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Abstract

Al'models’ growing capacity for complex reasoning has made them
attractive tools for forecasting, or the systematic prediction of the
future based on past and present data. However, should Al forecast-
ing systems be adopted, human builders will shoulder the work of
building and evaluating them. In this paper, we explore what this
work looks like with a qualitative interview study with 15 builders
of forecasting bots, sampled from among successful participants
in a recent Al forecasting competition. Our analysis surfaces the
challenges around (1) tuning a bot to acquire factual research, (2)
implementing coherent reasoning, and (3) understanding how well
one’s bot actually does. During their work, builders frequently in-
troduced complexity that did not pay off, and tested in ways that
were opportunistic and piecemeal. Our detailed account of their
challenges helps clarify what problems should be targeted in up-
coming innovations in process, tools, and human-AI teaming for
forecasting.
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1 Introduction

Forecasting is an essential method for predicting and communi-
cating uncertain outcomes about the future. It is widely used to
motivate decisions across myriad domains like election forecasting,
public policy planning, business investments and financial trading
among others [5, 8, 9]. For example, within the US, major elec-
tion cycles often include political polling and probabilistic election
forecasts by expert human forecasters who make predictions about
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election outcomes to support public sensemaking around voting [8].
Human forecasting is also a costly and challenging effort involving
stages of information gathering, reasoning about collected infor-
mation and context, and producing a final forecast while reducing
uncertainty at various stages [5, 30, 31].

Recently, there have been indications that Al may become a vi-
able tool to support forecasting. Halawi et al. [11] recently demon-
strated language models achieving competitive performance with
a human crowd on forecasting questions. Schoenegger et al. [26]
observed that when people were given access to an Al during
forecasting tasks, they achieved higher performance than when
completing them alone. Models appear to be improving in their
forecasting ability. The Forecasting Research Institute recently pub-
lished ForecastBench as a benchmark for Al ability on the task [16],
and its public leaderboard posts continual improvements among
the leading LLMs [1].

If Al is incorporated into forecasting, then the task of construct-
ing and evaluating forecasting bots may become a significant hu-
man task. Aspects of this work are likely to diverge significantly
from conventional human forecasting. For instance, a bot builder
will have to figure out how to help a bot do background research
over pools of sources that are more restricted to the bot than to
themselves. Achieving good performance in forecasting may in-
volve examining lengthy system outputs and translating them into
ideas for productive changes.

The human-computer interaction research community has devel-
oped better approaches to predicting uncertain futures by refining
and describing techniques for visualizing uncertainty [6, 10, 12,
14, 17, 20, 38] and providing tools for extrapolating and making
decisions about the future with time series data [6, 18, 29]. We seek
to complement this work with a deeper understanding of the task
of building AI machinery that makes forecasts.

Recent community research has begun to describe this kind of
work. For instance, one Al forecasting competition has made public
surveys of bot builders’ experiences. Among other things, it has
revealed the effort involved in creating competitive bots (anywhere
from hours to months) and identified features of bots that correlate
with better performance (like use of web scraping) [36]. We seek to
provide researchers, tool-builders, and practitioners with greater
color and depth around the human process of building forecasting
Als, and where the current ceilings are in this kind of work. What
specifically are people trying to build? Where do they get their
ideas? What bottlenecks are they hitting, both in regard to the
underlying technology and their ability to make it do what they
want? What workarounds are they devising?

To paint this picture, we conducted semi-structured interviews
with 15 builders of forecasting bots. Builders were sampled from


https://orcid.org/0000-0002-7334-4950
mailto:pdhawka@uw.edu
mailto:ben@metaculus.com
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-1523-3347
mailto:head@engineering.upenn.edu
https://doi.org/XXXXXXX.XXXXXXX
https://doi.org/XXXXXXX.XXXXXXX
https://doi.org/XXXXXXX.XXXXXXX
https://arxiv.org/abs/2611.12834v1

Conference acronym XX, May 10-14, 2027, Pittsburgh, PA

competitors in a recent Al forecasting tournament. They were all
to some extent successful builders by nature of being prizewinners
in the competition. They attempted a variety of implementation
techniques, invested varying amounts of time and money, and ulti-
mately achieved different levels of success. Our qualitative analysis
provides a rich account of the current human work in building
forecasting bots across the tasks of research, reasoning, and eval-
uation. Motivated by our observations, we discuss opportunities
to improve process, tools, and human-AlI coordination to improve
Al-assisted forecasting.

