
ar
X

iv
:2

50
4.

04
36

8v
1 

 [
ec

on
.T

H
] 

 6
 A

pr
 2

02
5

Preferences with Multiple Forecasts∗

Kensei Nakamura† and Shohei Yanagita‡

April 8, 2025

Abstract

When a collective decision maker presents a menu of uncertain prospects to

her group members, each member’s choice depends on their predictions about

payoff-relevant states. In reality, however, these members hold different predic-

tions; more precisely, they have different prior beliefs about states and predictions

about the information they will receive. In this paper, we develop an axiomatic

framework to examine collective decision making under such disagreements. First,

we characterize two classes of representations: Bewley multiple learning (BML)

representations, which are unanimity rules among predictions, and justifiable mul-

tiple learning (JML) representations, where a single prediction has veto power.

Furthermore, we characterize a general class of representations called hierarchical

multiple learning representations, which includes BML and JML representations

as special cases. Finally, motivated by the fact that these representations violate

completeness or intransitivity due to multiple predictions, we propose a ratio-

nalization procedure for constructing complete and transitive preferences from

them.
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1 Introduction

Collective decision makers (henceforth, DMs) often face decision problems where they
must choose a set of options for their group members. These DMs aim to present
an appropriate menu while considering the members’ choices in the future. In such
cases, each member’s choice from the menu depends on their own predictions about
payoff-relevant states. For instance, companies design savings plans or provide skill
development opportunities for their employees, and the employees’ choices of a particu-
lar savings plan or skill development package would depend on their predictions about
future economic conditions or technological trends. Similarly, governments organize
healthcare or employment support services for their citizen, and the citizen’s choices
from these services would be influenced by their predictions about future pandemic
risks or labor market demands.

One of the challenges of these collective decisions is that predictions about states
often vary among members. While one member might be optimistic about future eco-
nomic conditions, another might take a more pessimistic view. As a result, optimistic
and pessimistic members prefer different options. Moreover, in many situations, includ-
ing the example of predicting economic trends, each member updates their beliefs by
observing signals and makes their choice based on the updated beliefs. Therefore, not
only differences in beliefs about the states but also differences in predictions about the
information they will receive play a crucial role in their choices. These two types of
disagreement about predictions lead to differences in members’ choices even when they
are offered the same menu.

Compared to disagreement in beliefs about states, disagreement in predictions about
future information has received little attention in the literature. To further illustrate the
importance of this disagreement, consider the following example. Two individuals, Alice
and Bob, are looking for new jobs. The government provides them with employment
support programs as menus of several job options. After a menu is presented, Alice
and Bob choose one job from it. The benefits they obtain from each job (e.g., salary
or employment duration) depend on the “demand for skills in the labor market” at the
time of selection. Let us suppose that Alice and Bob have an identical prior belief about
labor market demand but differing predictions about future information. Alice expects
to gain detailed information about the labor demand in the future and prefers a menu
that allows her to select the most suitable job based on the information that she will
obtain. Bob, on the other hand, does not expect to receive enough information in the
future and prefers a menu that includes stable jobs unaffected by potential changes in
the labor market demand. That is, Bob is less likely to prefer a menu that consists of
jobs that offer high benefits only if a specific demand is realized. As a result, although
they share a common prior belief, they make different choices due to disagreement in
predictions about future information.

Under such disagreement, how should the government evaluate menus? In this
paper, we examine these collective decision problems from the axiomatic perspective.
More precisely, this paper models several decision criteria for menus and establishes
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their axiomatic foundations. By axiomatizing these criteria, we clarify the behavioral
foundations underlying each criterion. The next subsection provides an overview of our
framework and results.

1.1 Results overview

In this paper, we study a DM’s preference relation over menus. A menu is formalized
as a finite set of acts, where an act f is a function from Ω to X . Here, Ω is a state
space, and X is the set of lotteries over deterministic prizes. We consider the following
decision-making flow:

DM chooses a menu A state is realized

Information arrives and
each member forms a
posterior

Each member chooses an act

First, the DM chooses a menu F . Then, each member observes information, which
arises probabilistically depending on the realized state, and forms a posterior belief by
applying Bayes’ rule to her prior belief. Finally, based on that posterior belief, each
member chooses an act from the menu F and then recognizes the realized state and
the outcome she obtains. Since members have prior beliefs and predict information
that they will obtain, each member’s prediction can be represented as an element of
∆(∆(Ω)), a probability distribution over posterior beliefs. In the case where the DM
consists of multiple members, the aforementioned “disagreement over predictions” can
be represented as different π, π′ ∈ ∆(∆(Ω)). We refer to each element in ∆(∆(Ω)) as
an information structure.

To introduce the definition of decision criteria studied in this paper, we define the
value of a menu with respect to an information structure. For a utility function u and
a menu F , the benefit of information of π is defined as follows:

buF (π) =

∫

∆(Ω)

[
max
f∈F

(∫

Ω

u(f(ω))p(dω)

)]
π(dp).

This represents the expected utility value of a member who anticipates having each
posterior belief p with probability π(p) and chooses the most preferred act from F after
receiving information. The max part corresponds to the benefit of F under a posterior
belief p. By taking its expectation according to her information structure π, buF (π)
represents the expected value of F before obtaining information from π.

Given this definition, we first propose a unanimity rule and provide its axiomatic
characterization. We say that a DM with a preference % admits a Bewley multiple
learning (BML) representation if for some u : X → R and Π ⊂ ∆(∆(Ω)),

F % G ⇐⇒ min
π∈Π

(buF (π)− buG(π)) ≥ 0

for all menus F and G. According to this criterion, a menu F is preferred to another
menu G if and only if, for any π ∈ Π, the expected value of F is higher than that of G.
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However, since this preference requires a unanimous agreement among all predictions
in Π, it does not satisfy completeness. On the other hand, the second class of criteria
is a natural opposite counterpart to the BML preferences. We say that a DM with
a preference % admits a justifiable multiple learning (JML) representation if for some
u : X → R and Π ⊂ ∆(∆(Ω)),

F % G ⇐⇒ max
π∈Π

(buF (π)− buG(π)) ≥ 0

for all menus F and G. That is, F is preferred to G under a JML preference if and
only if there exists at least one π ∈ Π where the benefit of F is higher than that of G.
According to this preference, each member can be interpreted as having veto power.
If one member’s prediction suggests that F is better than G, even if all of the other
members evaluate them in the opposite direction, F is considered as good as G. As a
result, JML preferences satisfy completeness but not transitivity.

We characterize each class of decision criteria by imposing relaxed rationality axioms
together with several basic axioms. The limitation of BML preferences is the lack of
decisiveness under uncertainty, and this violation of rationality can capture the key
behavioral implication of these preferences. JML preferences satisfy only a weak version
of transitivity in general, and an axiom motivated by this observation can characterize
these preferences. Notice that these irrationalities stem from the presence of distinct
predictions. We show that the comparative statics of sets of information structures
in both classes can be characterized by comparing the degree to which rationality is
violated.

In the latter part of this paper, we introduce a general class of criteria that includes
both BML and JML preferences as special cases and provide its axiomatic characteriza-
tion. Such general preferences are represented using a collection of sets of information
structures to capture other ways of aggregating the members’ opinions. We call such
a criterion a hierarchical multiple learning (HML) preference and define it as follows:
For all menus F and G,

F % G ⇐⇒ max
Π∈Π

min
π∈Π

(buF (π)− buG(π)) ≥ 0.

Here, Π is a collection of subsets of ∆(∆(Ω)), and each Π ∈ Π represents predictions
of a group of members. According to this criterion, if there exists a group of members
that ranks F higher than G unanimously, then F is preferred to G. If there is only
one group, it corresponds to a BML preference, and if each group consists of a single
individual, it corresponds to a JML preference. We show that these preferences with
hierarchical structures can be characterized using axioms shared by the BML and JML
preferences.

BML, JML, and HML preferences are irrational decision criteria because they fail to
satisfy completeness or transitivity. In collective decision makings, however, it would be
undesirable that decision criteria do not satisfy completeness or transitivity. To bridge
this gap, we propose a procedure that constructs complete and transitive preferences
from the preferences mentioned above. These procedures offer a theoretically founded
guideline on how to “practically” refer to the different predictions of members.
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1.2 Related literature

All of the decision-making criteria studied in this paper can be consid-
ered generalizations of subjective learning (SL) preferences axiomatized by
Dillenberger, Lleras, Sadowski and Takeoka (2014). A DM with an SL preference has
one information structure π in her mind and evaluates each menu F according to its
benefit of information buF (π) of π. Thus, any BML or JML preference is reduced to
an SL preference when the set Π of information structures is a singleton. Similarly, an
HML preference with Π coincides with an SL preference when Π = {{π}} for some
information structure π. While SL preferences focus on individual learning behavior,
our motivation lies in studying collective DM who faces disagreements about future
predictions.

Several extensions of SL preferences have been considered.
de Oliveira, Denti, Mihm and Ozbek (2017) developed a model of costly informa-
tion acquisition. In their model, the DM chooses an optimal information structure
compatible with her prior while taking information costs into account. Pennesi (2015)
also developed a similar model in another domain. Higashi, Hyogo and Takeoka (2025)
extended de Oliveira et al.’s (2017) model to accommodate more general cost structure.
In addition, Higashi, Hyogo and Takeoka (2023b) studied special cases of Higashi et al.
(2025). Higashi, Hyogo, Qu and Takeoka (2023a) examined a generalization of the SL
model, where the DM does not necessarily choose information in an optimistic way, but
rather may evaluate them cautiously. As another direction, Pennesi (2024) developed
a model in which a DM subjectively predicts the timing of information arrivals.
All of these models were characterized by weakening the axioms of independence or
preference for flexibility in the characterization of SL preferences. In contrast, we
focus on the violation of completeness and transitivity and weaken these axioms.
This approach characterizes BML, JML, and HML preferences, which accommodate
collective decision-making rules rather than an individual DM, as generalizations of SL
preferences.

In addition, our research is closely related to studies on incomplete or intransitive
preferences in Anscombe and Aumann’s (1963) framework.1 The most related models
are the ones proposed by Bewley (2002) and Lehrer and Teper (2011). Bewley (2002)
introduced an incomplete decision-making model with multiple priors. Precisely, a DM
with some Bewley preference thinks one act f to be better than another g if and only
if for all priors in her mind, expected utility of f is larger than that of g. On the
other hand, Lehrer and Teper (2011) examined preferences with multiple priors but
used them in the opposite way. These preferences are called the justifiable preferences.
A DM with a justifiable preference thinks f to be better than g if and only if for at least
one prior in her mind, expected utility of f is larger than than that of g. These mod-
els can capture disagreements of priors but not disagreements of predictions of future
information. Hence, this paper can be considered as extending these findings to the

1More precisely, this framework was first introduced by Anscombe and Aumann (1963) and elabo-
rated by Fishburn (1970).
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context of information acquisition and proposing preferences that accommodate these
two disagreements. Furthermore, Lehrer and Teper (2011) considered the counterpart
of HML preferences as well.2

Other than these two models, incomplete and/or intransitive preferences have been
considered under risk (e.g., Baucells and Shapley (2008); Dubra, Maccheroni and Ok
(2004); Hara, Ok and Riella (2019); Kochov (2020)) and uncertainty (e.g., Nau (1992);
Galaabaatar and Karni (2013); Ok, Ortoleva and Riella (2012); Nascimento and Riella
(2011); Faro (2015); Echenique, Miyashita, Nakamura, Pomatto and Vinson (2022)).
Particularly, Kochov (2020) characterized incomplete preferences that evaluate menus
of lotteries based on the unanimity rule with respect to multiple probability distribu-
tions over a subjective state space. While Kochov’s model represents disagreements
about beliefs over subjective states, our model deals with disagreements about beliefs
and predictions of future information given an objective state space.

In a very general setting, Evren and Ok (2011) showed that incomplete but transi-
tive preference can be represented as the unanimous rule among multiple utility func-
tions. Nishimura and Ok (2016) examined various classes and found that (i) any com-
plete but intransitive preference has a structure similar to the JML preferences and (ii)
any reflexive preference has a structure similar to the HML preferences. Our character-
ization results identifies the condition that disagreements stem from only predictions,
not tastes or correlations between them, at the axiomatic level.

