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  Abstract:
  Group judgements are often – implicitly or explicitly – influenced by their members’ individual expertise. However, given that expertise is seldom recognized fully and that some distortions may occur (bias, correlation, etc.), it is not clear that differential weighting is an epistemically advantageous strategy with respect to straight averaging. Our paper characterizes a wide set of conditions under which differential weighting outperforms straight averaging and embeds the results into the multidisciplinary group decision-making literature.


 


   
  Keywords
 group decision-makingexpertisejudgement aggregationstatistical estimationsocial psychology
 

  
	
Type

	Symposium on Individual and Social Deliberation


 	
Information

	Economics & Philosophy
  
,
Volume 31
  
,
Issue 1
  , March 2015  , pp. 3 - 25 
 DOI: https://doi.org/10.1017/S0266267114000388
 [Opens in a new window]
 
  


   	
Copyright

	
Copyright © Cambridge University Press 




 Access options
 Get access to the full version of this content by using one of the access options below. (Log in options will check for institutional or personal access. Content may require purchase if you do not have access.)  


    
 References
 
REFERENCES

 
 

 


 
 

 Armstrong, J. S. 2001. Combining forecasts. In Principles of Forecasting: A Handbook For Researchers and Practitioners, ed. Armstrong, J. Scott. Norwell, MA: Kluwer Academic.Google Scholar


 
 

 Bates, J. M. and Granger, C. W. J.. 1969. The combination of forecasts. Operational Research Quarterly 20: 451–468.Google Scholar


 
 

 Baumann, M. R. and Bonner, B. L.. 2004. The effects of variability and expectations on utilization of member expertise and group performance. Organizational Behavior and Human Decision Processes 93: 89–101.Google Scholar


 
 

 Bonner, B. L. 2000. The effects of extroversion on influence in ambiguous group tasks. Small Group Research 31: 225–244.CrossRefGoogle Scholar


 
 

 Bonner, B. L. 2004. Expertise in Group Problem Solving: Recognition, Social Combination, and Performance. Group Dynamics: Theory, Research, and Practice 8: 277–290.Google Scholar


 
 

 Bonner, B. L., Baumann, M. R. and Dalal, R. S.. 2002. The effects of member expertise on group decision-making and performance. Organizational Behavior and Human Decision Processes 88: 719–736.Google Scholar


 
 

 Clemen, R. T. 1989. Combining forecasts: a review and annotated bibliography. International Journal of Forecasting 5: 559–583.CrossRefGoogle Scholar


 
 

 Cooke, R. M. 1991. Experts in Uncertainty. Oxford: Oxford University Press.Google Scholar


 
 

 Davis, J. H. 1973. Group decision and social interaction: A theory of social decision schemes. Psychological Review 80: 97–125.Google Scholar


 
 

 DeGroot, M. 1974. Reaching a consensus. Journal of the American Statistical Association 69: 118–121.Google Scholar


 
 

 Einhorn, H. J., Hogarth, R. M. and Klempner, E.. 1977. Quality of Group Judgment. Psychological Bulletin 84: 158–172.Google Scholar


 
 

 Elga, A. 2007. Reflection and Disagreement. Noûs 41: 478–502.Google Scholar


 
 

 Gigerenzer, G. and Goldstein, D. G.. 1996. Reasoning the fast and frugal way: models of bounded rationality. Psychological Review 103: 650–669.Google Scholar


 
 

 Hartmann, S. and Sprenger, J.. 2010. The weight of competence under a realistic loss function. The Logic Journal of the IGPL 18: 346–352.CrossRefGoogle Scholar


 
 

 Henry, R. A. 1995. Improving group judgment accuracy: information sharing and determining the best member. Organizational Behavior and Human Decision Processes 62: 190–197.CrossRefGoogle Scholar


 
 

 Hill, G. W. 1982. Group versus individual performance: Are N + 1 heads better than one? Psychological Bulletin 91: 517–539.Google Scholar


 
 

 Hinsz, V. B. 1999. Group decision making with responses of a quantitative nature: the theory of social decision schemes for quantities. Organizational Behavior and Human Decision Processes 80: 28–49.Google Scholar


 
 

 Hogarth, R. M. 1978. A note on aggregating opinions. Organizational Behavior and Human Performance 21: 40–46.Google Scholar