2 Related Work

We describe relevant concepts and prior research at the intersection
of human forecasting, Al-assisted forecasting, general barriers to
Al agent use, and the challenges of communicating uncertainty in
predictions.

2.1 Human Forecasting

Forecasting is the systematic process of making predictions in-
formed by historical and present data. The forecasting literature
describes best practices on how forecasters should produce reliable
predictions [30]. Notably, work from the Good Judgment Project
identifies the reasoning practices that separate accurate human
forecasters from the rest, such as decomposing questions, seeking
contradicting evidence, and updating incrementally on new infor-
mation [19, 30, 31], whereas the forecasting methodology literature
more broadly catalogs principles around prioritizing simplicity in
methods, combining forecasts, and structuring judgment for pro-
ducing and evaluating reliable forecasts [5]. Bot builders in our
sample attempt to embed several of these best practices in their
bots, albeit to varying levels of success.

2.2 Forecasting with Al

Forecasting with Al comes with unique challenges that are un-
derstudied in current human-computer interaction and human-AI
interaction research. Existing work by Schoenegger et al. [26] in-
vestigated the potential of using Al to augment human forecasts,
finding that Al-augmented forecasts match and may even exceed
performance by human forecasters. More recently, Paleka et al. [21]
identified two categories of pitfalls in evaluating Al forecasters rele-
vant to our study: (1) users struggle to trust evaluation results due to
temporal leakage, where models may access information published
after an event’s resolution date rather than genuinely predicting
the outcome, and (2) users struggle to extrapolate from test results
to real-world forecasting scenarios. Participants in our study also
raised the temporal leakage concern, and we further identify the
extrapolation problem as a limitation specific to tournament-style
forecasting.

Prior work in this space also includes benchmarking resources
for AI forecasting systems. Karger et al. [16] proposed a bench-
marking dataset of forecast questions to evaluate the accuracy of
Al-generated predictions while other benchmarks for Al-assisted,
tournament-style forecasting relevant for our study include Halawi
et al’s work approaching human-level forecasting accuracy with
language models [11], ForecastQA’s temporal event-forecasting
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question-answering challenge [13], work examining whether lan-
guage models can use forecasting strategies [23], Autocast++ that
consists of retrieval-augmented approaches to the Autocast bench-
mark [37], and the original Autocast dataset of real-world forecast-
ing questions [39]. Considering the nature of forecasting where
there is a time delay between forecasts being generated and ques-
tions being resolved in real time, forecasters often require access to
testing benchmarks that consist of historical questions that have al-
ready concluded as well as future questions that have yet to resolve.
Thus, the main limitation of this existing benchmarking literature
is that these datasets often have fixed date cutoffs, which is an
issue that our participants also raised as forecasting questions often
resolved after the training cutoff for most frontier models.

A separate line of research also compares the performance of Al
forecasters with human forecasters, with recent studies tracking
AT’s growing forecasting capabilities [1, 4, 32, 33]. For instance,
Schoenegger and Park [25] and Abolghasemi et al. [3] both eval-
uated large language models’ predictive accuracy against human
judgmental forecasting, while Schoenegger et al. [27] compared the
performance of an ensemble of LLMs against the aggregated accu-
racy of human forecasting crowds, finding that aggregated LLM
predictions can at least rival the accuracy from human crowd fore-
casting tournaments. Additionally, ongoing research by Metaculus,
a popular forecasting platform, has explored the problem of con-
structing an Al forecasting bot by surveying bot builders on their
platform about the technical challenges of the process, document-
ing the forecasting strategies that resulted in the best performing
bots. Metaculus’ findings are publicly available as survey results
and an accompanying guide for bot builders [2]. In comparison, our
study builds on this prior work by more closely investigating the
strategies bot builders use to design successful forecasting bots and
the workarounds they implemented to address the challenges they
encountered in the process.