Finally, we briefly discuss the literature related to procedures of constructing rational
preferences from irrational ones. After Gilboa, Maccheroni, Marinacci and Schmeidler
(2010) introduced this problem, many papers considered their generalizations (e.g.,
Cerreia-Vioglio (2016); Cerreia-Vioglio, Giarlotta, Greco, Maccheroni and Marinacci
(2020); Danan, Gajdos, Hill and Tallon (2016); Echenique et al. (2022); Faro
(2015); Frick, Iijima and Le Yaouanq (2022); Grant, Rich and Stecher (2021);
Kopylov (2009)) or extensions to dynamic setup (e.g., Faro and Lefort
(2019); Bastianello, Faro and Santos (2022)) and risky situations (e.g.,
Cerreia-Vioglio, Dillenberger and Ortoleva (2015)). Most papers have focused on
the rationalization of incomplete but transitive preferences such as the Bewley pref-
erences. On the other hand, we consider the rationalization procedure of the classes
that we characterize, and hence deal with not only incomplete but also intransitive
preferences. Note that Nakamura and Yanagita (2025) considered the rationalization
procedure of incomplete and intransitive preferences with hierarchical structures in
the Anscombe and Aumann’s framework. The paper proposed a cautious way to
construct rational preferences to provide a normative justification for the proposed
decision-making model. On the other hand, this paper characterizes a more general
class of procedures, including cautious ways and optimistic ones.

2Chandrasekher, Frick, Iijima and Le Yaouanq (2022) and Xia (2020) also considered complete and
transitive preferences admitting representations with the max-of-min operators.
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1.3 Outline of the paper

The rest of this paper is organized as follows: Section 2 provides our framework and
the formal definitions of BML and JML preferences. Section 3 establishes axiomatic
characterizations of these decision criteria. Section 4 examines the comparative statics
of the parameters in BML and JML preferences. Section 5 introduces general decision
criteria, or HML preferences, and provides its axiomatic characterization. Section 6
proposes a procedure for constructing complete and transitive preferences based on the
above decision criteria.

2 Multi-Learning Preferences

In this section, we introduce the preliminary setup and provide definitions of BML and
JML preferences.

2.1 Framework

Our framework is based on de Oliveira et al.’s (2017) model. Let Ω be a finite set of
states and X be a set of outcomes, consisting of lotteries over deterministic prizes such
as monetary payoff. An act is a function f : Ω → X , and the set of acts is denoted
by F . A menu is a finite set of acts and the set of menus is denoted by F. Typical
elements of F are denoted by F , G, or H . With some abuse of notation, we identify an
outcome x ∈ X with the constant act f such that f(ω) = x for all ω ∈ Ω. Similarly,
we identify an act f ∈ F with the singleton menu {f} ∈ F.

A DM has a binary relation % over F. Since we consider a collective DM whose
members choose an act from a given menu after they receive information, F % G should
be interpreted that the DM weakly prefers F to G as her members’ opportunity set at
the time before they receive information. The asymmetric and symmetric parts of %
are denoted by ≻ and ∼, respectively.

For f, g ∈ F and α ∈ [0, 1], let αf + (1 − α)g be the act h such that for all ω ∈ Ω,
h(ω) = αf(ω) + (1− α)g(ω). Similarly, for F,G ∈ F and α ∈ [0, 1], let αF + (1− α)G
be the menu H such that

H = {αf + (1− α)g : f ∈ F and g ∈ G}.

The assumption thatX consists of lotteries is needed to define these mixture operations.
Let ∆(Ω) be the set of probability distributions over Ω. Since Ω is finite, we endow

∆(Ω) with the topology induced by the Euclidean distance. Its typical elements are
denoted by p or p′. Let ∆(∆(Ω)) be the set of Borel measurable probability distributions
over ∆(Ω). We endow ∆(∆(Ω)) with the weak* topology.3 Its typical elements are
denoted by π or π′. Each element π can be interpreted as a prediction about posterior
distributions over states. If a member holds the prediction π, it can be interpreted that

3For a more precise definition, see Appendix A.1.
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she believes her posterior belief will be p with probability π(p). Note that her prior
belief is obtained from π by calculating the expectation Eπ[p].

2.2 Preferences with multiple information structures

Dillenberger et al. (2014) considered DMs who expect to update a prior belief over
states according to an information structure π ∈ ∆(∆(Ω)). Given F ∈ F and a utility
function u : X → R, the benefit of information of π ∈ ∆(∆(Ω)) is

buF (π) =

∫

∆(Ω)

[
max
f∈F

(∫

Ω

u(f(ω))p(dω)

)]
π(dp).

This represents the expected utility value of an agent who anticipates having a posterior
belief p with probability π(p) and chooses the most preferred act from F after receiving
information.

Dillenberger et al. (2014) introduced an SL representation, which is formally defined
as follows: A preference relation % on F admits a subjective learning (SL) representation
if there exist a nonconstant affine function u : X → R and π ∈ ∆(∆(Ω)) such that for
all F,G ∈ F,

F % G ⇐⇒ buF (π) ≥ buG(π).
4

In this representation, the DM utilize only one information structure π when evaluating
menus.

While keeping the feature that the DM evaluates menus based on the benefit of
information, we extend this representation to consider cases where members in a group
have different predictions about posterior distributions.

The first representation we study is as follows.

Definition 1. For a nonconstant affine function u : X → R and a nonempty closed
convex set Π ⊂ ∆(∆(Ω)), a binary relation % over menus admits a Bewley multiple
learning (BML) representation (u,Π) if for all F,G ∈ F,

F % G ⇐⇒ [ buF (π) ≥ buG(π) for all π ∈ Π ]. (1)

When we do not need to mention the parameters u and Π, we simply say that % admits
a BML representation. Moreover, we sometimes refer to a preference that admits a BML
representation as a BML preference. We use this terminology for the representations
that we define later (Definitions 2 and 7) without making specific remarks.

The BML preferences are named after Bewley preferences (Bewley (2002)). A DM
with a BML preference (1) ranks F to be better than G if F attains a higher expected
benefit than G for every prediction π ∈ Π. If any disagreement happens among Π
when evaluating two menus, the DM does not make a decision. In this sense, BML

4More precisely, Dillenberger et al. (2014) considered an act as a mapping f : Ω → [0, 1]. In
Appendix A of Dillenberger et al. (2014), they introduced the Anscombe-Aumann setting and derived
the same result as that in the main text.
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preferences behave according to the unanimity rule within the associated information
structures. Notice that the evaluation of lotteries is calculated using the same vNM
function u.

Example 1 (Incompleteness of BML preferences). Consider a binary state space Ω =
{ω1, ω2}. Let p ∈ ∆(Ω) be a probability distribution such that p(ω1) = p(ω2) = 1

2

and π ∈ ∆(∆(Ω)) be an information structure such that π(δω1
) = 1

2
and π(δω2

) = 1
2
,

where δω is the probability measure q such that q(ω) = 1. Suppose that a DM has a
BML preference (u,Π) such that Π = conv{δp, π} = {αδp + (1− α)π ∈ ∆(∆(Ω)) | α ∈
[0, 1]}.5 Consider the following two menus: One is a singleton {f} such that u(f(ω1)) =
u(f(ω2)) = 2, and the other consists of two acts g and h such that u(g(ω1)) = u(h(ω2)) =
3 and u(g(ω2)) = u(h(ω1)) = 0. Then, for δp, b

u
{f}(δp) =

1
2
· 2 + 1

2
· 2 = 2 > bu{g,h}(δp) =

1
2
· 3 + 1

2
· 0 = 3

2
. On the other hand, for π, bu{f}(π) =

1
2
· 2 + 1

2
· 2 = 2 < bu{g,h}(π) =

1
2
· 3 + 1

2
· 3 = 3. Thus, under this BML preference, {f} and {g, h} are incomparable.

Note that the right hand side of (1) can be rewritten as

min
π∈Π

(buF (π)− buG(π)) ≥ 0.

We sometimes use this inequality as the definition of the BML representations.
Next, we model DMs with multiple information structures but utilize them in an

optimistic way. More precisely, we consider the DM who prefers a menu F to a menu
G if and only if at least one information structure justifies such an evaluation. The
following is the formal definition of this decision criterion:

Definition 2. For a nonconstant affine function u : X → R and a nonempty closed
convex set Π ⊂ ∆(∆(Ω)), a binary relation% over menus admits a justifiable multiple
learning (JML) representation (u,Π) if for all F,G ∈ F,

F % G ⇐⇒ [ ∃π ∈ Π s.t. buF (π)− buG(π) ≥ 0 ]. (2)

The JML preferences are named after justifiable preferences characterized by
Lehrer and Teper (2011) in the Anscombe-Aumann framework. According to (2), F
is weakly preferred to G if and only if F attains a higher expected benefit than G for
some information structure π ∈ Π. Note that under this decision criterion, any disagree-
ment within Π is treated as an indifference relation. Therefore, the JML preferences
can be viewed as an aggregation process among members with veto power. Since any
disagreement results in indifference relations, the JML preferences form complete pref-
erence relations. However, they do not necessarily satisfy transitivity. Below is a simple
numerical example that demonstrates the violation of transitivity.

Example 2 (Intransitivity of JML preferences). Consider a binary state space and a
DM with a JML preference Π, which is the same as that of Example 1. In addition

5For a set A, let convA denote the convex hull of A.
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to {f} and {g, h} introduced in Example 1, consider another singleton {f ∗} such that
u(f ∗(ω1)) = u(f ∗(ω2)) =

5
2
. Then, for both δp and π, bu{f∗}(δp) = bu{f∗}(π) =

5
2
holds.

Since bu{f∗}(δp) = 2.5 > bu{g,h}(δp) =
3
2
and bu{f∗}(π) = 2.5 < bu{g,h}(π) = 3, {f ∗} ∼ {g, h}

holds. Moreover, by the calculation in Example 1, {f} ∼ {g, h} holds. However, since
bu{f∗}(δp) = bu{f∗}(π) = 5

2
> bu{f}(δp) = bu{f}(π) = 2, {f ∗} ≻ {f} holds, which violates

transitivity.

As the BML preferences, the right hand side of (2) can be rewritten as

max
π∈Π

(buF (π)− buG(π)) ≥ 0.

Again, we sometimes use this inequality as the definition of the JML representations.

2.2.1 Relation to the Bewley and justifiable preferences

In the Anscombe-Aumann framework, Bewley (2002) characterized the following rep-
resentations: For all f, g ∈ F ,

f % g ⇐⇒

[ ∫
u(f(ω))p(dω) ≥

∫
u(g(ω))p(dω) for all p ∈ P

]
,

where P ⊂ ∆(Ω) is a nonempty closed convex set. These preferences are called Bewley
preferences. Similarly, Lehrer and Teper (2011) characterized an optimistic counterpart
of Bewley preferences: For all f, g ∈ F

f % g ⇐⇒

[
∃p ∈ P s.t.

∫
u(f(ω))p(dω) ≥

∫
u(g(ω))p(dω)

]
.

These preferences are called justifiable preferences. Since these preferences evaluate
acts unanimously or optimistically based on multiple beliefs, they are similar to BML
and JML preferences, respectively. The difference between these preferences and ours is
that while Bewley and justifiable preferences only capture disagreement in beliefs about
states, our models also capture disagreement in predictions about how those beliefs are
updated—that is, what information can be obtained in the future. This additional
structure is possible because we introduce a dynamic decision timeline. To capture
disagreements in predictions about future information, it is necessary to consider the
timeline over which the members can utilize these information.

Notice that the BML and JML preferences do not exclude the possibility of dis-
agreement in beliefs about states. In fact, on singletons, the BML and JML preferences
behave in the same way as Bewley and justifiable preferences, respectively. For a BML
preference (u,Π),

{f} % {g} ⇐⇒

[ ∫
u(f(ω))Eπ[p](dω) ≥

∫
u(g(ω))Eπ[p](dω) for all π ∈ Π

]
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holds. Similarly, for a JML preference (u,Π),

{f} % {g} ⇐⇒

[
∃π ∈ Π s.t.

∫
u(f(ω))Eπ[p](dω) ≥

∫
u(g(ω))Eπ[p](dω)

]

holds. In this sense, we can interpret the BML and JML preferences as generalizations
of Bewley preferences and justifiable preferences, respectively.

3 Representation Theorems

This section provides axiomatic characterizations of the BML and JML preferences,
clarifying the differences between them at the level of observable behaviors.

3.1 BML preferences

First, we provide the characterization of the BML preferences. The first axiom postu-
lates that the DM’s preference % is not trivial.

Axiom 1 (Nontriviality). There exist F,G ∈ F with F ≻ G.

Next, we introduce axioms of rationality. The following axiom states that when
comparing two lotteries, the DM can determine which is the preferred one, including a
tie. That is, indecisiveness does not stem from tastes for options with no uncertainty.

Axiom 2 (Completeness for lotteries). For all x, y ∈ X, x % y or y % x.6

Since the DM with a BML preference cannot always determine which of two menus is
better due to disagreements among members, we consider the above weak completeness.

The following axiom is the standard axiom of transitivity.

Axiom 3 (Transitivity). For all F,G,H ∈ F, if F % G and G % H, then F % H.