 
 

 Larrick, R. P., Burson, K. A. and Soll, J. B.. 2007. Social comparison and overconfidence: when thinking you’re better than average predicts overconfidence (and when it does not). Organizational Behavior and Human Decision Processes 102: 76–94.Google Scholar


 
 

 Laughlin, P. R. and Ellis, A. L.. 1986. Demonstrability and social combination processes on mathematical intellective tasks. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology 22: 177–189.Google Scholar


 
 

 Lehrer, K. and Wagner, C.. 1981. Rational Consensus in Science and Society: A Philosophical and Mathematical Study, Vol. 21. Berlin: Springer.Google Scholar


 
 

 Libby, R., Trotman, K. T. and Zimmer, I.. 1987. Member variation, recognition of expertise and group performance. Journal of Applied Psychology 72: 81–87.Google Scholar


 
 

 Lindley, D. V. 1983. Reconciliation of probability distributions. Operations Research 31: 866–880.Google Scholar


 
 

 Littlepage, G. E., Schmidt, G. W., Whisler, E. W. and Frost, A. G.. 1995. An input-process-output analysis of influence and performance in problemsolving groups. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology 69: 877–889.Google Scholar


 
 

 List, C. 2012. The theory of judgment aggregation: an introductory review. Synthese 187: 179–207.Google Scholar


 
 

 Martini, C., Sprenger, J. and Colyvan, M.. 2013. Resolving disagreement through mutual respect. Erkenntnis 78: 881–898.CrossRefGoogle Scholar


 
 

 Nadeau, R., Cloutier, E. and Guay, J.-H.. 1993. New evidence about the existence of a bandwagon effect in the opinion formation process. International Political Science Review 14: 203–213.Google Scholar


 
 

 Page, S. E. 2007. The Difference: How the Power of Diversity Creates Better Groups, Firms, Schools, and Societies. Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press.Google Scholar


 
 

 Soll, J. B. and Larrick, R. P.. 2009. Strategies for revising judgment: how (and how well) people use others’ opinions. Journal of Experimental Psychology 35: 780–805.Google Scholar


 
 

 Surowiecki, J. 2004. The Wisdom of the Crowds. Harpswell, ME: Anchor.Google Scholar


 
 

 Thomas, E. J. and Fink, C. F.. 1961. Models of group problem solving. Journal of Abnormal and Social Psychology 63: 53–63.Google Scholar


 
 

 Wilf, H. S. 1985. Some examples of combinatorial averaging. American Mathematical Monthly 92: 250–261.Google Scholar




 

           



 
  	3
	Cited by


 

   




 Cited by

 
 Loading...


 [image: alt]   


 













Cited by





	


[image: Crossref logo]
3




	


[image: Google Scholar logo]















Crossref Citations




[image: Crossref logo]





This article has been cited by the following publications. This list is generated based on data provided by
Crossref.









Boyer-Kassem, Thomas
2019.
Scientific Expertise and Risk Aggregation.
Philosophy of Science,
Vol. 86,
Issue. 1,
p.
124.


	CrossRef
	Google Scholar






Trpin, Borut
2023.
Against Methodological Gambling.
Erkenntnis,
Vol. 88,
Issue. 3,
p.
907.


	CrossRef
	Google Scholar






Vogrin, Michael
Rajewicz, Wiktoria
Schmickl, Thomas
and
Thenius, Ronald
2023.
Improving the Accuracy of a Biohybrid for Environmental Monitoring.
Sensors,
Vol. 23,
Issue. 5,
p.
2722.


	CrossRef
	Google Scholar


















Google Scholar Citations

View all Google Scholar citations
for this article.