2.3 Barriers to AI Agent Use

The literature on obstacles to Al agent adoption is large, spanning
HCI, software engineering, and Al systems research, but we summa-
rize a small number of papers within this space relevant to our study.
At the systems level, Sapkota et al. [24] proposed a broader systems
view, distinguishing “Al agents” from more autonomous “agentic
AI” and documenting recurring technical obstacles (hallucination,
brittleness under distribution shift, coordination failures across
tool calls, lack of persistent memory) alongside proposed solutions,
some of which our participants also encountered, although in the
context of forecasting where these challenges have unique impacts
on the final forecast. Bansal et al. [7], however, located the problem
one level up, at human-agent communication rather than the un-
derlying model. In particular, Bansal et al. [7] catalogued recurring
breakdowns where an agent’s actions, explanations, or requests
for user input failed to align with what a user expects or needs,
arguing that many failures attributed to model capability are in fact
better understood as interaction-design failures. Separately, work
by Shome et al. [28] surfaced a gap between industry aspirations for
Al agents and the realities users experienced when actually deploy-
ing and relying on them, echoing challenges around understanding
agent’s behaviors, such as conservativeness during specific tasks
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and users expressing uncertainty about agentic behaviors, which
we also observed among bot builders in our sample.

2.4 Al Support for Communicating Uncertainty

Communicating uncertainty is a challenge in the forecasting pro-
cess, where a forecast represents the probability of an event out-
come, which also leaves it open to the decision-maker to decide
how much confidence to place in and how to interpret the forecast.
Prior HCI and visualization research has addressed the challenges
and strategies of visually communicating uncertainty in forecasts,
specifically highlighting the challenges of representing uncertainty
in visualizations, that often result from the human inability to fully
grasp the uncertainty associated with predictions [12, 14, 17, 20].
This body of work largely centers around the representation of
uncertainty, focusing on how uncertainty is visualized and how
audiences interpret uncertainty visualizations [6, 6, 10, 18, 29, 38].
In our study, however, we found that participants raised other un-
certainty concerns related to their bot’s forecasts, including under-
standing the potential impacts of brittle changes and unnecessary
complexity in their systems, and the absence of test datasets for
questions among others.

3 Methods

To understand the human issues in constructing Al forecasting bots,
we conducted a qualitative interview study with 15 bot builders.
We sought to answer the following research question in our study:

e RQ1: What challenges and bottlenecks do capable bot builders
encounter when designing an Al forecasting bot?

3.1 Research Setting

We recruited participants in collaboration with a platform, [Anony-
mous], that hosts regular human and Al forecasting tournaments
for hobbyist and professional forecasters. With the help of one
of the authors, A2 who also works at said platform, we recruited
participants who had built successful Al forecasting systems for the
last two tournaments during Fall 2025 and Spring 2026. In this AI
forecasting competition held every quarter, [Anonymous], humans
build Al forecasting bots, but given a question, their bots have to
come up with the forecast autonomously. The forecasting platform,
[Anonymous] offers monetary prizes, split from a shared pool of
$50k, where top performers in the tournament can make upwards
of $5k.

The forecasting platform provided a default bot template that
included basic human forecasting principles and best practices that
the human bot builders could customize at will. Customizations
could incur at personal financial cost during the competition as
participants needed to pay out of pocket for Al and other tools
used outside of the small free usage tier provided by the forecasting
platform.

The AI forecasting tournament starts with a set of questions
written by human experts, with specifications for which resolution
criteria are included or excluded for each question outcome. In the
competition, the bot is responsible for providing predictions for
questions at a steady cadence. Questions were scheduled to resolve
throughout the tournament. Submitted bots are given a question
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and a time limit to make a prediction, which is then compared
against a resolution reflecting reality. Questions were of three kinds:

e Binary questions: simple yes/no forecasts where the bot
submits a single probability of the event’s occurrence.

o Numeric questions: the bot submits a full probability distri-
bution over a continuous range of values instead of single
point estimate.

e Multiple choice questions: the bot submits a probability dis-
tribution across a discrete set of mutually exclusive options,
which sum up to 100%.

Participants then build and test their Al systems (which we refer
to as “bots” throughout this paper). At the end of each tournament,
participants are ranked according to the accuracy of the forecasts
produced by their Al bots, resulting in a leader board of bot builders,
between whom a pool of prize money of $50Kk, is distributed. Partic-
ipant bots post their forecasts, with a rationale for their reasoning
as a comment on the discussion threads for each question, making
peer bot forecasts accessible to anyone participating in the fore-
casting tournament. The forecasting platform also runs shorter
tournaments with a faster resolution turnaround every two weeks,
that several participants mentioned using as an opportunity to test
their bot performance. In terms of fostering engagement between
participants, the platform offers a corresponding Discord channel
for bot builders for tournament participants to discuss bot building
and forecasting strategies.