While transitivity is a standard requirement in economics, it should be noted that
it is not entirely innocent. For instance, when considering a collective DM, this axiom
excludes decision criteria such as the plurality rule. It appears reasonable for a group
with disagreements about predictions to evaluate menus through the plurality rule
among its members. However, in this subsection, we exclude these possibilities by
focusing on preferences that satisfy transitivity. We will explore a weaker form of
transitivity and related decision criteria in the next subsection.

Then, we introduce an axiom of continuity. While our continuity axiom is stronger
than those introduced in Dillenberger et al. (2014) and de Oliveira et al. (2017), the
underlying intuition remains unchanged.7

6Note that our characterization result can be obtained if we strengthen completeness for lotteries

as follows: For all F,G ∈ F such that F,G ⊂ X , F % G or G % F .
7For the definition of their continuity axiom, see mixture continuity (Axiom 13).
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Axiom 4 (Continuity). The set {α ∈ [0, 1] : αF + (1 − α)F ′ % αG + (1 − α)G′} is
closed for all F, F ′, G,G′ ∈ F.8

According to the decision-making flow we consider, each member chooses the best
act from a given menu after obtaining information. Therefore, the DM should prefer
larger menus since these menus allow the members to make choices more flexibly. This
property was first formalized by Kreps (1979) and is defined as follows:

Axiom 5 (Preference for flexibility). For all F,G ∈ F, if G ⊂ F , then F % G.

Furthermore, since unambiguously worse acts are not chosen by the members re-
gardless of the information they obtain, it is not worth adding such acts to menus. The
next axiom states that if we add an act g that is state-wise dominated by some act in
the original menu F , then adding g to F does not alter the evaluation of F—that is,
F ∪ {g} is indifferent to F .

Before stating the axiom, we introduce a notation for the state-wise dominance
between menus. For F,G ∈ F, we state that F state-wise dominates G, denoted by
F DD G, if for any g ∈ G, there exists f ∈ F such that f(ω) % g(ω) for all ω ∈ Ω.

Axiom 6 (Dominance). For all F ∈ F and g ∈ F , if F DD {g}, then F ∼ F ∪ {g}.

The following axiom is the standard independence axiom. For a detailed discussion
on this axiom, see Dillenberger et al. (2014).

Axiom 7 (Independence). For all F,G,H ∈ F and α ∈ (0, 1),

F % G ⇐⇒ αF + (1− α)H % αG+ (1− α)H.

The final axiom states that the DM is indifferent between a menu F and its ex-post
randomization.

Axiom 8 (Indifference to ex-post randomization). For all F ∈ F, n ∈ N, and
β1, ..., βn ∈ [0, 1] such that

∑n

i=1 βi = 1,

F ∼
n∑

i=1

βiF.

Indifference to ex-post randomization was introduced in Higashi et al. (2023a) in
this framework, and a similar axiom was examined in Dekel, Lipman and Rustichini
(2001), which studied preferences over menus of lotteries. If the members choose acts
to maximize an expected utility, it can be justified. In such cases, the members always
make ex-post choices from the extreme points of F , and thus, the additional flexibility
provided by ex-post randomization does not increase the menu’s value. Therefore,∑n

i=1 βiF becomes indifferent to F . Notice that independence does not imply this

8A similar axiom is discussed in Dubra et al. (2004) under risk. They characterized a class of
incomplete preferences called expected multi-utility preferences using this continuity axiom.
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axiom. This is because by the definition of mixture between menus, for any non-
singleton menu F and α ∈ (0, 1), F is not equal to αF + (1− α)F .

Henceforth, we refer to the set of axioms—nontriviality, continuity, independence,
and indifference to ex-post randomization—as basic axioms. Since we use these axioms
in all the characterization results, this labeling helps clarify the differences among the
preferences studied in this paper.

Then, we provide a characterization result for the BML preferences. The following
theorem shows that the axioms introduced in this subsection characterize the BML
preferences. Furthermore, the uniqueness of parameters can be obtained.

Theorem 1. A binary relation % over menus admits a BML representation (u,Π) if
and only if it satisfies basic axioms, completeness for lotteries, transitivity, preference
for flexibility, and dominance.

Furthermore, if % admits another BML representation (u′,Π′), then u′ = αu + β
for some (α, β) ∈ R++ × R and Π = Π′.

3.2 JML preferences

In this subsection, we provide an axiomatic characterization of the JML preferences.
The first axiom is the standard completeness axiom.

Axiom 9 (Completeness). For any F,G ∈ F, F % G or G % F .

A DM with a JML preference considers a menu F to be weakly better than a menu G
if at least one member believes so. Therefore, as long as she believes that all members
have complete preferences, this axiom would naturally be satisfied.

While we introduce a stronger axiom of completeness than the one imposed in
Theorem 1, we consider a weaker axiom of transitivity. For menus F , G, and H , if F
is preferred to G and G state-wise dominates H (or if F state-wise dominates G and G
is preferred to H), then F is preferred to H . In other words, it requires the transitive
property only when one menu is better than another under any prediction.

Axiom 10 (Unambiguous transitivity). For any F,G,H ∈ F,

1. if F DD G and G % H, then F % H; and

2. if F % G and G DD H, then F % H.

While unambiguous transitivity is novel in menu-preference literature, similar ax-
ioms have been presented in several papers. For instance, Lehrer and Teper (2011)
introduced a counterpart axiom in the Anscombe-Aumann framework, which states
that for all acts f, g, h ∈ F , (i) f DD g and g % h imply f % h, and (ii) f % g and
g DD h imply f % h. Since the set F of acts is a subdomain of the set F of menus, it is
straightforward to see that unambiguous transitivity implies this axiom. Additionally,
Nau (1992) introduced an axiom similar to the first part of unambiguous transitivity.
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The final axiom requires that if a menu F is strictly better than a menu G and a
menu H is strictly better than a menu H ′, then any mixture of better menus F and H
is always preferred to that of worse menus G and H ′ with the same proportion.

Axiom 11 (Favorable mixing monotonicity). For any F,G,H,H ′ ∈ F and α ∈ [0, 1],
if F ≻ G and H ≻ H ′, then αF + (1− α)H ≻ αG+ (1− α)H ′.

Note that if % satisfies transitivity, then independence implies favorable mixing
monotonicity.9 This is why we do not need to impose this axiom when character-
izing BML preferences. Since we do not impose transitivity in this subsection, it is
necessary to incorporate this axiom when characterizing JML preferences.

The following result shows that under the above axioms combined with basic axioms,
we can provide a characterization of JML preferences. Furthermore, as Theorem 1, the
uniqueness of parameters can be obtained.

Theorem 2. A binary relation % over menus admits a JML representation (u,Π) if and
only if it satisfies basic axioms, completeness, unambiguous transitivity, and favorable
mixing monotonicity.

Furthermore, if % admits another JML representation (u′,Π′), then u′ = αu+β for
some (α, β) ∈ R++ × R and Π = Π′.

Thus, the differences between BML and JML preferences lie in the axioms of com-
pleteness and transitivity.10 These axioms capture how each class of preferences ad-
dresses disagreements in beliefs about states and predictions regarding future informa-
tion that the members have.

4 Comparing Rationality

The preferences studied in the previous section violate rationality due to disagreements
among members, and sets of information structures capture the degree of disagreement.
In this section, we formally examine the relationships between rationality and the degree
of disagreement by conducting comparative statics.

Consider two DMs, DM1 and DM2, with preferences %1 and %2 admitting BML
or JML representations (u1,Π1) and (u2,Π2), respectively. To focus on the degree of
disagreement, we assume throughout this section that u1 = u2 = u for some nonconstant
affine function u : X → R.

4.1 BML preferences

A DM with a BML preference evaluates one menu as weakly better than another if
all members agree, but remains silent in cases of disagreement. Therefore, the level

9To see this, let α ∈ [0, 1] and F,G,H,H ′ ∈ F with F ≻ G and H ≻ H ′. By independence,
αF+(1−α)H ≻ αG+(1−α)H and αG+(1−α)H ≻ αG+(1−α)H ′. By transitivity, αF +(1−α)H ≻
αG+ (1− α)H ′.

10Note that the other axioms required by either theorem are satisfied by both preferences.
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of decisiveness is directly related to the degree of disagreement among the members.
To compare two binary relations in terms of decisiveness, we introduce the following
definition.

Definition 3. For binary relations %1 and %2 over F, %1 is more decisive than %2 if
for all F,G ∈ F, F %2 G implies F %1 G.

That is, %1 is more decisive than %2 if %2 is a subrelation of %1. If DM2 can compare
a pair of menus, then DM1 evaluates those menus in the same manner.

Another way to compare the degree of disagreement is to consider how inconsistent
preferences are. Suppose that a DM with a BML preference (u,Π) thinks H 6% G and
G 6% F . Then there exist π, π′ ∈ Π such that buG(π)−b

u
H(π) > 0 and buF (π

′)−buG(π
′) > 0.

This means that π and π′ are sources of evaluations H 6% G and G 6% F , respectively.
However, if buG(π)− buF (π) and b

u
H(π

′)− buG(π
′) are both positive and sufficiently large,

then buH(π) − buF (π) > 0 and buH(π
′) − buF (π

′) > 0, which implies that the DM does
not necessarily conclude H 6% F . This inconsistency stems from the disagreement
in information structures. If the sources of evaluations remain unchanged (i.e., π =
π′), then buG(π) − buH(π) > 0 and buH(π

′) − buG(π
′) > 0 (or buF (π

′) − buG(π
′) > 0 and

buG(π)− buF (π) > 0) cannot hold simultaneously.
We formalize how to compare the inconsistency of the DMs’ preferences using the

frequency of the inconsistent preference patterns described above.11 Before stating the
formal definition, we introduce a notation. For F,G ∈ F, we say that F strictly state-
wise dominates G, denoted by F ⊲D G, if for any g ∈ G, there exists f ∈ F such that
f(ω) ≻1 g(ω) for all ω ∈ Ω. It should be noted that H⊲DF does not depend on whether
the relation %1 or %2 is used to construct ⊲D since these preferences coincide in X .

Definition 4. For binary relations %1 and %2 over F such that they coincide in X , %1 is
less negative-inconsistent than %2 if for all F,G,H ∈ F such that H⊲DF , H 6%1 G 6%1 F
implies H 6%2 G 6%2 F .

In the above definition, we consider three menus F,G,H ∈ F such that H strictly
state-wise dominates F . Since we study the DMs with BML preferences, this condition
implies that H is strictly better than F . Therefore, the pair of evaluations H ⊲D F and
H 6%1 G 6%1 F can be considered inconsistent. In other words, we say that %1 is less
negative-inconsistent than %2 if DM2 exhibits these inconsistent preference patterns
whenever DM1 does. We use the term “negative-inconsistent” because we focus on the
inconsistency of the negative part 6% of %.

The following result shows that the degree of disagreement can be compared using
the notions introduced in this section.

Theorem 3. Let %1 and %2 be BML preferences (u,Π1) and (u,Π2), respectively. The
following two statements are equivalent:

11Note that % is said to satisfy negative transitivity if for all F ′, G′, H ′ ∈ F, F ′ 6% G′ and G′ 6% H ′

imply F ′ 6% H ′. The preference pattern in the previous paragraph violates this property.
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(i) Π1 ⊂ Π2 holds.
(ii) %1 is more decisive than %2.

Furthermore, if Π1 is not a singleton, then the following statement is also equivalent:

(iii) %1 is less negative-inconsistent than %2.

Notice that we omit the case where Π1 is a singleton in the latter part of the above
theorem because, in this case, a BML preference reduces to an SL preference and does
not exhibit the preference patterns H ⊲D F and H 6%1 G 6%1 F .

4.2 JML preferences

We then consider the case where DM1 and DM2 have JML preferences. A DM with a
JML preference evaluates one menu as strictly better than another only if all members
agree on that evaluation. Consequently, severe disagreement among members prevents
the DM from determining which menu is strictly better. This observation suggests that
under JML preferences, the frequency with which the DM can conclude that one menu
is strictly better than another is closely linked to the degree of disagreement among
the members. A way to compare the degree of strict decisiveness can be formalized as
follows:

Definition 5. For binary relations %1 and %2 over F, we say that %1 is more strict-
decisive than %2 if for all F,G ∈ F, F ≻2 G implies F ≻1 G.

That is, %1 is more strict-decisive than %2 if ≻2 is a subrelation of ≻1. This means
that for any pair of menus, if DM2 can decide which is strictly better than the other,
then DM1 makes the same decision.

Another way to compare the degree of disagreement is to examine the inconsistency
of preferences, as in the previous subsection. Suppose that a DM with a JML preference
(u,Π) thinks F % G and G % H . If the set Π includes multiple information structures,
then a consistency problem arises similarly to the BML preferences. By F % G and
G % H , there exist π, π′ ∈ Π such that buF (π) − buG(π) ≥ 0 and buG(π

′) − buH(π
′) ≥ 0.

