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Abstract

Structured deliberation has been found to improve the performance of human forecasters. This
study investigates whether a similar intervention—allowing LLMs to review each other’s forecasts before
updating—can improve accuracy in large language models (GPT-5, Claude Sonnet 4.5, Gemini Pro 2.5).
Using 202 resolved binary questions from the Metaculus Q2 2025 AI Forecasting Tournament, accuracy was
assessed across four scenarios: (1) diverse models with distributed information, (2) diverse models with
shared information, (3) homogeneous models with distributed information, and (4) homogeneous models
with shared information. Results show that the intervention significantly improves accuracy in scenario (2),
reducing Log Loss by 0.020 or about 4% in relative terms (p = 0.017). However, when homogeneous groups
(three instances of the same model) engaged in the same process, no benefit was observed. Unexpectedly,
providing LLMs with additional contextual information did not improve forecast accuracy, limiting our
ability to study information pooling as a mechanism. Our findings suggest that deliberation may be a
viable strategy for improving LLM forecasting.

Introduction

Expert forecasting is the systematic elicitation of
probability judgments about future events. It usu-
ally involves obtaining probability estimates from
multiple experts and aggregating their judgments
into a single estimate (Mellers et al., 2014; Arm-
strong, 2001; Tetlock, 2005). Probabilistic forecasts
can support policy decision making and risk man-
agement across many domains, including geopoli-
tics (e.g., election outcomes), economics, and AI
safety (Hanea et al., 2021; Surowiecki, 2004; Tetlock
et al., 2014).

Traditionally, forecasting relied on human ex-
perts (Tetlock, 2005; Tetlock and Gardner, 2015).
However, recent advancements in large language
models (LLMs) has sparked a new research program
into whether AI systems can potentially also provide
accurate forecasts (Zou et al., 2022; Schoenegger
et al., 2024; Ye et al., 2024; Halawi et al., 2024).
Various studies have since explored this question
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and found mixed results: while some authors report
that LLMs are already approaching or even exceed-
ing human-level performance (Halawi et al., 2024;
Schoenegger et al., 2025), a public AI forecasting
tournament showed that human expert forecasters
still outperform LLM-based systems by a significant
margin (Metaculus, 2025b,c).

In line with benchmarks in other areas, AI forecast-
ing results suggest that general LLM capabilities
might be the most important determinant of forecast
performance (Brown et al., 2020; Wei et al., 2022;
Kaplan et al., 2020; Metaculus, 2025b). Notwith-
standing, methodological choices also matter. This
includes prompt engineering, fine-tuning, retrieval
strategies, and aggregation methods.

One method that has not yet been systematically
tested is deliberation, i.e., the process of structured
discussion and sharing of information. It has been
shown to improve forecast accuracy when used by
teams of human experts (Hemming et al., 2018;
Dezecache et al., 2022). A deliberation-like protocol
(“multi-agent debate”) was also found to be effec-
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tive in improving LLM performance on math and
logic tasks (Du et al., 2024; Liang et al., 2024). In
this study, we test whether this finding extends to
LLM-based forecasting systems and improves their
accuracy.

Study Objective

We investigate whether a deliberation-like process
of sharing forecast estimates and reasoning across
multiple LLM instances (“deliberation” hereafter)
improves forecast accuracy, compared to simply ag-
gregating independent forecasts.

The hypothesis was tested under conditions that
varied along two dimensions: a) model diversity
(homogeneous vs. diverse), and b) information dis-
tribution (shared vs. distributed). The resulting
four scenarios correspond to distinct deployment
scenarios of LLM forecasting systems.

Methods

Overview

We used 202 resolved binary questions from the
Metaculus Q2 2025 AI tournament. Groups of
three LLMs forecasted each question in two rounds.
LLMs first generated independent forecasts, then
were shown their peers’ forecasts and reasoning be-
fore making updated forecasts (“deliberation”). We
tested four scenarios crossing model diversity (di-
verse vs. homogeneous) with information distribu-
tion (distributed vs. shared). Accuracy was mea-
sured using Log Loss on the median group forecast.
Within each scenario, we used paired t-tests to com-
pare independent vs. deliberative forecasts.

Materials: Questions, Information, and
LLMs

Forecasting Questions

We used all 202 resolved binary questions from
the Metaculus Q2 2025 AI Forecasting Bench-
mark (Metaculus, 2025a). All questions had resolved
by the time of analysis, allowing us to measure
forecast accuracy against ground truth. Questions

spanned multiple domains including geopolitics, eco-
nomics, technology, and science. Each question
specified a binary outcome and a resolution date.