3.2 Participants

To be eligible to participate in the study, participants were required
to have been a recent prize winner in a recent Al forecasting tour-
nament (prizes are awarded algorithmically based on the bot’s rank
and performance in coming up with timely and accurate predic-
tions), be over 18 years old, and be willing to discuss their Al system.
The second author identified prize winners in their most recent
Al forecasting tournament (Fall 2025 and Spring 2026), to whom
we then reached out via email to advertise the study. We chose to
recruit prize winners as they were more likely to have successfully
deployed a forecasting bot and implemented substantial forecast-
ing strategies that (1) yielded positive outcomes and (2) may have
required a substantial technical lift.

Our final sample consisted of 15 participants, all identifying as
male, within the age ranges of 20 to 60 years old, with the majority
of our participants geographically located in the US and 6 partici-
pants residing outside of the US. Our study was approved by our
university institutional review board. Participants had a variety of
programming and forecasting expertise, which we summarize in
Table 1, with the majority of participants working in professional
software development positions ranging from interns to software
engineers and sometimes AI/ML experts. In terms of coding exper-
tise, 5 participants described having 6 months of programming ex-
perience whereas 2 participants were the most experienced builders
in our sample with over 2 years of coding experience. Out of the
15 study participants, each participant managed a single bot set
up for both forecasting tournaments, except for one pair of partici-
pants (P11a/b) who joined the tournament as a team, and who we
interviewed as a team.
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Participant ~ Rank bucket Prior Coding Prior

Experience Forecasting
Experience

P1 Top 25 No Yes

P2 Top 15 Yes Yes

P3 Top 50 Yes Yes

P4 Top 5 Yes N/A

P5 Top 30 No None

P6 Top 10 Yes None

p7 Top 10 Yes None

P8 Top 15 Yes Yes

P9 Top 20 Yes No

P10 Top 20 Yes Yes

P1la Top 25 Yes Yes

P11b Top 25 Yes No

P12 Top 20 Yes Yes

P13 Top 5 N/A Yes

P14 Top 15 Yes Yes

Table 1: A table showing the details of participants who chose
to share additional information about their tournament rank,
prior coding and forecasting experience. We show bucketed
participant ranks ([1-5], [6-10], [11-20], etc) to obfuscate
identity.

3.3 Procedure

We used a semi-structured interview protocol with guiding ques-
tions to probe into our participants’ process of building Al systems
for forecasting. The first and senior authors, A1 and A3, conducted
co-interviews with participants for up to an hour remotely over
Zoom. We conducted all interviews as a pair except for two inter-
views. During the first half of the interview, we asked participants
to walk us through their Al system’s process of prediction for a
single question from a recent forecasting tournament, asking them
to describe the research and prediction set up of their forecasting
bot and reasoning patterns or strategies they had successfully im-
plemented or experimented with. During the second half of the
interview, we probed participants for bottlenecks or challenges
they experienced, including questions on how they tested their bots
and reviewed output. We also probed participants for areas where
they saw opportunities for future tools or resources that would help
them improve their forecasting bot. We excluded from analysis any
information that participants told us they did not want to share,
such as private information related to their bot set up including
anything they asked to keep out of the research manuscript. At
the end of the interview, we offered participants a $100 gift card as
compensation for their time. Lastly, transcripts were generated by
Zoom, which we then used a commercial LLM to fix errors before
analysis. A sample semi-structured interview protocol is attached
in Appendix A.

3.4 Analysis

We performed thematic analysis to extract themes describing re-
lated to participants’ approaches for (1) implementing reasoning in
their Al systems, (2) acquiring accurate and reliable research, (3)
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evaluating their system performance, and (4) tooling or research
that could address the bottlenecks they encountered when building
Al forecasting systems. The first author generated codes during
the open coding stage until a saturation point was met, meeting
regularly with the senior author to discuss coverage of relevant
phenomena. Then they clustered them into higher-level themes
based on their frequency in the data and similarities or differences
in the transcripts. Our co-interview practice allowed us to debrief
and reflect on participant strategies and challenges after the inter-
views [35], contributing to a richer understanding of participant
experiences. Throughout the analysis and writing, we referred to a
human-AI co-authored summary spreadsheet of the participants’
detailed bot set ups and to the transcripts for fidelity and depth.

4 Findings

Our study focused on understanding the experiences of individ-
uals building and deploying AI systems for forecasting. We dis-
cuss themes related to participants’ experiences developing the
research and reasoning abilities of their bots and evaluating their
bots. Throughout, we call out factors that put a ceiling on the suc-
cess of forecasting attempts.