However, if buG(π)− buH(π) and b
u
F (π

′)− buG(π
′) are both negative and sufficiently small,

then buF (π)− buH(π) < 0 and buF (π
′)− buH(π

′) < 0, which implies that the DM does not
necessarily conclude F % H .

The following definition provides a formal way to compare the degree of inconsis-
tency using the above preference patterns.

Definition 6. For binary relations %1 and %2 over F such that they coincide in X , %1

is less inconsistent than %2 if for all F,G,H ∈ F such that H ⊲D F , F %1 G %1 H
implies F %2 G %2 H .

In the above definition, since H ⊲D F and the DMs have JML preferences, H ≻1 F
and H ≻2 F . Therefore, F %1 G %1 H (resp. F %2 G %2 H) can be seen as a violation
of transitivity.
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In the JML preferences, we can compare sets of information structures in terms of
set inclusion using these two ways of comparison. The following theorem provides the
formal statement.

Theorem 4. Let %1 and %2 be JML preferences (u,Π1) and (u,Π2), respectively. The
following two statements are equivalent:

(i) Π1 ⊂ Π2 holds.
(ii) %1 is more strict-decisive than %2.

Furthermore, if Π1 is not a singleton, then the following statement is also equivalent:

(iii) %1 is less inconsistent than %2.

In the BML and JML preferences, disagreements among members are represented
by a set of information structures. The results in this section show that the degree of
disagreement and violations of rationality are logically related as well.

5 Generalizations

We considered preferences that do not satisfy either completeness or transitivity ; so our
next question is how can we characterize preferences without them. In this section,
we examine a general class of preferences that includes BML and JML preferences as
special cases. We find that by imposing the axioms shared by these two classes of
preferences, we obtain the following class of decision criteria.

Definition 7. For a nonconstant affine function u : X → R and a nonempty compact
collection Π of nonempty closed convex subsets of ∆(∆(Ω)), a binary relation % over
menus admits a hierarchical multiple learning (HML) representation (u,Π) if
for all F,G ∈ F,

F % G ⇐⇒ max
Π∈Π

min
π∈Π

(buF (π)− buG(π)) ≥ 0. (3)

In the context of collective decision making, a DM with an HML preference (u,Π) can
be interpreted as comparing two menus in the following way: Members are divided into
several sub-groups, represented by the set Π. In each sub-group Π ∈ Π, evaluations of
the menus are made using the unanimity rule. If some sub-group determines that one
menu is better than the other, the DM adopts that judgment.

If Π is a singleton, it reduces to a BML preference. On the other hand, if each
Π ∈ Π is a singleton, it reduces to a JML preference. Furthermore, by setting Π =
{αΠ+(1−α){π} : π ∈ Π}, we can observe that HML preferences include an α-maxmin
type preference

αmin
π∈Π

(buF (π)− buG(π)) + (1− α)max
π∈Π

(buF (π)− buG(π)) ≥ 0

as a special case.
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Due to this generality, the HML preferences satisfy neither completeness nor tran-
sitivity. To characterize the HML preferences, we introduce the reflexivity axiom as a
minimal requirement for the rationality.

Axiom 12 (Reflexivity). For all F ∈ F, F % F .

The following theorem shows that the HML preferences are characterized by the
axioms shared by the BML and JML preferences, in addition to reflexivity.

Theorem 5. A binary relation % over menus admits an HML representation if and
only if it satisfies basic axioms, completeness for lotteries, unambiguous transitivity,
and reflexivity.

It should be noted that the order of the maximization operator and the minimization
operator is inconsequential. In the proof of Theorem 5, we construct Π by representing
the upper contour set of the origin of R∆(Ω) by a union of convex cones. This operation
can be done since this upper contour set is a cone. Because the complement of the
upper contour set is also a cone, we can proceed a similar argument for its complement.
Consequently, we can obtain a min-of-max representation. That is, any HML repre-
sentation can be rewritten as for some a nonempty compact collection Π′ of nonempty
closed convex subset of ∆(∆(Ω)) such that for all F,G ∈ F,

F % G ⇐⇒ min
Π′∈Π′

max
π′∈Π′

(buF (π
′)− buG(π

′)) ≥ 0. (4)

In general, if a preference % is represented as (3) and (4), Π does not coincide with
Π′. Therefore, once a collection is fixed, the order of applying the two operators is no
longer interchangeable.

6 Rationalization Procedures

We examined preferences that violate completeness and/or transitivity. However, when
considering the real-world behavior of collective DMs, such as managers at companies
or politicians, they are often not allowed to be silent, and their choices are expected
to have no cycle. That is, DMs must act based on a rational criterion that is both
complete and transitive. To address these issues, this section explores how they should
establish rational criteria from the incomplete and/or intransitive preferences discussed
in the previous sections. We call these operations rationalization procedures.

To cover all the preferences discussed in the previous sections, we examine the ratio-
nalization procedures of the HML preferences. This directly leads to the rationalization
procedures of the BML and JML preferences as corollaries. As in the previous sections,
we denote by % an incomplete and/or intransitive preference over F. This represents
the DM’s first criterion, which is constructed based on members’ predictions, and the
DM forms her rational criterion, denoted by %∧. We identify a class of admissible
rational preferences by imposing axioms about the relationship between % and %∧.

In addition to completeness and transitivity, we impose mixture continuity on %∧,
which is a weaker continuity axiom than continuity imposed in the previous sections.
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Axiom 13 (Mixture continuity). For all F,G,H ∈ F, the following sets are closed:

{α ∈ [0, 1] : αF + (1− α)G % H} and {α ∈ [0, 1] : H % αF + (1− α)G}.

Next, we introduce axioms that connect % to %∧. The first axiom requires that
when comparing two constant acts x and y, if the first criterion % states that a lottery
x is weakly better than a lottery y, then the second rational criterion should reach the
same conclusion.

Axiom∗ 1 (Lottery consistency). For all x, y ∈ X, if x % y, then x %∧ y.

The second axiom deals with any pair of menus. Before presenting the formal
definition, we introduce a binary relation derived from %. In the real world, data about
alternatives is often noisy, meaning that it may include misspecification. Such noise
can influence how menus are evaluated, potentially leading to reversals in their ranking.
Consequently, the observed preference patterns may not be entirely reliable. To address
this issue, we focus on evaluations between two menus that are unaffected by such noise.

A “robust” binary relation, in the sense described above, is defined as follows: Given
%, let ≻≻ be the binary relation over F such that for all F,G ∈ F, F ≻≻ G if and only
if for all x, y ∈ X , there exists δ > 0 such that for all ε ∈ (0, δ),

(1− ε)F + εx ≻ (1− ε)G+ εy.

That is, we write F ≻≻ G when a menu F is strictly better than a menu G even
if considering noise in observed data. Cerreia-Vioglio et al. (2020) also considered a
similar binary relation in the Anscombe-Aumann framework.

Note that for a binary relation % admitting an HML representation (u,Π),

F ≻ G ⇐⇒
[
F % G and G ✓✓% F

]

⇐⇒

[
max
Π∈Π

min
π∈Π

(buF (π)− buG(π)) ≥ 0 and max
Π∈Π

min
π∈Π

(buG(π)− buF (π)) < 0

]
.

Therefore, the binary relation ≻≻ can be rewritten as for all F,G ∈ F,

F ≻≻ G ⇐⇒

[
max
Π∈Π

min
π∈Π

(buF (π)− buG(π)) > 0 and max
Π∈Π

min
π∈Π

(buG(π)− buF (π)) < 0

]
.

We then present the second axiom using ≻≻. It postulates that when comparing two
menus F and G, the second rational preference concludes that F is better than G if
there exists x ∈ X such that F is robustly better than x and G is robustly worse than
x.

Axiom∗ 2 (Robustly strict consistency). For all F,G ∈ F, if there exists x ∈ X such
that F ≻≻ x ≻≻ G, then F ≻∧ G.
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A DM with an HML preference as her first criterion can fully understand the value
of constant acts ex ante since her value does not depend on states. Although the value
of a menu changes according to information structures in general, F ≻≻ x provides an
unambiguous lower bound for the value of F using an outcome x. Similarly, x ≻≻ G
provides an unambiguous upper bound for the value of G. In summary, F ≻≻ x ≻≻ G can
be interpreted as indicating that F is better than G regardless of information structures
the DM uses to evaluate each menu. Furthermore, this relation is robust to small noise
in the observed data. Robustly strict consistency postulates the consistency between
the two binary relations if one menu is better than another menu in the above sense.

By considering these two axioms, we obtain a general class of rational preferences. A
DM with such a preference evaluates each menu by the weighted sum of the max-of-min
value and the min-of-max value, with the weight varying based on the menus.

Theorem 6. Let % be an HML preference (u,Π) and %∧ be a binary relation that
satisfies completeness, transitivity, and mixture continuity. The following statements
are equivalent:

1. The pair (%,%∧) satisfies lottery consistency and robustly strict consistency.

2. There exists a function α : F → [0, 1] such that the following function U : F → R

represents %∧: For all F ∈ F,

U(F ) = α(F )max
Π∈Π

min
π∈Π

buF (π) + (1− α(F ))min
Π∈Π

max
π∈Π

buF (π). (5)

Remark 1. In the theorem above, we imposed mixture continuity outside the if-and-
only-if statement. It is important to note that preferences represented as (5) do not
necessarily satisfy mixture continuity. However, they satisfy the following weak version
of continuity: For all F ∈ F and x, y ∈ X , the sets {α ∈ [0, 1] : αx + (1 − α)y % F}
and {α ∈ [0, 1] : F % αx + (1 − α)y} are closed. Examining the gap between mixture
continuity and the class of preferences represented as (5) is left for future work.

Note that it is known that the invariant bi-separable preferences over acts (i.e.,
weak orders that satisfy mixture continuity, state-wise monotonicity, non-triviality, and
certainty independence) can be represented as the generalized α-maxmin forms (cf.
Theorem 11 of Ghirardato, Maccheroni and Marinacci (2004)). In their representa-
tions, the DM with multiple priors in mind evaluates an act by the weighted sum of
the expected utility levels in the best and worst scenarios, where the weights on the
scenarios are act-dependent. These representations can be obtained in the context of ra-
tionalization of incomplete and/or intransitive preferences as well (Danan et al. (2016);
Echenique et al. (2022)).

The preferences described in Theorem 6 exhibit a similar structure since they ex-
amine two dual scenarios and subsequently aggregate them using a menu-dependent
weighted sum. However, they include more general considerations in each scenario. In
the max-of-min term, the DM chooses her information structure by optimistically aggre-
gating their sub-groups’ predictions, each of which is obtained by cautiously aggregating
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them. On the other hand, in the min-of-max term, the DM chooses her information
structure by cautiously aggregating their groups’ predictions, each of which is obtained
by optimistically aggregating them (note that the members’ predictions do not change
between two scenarios since the DM uses the same collection Π of subsets in (5); the
only difference is the way of aggregating their predictions). After considering these two
scenarios, the DM computes a weighted sum of these values.

In the generalized α-maxmin representations under uncertainty, the weight for each
act reflects how cautiously the DM evaluates that act. On the other hand, in (5), we
cannot interpret α(F ) in the same manner because whether max-of-min or min-of-max
yields a larger value depends on the menus evaluated by the DM.

Using the theorem above, we can obtain a corollary for the BML and JML prefer-
ences.

Corollary 1. Let % be a BML or JML preference (u,Π) and %∧ be a binary relation that
satisfies completeness, transitivity, and mixture continuity. The following statements
are equivalent:

1. The pair (%,%∧) satisfies lottery consistency and robustly strict consistency.

2. There exists a function α : F → [0, 1] such that the following function U : F → R

represents %∧: For all F ∈ F,

U(F ) = α(F )min
π∈Π

buF (π) + (1− α(F ))max
π∈Π

buF (π). (6)

This class of preferences is the direct counterpart of the generalized α-maxmin pref-
erences. In (6), the weight can be viewed as indicating how cautiously the DM evaluates
each menu.

Appendix A: Notation and Mathematical Results

A.1 Mathematical preliminaries

Let C(∆(Ω)) be the set of real-valued continuous functions on ∆(Ω) endowed with the
supnorm. The norm dual of C(∆(Ω)) is the set of signed Borel measures of bounded
variations endowed with the weak∗ topology, denoted by ca(∆(Ω)) (cf. Corollary 14.15
of Aliprantis and Border (2006)). Let ca(∆(Ω))∗ be the norm dual of ca(∆(Ω)) endowed
with the weak topology. The set C(∆(Ω)) is dense in ca(∆(Ω))∗ (cf. Theorem 6.24(3)
of Aliprantis and Border (2006)).

We denote the set of twice continuously differentiable functions on ∆(Ω) by
C2(∆(Ω)). It is known that C2(∆(Ω)) is dense in C(∆(Ω)) (cf. Theorem 11.3 of
Aliprantis and Burkinshaw (1998)).