Information Extraction

To manipulate information availability across agents,
we extracted relevant contextual information from
publicly available forecast commentary from the
Metaculus platform (Metaculus, 2025a), accessed
via the official API (https://www.metaculus.com/
api/). We used an LLM (Gemini Pro 2.5) to sum-
marise the information with the aim to construct
three distinct, non-overlapping units of information.
These could entail factual claims, statistical evi-
dence, or general contextual background.

An illustrative example of the three information
units is provided in Appendix A.

All models’ training cut-off dates were prior to the
resolution date and question publication date, en-
suring no information leakage.

LLMs

Each forecasting task was performed by a group of
three LLMs. We used three frontier models: GPT-
5 (OpenAI), Claude Sonnet 4.5 (Anthropic), and
Gemini Pro 2.5 (Google). Groups were configured
as either homogeneous (homo), with all three LLMs
being of the same type, or diverse (diverse), with
one instance of each model.

The instructions provided to the models were stan-
dardized to ensure consistency across groups. For
the initial (“before”) forecast, we used a modified
version of the Metaculus prompting template, which
has been shown to perform well in prior bench-
marks (Metaculus, 2025c). For the deliberative
(“after”) forecast, we presented each model with
the three initial forecasts (from all group members)
along with their reasoning, and instructed them to
review, contrast, and synthesise the different per-
spectives before updating their forecast.

Both prompt templates are provided in Appendix B.
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Forecast Generation Procedure

Forecasts were generated in two stages for each
question-group combination:

Stage 1 (Independent forecasts). Each agent in
a group received the question text, resolution crite-
ria, and their assigned information package. Agents
generated forecasts and reasoning independently,
without access to other agents’ outputs.

Stage 2 (Deliberative forecasts). Each agent
received the three Stage 1 forecasts and rationales
from all group members. Agents were instructed to
review and critique the reasoning, then provide an
updated forecast. The deliberation prompt encour-
aged agents to identify new arguments, assess their
validity, and explain any forecast revisions.

For diverse scenarios, each of the 202 questions was
forecasted by one group containing all three model
types (GPT-5, Sonnet, Pro). For homogeneous sce-
narios, questions were distributed across model types
using round-robin assignment: questions 1, 4, 7,
. . . were assigned to GPT-5 groups; questions 2, 5, 8,
. . . to Sonnet groups; and questions 3, 6, 9, . . . to Pro
groups. This yielded approximately 67 questions
per model type in each homogeneous condition.

Within each group, the three individual forecasts
were aggregated using the median probability. The
median served as the group-level forecast for both
independent and deliberative stages.

Statistical Analysis

We implemented a 2 × 2 factorial design crossing
two factors:

1. Model Diversity: Homogeneous (same model)
vs. Diverse (three different models)

2. Information: Shared (full information) vs.
Distributed (unique information per LLM).

Within each scenario, we used paired t-tests compar-
ing independent vs. deliberative forecasts. The unit
of analysis was the group-level median forecast. For
diverse scenarios (group composed of three different
models), we collected n = 202 group observations
(one group per question). For homogeneous scenar-

ios, we collected n = 606 group observations (three
groups per question, one each of 3× GPT-5, 3× Son-
net, and 3× Pro). For the model-level breakdown
(Appendix D), questions were distributed across
model types using round-robin assignment, yielding
approximately 67 questions per model. The out-
come metric was change in Log Loss (cross-entropy),
i.e., (deliberative minus independent) (Good, 1952).
Significance was assessed using a two-tailed α = 0.05
threshold, not adjusted for multiple comparisons.

We conducted several secondary analyses to probe
the mechanisms and boundary conditions of our
findings. First, we tested whether providing infor-
mation (none vs. partial vs. full) improved forecast
accuracy at the independent stage, using linear re-
gression with “no information” as the reference cat-
egory. This isolates the effect of information from
deliberation. Secondly, for homogeneous scenarios,
we examined whether deliberation effects differed
by model type (GPT-5, Sonnet, Pro), testing each
with separate paired t-tests. Thirdly, we examined
calibration curves to assess whether deliberation
affected not just accuracy but also the calibration
of probability estimates. Finally, we repeated the
main analysis using Brier scores, which are less sen-
sitive to extreme probabilities (results are reported
in Appendix E).

