||
= lim

δ→0
λ||δ||2α ||p

∗(v + δ)− p∗(v)||2

||δ||1+2α
≤ lim

δ→0
λk||δ||2α = 0

Note that by the minimum property of L∗

0 ≤ lim
δ→0

L(p∗(q + δ), q)− L(p∗(q), q)

||δ||
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So,

lim
δ→0

L∗(q + δ)− L∗(q)−∇qL(p
∗(q), q)

||δ||
= 0

and ∇L∗(q) = ∇qL(p
∗(q), q). □

Appendix D. Proofs of Section 3.1

Lemma D.1. When using dissimilarity function ℓ(p, q) = 2(p − q)2, the loss
function becomes

L∗(qE , qEc) = (qE + qEc − 1)2.

Proof. Lagrange multipliers yield p∗E = qE+1−qEc

2 = 1− p∗Ec . Therefore

L∗(qE , qEc) = L((pE , pEc), (qE , qEc))

= 2(pE − qE)
2 + 2(pEc − qEc)2

= (qE + qEc − 1)2. □

Lemma D.2. When using dissimilarity function

ℓ(p, q) = f(p, q) = p ln
p

q
+ (1− p) ln

1− p

1− q

the loss function becomes

L∗(qE , qEc) =
(qE + qEc − 1)2

(1− qE + qEc)(qE + 1− qEc)
+O((qE + qEc − 1)3).

Proof. Lagrange multipliers yield that the closest coherent probability p∗E satisfies
p∗E

1−p∗E
=
(
qE(1−qEc )
(1−qE)qEc

)1/2
, giving the loss

L∗(qE , qEc) = 2p∗E ln
p∗E

1− p∗E
− p∗E ln

qE
1− qE

− p∗E ln
qEc

1− qEc
+ ln

(1− p∗E)
2

(1− qE)qEc

= ln
(1− p∗E)

2

(1− qE)qEc
.

Letting oE = qE
1−qE

and o′E = 1−qEc

qEc
be the odds of E derived from the two probes

with q = qE and q′ = 1− qEc the probabilities derived from the probes and Taylor
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expanding in o about o = o′ yields:

L∗(qE , qEc) = ln
(1 + o)(1 + o′)

(1 +
√
oo′)2

≈ 1

2
(o− o′)2

d2

do2
ln

(1 + o)(1 + o′)

(1 +
√
oo′)2

+O((o− o′)3)

=
1

2
(o− o′)2

(
− 1

(1 + o′)2
+

1 + 2o′

2o′(1 + o′)2

)
+O((o− o′)3)

=
1

4o′
(o− o′)2 +O((o− o′)3)

=
(q − q′)2

4q′(1− q′)
+O((q − q′)3)

≈ (q − q′)2

(q + q′)(2− q − q′)
+ (q − q′)2O(q − q′) +O((q − q′)3)

=
(q − q′)2

(q + q′)(2− q − q′)
+O((q − q′)3). □

Lemma D.3. When using dissimilarity function

ℓ(p, q) = fo(p, q) = q ln
q

p
+ (1− q) ln

1− q

1− p

the loss function becomes

L∗(qE , qEc) =
(qE + qEc − 1)2

(1− qE + qEc)(qE + 1− qEc)
+O((qE + qEc − 1)3).

Proof. Again letting q = qE and q′ = 1 − qEc , Lagrange multipliers show that

p∗E = q+q′

2 , which we will denote by p for ease of notation. Taking the derivative
of L∗ in q′ gives

∂

∂q′
L∗(q, q′) = ln

q′

1− q′
− ln

p

1− p
and

∂2

∂q′2
L∗(q, q′) =

1

q′(1− q′)
− 1

2p(1− p)
.