Let Φ be the set of convex functions on ∆(Ω). For any twice continuously differ-
entiable function ϕ ∈ C2(∆(Ω)), there exist φ1, φ2 ∈ Φ such that ϕ = φ1 − φ2 (cf.
Theorem 2.2 and the subsequent discussion of Hiriart-Urruty (1985)).
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Let u : ∆(X) → R be an affine function. For any F ∈ F, define ϕF ∈ Φ as for all
p ∈ ∆(Ω),

ϕF (p) = max
f∈F

∫

Ω

u(f(ω))p(dω).

Let ΦF = {ϕF ∈ Φ : F ∈ F}. The cone generated from ΦF, denoted by cone(ΦF),
satisfies the following property: The set cone(ΦF) +R is dense in Φ. We can prove this
property by a minor modification of the arguments in de Oliveira et al. (2017).

A.2 Variants of the separating hyperplane theorem

We provide two variants of the separating hyperplane theorem. The first one is about
separation of two points in ca(∆(Ω)), and the second one is about separation of two
nonempty convex closed sets in ca(∆(Ω)).12

Proposition 1. For any two points π, π′ ∈ ca(∆(Ω)) such that π 6= π′, there exists a
convex function ϕ ∈ Φ such that 〈ϕ, π〉 > 〈ϕ, π′〉 or 〈ϕ, π′〉 > 〈ϕ, π〉.

Proof. Suppose to the contrary that for any convex function ϕ ∈ Φ, 〈ϕ, π〉 = 〈ϕ, π′〉.
For any ϕ′ ∈ C2(∆(Ω)), there exist ψ1, ψ2 ∈ Φ such that ϕ′ = ψ1 − ψ2. Then, we have
〈ϕ′, π − π′〉 = 〈ψ1, π − π′〉+ 〈ψ2, π − π′〉 = 0. Since C2(∆(Ω)) is dense in C(∆(Ω)), for
all φ ∈ C(∆(Ω)), 〈π, φ〉 = 〈π′, φ〉. This means that π = π′, a contradiction.

Proposition 2. For all two nonempty convex closed sets Π,Π′ ⊂ ca(∆(Ω)) such that
Π ∩ Π′ = ∅, there exist convex functions ϕ, ψ ∈ Φ such that for all π ∈ Π and π′ ∈ Π,

〈ϕ, π〉 > 〈ψ, π〉 and 〈ψ, π′〉 > 〈ϕ, π′〉. (7)

Proof. Since C(∆(Ω)) is dense in ca(∆(Ω))∗, by applying the separating hyperplane
theorem, there exists φ ∈ C(∆(Ω)) such that for all π ∈ Π and π′ ∈ Π,

〈φ, π〉 > 0 > 〈φ, π′〉. (8)

Furthermore, since C2(∆(Ω)) is dense in C(∆(Ω)), we can assume φ ∈ C2(∆(Ω)). Then
there exist convex functions ϕ, ψ ∈ Φ such that φ = ϕ− ψ. By (8), we have

〈ϕ− ψ, π〉 > 0 > 〈ϕ− ψ, π′〉,

which is equivalent to (7).

12Dekel et al. (2001) used similar techniques in a different domain from ours. For details, see Ap-
pendix C.5 of Dekel et al. (2001).
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Appendix B: Preliminary Proofs

This section provides the common part of the proofs for our characterization results in
the main text.

Consider a preference % over menus that satisfies basic axioms, reflexivity, unam-
biguous transitivity, and completeness for lotteries throughout this section. Note that
preferences considered in Theorems 1 and 2 satisfy these axioms since reflexivity is
implied by either dominance or completeness.

Claim 1. % satisfies preference for flexibility and dominance.

Proof. We first prove that unambiguous transitivity implies preference for flexibility.
Consider any F,G ∈ F such that G ⊂ F . Since any g ∈ G is also in F , F DD G. Since
G ∼ G follows from reflexivity, unambiguous transitivity implies F % G.

Next, we prove that unambiguous transitivity implies dominance. Take any F ∈ F

and g ∈ F such that F DD {g}. By the definition of DD, we have F DD F ∪{g}. Since
F∪{g} ∼ F∪{g} follows from reflexivity, unambiguous transitivity implies F % F∪{g}.
By preference for flexibility, F ∪ {g} % F . Thus, F ∼ F ∪ {g}.

Claim 2. There exists a nonconstant affine function u : X → R such that for all
x, y ∈ X, x % y if and only if u(x) ≥ u(y).

Proof. By independence, for all x, y, z ∈ X and α ∈ (0, 1), if x ∼ y, then 1
2
x + 1

2
z ∼

1
2
y+ 1

2
z. Therefore, by Theorem 8 of Herstein and Milnor (1953), there exists an affine

function u : X → R such that for all x, y ∈ X , x % y if and only if u(x) ≥ u(y).
Finally, we prove that u is nonconstant. Suppose to the contrary that u is constant,

that is, for all x, y ∈ X , x ∼ y. Then, for any F,G ∈ F, F DD G and G DD F hold.
By dominance, we have F ∼ G. This is a contradiction to nontriviality.

Without loss of generality, we can choose a function u as 0 ∈ int u(X). Let x0 ∈ X
be such that u(x0) = 0. For F ∈ F, define the function ϕF : ∆(Ω) → R as for all
p ∈ ∆(Ω),

ϕF (p) = max
f∈F

∫

Ω

u(f(ω))p(dω). (9)

Recall that ΦF is the set of real-valued functions on ∆(Ω) with the form (9). We define
the binary relation %∗ over ΦF as for all F,G ∈ F, ϕF %∗ ϕG if F % G. The symmetric
part and asymmetric part are denoted by ∼∗ and ≻∗, respectively.

Claim 3. %∗ is well-defined and monotone.

Proof. We show that ϕF = ϕG implies F ∼ G. First, by directly applying Claim 4
of de Oliveira et al. (2017), we find that if ϕF ≥ ϕG, then for each g ∈ G, there exists
f ∈ coF such that f(ω) % g(w).13

13For each F ∈ F, coF is the convex hull of F , that is, the smallest convex set that includes F .
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Next, we show that if G ⊂ coF , then F % G. This part can be proved in a
way similar to Claim 5 of de Oliveira et al. (2017), except that we use unambiguous
transitivity and indifference to ex-post randomization instead of transitivity and the
axiom related to uncertainty loving. Let G = {g1, · · · , gn} ⊂ coF . Then, for each
gi, there exist αi

1, · · · , α
i
mi

> 0 summing up to 1 and f i
1, · · · , f

i
mi

∈ F such that gi =∑mi

j=1 α
i
jf

i
j . Then we have,

G ⊂
m1∑

j=1

· · ·
mn∑

j′=1

α1
j · · ·α

n
j′F =

l∑

k=1

βkF.

By this inclusion, we have
∑l

k=1 βkF DD G. By using indifference to ex-post random-
ization, F ∼

∑l

k=1 βkF holds. By unambiguous transitivity, F % G.
By the first argument, if ϕF ≥ ϕG, then there exists H ⊂ coF such that H DD G.

By the second argument, if H ⊂ coF , then F % H . Thus, by unambiguous transitivity,
F % G, that is, %∗ is monotone. Note that for F,G ∈ F, ϕF = ϕG implies F ∼ G, that
is, ϕF ∼∗ ϕG. Therefore, %

∗ is well-defined.

Claim 4. For all F,G,H ∈ F and α ∈ (0, 1), ϕF %∗ ϕG if and only if αϕF + (1 −
α)ϕH %∗ αϕG + (1− α)ϕH .

Proof. Let F,G,H ∈ F and α ∈ (0, 1). Suppose that ϕF %∗ ϕG, that is, F % G. By
independence, it is equivalent to αF + (1− α)H % αG+ (1− α)H , that is,

ϕαF+(1−α)H %∗ ϕαG+(1−α)H . (10)

Note that

ϕαF+(1−α)H = max
(f,h)∈F×H

∫

Ω

[αu(f(ω)) + (1− α)u(h(ω))]p(dω)

= αmax
f∈F

∫

Ω

u(f(ω))p(dω) + (1− α)max
h∈H

∫

Ω

u(h(ω))p(dω)

= αϕF + (1− α)ϕH

and similarly, ϕαG+(1−α)H = αϕG + (1− α)ϕH. Therefore, (10) is equivalent to αϕF +
(1− α)ϕH %∗ αϕG + (1− α)ϕH.

Claim 5. For all F,G ∈ F and α ∈ R++ such that αϕF , αϕG ∈ ΦF, ϕF %∗ ϕG if and
only if αϕF %∗ αϕG.

Proof. Let F,G ∈ F and α ∈ (0, 1). Suppose that ϕF %∗ ϕG. Then by Claim 4, it is
equivalent to αϕF = αϕF + (1− α)ϕx0

%∗ αϕG + (1− α)ϕx0
= αϕG.

Consider the case where α > 1 such that αϕF , αϕG ∈ ΦF. By the result of the last
paragraph, αϕF %∗ αϕG is equivalent to ϕF = 1

α
αϕF %∗ 1

α
αϕG = ϕG, as required.
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Since %∗ is homogeneous in ΦF and 0 ∈ int u(X), we can uniquely extend it to
cone(ΦF) + R. By Claim 4, it is straightforward to prove that %∗ over cone(ΦF) + R

also satisfies the property that for all ϕ, ϕ′, ϕ′′ ∈ cone(ΦF) + R and α ∈ (0, 1),

ϕ %∗ ϕ′ ⇐⇒ αϕ+ (1− α)ϕ′′ %∗ αϕ′ + (1− α)ϕ′′. (11)

Furthermore, by Claim 5, the following also holds: for all ϕ, ϕ′ ∈ cone(ΦF) + R and
α ∈ R++,

ϕ %∗ ϕ′ ⇐⇒ αϕ %∗ αϕ′. (12)

Note that by this property and the argument in the proof of Claim 4, for all ϕ, ϕ′ ∈
cone(ΦF) + R and α ∈ (0, 1), we have αϕ+ (1− α)ϕ′ ∈ cone(ΦF) + R.

Claim 6. %∗ over cone(ΦF) + R satisfies the following property: For all ϕ, ϕ′, ϕ′′ ∈
cone(ΦF) + R, if (i) ϕ ≥ ϕ′ and ϕ′ %∗ ϕ′′ or (ii) ϕ %∗ ϕ′ and ϕ′ ≥ ϕ′′, then ϕ %∗ ϕ′′.

Proof. We only prove (i). First, we prove that for all F,G,H ∈ F, if ϕF ≥ ϕG and
ϕG %∗ ϕH , then ϕF %∗ ϕH . By Claim 4 of de Oliveira et al. (2017), there exists
F+ ∈ F such that F+ ⊂ coF and F+ DD G. Since ϕG %∗ ϕH is equivalent to
G % H , unambiguous transitivity implies that F+ % H . Since F ∪ F+ ⊃ F+, we have
F ∪ F+ DD F+. By unambiguous transitivity, F ∪ F+ % H , which is equivalent to
ϕF∪F+ %∗ ϕH . Note that by coF = co(F ∪ F+), ϕF = ϕF∪F+ holds. Since %∗ on ΦF is
well-defined (Claim 3), we have ϕF %∗ ϕH .

It is straightforward to prove the statement by using (11) and (12).

Let Φ̃F = cone(ΦF)+R− (cone(ΦF)+R) = cone(ΦF)− cone(ΦF)+R. Furthermore,
extend the binary relation %∗ from cone(ΦF) + R to Φ̃F as follows: For all ϕ, ψ ∈ Φ̃F,
ϕ %∗ ψ if and only if there exists ϕ′, ϕ′′, ψ′, ψ′′ ∈ cone(ΦF) + R such that ϕ = ϕ′ − ϕ′′,
ψ = ψ′ − ψ′′, and ϕ′ + ψ′′ %∗ ϕ′′ + ψ′.

Claim 7. %∗ on Φ̃F is well-defined.

Proof. Notice that for any ϕ, ψ ∈ Φ̃F, there exist ϕ′, ψ′ ∈ cone(ΦF) + R such that
ϕ− ψ = ϕ′ − ψ′. Indeed, since ϕ = ϕ1 − ϕ2 and ψ = ψ1 − ψ2 for some ϕ1, ϕ2, ψ1, ψ2 ∈
cone(ΦF) + R, by setting ϕ′ = ϕ1 + ψ2 and ψ′ = ϕ2 + ψ1, we can explicitly construct
them.

We next show that for every distinct ϕ, ψ, ϕ′, ψ′ ∈ cone(ΦF) + R, if ϕ %∗ ψ and
ϕ − ψ = ϕ′ − ψ′, then ϕ′ %∗ ψ′. Since ϕ = ϕ′ − ψ′ + ψ, ϕ %∗ ψ if and only if
ϕ′ − ψ′ + ψ %∗ ψ. By (11), this is equivalent to 1

2
(ϕ′ − ψ′ + ψ) + 1

2
ψ′ %∗ 1

2
ψ + 1

2
ψ′,

which can be rewritten as 1
2
ϕ′ + 1

2
ψ %∗ 1

2
ψ + 1

2
ψ′. Again, by (11), this is equivalent to

ϕ′ %∗ ψ′.