Power Estimation

Sample size (N = 202) was determined by the Metac-
ulus Q2 2025 AI Forecasting Tournament rather
than a-priori power analysis. Sensitivity analyses
characterising the minimum detectable effect (MDE)
for each experimental condition are reported in Ap-
pendix C.

Code and Data Availability

All code, data, and analysis scripts are avail-
able at https://github.com/priorb-source/
delib-ai-wisdom. Statistical analyses were
conducted in Python using statsmodels (Seabold
and Perktold, 2010).
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Results

The dataset comprised 202 resolved binary questions
from the Metaculus Q2 2025 AI tournament. Each
question was forecasted by groups of 3 agents across
4 scenarios, yielding 1,616 group-level observations
(202 questions × 2 diverse scenarios + 606 questions
× 2 homogeneous scenarios). At the agent level,
this corresponded to 2,424 individual forecasts per
stage (before and after deliberation).

Table 1 shows the effect of deliberation on forecast
accuracy within each scenario. We report mean Log
Loss for independent and deliberative forecasts, the
paired difference (deliberative minus independent),
and paired t-test statistics.

The results show that both diverse scenarios showed
improvement after deliberation. The effect was sta-
tistically significant for Diverse models, shared infor-
mation (p = 0.017), with a mean Log Loss reduction
of 0.020, corresponding to a 4% relative improve-
ment in accuracy. The Diverse models, distributed
information scenario showed a similar magnitude of
improvement (−0.022) but higher variance, resulting
in a non-significant result (p = 0.18).

Neither homogeneous scenario benefited from delib-
eration. Both showed slight increases in Log Loss
(worsening), though neither was statistically signifi-
cant.

Appendix E reports the effect of deliberation on
forecast accuracy by scenario measured in Brier
score, as an alternative outcome variable. This
sensitivity analysis confirmed the primary findings.

A break down of results for the homogeneous sce-
narios by model type is provided in Appendix D.
Gemini Pro showed the largest increases in Log Loss

after deliberation (+0.047 and +0.052), while Son-
net showed slight decreases in both conditions and
GPT-5 showed mixed results. However, the analysis
was not powered to detect model-level differences.

Calibration Analysis

Figure 1 shows calibration curves for all four sce-
narios, comparing independent (blue) and deliber-
ative (orange) forecasts against perfect calibration
(dashed diagonal). Overall, the models appear rea-
sonably well-calibrated across conditions, with pre-
dicted probabilities generally tracking observed fre-
quencies. Visual inspection reveals no systematic
pattern distinguishing the independent from the de-
liberative forecasts; in most cases, the curves overlap
or fluctuate without a clear directional trend.

The “Same Model + Distributed Information” condi-
tion appears to show the tightest alignment with the
diagonal. Conversely, the “Same Model + Shared
Information” condition exhibits the most notable
deviation, largely driven by a significant outlier in
the deliberative forecast at the 0.8 probability bin.
Aside from this instance, however, the data do not
support a strong conclusion that deliberation con-
sistently degrades or improves calibration relative
to the independent baseline.

Sensitivity Analysis: Does Information
Affect Accuracy?

The similar effect sizes observed for models with
diverse and shared information was unexpected. We
assumed that deliberation could help partly by al-
lowing LLMs to pool information, in which case
the effect of deliberation should be larger in those
conditions where agents held unique facts. The ab-
sence of this pattern led us to investigate whether

Table 1: Effect of deliberation on forecast accuracy by scenario on Log Loss

Scenario Independent Deliberative Change t p
mean (SD) mean (SD) mean (SD)

Diverse models, distributed information 0.475 (0.494) 0.453 (0.537) −0.022 (0.237) 1.34 0.18
Diverse models, shared information 0.501 (0.608) 0.481 (0.618) −0.020 (0.117) 2.41 0.017
Homogeneous models, distributed information 0.517 (0.612) 0.525 (0.677) +0.008 (0.308) −0.36 0.72
Homogeneous models, shared information 0.525 (0.653) 0.545 (0.696) +0.020 (0.194) −1.47 0.14
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the information we provided was decision-relevant
in the first place.

More specifically, we tested whether providing infor-
mation improved forecast accuracy at the indepen-
dent stage. It was found that neither partial nor full
information significantly improved forecast accuracy.
Table 2 shows the results of linear regressions pre-
dicting Log Loss from information level, with “no
information” as the reference category.