Then, Taylor expanding around q = q′ in q′ gives

L∗(qE , qEc) ≈ 1

2
(q − q′)2

∂2

∂q′2
L∗(q, q′) +O((q − q′)3)

=
(q − q′)2

2q′(1− q′)
− q − q′)2

4p(1− p)
+O((q − q′)3

≈ (q − q′)2

4p(1− p)
+ (q − q′)2O((q − q′)) +O((q − q′)3

=
(q − q′)2

(q + q′)(2− q − q′)
+O((q − q′)3). □
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Appendix E. Comparison of Expert Aggregation Methods

Here, we will look at the following scenario and consider what various methods
from Section 5 give us as estimates of the probabilities of various events:

We take N = 4 and consider two experts. The first expert submits probabil-
ity estimates for two events

V1 =

(
1 1 0 0
1 1 1 0

)
, q1 =

(
0.5
0.9

)
and the second expert submits estimates for three events

V2 =

1 1 0 0
0 1 1 0
0 0 0 1

 , q2 =

0.3
0.2
0.6

 .

Table 3 summarizes the aggregated beliefs p∗ using four different methods and
two different dissimilarity functions.

Aggregation Method q1 q2 p∗ with ℓ = f
p∗ with ℓ =
fo

Sum over stated beliefs only (not
content invariant):
Di = Di,Ei

0.5
0.9
−
−

0.3
−
0.2
0.6

0.43
0.68
0.25
0.32

0.41
0.64
0.22
0.36

Sum over all inferable beliefs:
Di = Di,Ii

0.5
0.9
−
−

0.3
−
0.2
0.6

0.46
0.73
0.46
0.27

0.43
0.71
0.47
0.29

Sum over the minimal positive ba-
sis:
Di = Di,Bi

0.5
0.9
−
−

0.3
−
0.2
0.6

0.46
0.72
0.42
0.28

0.42
0.69
0.41
0.31

Sum over the minimal positive ba-
sis, asymmetric variant:
Di = D̃i,Bi

0.5
0.9
−
−

0.3
−
0.2
0.6

0.48
0.74
0.42
0.26

0.41
0.69
0.41
0.31

Table 3. Minimizer of L for various loss functions, of four possible
forms defined in equations (7) and (9), three of which are content
invariant, each using one of two possible dissimilarity functions.
p∗ is the nearest coherent vector of beliefs. Observe that all three
content invariant aggregation methods give similar estimates p∗

provided they use the same loss function.

It should be noted that the first method assigns a probability of 0 to atom ω2, but
that it is given non-zero probability by all the content invariant methods. This
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is because the event e2 is not present in the sum over stated beliefs only, but is
present in all the other sums.

Appendix F. Extended Example: Masked Letters

We illustrate the methods of Section 5 in the following scenario: given a word
with one masked letter, we seek to predict the masked letter by combining two
heuristics, which will play the role of experts in Section 5. One heuristic uses the
preceding letters to make predictions and the other heuristic uses the succeeding
letters to make its predictions.

For example, given the word EM*IL, with the third letter masked, the first ex-
pert would use the 3-gram EM* to make its predictions Q1(A) = 0.16, Q1(B) =
0.08, . . . . The second heuristic would use the 3-gram *IL to make the predictions
Q2(A) = 0.32, Q2(B) = 0.27, . . . .

If each heuristic is derived from counting 3-gram frequencies in a corpus, then
it will be internally coherent, so we use a content invariant loss function as out-
lined in Section 5. As #I1 = #I2 = 226, the size of the set of events whose
probabilities can be inferred, is much too large, one should either sum over the
minimal spanning sets Bi or sum over subsets of the minimal spanning sets that
add to 1. We will outline the calculations using dissimilarity function ℓ = f and
compare the results with ℓ = fo.

F.1. Method 1: Summing over a Positive Basis. Here we consider the loss
function determined by

Di = Di,Bi =
1

Bi

∑
b∈Bi

ℓ(P (b), Qi(b))

Recall that Mi is the normalizing constant, equal to the number of terms in the
summand. Additionally, in this situation, the heuristics’ predictions are exactly
the minimal spanning set. So

L(p, (q1, q2)) = L(V π, (q1, q2)) =
1

26

∑
α∈{A,B,... }

ℓ(πα, q1,α) + ℓ(πα, q2,α).