4.1 Research

Bots invariably began their predictions by looking for context on
which to base them. The default template bot included set up instruc-
tions for the bot to gather research using the AskNews API! and to
adopt the persona of a “professional forecaster” when coming up
with a forecast. This template also uses ensembling or aggregating
the results of multiple forecasts from various Al models into a final
forecast, either as a mean or median of the multiple Al predictions.
Participants could customize the template with their LLM of choice.
The following challenges came up in getting them to do research
well.

4.1.1 Thoroughness. Quality predictions depended on quality re-
search. As P4, builder of one of the best-performing bots, told us,
“the areas where you will beat the market by like 10 times are the
ones where your research is really, really good” They described
their bot as doing a “whole load of research” P4 invested a great
deal of effort in helping their bot find unusually useful information,
exemplified by a particular question they described:

“My bot put 90% on 29 cities... First off, it loads up
the website that it’s about, and it requests an image of
the website and analyzes that image. .. it used that to
manually count that there were 29 dots... [and then
it found that the page] was last written in 2022... and
it looked at the author. And then it had loaded up
LinkedIn... But it worked out he’d changed jobs from
the organization that was recording this to a different
job around when the blog stopped being updated,
around when the last Freedom City was added. And
it deduced from this that the chance of them updating
it recently were very, very low.” (P4)

P4 told us that “that question went very well” for their bot. P4
described their approach as instilling “curious agency” in their

Uhttps://asknews.app/en
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bot, because “if you can make an LLM that’s curious about the
things that matter, you can find stuff that others don’t” To nudge
their system to be curious, they prompted the bot to use the above
example as a case study for future iterations. Several participants
reported eagerness to push forward agentic approaches that granted
more flexibility to the bot in seeking out background information
(P4,P6, P13, P14). And several were implicitly working with agents,
by invoking models that had deep research capabilities (P2, P4,P6,
P11, P14). However, this flexibility came at a cost—P4 described
adding switches to their bot so that it would adaptively shut off
subsystems as it approached the per-question time budget, given
that more flexible research had the potential to run for a long time.

Thoroughness involves not just accumulating the right back-
ground knowledge, but also checking one’s work. P6 described
a problem they perceived of models “skipping cheap verification”
opportunities. P14 described their “worst failure” as involving a
prediction that relied on a misreading of a foreign language website
and how they recently added a fact checking module to the bot.
When confronted with conflicting candidate predictions, P14’s bot
would use tools like web scrapers to search for “facts that would
sway the final forecast one way or the other”

Like in P14’s case, bots could rely on inappropriate information.
P2 described their bot giving too much weight to overly biased
sources. Broadly speaking, builders described the importance of
seeking out a “diversity” of sources (P10 and P14), and many did,
for instance by querying multiple sources (P3, P4, P6, P10, P13, P14)
or implicitly querying specialized datasets (like social media posts)
through calls to external models (like Grok) (P7, P10, P14). Builders
also described conventional model issues affecting their research,
including hallucinations (P7) and losing nuance from sources as
their information is processed over multiple stages (P1, P3, P12).

4.1.2  Access. Bots hit impasses in getting access to the best back-
ground information. As P3 put it,

“Whenever I went to look for the best data myself
personally — even for the data that LLMs mentioned,
‘oh, it’d be nice if I had this’ — they just didn’t get it”
(P3).

Why do LLMs fail to get the “best data”? Builders described
two reasons. First, sometimes the data is locked in a format that is
inaccessible to the bot:

“a lot of data is... often in, like, an interactive dash-
board that, you actually need to have the page load.
You might even need to click around in a few differ-
ent places to put the right filters in, etc. There is not
necessarily a canonical URL that shows you exactly
what the source that you need, and that data is often
not indexed, so the search tools are not going to find
it” (P10).

Second, access to the information could be restricted (P3 and
P14). P3 provided the example of forecasting the price of plywood.
They described the process of how one would seek out relevant
information about the current cost, ruling out several options and
arriving at Home Depot (an American hardware store) as a reason-
able source of information. However, P3 shared how “Home Depot’s
APl is really hard to access these days—you have to go through a lot.
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And you don’t want to just get banned because scraping their data
is kind of illegal” P3 pointed out that in this situation one could
actually get access to the Home Depot GraphQL, but because it is
poorly-documented, it would require quite a bit of time for bots to
research before it could be used to query useful information.