 

×






	Librarians
	Authors
	Publishing partners
	Agents
	Corporates








	

Additional Information











	Accessibility
	Our blog
	News
	Contact and help
	Cambridge Core legal notices
	Feedback
	Sitemap



Select your country preference



[image: US]
Afghanistan
Aland Islands
Albania
Algeria
American Samoa
Andorra
Angola
Anguilla
Antarctica
Antigua and Barbuda
Argentina
Armenia
Aruba
Australia
Austria
Azerbaijan
Bahamas
Bahrain
Bangladesh
Barbados
Belarus
Belgium
Belize
Benin
Bermuda
Bhutan
Bolivia
Bosnia and Herzegovina
Botswana
Bouvet Island
Brazil
British Indian Ocean Territory
Brunei Darussalam
Bulgaria
Burkina Faso
Burundi
Cambodia
Cameroon
Canada
Cape Verde
Cayman Islands
Central African Republic
Chad
Channel Islands, Isle of Man
Chile
China
Christmas Island
Cocos (Keeling) Islands
Colombia
Comoros
Congo
Congo, The Democratic Republic of the
Cook Islands
Costa Rica
Cote D'Ivoire
Croatia
Cuba
Cyprus
Czech Republic
Denmark
Djibouti
Dominica
Dominican Republic
East Timor
Ecuador
Egypt
El Salvador
Equatorial Guinea
Eritrea
Estonia
Ethiopia
Falkland Islands (Malvinas)
Faroe Islands
Fiji
Finland
France
French Guiana
French Polynesia
French Southern Territories
Gabon
Gambia
Georgia
Germany
Ghana
Gibraltar
Greece
Greenland
Grenada
Guadeloupe
Guam
Guatemala
Guernsey
Guinea
Guinea-bissau
Guyana
Haiti
Heard and Mc Donald Islands
Honduras
Hong Kong
Hungary
Iceland
India
Indonesia
Iran, Islamic Republic of
Iraq
Ireland
Israel
Italy
Jamaica
Japan
Jersey
Jordan
Kazakhstan
Kenya
Kiribati
Korea, Democratic People's Republic of
Korea, Republic of
Kuwait
Kyrgyzstan
Lao People's Democratic Republic
Latvia
Lebanon
Lesotho
Liberia
Libyan Arab Jamahiriya
Liechtenstein
Lithuania
Luxembourg
Macau
Macedonia
Madagascar
Malawi
Malaysia
Maldives
Mali
Malta
Marshall Islands
Martinique
Mauritania
Mauritius
Mayotte
Mexico
Micronesia, Federated States of
Moldova, Republic of
Monaco
Mongolia
Montenegro
Montserrat
Morocco
Mozambique
Myanmar
Namibia
Nauru
Nepal
Netherlands
Netherlands Antilles
New Caledonia
New Zealand
Nicaragua
Niger
Nigeria
Niue
Norfolk Island
Northern Mariana Islands
Norway
Oman
Pakistan
Palau
Palestinian Territory, Occupied
Panama
Papua New Guinea
Paraguay
Peru
Philippines
Pitcairn
Poland
Portugal
Puerto Rico
Qatar
Reunion
Romania
Russian Federation
Rwanda
Saint Kitts and Nevis
Saint Lucia
Saint Vincent and the Grenadines
Samoa
San Marino
Sao Tome and Principe
Saudi Arabia
Senegal
Serbia
Seychelles
Sierra Leone
Singapore
Slovakia
Slovenia
Solomon Islands
Somalia
South Africa
South Georgia and the South Sandwich Islands
Spain
Sri Lanka
St. Helena
St. Pierre and Miquelon
Sudan
Suriname
Svalbard and Jan Mayen Islands
Swaziland
Sweden
Switzerland
Syrian Arab Republic
Taiwan
Tajikistan
Tanzania, United Republic of
Thailand
Togo
Tokelau
Tonga
Trinidad and Tobago
Tunisia
Türkiye
Turkmenistan
Turks and Caicos Islands
Tuvalu
Uganda
Ukraine
United Arab Emirates
United Kingdom
United States
United States Minor Outlying Islands
United States Virgin Islands
Uruguay
Uzbekistan
Vanuatu
Vatican City
Venezuela
Vietnam
Virgin Islands (British)
Wallis and Futuna Islands
Western Sahara
Yemen
Zambia
Zimbabwe









Join us online

	









	









	









	









	


























	

Legal Information










	


[image: Cambridge University Press]






	Rights & Permissions
	Copyright
	Privacy Notice
	Terms of use
	Cookies Policy
	
© Cambridge University Press 2024

	Back to top













	
© Cambridge University Press 2024

	Back to top












































Cancel

Confirm





×





















Save article to Kindle






To save this article to your Kindle, first ensure coreplatform@cambridge.org is added to your Approved Personal Document E-mail List under your Personal Document Settings on the Manage Your Content and Devices page of your Amazon account. Then enter the ‘name’ part of your Kindle email address below.
Find out more about saving to your Kindle.