Then, if all entries in π are strictly positive (which they will be for f and fo

as long as all entries in q1 and q2 are non-zero), by Lagrange multipliers as∑
α∈{A,B,... } πα = 1, there is some constant k where for all α

k

26
=

∂L

∂πα
=

∂ℓ(πα, q1,α)

∂πα
+

∂ℓ(πα, q2,α)

∂πα
.

Taking ℓ = f and calculating shows

k = 26
∂L

∂πα
= ln

πα
1− πα

− ln
q1,α

1− q1,α
+ ln

πα
1− qα

− ln
q2,α

1− q2,α
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so

ln
πα

1− πα
− 1

2

(
ln

q1,α
1− q1,α

+ ln
q2,α

1− q2,α

)
does not depend on α. Computing π analytically from here is difficult, so some
numerical algorithm should be used.

F.2. Method 2: Using an Asymmetric Loss Function. Here we consider
the loss function determined by

Di = D̃i,Bi =
1

#Mi

∑
S∈Oi

∑
b∈S

ℓ̃(P (b), Qi(b))

Here Oi ⊂ 2Bi is the set of subsets S of Bi whose sum is 1. In this case, Oi is the
singleton set {Bi} as the heuristic’s predictions are the maximal spanning set and
their sum is 1, so we sum over the same events as previously. However, instead
of using the function ℓ, we use ℓ̃ and ignore the terms related to the surprise of
a letter not being chosen. As M1 = M2 = 26 is the number of terms in the
summand, the loss function is

L(V π, (q1, q2)) =
1

26

∑
α∈{A,B,... }

ℓ̃(πα, q1,α) + ℓ̃(πα, q2,α).

As we are using ℓ = f , so ℓ̃(p, q) = p ln p
q , this becomes

=
1

26

∑
α∈{A,B,... }

πα ln
πα
q1,α

+ πα ln
πα
q2,α

.

And again using Lagrange multipliers to take the derivative, the quantity

26
∂L

∂πα
− 2 = ln

πα
q1,α

+ ln
πα
q2,α

does not depend on α. Therefore, for some k that does not depend on α,

πα = k(q1,αq2,α)
1
2 .

Using the fact that
∑

α πα = 1,

πα = (q1,αq2,α)
1
2

∑
β

(q1,βq2,β)
1
2

−1

.

F.3. Comparison of Methods. Using a list of 10,000 common English words
[17], there are 7 letters that appear both after EM and before IL, not necessarily
in the same word (A, B, E, M, O, P, S). Applying the methods described above
yields Table 4:

Firstly, in this setup, when using fo, it does not matter whether one includes the
f̃o(1−p, 1−q) terms. In either case, the method amounts to setting pα =

q1,α+q2,α
2 ,

which is coherent as the set of coherent beliefs is convex. This will not always be
the case, and was so here because of the simplicity of the events included in the
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Letter q1 q2 ℓ = f ℓ = fo

p∗ with Di = Di,Bi p∗ with Di = D̃i,Bi p∗

A
B
E
M
O
P
S

0.16
0.08
0.39
0.01
0.15
0.17
0.04

0.32
0.27
0.02
0.22
0.03
0.07
0.07

0.29
0.20
0.14
0.07
0.09
0.14
0.07

0.31
0.20
0.13
0.05
0.09
0.15
0.07

0.24
0.18
0.20
0.12
0.09
0.12
0.05

Table 4. The resulting p∗s when reconciling the heuristic q1 based
on the 3-gram EM* and the heuristic q2 based on the 3-gram *IL
with various methods.

sum. Looking at the results of using f , there is little difference, although low prob-
abilities (q1,m = 0.01) seem to be given more weight when excluding f̃(1−p, 1−q)
terms. As usual, f gives more extreme estimates than fo with either method.

Here, both methods with either loss function were correct in assigning the let-
ter A the highest probability in EMAIL. However, this is not usually the case.
Over all the 5 letter words in [17], both methods using f gave the highest proba-
bility to the actual letter about 34% of the time and both methods using fo were
correct about 33% of the time. The code to reproduce this experiment can be
found at https://github.com/scim142/quantifying_coherence.
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