P14 described wanting “tooling to pull any... arbitrary piece of
information” that could provide “robust” and “precise” information
about claims. In the absence of such tooling, builders took steps
towards curating such a source by themselves. To overcome the
issue of inaccessible data formats, they gave Als control of the
browser, for instance to take screenshots of pages that served ref-
erence material for forecasting questions (P10 and P13). Several
builders programmed their bots to query APIs (P3, P6, P10). P3 built
up their own knowledge base, reverse engineering data APIs and
fetching their data into a local database that could be queried by
their bot.

4.1.3  Base Rates. One practice of effective forecasters is to anchor
predictions in initial best-guess base rates and update them as new
evidence is encountered [30, 31]. For our participants, one of the
roles of research is inform those base rates. Builders sometimes
anchored their predictions in human predictions they found else-
where because “a lot of information is already kind of included in
[them]” (P13), presumably the information that others used justify
placing a bet on the question. P13 explicitly encoded this approach
in their bot:

“If we have a community prior, then I'm telling my
bot that it should start from this. How strong is your
prior? If it’s strong, then don’t let the next step influ-
ence you so much. Then use the news output from the
assistants and update it depending on how relevant
and trustworthy it is. Then state it again.” (P13).

Builders sought out these base rates from multiple sources. For
a time, they were able to anchor on the human “community pre-
diction” from [Anonymous], and several did (P2, P13, P1, P11, P8) ;
however, this was disabled, in part so that bot predictions would
reflect situations with no available consensus [34]. Some partici-
pants described anchoring on questions from prediction markets
(P3, P6, P11, P13) such as Kalshi and Polymarket [15, 22]. However,
anchoring could be difficult to do well in this situation as “you don’t
have the exact same question, the exact same resolution criteria,
and so on” for many of the questions posed (P13).

4.2 Reasoning

We interviewed builders when their bot forecasting performance
was improving just by nature of improvement of the models they
depended on (P3, P4, P6, P7, P8, P14). Here we focus not on that
aspect—which was out of their control, but rather the design choices
in their bots that they anticipated (though did not always) would
improve their forecasts.

4.2.1 Classic Forecasting Strategies. Builders were often themselves
forecasters, whether in a professional or amateur capacity (P1, P2,
P3, P8, P10, P11a, P12, P13, P14). Many attempted to translate pat-
terns of forecasting from their own work into the bots. They de-
scribed trying to instill the right mindset in their bots, like using
“structured thinking,” “open-mindedness,” using the “wisdom of the
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crowd” (P1), “thinking hard,” “using math,” (P2) “superforecasters”
and “Tetlock research™ (P10). Some of these goals were written
explicitly into prompts. As described above, builders implemented
techniques for finding reliable base rates (Section 4.1.3) and seek-
ing out diverse sources (Section 4.1.1). They experimented with
patterns like incorporating Monte Carlo simulations (P4) and eval-
uating their bot’s performance using Brier scores (P3).

Builders spoke at length about developing their bot to form
predictions that aggregate over multiple individual predictions.
This resembled the Delphi protocol from human forecasting [5,
31] (P8 named the method explicitly), where multiple forecasters
make independent predictions, review each other’s predictions, and
submit revisions to be aggregated into a final prediction. Many bots
had some form of aggregation approximating Delphi, as the default
bot template had a basic form of the method built in. However, there
was considerable variation—with participants aggregating over 2,
5, 8, and 54 predictions (P1), aggregating via medians or weighted
averages (P3,P6, P7, P10), and aggregating over predictions from
distinct models (P5, P6, P10, P14). Use of aggregation was common
but seemingly not essential, with P2 achieving decent performance
with a single model.

Some builders took effort to reduce undesirable interference be-
tween reasoning of various models used. An important aspect of
procedures like Delphi is blindness of the individual predictors.
P8 described enforcing blindness by architecting their bot so that
individual predictions were not biased by each other. P7 described a
variant in reasoning where a forecaster and critic evolved a predic-
tion through iterative dialog. The critic was re-initialized on each
turn to allow it to target different parts of the forecast, while the
forecaster maintained context so that it could have a “consistent
sense of self” and avoid vacillating in its forecasting approach.