Note you can select to save to either the @free.kindle.com or @kindle.com variations. ‘@free.kindle.com’ emails are free but can only be saved to your device when it is connected to wi-fi. ‘@kindle.com’ emails can be delivered even when you are not connected to wi-fi, but note that service fees apply.



Find out more about the Kindle Personal Document Service.








MODELLING INDIVIDUAL EXPERTISE IN GROUP JUDGEMENTS








	Volume 31, Issue 1
	
Dominik Klein (a1) and Jan Sprenger (a2)

	DOI: https://doi.org/10.1017/S0266267114000388





 








Your Kindle email address




Please provide your Kindle email.



@free.kindle.com
@kindle.com (service fees apply)









Available formats

 PDF

Please select a format to save.

 







By using this service, you agree that you will only keep content for personal use, and will not openly distribute them via Dropbox, Google Drive or other file sharing services
Please confirm that you accept the terms of use.















Cancel




Save














×




Save article to Dropbox







To save this article to your Dropbox account, please select one or more formats and confirm that you agree to abide by our usage policies. If this is the first time you used this feature, you will be asked to authorise Cambridge Core to connect with your Dropbox account.
Find out more about saving content to Dropbox.

 





MODELLING INDIVIDUAL EXPERTISE IN GROUP JUDGEMENTS








	Volume 31, Issue 1
	
Dominik Klein (a1) and Jan Sprenger (a2)

	DOI: https://doi.org/10.1017/S0266267114000388





 









Available formats

 PDF

Please select a format to save.

 







By using this service, you agree that you will only keep content for personal use, and will not openly distribute them via Dropbox, Google Drive or other file sharing services
Please confirm that you accept the terms of use.















Cancel




Save














×




Save article to Google Drive







To save this article to your Google Drive account, please select one or more formats and confirm that you agree to abide by our usage policies. If this is the first time you used this feature, you will be asked to authorise Cambridge Core to connect with your Google Drive account.
Find out more about saving content to Google Drive.

 





MODELLING INDIVIDUAL EXPERTISE IN GROUP JUDGEMENTS








	Volume 31, Issue 1
	
Dominik Klein (a1) and Jan Sprenger (a2)

	DOI: https://doi.org/10.1017/S0266267114000388





 









Available formats

 PDF

Please select a format to save.

 







By using this service, you agree that you will only keep content for personal use, and will not openly distribute them via Dropbox, Google Drive or other file sharing services
Please confirm that you accept the terms of use.















Cancel




Save














×



×



Reply to:

Submit a response













Title *

Please enter a title for your response.







Contents *


Contents help










Close Contents help









 



- No HTML tags allowed
- Web page URLs will display as text only
- Lines and paragraphs break automatically
- Attachments, images or tables are not permitted




Please enter your response.









Your details









First name *

Please enter your first name.




Last name *

Please enter your last name.




Email *


Email help










Close Email help









 



Your email address will be used in order to notify you when your comment has been reviewed by the moderator and in case the author(s) of the article or the moderator need to contact you directly.




Please enter a valid email address.






Occupation

Please enter your occupation.




Affiliation

Please enter any affiliation.















You have entered the maximum number of contributors






Conflicting interests








Do you have any conflicting interests? *

Conflicting interests help











Close Conflicting interests help









 



Please list any fees and grants from, employment by, consultancy for, shared ownership in or any close relationship with, at any time over the preceding 36 months, any organisation whose interests may be affected by the publication of the response. Please also list any non-financial associations or interests (personal, professional, political, institutional, religious or other) that a reasonable reader would want to know about in relation to the submitted work. This pertains to all the authors of the piece, their spouses or partners.





 Yes


 No




More information *

Please enter details of the conflict of interest or select 'No'.









  Please tick the box to confirm you agree to our Terms of use. *


Please accept terms of use.









  Please tick the box to confirm you agree that your name, comment and conflicts of interest (if accepted) will be visible on the website and your comment may be printed in the journal at the Editor’s discretion. *


Please confirm you agree that your details will be displayed.


