Table 2: Effect of information on forecast accuracy,
measured as Log Loss (independent stage only)

Predictor β SE t p

Diverse (n = 1,818)
Intercept (no info) 0.567 0.027 20.66 <.001
Partial info −0.025 0.035 −0.71 .48
Full info −0.038 0.039 −0.98 .33

Homogeneous (n = 1,818)
Intercept (no info) 0.548 0.027 20.06 <.001
Partial info +0.001 0.039 0.02 .99
Full info −0.008 0.039 −0.21 .83

Figure 1: Calibration curves for independent vs. deliberative forecasts, stratified by scenario
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Discussion

This study is the first to test whether structured
deliberation improves forecast accuracy in LLM-
based prediction systems. Our central finding is
that deliberation significantly improved accuracy
when diverse models collaborate: allowing models
to deliberate reduced log loss by 0.020 to 0.022,
which corresponds to a marginal but potentially
meaningful relative improvement of around 4% in
forecast accuracy.

However, the benefit of deliberation was only found
when models were diverse, i.e., when groups were
composed of different models, and the improvement
was only statistically significant when all models
had access to the same information. When groups
of LLMs were composed of three instances of the
same model, deliberation yielded no accuracy gains.
In fact, results even indicate a slight degradation,
although not statistically significant. It could be
speculated that because models share identical train-
ing data and architecture, any learned biases or rea-
soning errors might be correlated. Presenting such
a model with “peer” forecasts that mirror its own
might not provide any new, external perspective.

Potentially the most surprising finding is that pro-
viding additional contextual information did not
improve forecast accuracy (see Table 2). This re-
sult was unexpected. Metaculus tournament data
suggested that the quality of retrieved information
impacts forecast accuracy (Metaculus, 2025b). A
central hypothesis of this work was indeed based on
the assumption that pooling of information could be
a main driver of any deliberation benefits. The most
immediate explanation is that the LLM-generated
summaries of Metaculus commentary may not have
contained genuinely useful information. Yet, when
we manually reviewed the underlying data, ratio-
nales in the scenarios in which LLMs had more in-
formation available appeared to be of higher quality
than those in which less information was available.
Those rationales frequently referenced external facts
and data sources that, at face value, seemed decision-
relevant. One could speculate that the compression
of the information from comments into short infor-
mation units may have led to loss of nuance or to

have led models to become overconfident. Notwith-
standing, these results remain counter intuitive and
should be investigated further in future work.

The absence of a clear information effect has im-
portant implications for the interpreting of our find-
ings. If additional information was generally not
useful, pooling of information during deliberation
cannot be expected to meaningfully improve accu-
racy. This likely explains why, contrary to initial
expectations, the effect of deliberation under the dis-
tributed information condition was not larger than
the shared information condition. In fact, both con-
ditions showed very similar effect sizes (∼ 0.02 Log
Loss improvement), with only the shared informa-
tion condition being statistical significance, likely
due to lower variance.

This study has several other limitations worth men-
tioning. First, we implemented a minimal delibera-
tion protocol consisting of a single round of forecast
sharing and updating. More elaborate and struc-
tured approaches might yield additional benefits.
Secondly, results may be specific to the types of
questions tested and the models used. Generali-
sation to other forecasting contexts remains to be
established. Finally, the power of our study to detect
true effects may have been limited by the number
of questions sampled. Future work should aim to
validate these findings across a larger corpus of fore-
casting questions.

Notwithstanding these limitations, our results both
extend and qualify findings from the multi-agent
debate literature in AI. Du et al. (2024) and Liang
et al. (2024) demonstrated that debate protocols
can improve LLM performance on reasoning tasks,
particularly mathematics and logic problems. The
present study extends this finding to the forecasting
domain, where deliberation improves accuracy on
real-world probabilistic forecasts. Findings reported
in this study also echo patterns observed in human
forecasting research. Several authors found that fore-
caster teams can benefit from structured interaction
protocols (Tetlock and Gardner, 2015; Hemming
et al., 2020; Dezecache et al., 2022). Hanea et al.
(2021) and Fraser et al. (2023) found that deliber-
ation improved calibration even when experts had
access to the same background materials. Our re-
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sults suggest this pattern might transfer to groups
of LLMs.