Let K = {φ ∈ Φ̃F : φ %∗ 0}. Then, the following result holds.

Claim 8. K is a nonempty closed cone including {ϕ ∈ Φ̃F : ϕ ≥ 0}.
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Proof. By 0 ∈ int u(X) and (12), it is straightforward to prove that K is a nonempty
cone.

The fact that K includes {φ ∈ Φ̃F : φ(p) ≥ 0 for all p ∈ ∆(Ω)} follows from Claim
3. Indeed, for ϕ ∈ Φ̃F such that ϕ ≥ 0, take ϕ1, ϕ2 ∈ cone(ΦF) +R as ϕ = ϕ1 − ϕ2. By
ϕ ≥ 0, we have ϕ1 ≥ ϕ2. By Claim 3, ϕ1 %

∗ ϕ2. The definition of %∗ on cone(ΦF) + R

implies ϕ %∗ 0.
We then prove that for all ϕ, ψ ∈ Φ̃F, the set {α ∈ [0, 1] : αϕ + (1 − α)ψ %∗ 0} is

closed. Let ϕ′, ϕ′′, ψ′, ψ′′ ∈ cone(ΦF) +R with ϕ = ϕ′ − ϕ′′ and ψ = ψ′ − ψ′′. Then, for
all α ∈ [0, 1], αϕ + (1 − α)ψ %∗ 0 is equivalent to α(ϕ′ − ϕ′′) + (1 − α)(ψ′ − ψ′′) %∗ 0.
By the definition of %∗, this is equivalent to αϕ′ + (1 − α)ψ′ %∗ αϕ′′ + (1 − α)ψ′′. By
continuity, the set of {α ∈ [0, 1] : αϕ′ + (1−α)ψ′ %∗ αϕ′′ + (1−α)ψ′′} is closed. Thus,
the set {α ∈ [0, 1] : αϕ+ (1− α)ψ %∗ 0} is closed.

Next, we show that K is closed. Let {ϕn}n∈N be a sequence in K such that ϕn →
ϕ ∈ Φ̃F. Let M = maxp∈∆(Ω) ϕ(p). Then, for all ε > 0, there exists n ∈ N such that

ϕn ≤ ϕ+ ε1∆(Ω) ≤ ϕ+ ε{(M + 1)1∆(Ω) − ϕ}.

Therefore, for all ε ∈ (0, 1), there exists n ∈ N such that

ε(M + 1)1∆(Ω) + (1− ε)ϕ ≥ ϕn %∗ 0.

Then, by unambiguous transitivity, for all ε ∈ (0, 1), ε(M + 1)1∆(Ω) + (1 − ε)ϕ %∗ 0.

(Indeed, for any ψ, ψ′ ∈ Φ̃F with ψ ≥ ψ′ %∗ 0, take ψ1, ψ2, ψ
′
1, ψ

′
2 ∈ cone(ΦF)+R be such

that ψ = ψ1−ψ2 and ψ
′ = ψ′

1−ψ′
2. By construction, ψ1+ψ

′
2 ≥ ψ2+ψ

′
1. Since ψ

′ %∗ 0,
ψ′
1 %

∗ ψ′
2. By (11), 1

2
ψ2 +

1
2
ψ′
1 %

∗ 1
2
ψ2 +

1
2
ψ′
2. By Claim 6, 1

2
ψ1 +

1
2
ψ′
2 %

∗ 1
2
ψ2 +

1
2
ψ′
2. By

(11), ψ1 %∗ ψ2. By construction, this is equivalent to ψ %∗ 0.) Thus, by the result of
the last paragraph, ϕ %∗ 0.

Appendix C: Proofs of the Results in the Main Text

C.1 Proof of Theorem 1

This section proves the only-if part of Theorem 1. We omit a proof of the if part since
it is straightforward to verify. Let % be a binary relation that satisfies basic axioms,
completeness for lotteries, transitivity, preference for flexibility, and dominance. First,
to apply the results in Appendix B, we verify that % satisfies unambiguous transitivity.
Since % satisfies transitivity, it is sufficient to show that for all F,G ∈ F, if F DD G, then
F % G. We can prove this in the same way as a proof of Claim 1 in de Oliveira et al.
(2017) using transitivity, preference for flexibility and dominance. Therefore, we can
use all of the results in Appendix B.

Claim 9. K is a convex set.
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Proof. To prove that K is a convex set, let ϕ, ψ ∈ K and α ∈ (0, 1). Then, there
exist ϕ1, ϕ2, ψ1, ψ2 ∈ cone(ΦF) +R such that ϕ = ϕ1 − ϕ2, ψ = ψ1 − ψ2, ϕ1 %

∗ ϕ2, and
ψ1 %

∗ ψ2. By ϕ1 %
∗ ϕ2 and (11),

αϕ1 + (1− α)ψ1 %
∗ αϕ2 + (1− α)ψ1

By ψ1 %
∗ ψ2 and (11),

αψ1 + (1− α)ϕ2 %
∗ αψ2 + (1− α)ϕ2

Since Axiom 3 implies transitivity of %∗ on cone(ΦF) +R, we have αϕ1 + (1−α)ψ1 %
∗

αϕ2 + (1− α)ψ2. Therefore, αϕ+ (1− α)ψ ∈ K, that is, K is a convex set.

Claim 10. There exists a nonempty closed convex set Π ⊂ ∆(∆(Ω)) such that for all
ϕ ∈ Φ̃F, ϕ ∈ K if and only if 〈ϕ, π〉 ≥ 0 for all π ∈ Π.

Proof. Define the set Π ⊂ ∆(∆(Ω)) as

{π ∈ ∆(∆(Ω)) : 〈ϕ, π〉 ≥ 0 for all ϕ ∈ K}.

First, we prove that Π is a nonempty set. Since K is a convex cone including {ϕ ∈
Φ̃F : ϕ ≥ 0} (cf. Claims 8 and 9), by applying the separating hyperplane theorem
(cf. Theorem 5.61 Aliprantis and Border (2006)) to the sets {0} and K, there exists
π ∈ ca(∆(Ω)) such that for all ϕ ∈ K, 〈ϕ, π〉 ≥ 0.

We prove that for all Borel sets A, π(A) ≥ 0. Let

ca(∆(Ω))+ = {π′ ∈ ca(∆(Ω)) : for all Borel set A, π′(A) ≥ 0}.

Suppose to the contrary that π /∈ ca(∆(Ω))+. Since ca(∆(Ω))+ is a convex set, by
Proposition 2, there exist ϕ, ψ ∈ Φ such that for all π′ ∈ ca(∆(Ω))+,

〈ϕ, π〉 > 〈ψ, π〉 and 〈ψ, π′〉 > 〈ϕ, π′〉.

By the density of cone(ΦF) + R in Φ, we can assume ϕ, ψ ∈ ΦF. That is, there exist
menus F,G ∈ F such that for all π′ ∈ ca(∆(Ω))+,

〈ϕF , π〉 > 〈ϕG, π〉 and 〈ϕG, π
′〉 > 〈ϕF , π

′〉.

The first inequality means that ϕG − ϕF /∈ K. Notice that for all p ∈ ∆(Ω), the
indicator function 1{p} ∈ ca(∆(Ω))+. Thus, the second inequality implies that for all
p ∈ ∆(Ω), ϕG(p) > ϕF (p), that is, ϕG > ϕF . By Claim 8, we have G % F , that is,
ϕG − ϕF ∈ K. This is a contradiction.

Since π is nonzero, we can assume that π ∈ ∆(∆(Ω)). Therefore, Π is a nonempty
set.

Then, we prove that Π is a closed, convex set. Let {πn}n∈N ⊂ Π be a sequence
converging to π̃ ∈ ∆(∆(Ω)). Since ca(∆(Ω)) is endowed with the weak∗ topology,
πn → π̃ if and only if 〈φ, πn〉 → 〈φ, π̃〉 in R for each φ ∈ C(∆(Ω)) (cf. p.212 of
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Aliprantis and Border (2006)). Therefore, for all ϕ ∈ K, if 〈ϕ, πn〉 ≥ 0 for each n ∈ N,
then 〈ϕ, π̃〉 ≥ 0, that is, π̃ ∈ Π.

To prove the convexity, let π, π′ ∈ Π and α ∈ (0, 1). By the definition of Π, for all
ϕ ∈ K, 〈ϕ, π〉 ≥ 0 and 〈ϕ, π′〉 ≥ 0. Thus, we have

〈ϕ, απ + (1− α)π′〉 = α〈ϕ, π〉+ (1− α)〈ϕ, π′〉 ≥ 0.

This means απ + (1− α)π′ ∈ Π.
Then by the definition of Π, for all ϕ ∈ Φ̃F, if ϕ ∈ K, then 〈ϕ, π〉 ≥ 0 for all π ∈ Π.

To prove the converse, suppose to the contrary that there exists ϕ /∈ K such that
〈ϕ, π〉 ≥ 0 for all π ∈ Π. Then, by the separating hyperplane theorem (cf. Theorem
5.79 of Aliprantis and Border (2006)), there exists π′ ∈ ca(∆(Ω)) such that for all
ψ ∈ K,

〈ψ, π′〉 ≥ 0 > 〈ϕ, π′〉. (13)

By the same argument of the second paragraph in this proof, we can prove that
π′ ∈ ∆(∆(Ω)). By the first inequality of (13), π′ ∈ Π. Then, the second inequal-
ity contradicts the assumption that 〈ϕ, π〉 ≥ 0 for all π ∈ Π.

By Claim 10, for all F,G ∈ F,

F % G

⇐⇒ ϕF %∗ ϕG

⇐⇒ min
π∈Π

〈ϕF − ϕG, π〉 ≥ 0

⇐⇒ min
π∈Π

∫

∆(Ω)

[
max
f∈F

(∫

Ω

u(f(ω))p(dω)

)
−max

g∈G

(∫

Ω

u(g(ω))p(dω)

)]
π(dp) ≥ 0,

that is, % is a BML preference.
Finally, we prove the uniqueness of the parameters. Suppose that % admits BML

representations (u1,Π1) and (u2,Π2). It is straightforward to prove that for some α > 0
and β ∈ R, u1 = αu2 + β.

It is sufficient to prove that Π1 = Π2. Suppose to the contrary that Π1 6= Π2.
Without loss of generality, we assume that there exists π1 ∈ Π1 such that π1 /∈ Π2. By
Proposition 2, there exist convex functions ϕ, ψ ∈ Φ such that for all π2 ∈ Π2,

〈ϕ, π1〉 > 〈ψ, π1〉 and 〈ψ, π2〉 > 〈ϕ, π2〉.

Since cone(ΦF) + R is dense in Φ, we can assume ϕ, ψ ∈ ΦF. Then, there exist F,G
such that for all π2 ∈ Π2,

〈ϕF , π1〉 > 〈ϕG, π1〉 and 〈ϕG, π2〉 > 〈ϕF , π2〉,

that is,
〈ϕF , π1〉 > 〈ϕG, π1〉 and 〈αϕG + β, π2〉 > 〈αϕF + β, π2〉.

This implies that under the BML representation (u1,Π1), G ≻ F does not hold, but
under the BML representation (u2,Π2), G ≻ F . This is a contradiction.

28



C.2 Proof of Theorem 2

This section proves the only-if part of Theorem 2. We omit a proof of the if part since
it is straightforward to verify. Let % be a binary relation that satisfies basic axioms,
completeness, unambiguous transitivity, and favorable mixing monotonicity. Note that
we can use all of the results in Appendix B.

Claim 11. Kc = Φ̃F \K is convex.

Proof. By completeness, it is straightforward to prove that %∗ on Φ̃F is also complete.
Therefore, Kc can be written as Kc = {ϕ ∈ Φ̃F : 0 ≻∗ ϕ}. For any ϕ, ψ ∈ Kc, let
ϕ′, ϕ′′, ψ′, ψ′′ ∈ cone(ΦF) + R with ϕ = ϕ′ − ϕ′′ and ψ = ψ′ − ψ′′. Then, ϕ′′ ≻∗ ϕ′ and
ψ′′ ≻∗ ψ′. By favorable mixing monotonicity, for all α ∈ [0, 1], αϕ′′ + (1 − α)ψ′′ ≻∗

αϕ′ + (1− α)ψ′.14 This is equivalent to 0 ≻∗ α(ϕ′ − ϕ′′) + (1 − α)(ψ′ − ψ′′). Thus, by
construction, 0 ≻∗ αϕ+ (1− α)ψ.