4.2.2 Optimizations. Some of the work of building a bot involved
local optimizations that more closely resembled patching over rea-
soning. Bots sometimes made obvious mistakes that were costly.
P2 provided an example, where a question like “will Google stock
price go above X dollars?” was predicted to be almost certainly true
certain because the bot found it had previously been true, although
the intent of the question was to ask about future price. P8 saw
their model mistaking what the current date was at time of pre-
diction leading to incorrect interpretation of prediction questions,
where a date like “May 25” was seen as already having occurred
in a previous year, rather than in the future. Builders described
frequently fixing up these issues (P2). Others described adjusting
the prediction distributions they output to the forecasting platform,
calling tools to generate distributions (P3 and P6) or tweaking it,
like P13, who added spikes to the distribution when the bot had
high certainty in a specific prediction.

4.2.3 Contending With Complexity. Some builders described very
elaborate bots. P5, for instance, described an involved approach to
aggregating over multiple predictions. Their bot aggregated over
8 predictions, each made with a confidence score. The final pre-
diction was formed by using an average weighted by confidence

ZPhilip Tetlock leads a research lab that has popularized a system of forecasting
described in [31]. Superforecasters is a term coined to refer to people who demonstrate
consistent ability in forming superior predictions.
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score. However, P5 believed the aggregation suffered because mod-
els tended to produce confidence scores in a flattened range of
50-80. They therefore subtracted a constant from all scores until
the minimum confidence was 15. Another example came from P1,
whose bot produced output distributions on the basis of 54 individ-
ual predictions. 6 bots were prompted to predict 3 outcomes based
on what they called “low;” “mid,” and “high world” scenarios, and
then to refine those predictions into further low/mid/high variants
(6 X 3 x 3 = 54). Their output distribution was formed by interpo-
lating over those 54 predictions. These bot builders had invested
considerable effort in their bot’s reasoning strategies. P5 based their
choices on what empirically seemed to work best; P1 had custom
monitoring dashboards, and based their approach on ideas from
when they had done forecasting professionally. However, these
were among the less competitive bots in our sample, suggesting
complexity does not always pay off.

P4, one of the better performers, provoked that “complexity is
unintuitively bad” They elaborated that “generally I find that kind of
you shouldn’t overcomplicate your predictors. Every time I try and
do something fancy, it’s worse than just letting the base model do its
thing” Participants experimented with many techniques, and many
reported them not leading to substantial enough improvements
to maintain. These techniques included tool calls to mathematical
and statistical tools (P2), use of multiple predictions (P2), Monte
Carlo simulations (P4), a post-prediction synthesis step (P4), prompt
optimizations (P6), and use of probabilistic models like mixture
models and-distributions (P6). Modest improvements could be less
useful if accompanied by high token costs:

“I tried different like weighted averages where a re-
view bot would weigh different forecasts... and I tried
also using different models... it didn’t have very good
or I would say much improved results over the ex-
ploding token usage. So I think I used double or triple
the tokens, but I didn’t achieve scores double or triple”

(P12).

This is not to say that the best bots are totally minimal. As
described above, some of the best bots (such as P3, P13, and P14) in-
volved instantiations of aggregation, fact-checking, agentic search,
and other local optimizations. However, it does mean that many
attempts to add useful techniques, including those grounded in
participants’ personal forecasting experience, do not substantially
pan out. P11 conjectured that bots need a certain degree of “flex-
ibility” to perform well; many of the adjustments described have
the potential to limit this flexibility.

4.3 Evaluation

Builders needed input on how well their bot predicted, but getting
this input remains a tricky problem.

4.3.1 Brittleness and Bugs. Bots could fail in substantial ways that
were not easy to predict. P2 and P8 described two examples that
were triggered by only specific formats of questions that we covered
in Section 4.2.2. Nor were they necessarily easy to detect. P8 de-
scribed an additional example of a major issue that was not readily
obvious:
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“there’s this weird thing about how I'm doing some of
the interpolation, where sometimes you accidentally
do it in a slightly wrong way, and... it just, like, de-
stroys the template and just dumps a different thing
there that shouldn’t be there... [the LLMs] still will
give you an answer that probably is much worse than
it otherwise would be, but... it’s not worse in a way
that immediately is apparent that something is bro-
ken” (P8).