For practitioners who build forecasting systems,
our findings tentatively suggest that deliberation
among diverse models may improve accuracy. The
marginal cost of additional API queries to imple-
ment a deliberation-like protocol is modest and may
provide benefit. However, the observed improve-
ment appears small: the 0.02 change in Log Loss
corresponds to a ∼ 4% relative improvement. Delib-
eration, if it helps, is an incremental optimisation.
Base model capability likely remains the dominant
factor in forecast accuracy. Benchmarking and test-
ing system performance under real-world conditions
is essential before deployment.

Conclusion

This study found that deliberation improved accu-
racy in LLM-based forecasting when using diverse
models: when three different frontier models re-
viewed each other’s forecasts, accuracy improved
significantly; when identical models engaged in the
same process, no benefit was observed. Contrary
to expectations, additional contextual information
had no effect on forecast accuracy. While further
research is warranted to confirm these findings and
explore the role of information quality, practitioners
may wish to explore deliberation-like protocols with
diverse models in forecasting applications.
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Supplementary Materials

S1 Information Unit Examples

questionTitle: "Will initial jobless claims for the week ended
June 21, 2025 exceed 220,000?"

questionDescription: "According to the resolution source, ’An
initial claim is a claim filed by an unemployed individual after
a separation from an employer. The claim requests a determination
of basic eligibility for the Unemployment Insurance program.’"

questionResolutionCriteria: "This question resolves as Yes if
initial jobless claims for the week ended June 21, 2025 is
greater than 220,000 according to FRED"

information_1: "According to the U.S. Department of Labor,
initial jobless claims for the week ending May 31, 2025, rose
by 8,000 to 247,000, the highest level in eight months. The
figure for the prior week was revised to 239,000. The four-week
moving average increased to 235,000, the highest since November
2021. For the week ending May 24, the number of continuing
claims was 1.904 million, a slight decrease of 3,000 from the
previous week."

information_2: "Broader labor market indicators suggest a
softening trend. A report from Challenger, Gray & Christmas
showed that U.S.-based employers announced 93,816 job cuts in
May, which is 47% higher than in May 2024. Separately, the ADP
employment report revealed that only 37,000 jobs were created
in the private sector in May, the lowest figure in a year. Both
the Federal Reserve’s Beige Book report and an Institute for
Supply Management (ISM) survey pointed to weakening conditions,
with widespread comments about economic uncertainty delaying
new hiring."

information_3: "The recent rise in jobless claims was not
uniform across the country. The largest increases in initial
claims for the week ending May 31 were in Michigan, Nebraska,
California, Florida, and Virginia. The largest decreases were
reported in Massachusetts, Illinois, Texas, Washington, and New
York. Several major corporations have announced layoffs in 2025,
including Procter & Gamble, Microsoft, Citigroup, Walmart, Meta,
and Disney."
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S2 Prompts

Modified Metaculus template for Round 1 (independent):

You are a professional forecaster interviewing for a job.
Your interview question is: {{questionTitle}}
Question background: {{questionDescription}}

This question’s outcome will be determined by the specific
criteria below. These criteria have not yet been satisfied:
{{questionResolutionCriteria}}

{{question.questionFinePrint}}

Your research assistant’s report says: {{information}}

Today is {{question.date}}.

Before answering you think: (a) The time left until the
outcome to the question is known. (b) The status quo outcome
if nothing changed. (c) A brief description of a scenario that
results in a No outcome. (d) A brief description of a scenario
that results in a Yes outcome. (e) You write your rationale
remembering that good forecasters put extra weight on the
status quo outcome since the world changes slowly most of the
time. Explain your reasoning and the evidence behind your
forecast in detail. Summarise information your received from
your research assistant that influences your forecast (if any).
Explain why your forecast is not higher, and why it is not
lower. Outline what would need to be true for you to update
your forecast in either direction. (f) The last thing you write
is your final probabilistic forecast as a number between 0
and 100.

OUTPUT SCHEMA {
"time_left_until_outcome_known": "string",
"status_quo_outcome": "string",
"no_outcome_scenario": "string",
"yes_outcome_scenario": "string",
"rationale": "string",
"probability": "number" (0-100)

}

Deliberation prompt for Round 2:

You are now in a deliberation phase with two other expert
forecasters. Please review their analyses:
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Forecaster 2’s Analysis
{{forecaster2_rationale}} Forecast: {{forecaster2_probability}}%

Forecaster 3’s Analysis
{{forecaster3_rationale}} Forecast: {{forecaster3_probability}}%

Consider their reasoning and any new information or arguments
carefully:

- What evidence or arguments did they raise that you hadn’t
considered?