Claim 12. Kc includes the set {ϕ ∈ Φ̃F : ϕ < 0}.

Proof. For all ϕ ∈ Φ̃F with ϕ < 0, there exist ϕ1, ϕ2 ∈ cone(ΦF) + R such that
ϕ = ϕ1 − ϕ2. We prove ϕ2 ≻∗ ϕ1. By ϕ < 0, ϕ1 < ϕ2 holds. Since ϕ is continuous,
ϕ1 − ϕ2 < 0 and ∆(Ω) is compact, there exists m := minp[ϕ2(p) − ϕ1(p)] > 0. Then,
ϕ1 < ϕ1 +m1∆(Ω) ≤ ϕ2. Since %∗ on cone(ΦF) + R is monotone (cf. Claim 3 and the
definition of %∗ on cone(ΦF) + R), we have ϕ2 %

∗ ϕ1.
Suppose to the contrary that ϕ2 ∼∗ ϕ1. Then, by Claim 6, ϕ1 %∗ ϕ1 + m1∆(Ω).

Since %∗ on cone(ΦF)+R is monotone, we have ϕ1+m1∆(Ω) %
∗ ϕ1, which implies that

ϕ1 +m1∆(Ω) ∼
∗ ϕ1. By (11) and (12), this relation is equivalent to m1∆(Ω) ∼

∗ 0. Since
m > 0, this implies that there exist x, y ∈ X and α ∈ R++ such that ϕx > ϕy (i.e.,
x ≻ y) and α(ϕx − ϕy) ∼

∗ 0. By (11) and (12), this is equivalent to ϕx ∼∗ ϕy, that is,
x ∼ y. This is a contradiction. Thus, ϕ2 ≻

∗ ϕ1 holds.

Claim 13. There exists a nonempty convex closed set Π ⊂ ∆(∆(Ω)) such that for all
ϕ ∈ Φ̃F, ϕ %∗ 0 if and only if there exists π ∈ Π such that 〈ϕ, π〉 ≥ 0.

Proof. Take any ϕ ∈ K. Let

Πϕ = {πϕ ∈ ca(∆(Ω)) : 〈ϕ, πϕ〉 ≥ 0 and 〈ψ, πϕ〉 < 0 for all ψ ∈ Kc}.

Since Kc is convex and open, Πϕ is nonempty (cf. Lemma 5.66 of Aliprantis and Border
(2006)). Let Π :=

⋃
ϕ∈K Πϕ. Since K

c is the complement of K, K can be written as

K =
⋃

π∈Π

{ϕ′ ∈ Φ̃F : 〈ϕ′, π〉 ≥ 0}.

Indeed, for any ϕ ∈ K, there exists π ∈ Πϕ ⊂ Π such that 〈ϕ, π〉 ≥ 0. To prove

the converse, take any ϕ ∈ Φ̃F with 〈ϕ, π〉 ≥ 0 for some π ∈ Π. By the definition of

14More precisely, we use (12) as well since ϕ′, ϕ′′, ψ′ and ψ′′ are in not ΦF but cone(ΦF) + R.
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Π, 〈ψ, π′〉 < 0 for all ψ ∈ Kc and π′ ∈ Π. If ϕ /∈ K, then this is a contradiction to
〈ϕ, π〉 ≥ 0. Thus, ϕ ∈ K if and only if there exists π ∈ Π such that 〈ϕ, π〉 ≥ 0.

Take any π ∈ Π. We next show that for any Borel set A ⊂ Ω, π(A) ≥ 0. That
is, Π ⊂ ca(∆(Ω))+. Suppose to the contrary that there exists π ∈ Π such that π /∈
ca(∆(Ω))+. Since ca(∆(Ω))+ is a convex set, by Proposition 2, there exist ϕ, ψ ∈ Φ
such that for all π′ ∈ ca(∆(Ω))+,

〈ϕ, π〉 > 〈ψ, π〉 and 〈ϕ, π′〉 < 〈ψ, π′〉.

By the density of cone(ΦF) +R in Φ, we can assume that ϕ, ψ ∈ ΦF. Then, there exist
F,G ∈ F such that for all π′ ∈ ca(∆(Ω))+,

〈ϕF , π〉 > 〈ϕG, π〉 and 〈ϕF , π
′〉 < 〈ϕG, π

′〉.

The first inequality implies that ϕF − ϕG /∈ Kc. Notice that for all p ∈ ∆(Ω), the
indicator function 1{p} ∈ ca(∆(Ω))+. Thus, the second inequality implies that for all
p ∈ ∆(Ω), ϕF (p)−ϕG(p) < 0. Since Kc contains the negative orthant, this implies that
ϕF − ϕG ∈ Kc, a contradiction. Since Π ⊂ ca(∆(Ω))+, we can set Π ⊂ ∆(∆(Ω)).

We next show that Π is closed and convex. Let {πn}n∈N ⊂ Π be such that πn →
π̃ ∈ ∆(∆(Ω)). Take any ϕ ∈ K such that ϕ ≥ 0. Then, for any n ∈ N, 〈ϕ, πn〉 ≥
0. Since ca(∆(Ω)) is endowed with the weak* topology, πn → π̃ implies 〈ϕ, πn〉 →
〈ϕ, π̃〉. Thus, 〈ϕ, π̃〉 ≥ 0. Moreover, since 〈ϕ′, πn〉 < 0 for all n ∈ N and ϕ′ ∈ Kc,
by the same argument, 〈ϕ′, π̃〉 ≤ 0 for all ϕ′ ∈ Kc. Since Kc is open, Lemma 5.66 of
Aliprantis and Border (2006) implies that 〈ϕ′, π̃〉 < 0 for all ϕ′ ∈ Kc. Thus, we have
π̃ ∈ Π, and hence, Π is closed.

To prove that Π is convex, take any π, π′ ∈ Π and α ∈ (0, 1). Since π, π′ ∈ ∆(∆(Ω)),
for any ϕ ∈ K such that ϕ ≥ 0, we have 〈ϕ, απ + (1 − α)π′〉 ≥ 0. Moreover, for any
ϕ′ ∈ Kc, 〈ϕ′, απ + (1− α)π′〉 = α〈ϕ′, π〉+ (1 − α)〈ϕ′, π′〉 < 0. Thus, απ + (1 − α)π′ ∈
Πϕ ⊂ Π, which means that Π is convex.

By Claim 13, for all F,G ∈ F,

F % G

⇐⇒ ϕF %∗ ϕG

⇐⇒ max
π∈Π

〈ϕF − ϕG, π〉 ≥ 0

⇐⇒ max
π∈Π

∫

∆(Ω)

[
max
f∈F

(∫

Ω

u(f(ω))p(dω)

)
−max

g∈G

(∫

Ω

u(g(ω))p(dω)

)]
π(dp) ≥ 0,

that is, % is a JML preference.
We can prove the uniqueness of the parameters in a similar way to Theorem 1.

C.3 Proof of Theorem 3

Let %1 and %2 be BML preferences (u,Π1) and (u,Π2), respectively. We first prove
that (i) implies (ii). Suppose Π1 ⊂ Π2 and let F,G ∈ F such that F %2 G. Then, by
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the definition of the BML preferences, minπ∈Π2
(buF (π)− buG(π)) ≥ 0. Since Π1 ⊂ Π2, we

have
min
π∈Π1

(buF (π)− buG(π)) ≥ min
π∈Π2

(buF (π)− buG(π)).

Therefore, minπ∈Π1
(buF (π)− buG(π)) ≥ 0, which means F %1 G.

We then prove that (ii) implies (i). Suppose to the contrary that (ii) holds but there
exists π∗ ∈ Π1 such that π∗ /∈ Π2. By Proposition 2 and the density of cone(ΦF) +R in
Φ, there exist F,G ∈ F such that for all π ∈ Π2,

〈ϕF , π〉 > 〈ϕG, π〉 and 〈ϕG, π
∗〉 > 〈ϕF , π

∗〉.

Thus, F %2 G and F 6%1 G. This is a contradiction to (ii).

Next, we show the latter part. Suppose that Π is not a singleton. We prove that
(i) implies (iii). Let F,G,H ∈ F such that H ⊲D F and H 6%1 G 6%1 F . Then, since
Π1 ⊂ Π2 and H 6%1 G 6%1 F ,

min
π∈Π2

(buG(π)− buF (π)) ≤ min
π∈Π1

(buG(π)− buF (π)) < 0.

and
min
π∈Π2

(buH(π)− buG(π)) ≤ min
π∈Π1

(buH(π)− buG(π)) < 0.

Therefore, we have H 6%2 G 6%2 F .
We then prove that (iii) implies (i). Suppose to the contrary that Π1 6⊂ Π2. Then,

there exist π∗, π∗∗ ∈ Π1 such that π∗ /∈ Π2 and π∗∗ /∈ conv(Π2 ∪ {π∗}). (Indeed, by
Π1 6⊂ Π2, there exists π′ ∈ Π1\Π2. If there exists π′′ such that π′′ /∈ conv(Π2 ∪ {π′}),
then define π∗ and π∗∗ as π∗ = π′ and π∗∗ = π′′. Otherwise, since π′ is an extreme
point of conv(Π2 ∪ {π′}) (= conv(Π2 ∪ Π1)) and Π1 is not a singleton, there exists
π′′′ ∈ Π1\{π

′} such that π′ /∈ conv(Π2 ∪ {π′′′}). Then, we set π∗ = π′′′ and π∗∗ = π′.)
By Proposition 2 and the density of cone(ΦF) + R in Φ, there exist F,G ∈ F such

that for all π ∈ Π2 ∪ {π∗∗},

〈ϕF , π
∗〉 > 〈ϕG, π

∗〉 and 〈ϕG, π〉 > 〈ϕF , π〉.

Therefore, we have G 6%1 F and G %2 F . Without loss of generality, we assume that
for all f ∈ F ∪G and ω ∈ Ω, f(ω) ≻ x0. Let α ∈ (0, 1) be such that

〈ϕαG+(1−α)x0
, π∗∗〉 > 〈ϕF , π

∗∗〉,

that is, F 6%1 αG + (1 − α)x0. By G ⊲D αG + (1 − α)x0 and (iii), G 6%2 F , which is a
contradiction to G %2 F .
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C.4 Proof of Theorem 4

Let %1 and %2 be JML preferences (u,Π1) and (u,Π2), respectively. We first prove
that (i) implies (ii). Suppose Π1 ⊂ Π2 and let F,G ∈ F such that F ≻2 G. Then, by
the definition of the JML preferences, minπ∈Π2

(buF (π)− buG(π)) > 0. Since Π1 ⊂ Π2, we
have

min
π∈Π1

(buF (π)− buG(π)) ≥ min
π∈Π2

(buF (π)− buG(π)).

Therefore, minπ∈Π1
(buF (π)− buG(π)) > 0, which means F ≻1 G.

We then prove that (ii) implies (i). Suppose to the contrary that (ii) holds but there
exists π∗ ∈ Π1 such that π∗ /∈ Π2. By Proposition 2 and the density of cone(ΦF) +R in
Φ, there exist F,G ∈ F such that for all π ∈ Π2,

〈ϕF , π〉 > 〈ϕG, π〉 and 〈ϕG, π
∗〉 > 〈ϕF , π

∗〉.

Thus, F ≻2 G and F 6≻1 G. This is a contradiction to (ii).

Next, we show the latter part. Suppose that Π is not a singleton. We prove that
(i) implies (iii). Let F,G,H ∈ F such that H ⊲D F and F %1 G %1 H . Then, since
Π1 ⊂ Π2 and F %1 G %1 H ,

max
π∈Π2

(buF (π)− buG(π)) ≥ max
π∈Π1

(buF (π)− buG(π)) ≥ 0.

and
max
π∈Π2

(buG(π)− buH(π)) ≥ max
π∈Π1

(buG(π)− buH(π)) ≥ 0.

Therefore, we have F %2 G %2 H .
We then prove that (iii) implies (i). Suppose to the contrary that Π1 6⊂ Π2. Then,

there exist π∗, π∗∗ ∈ Π1 such that π∗ /∈ Π2 and π∗∗ /∈ conv(Π2 ∪ {π∗}). (Indeed, by
Π1 6⊂ Π2, there exists π′ ∈ Π1\Π2. If there exists π′′ such that π′′ /∈ conv(Π2 ∪ {π′}),
then define π∗ and π∗∗ as π∗ = π′ and π∗∗ = π′′. Otherwise, since π′ is an extreme
point of conv(Π2 ∪ {π′}) (= conv(Π2 ∪ Π1)) and Π1 is not a singleton, there exists
π′′′ ∈ Π1\{π

′} such that π′ /∈ conv(Π2 ∪ {π′′′}). Then, we set π∗ = π′′′ and π∗∗ = π′.)
By proposition 2 and the density of cone(ΦF) + R in Φ, there exist F,G ∈ F such

that for all π ∈ Π2 ∪ {π∗∗},

〈ϕF , π
∗〉 > 〈ϕG, π

∗〉 and 〈ϕG, π〉 > 〈ϕF , π〉.

Therefore, we have F %1 G and G ≻2 F . Without loss of generality, we assume that
for all f ∈ F ∪G and ω ∈ Ω, f(ω) ≻ x0. Let α ∈ (0, 1) be such that

〈ϕαG+(1−α)x0
, π∗∗〉 > 〈ϕF , π

∗∗〉,

that is, αG + (1 − α)x0 %1 F . By G ⊲D αG + (1 − α)x0 and (iii), F %2 G, which is a
contradiction to G ≻2 F .

32



C.5 Proof of Theorem 5

Before proving the theorem, we introduce the Vietoris topology, which makes our proof
more concise. Let (Y, τ) be a topological space. We consider the set of nonempty
compact subsets of Y , denoted by K(Y ). For any finite collection {U, V1, V2, · · · , Vn} ⊂
τ , let B(U ;V1, V2, · · · , Vn) be a collection of subsets defined as follows: For any W ∈
K(Y ), W ∈ B(U ;V1, V2, · · · , Vn) if and only if W ⊂ U and W ∩ Vi 6= ∅ for each
i = 1, 2, · · · , n. These sets form a base for a topology on K(Y ). This topology is called
the Vietoris topology.

It is known that if (Y, τ) is metrizable, then its Hausdorff topology coincides with
the Vietoris topology in K(Y ) (cf. Theorem 3.91 of Aliprantis and Border (2006)). By
using this property, for metrizable topological space (Y, τ), to prove a function on K(Y )
is continuous in the Hausdorff topology, it is sufficient to check whether this function
is continuous in the Vietoris topology or not.

Then we prove the only-if part of Theorem 5. We omit a proof of the if part since
it is straightforward to verify. Let % be a binary relation that satisfies basic axioms,
completeness for lotteries, unambiguous transitivity, and reflexivity. Note that we can
use all of the results in Appendix B. By Claim 8, the set K is a closed cone including
{ϕ ∈ Φ̃F : ϕ ≥ 0}.

We show thatK can be written as a union of nonempty convex closed cones including
{ϕ ∈ Φ̃F : ϕ ≥ 0}. Take any φ ∈ K \ {ϕ ∈ Φ̃F : ϕ ≥ 0} and φ′ ∈ {ϕ ∈ Φ̃F : ϕ ≥ 0}.
Then, for any α ∈ (0, 1), αφ + (1 − α)φ′ ≥ αφ %∗ 0. By the same argument as the
latter part of the proof of Claim 8, this implies that αφ+ (1− α)φ′ %∗ 0. Thus,

Kφ := co({αφ : α > 0} ∪ {ϕ ∈ Φ̃F : ϕ ≥ 0})

is a nonempty closed convex cone contained in K. By construction, we have K =
∪φ∈KKφ.

Let C be the collection of all non-empty, convex and closed cones that is contained
in K and contains {ϕ ∈ Φ̃F : ϕ ≥ 0}. Let C be the subset of C that includes all maximal
elements with respect to inclusion. For each element in C, we can apply the arguments
in the proof of Theorem 1. That is, for each C ∈ C, there exists a nonempty closed
convex set ΠC of probability distributions over ∆(Ω) such that ϕ ∈ C if and only if
〈ϕ, π〉 ≥ 0 for all π ∈ ΠC . Denote Π◦ = {ΠC}C∈C.

Claim 14. For all Π̄ ∈ cl(Π◦), there exists Π ∈ Π◦ such that Π ⊂ Π̄.

Proof. For each Π′ ∈ cl(Π◦), we define the cone CΠ′ as

CΠ′ := {ϕ ∈ Φ̃F : 〈ϕ, π〉 ≥ 0 for all π ∈ Π′}.

By construction, CΠ′ corresponds one to one with Π′.
Suppose to the contrary that there exists Π̄ ∈ cl(Π◦) such that for all Π ∈ Π◦,

Π 6⊂ Π̄. If CΠ̄ ⊂ K, then by the constructions of C and Π◦, there exists Π ∈ Π◦ such
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that CΠ̄ ⊂ CΠ, which is equivalent to Π ⊂ Π̄. This is a contradiction to the assumption
that for all Π ∈ Π◦, Π 6⊂ Π̄. Thus, there exists ϕ ∈ CΠ̄ such that ϕ /∈ K.

Since Π̄ ∈ cl(Π◦), there exists a sequence {Πk}k∈N ⊂ Π◦ that converges to Π̄ in
the Hausdorff topology. We define a distance between two cones in {CΠk

}k∈N by the
Hausdorff metric between two corresponding two probability sets in {Πk}k∈N. This is
well defined since each CΠk

corresponds one to one with Πk.
15 Then, the sequence

{CΠk
}k∈N converges to CΠ̄. Therefore, there exists a sequence {ϕk}k∈N such that ϕk ∈

CΠk
⊂ K for all k ∈ N and ϕk → ϕ. This contradicts the fact that K is closed.

We next show that for all ϕ ∈ Φ̃F,

ϕ ∈ K ⇐⇒ max
Π∈Π◦

min
π∈Π

〈ϕ, π〉 ≥ 0. (14)

To prove this, it is sufficient to show that there is no ϕ ∈ Φ̃F such that minπ∈Π〈ϕ, π〉 < 0
for all Π ∈ Π◦ but supΠ∈Π◦ minπ∈Π〈ϕ, π〉 = 0. Suppose to the contrary that for some

ϕ+ ∈ Φ̃F, minπ∈Π〈ϕ
+, π〉 < 0 for all Π ∈ Π◦ but supΠ∈Π◦ minπ∈Π〈ϕ

+, π〉 = 0.

For ϕ ∈ Φ̃F, define Gϕ : K(∆(∆(Ω))) → R as for all Π ∈ K(∆(∆(Ω))), Gϕ(Π) =
minπ∈Π〈ϕ, π〉. Note that the minimum can be achieved since Π ∈ K(∆(∆(Ω))) is closed.
We prove a preliminary result.

Claim 15. The function Gϕ is continuous in the Hausdorff topology.

Proof. Take Π ∈ K(∆(∆(Ω))) and ε > 0 arbitrarily. Let Π1,Π2 be the open sets of
∆(∆(Ω)) such that

Π1 = {π ∈ ∆(∆(Ω)) : |〈ϕ, π〉 −Gϕ(Π)| < ε},

Π2 =

{
π ∈ ∆(∆(Ω)) : 〈ϕ, π〉 > Gϕ(Π)−

1

2
ε

}
.

Note that Π ∈ B(Π1 ∪ Π2; Π1,Π2). Then, for all Π′ ∈ B(Π1 ∪ Π2; Π1,Π2), we have
|Gϕ(Π

′) − Gϕ(Π)| = |minπ∈Π′〈ϕ, π〉 − Gϕ(Π)| < ε. Since B(Π1 ∪ Π2; Π1,Π2) is a open
set including Π in the Vietoris topology and the Vietoris topology coincides with the
Hausdorff topology in K(∆(∆(Ω))), Gϕ is continuous in the Hausdorff topology.

Together with minπ∈Π〈ϕ
+, π〉 < 0 for all Π ∈ Π◦ and supΠ∈Π◦ minπ∈Π〈ϕ

+, π〉 = 0,
Claim 15 implies that there exists Π∗ ∈ cl(Π◦) such that minπ∈Π∗〈ϕ+, π〉 = 0. By
Claim 14, there exists Π′ ∈ Π◦ with Π′ ⊂ Π∗. Therefore, we have minπ∈Π′〈ϕ+, π〉 ≥
minπ∈Π∗〈ϕ+, π〉 = 0. This is a contradiction to the assumption that minπ∈Π〈ϕ

+, π〉 < 0
for all Π ∈ Π◦. Thus, we have (14).

Let Π = cl(Π◦). Since K(∆(∆(Ω))) is a compact space (cf. Theorem 15.15 and
3.88 of Aliprantis and Border (2006)), Π is also compact. Since Gϕ is continuous for

any ϕ ∈ Φ̃F (Claim 15), we have

max
Π∈Π

min
π∈Π

〈ϕ, π〉 = max
Π∈Π

Gϕ(Π) = max
Π∈Π◦

Gϕ(Π) = max
Π∈Π◦

min
π∈Π

〈ϕ, π〉.

15The corresponding discussion was presented in footnote 16 of Lehrer and Teper (2011).
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Therefore, by (14), we obtain

ϕ ∈ K ⇐⇒ max
Π∈Π

min
π∈Π

〈ϕ, π〉 ≥ 0.

C.6 Proof of Theorem 6

This section proves that (i) implies (ii). The converse is straightforward to verify. Let
% be an HML preference (u,Π) and %∧ be a binary relation that satisfies complete-
ness, transitivity, and mixture continuity. Furthermore, suppose that the pair (%,%∧)
satisfies lottery consistency and robustly strict consistency.

Take x, y ∈ X arbitrary. If x ≻ y, then x ≻ 1
2
x + 1

2
y ≻ y. By the definition of ≻≻,

we have x ≻≻ 1
2
x+ 1

2
y ≻≻ y. By robustly strict consistency, we obtain x ≻∧ y. If x % y,

then by lottery consistency, x %∧ y. Therefore,

x %∧ y ⇐⇒ x % y ⇐⇒ u(x) ≥ u(y). (15)

Claim 16. For all F ∈ F, there exists xF ∈ X such that F ∼∧ xF .

Proof. Let x∗, x∗ ∈ X be such that x∗ ≻∧ x∗ and x∗ %∧ f(ω) %∧ x∗ for all f ∈ F and
ω ∈ Ω.16 We verify that x∗ %∧ F %∧ x∗. Let α ∈ (0, 1). By (15), x∗ ≻ αf(ω)+(1−α)x∗
for all f ∈ F , and ω ∈ Ω. Furthermore, since u is affine, there exists y ∈ co{x∗, x∗}
such that x∗ ≻ y ≻ αf(ω) + (1 − α)x∗ for all f ∈ F and ω ∈ Ω. Since % is an
HML preference, we have x∗ ≻≻ y ≻≻ αF + (1 − α)x∗. By robustly strict consistency,
x∗ ≻∧ αF + (1− α)x∗. By mixture continuity, we have x∗ %∧ F .

To prove F %∧ x∗, note that for all α
′ ∈ (0, 1), there exists y′ ∈ co{x∗, x∗} such that

α′f(ω)+(1−α′)x∗ ≻ y′ ≻ x∗ for all f ∈ F and ω ∈ Ω. Since % is an HML preference, we
have α′F +(1−α′)x∗ ≻≻ y′ ≻≻ x∗. By robustly strict consistency, α′F+(1−α′)x∗ ≻∧ x∗.
By mixture continuity, we have F %∧ x∗.

Then by mixture continuity, the nonempty sets

A = {β ∈ [0, 1] : βx∗+(1−β)x∗ %
∧ F} and B = {β ∈ [0, 1] : F %∧ βx∗+(1−β)x∗}

are closed andA∪B = [0, 1]. Therefore, there exists β̃ ∈ A∩B. Let xF = β̃x∗+(1−β̃)x∗.
Then, xF ∼∧ F , as required.

Take F ∈ F arbitrarily. Let

γ = min

{
max
Π∈Π

min
π∈Π

buF (π),min
Π∈Π

max
π∈Π

buF (π)

}
,

γ = max

{
max
Π∈Π

min
π∈Π

buF (π),min
Π∈Π

max
π∈Π

buF (π)

}
.

We prove that γ ≤ u(xF ) ≤ γ. If u(xF ) < γ, then there exists y ∈ X such that
u(xF ) < u(y) < γ. Then, by the definition of ≻≻, we have F ≻≻ y ≻≻ xF . By robustly

16Since % satisfies nontriviality and both of Ω and F are finite, such a pair (x∗, x∗) exists.

35



strict consistency, F ≻∧ xF , which is a contradiction to the definition of xF . Thus,
γ ≤ u(xF ) holds. In the same way, we can prove u(xF ) ≤ γ.

Therefore, for each F ∈ F, there exists βF ∈ [0, 1] such that

u(xF ) = βFγ + (1− βF )γ.

Then, we define the function α : F → [0, 1] such that for all F ∈ F,

α(F ) =

{
βF if maxΠ∈Πminπ∈Π b

u
F (π) ≤ minΠ∈Πmaxπ∈Π b

u
F (π),

(1− βF ) if maxΠ∈Πminπ∈Π b
u
F (π) > minΠ∈Πmaxπ∈Π b

u
F (π).

Then, the function U : F → R defined as for all F ∈ F,

U(F ) = α(F )max
Π∈Π

min
π∈Π

buF (π) + (1− α(F ))min
Π∈Π

max
π∈Π

buF (π)

represents %∧.
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