- Do you find their reasoning convincing? Why or why not?
- Should you update your forecast based on their input? If so,

how much? If not, why not?

Weigh your previous analysis and critically review your own
reasoning and evidence in light of any new information or
arguments, as if you were participating in a structured
deliberation process.

Based on your thoughtful analysis, provide a clear and concise
review of all the arguments and information you have considered,
your updated rationale, and your updated forecast. Do not feel
obligated to update your forecast if you do not think it is
warranted.

Provide your updated analysis and forecast.

OUTPUT SCHEMA {
"review": "string (your thoughts on the other forecasters’

reasoning)",
"rationale": "string (your updated reasoning; if you change

your forecast, explain why and how much; if not,
explain why not)",

"probability": "number" (0-100)
}

S3 Minimum Detectable Effects

The sample size for this study (N = 202 questions) was determined externally by the Metaculus Q2 2025 AI
Forecasting Tournament rather than by a-priori power analysis. We therefore conducted sensitivity analyses
to characterise the minimum detectable effect (MDE) for each scenario, given the fixed N and observed
variance.

For a paired t-test with N = 202 observations at α = 0.05 (two-sided), achieving 80% power requires a
Cohen’s d of approximately 0.198. The MDE in raw units (Log Loss) is then calculated as: MDE = d× SD,
where SD is the observed standard deviation of paired differences for each scenario.
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Table S3: Minimum Detectable Effects by Scenario

Scenario SD of Change MDE (80% power) Observed Effect p-value

Diverse models, shared information 0.117 0.023 −0.020 0.017
Diverse models, distributed information 0.237 0.047 −0.022 0.182
Same model, shared information 0.194 0.038 +0.020 0.144
Same model, distributed information 0.308 0.061 +0.008 0.717

The distributed information condition introduces additional variance into the deliberation process. When
agents hold different information, their independent forecasts vary more, and consequently their post-
deliberation updates also vary more. This variance increase is itself substantively meaningful: it suggests
that information asymmetry creates noise that may partially obscure any deliberation benefit. Studies
examining deliberation with distributed information should anticipate approximately 2× higher variance
than shared-information conditions. To achieve equivalent power, such studies would require either larger
samples or larger true effects. At N = 202, the Diverse models, distributed information condition was
adequately powered only to detect effects of ∼ 0.05 Log Loss or larger—roughly 2.5× the effect we observed.

Figure S3: Sensitivity curves showing statistical power as a function of effect size for each scenario. Dots
indicate observed effects; horizontal line marks 80% power threshold.
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S4 Model-Level Breakdown (Homogeneous Scenarios)

Table S4: Deliberation effects by model type (homogeneous scenarios only)

Scenario Model n Independent Deliberative Change t p

Same model, distributed info. GPT-5 67 0.483 0.476 −0.007 0.56 0.58
Same model, distributed info. Sonnet 67 0.440 0.422 −0.017 0.65 0.52
Same model, distributed info. Pro 68 0.627 0.675 +0.047 −0.83 0.41
Same model, shared info. GPT-5 67 0.485 0.494 +0.009 −0.99 0.33
Same model, shared info. Sonnet 67 0.437 0.435 −0.002 0.27 0.79
Same model, shared info. Pro 68 0.651 0.703 +0.052 −1.35 0.18

Note: Questions were distributed across model types using round-robin assignment. Values show mean Log Loss.

S5 Brier Score Sensitivity Analysis

Table S5 below shows the primary analysis repeated using Brier scores (instead of Log Loss). Brier scores
are less sensitive to extreme probability estimates and may provide a complementary measure of forecast
accuracy.

Table S5: Effect of deliberation on forecast accuracy by scenario (Brier Score)

Scenario Independent Deliberative Change t p
mean (SD) mean (SD) mean (SD)

Diverse models, distributed information 0.153 (0.188) 0.145 (0.201) −0.008 (0.102) 1.14 0.26
Diverse models, shared information 0.162 (0.221) 0.153 (0.220) −0.009 (0.051) 2.47 0.014
Homogeneous models, distributed information 0.169 (0.214) 0.170 (0.234) +0.001 (0.123) −0.12 0.90
Homogeneous models, shared information 0.171 (0.240) 0.177 (0.250) +0.007 (0.061) −1.56 0.12

Note: n = 202 for all scenarios. Change = Deliberative minus Independent; negative values indicate improvement.
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