Furthermore, changes made to fix one problem could introduce
others. P8 described a case where they made changes to a prompt
for deriving consensus from their predictors that “caused it [to] try
do a net new forecast” without the research data and “was much
worse than the individual forecasts that were feeding into it” Given
the potential for a change to degrade unanticipated predictions, P14
shared that “you need a lot of data to be able to justify doing some
kind of adjustment, or you’ll cause more harm than it was worth
in the first place”

4.3.2  Testing. Builders described at times how they would have
found it useful to get more feedback on how well their bot was doing,
especially after making changes to it (P6 and P8). One setup involved
running the bot on a set of historical questions and computing
the accuracy of its predictions, an approach called backtesting. P6
described their approach:

“I log my research and go back and feed it to typi-
cally a slightly smaller version of my ensemble to
save money, and actually compute the peer score that
we’re evaluated on in the tournament, and use that
for evals. But again, that’s really noisy. I do compute
statistics, of course, to try to be rigorous. And it typi-
cally requires at least 30 or 50, maybe 80 or 100 plus
questions” (P6).

However, this approach was not common. The only other builder
who described backtesting was P3, though they did not share the
particulars of their approach. P8 designed their bot to cache research
so that they could selectively evaluate their research stage, but did
not integrate it into a backtesting flow. Backtesting is difficult be-
cause when a bot is tested on historical questions it is often “taking
in information from the future” in its predictions (P13), finding
clues or answers to how an event resolved from published research.
In this way, a bot can outperform its actual ability for forecasting
future questions. One potential solution involved restricting a bot
to only use historical sources, though P3 described that information
could still be leaked:

“Retrodiction/backtesting for forecasting is notori-
ously leaky... you look into the actual logs [and see
that] there’s a little bit of leakage from—because they
changed the article, and our SERP or search provider
didn’t really recognize that this had been changed, so
the time-archived copy actually leaked information a
little bit, just enough so the LLM didn’t explicitly use
it, but was tainted anyways” (P3).

Complicating the picture, testing is costly. If a testing suite in-
volves 100 questions and a typical question costs on the order of $1,
as P6’s did, “if I want to do rigorous evals, call it $100.” Other bots
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cost more (P13 estimated 3 euros per question). For these builders,
their bot would net a few thousand dollars in the best case if they
performed well in the competition. Tests of P6’s scale could only be
run sparingly if a bot was to break even. P4 told us they would need
“way more money” to do more backtests. P5 wished for historical
source datasets they could use to backtest.

Monitoring. Some participants made custom dashboards for mon-
itoring their bots (P1, P3, P14). P2 and P11 set up their bot to send
them email alerts on failure. However, these alerts were not sil-
ver bullets for catching failures: P11 described that sometimes “it
doesn’t report an error, but it [also] doesn’t predict”

4.3.3 Inspection. The most common approach to evaluating one’s
bot was to review its outputs—its predictions, summaries of ratio-
nale, and other logs produced during execution. All participants
reviewed their bots during except for P1, P5, P9, and P11a/b who
reviewed after prediction. Review would often spike early during
the bots development(P5, P10, P11a/b, P13). P5 described when
developing the bot that initially “I just sat there, I just, like, I'd run
it, look at [the output], run it, look at it, run it, like, all day” The
amount of time spent looking at the outputs could be significant.
P11a/b estimated spending “maybe half, or even over half” of their
total development time looking at logs, where most of that was
spent on reviewing forecasting outputs.

Later, when the bot was implemented and deployed, time review-
ing logs decreased. Builders described spending ten minutes daily
(P3), a couple of minutes for a handful of questions (P6) or a couple
hours a month (P4), or even less time(P10 and P13) reviewing them.
Review was often triggered by anomalies:

“I'm not checking every single answer. I'm mostly
checking the ones where my bot says something very
different from the community prediction. And then I
check my bot’s answers, and think about “Is my bot
being very smart or very dumb?” (P13)

P2 similarly described looking at reasoning output only when
they saw a “crazy prediction.”

Builders could also review outputs in a batch during retrospec-
tives. P8 analyzed the logs from their bot when a competition season
concluded. This approach allows review of predictions across many
questions when the resolution is known. P8 used Al to summarize
strengths and opportunities for improvement for their bot based
on the logs.

While reviewing outputs was never described as a significant
bottleneck, it also did not seem trivial. P8 shared that “knowing
that something’s awry is quite challenging.” P5 described that “it’s
really hard to, like, read through pages and pages of, you know, Al
slop to determine some sort of signal” P10 put it that “some of them
might just be relatively long, and it just takes a little bit more time
and and mental overhead” to review them. Logs could indeed be
quite long—P4 described generating 10MB of logs per prediction.

Review of outputs was described as involving “intuition” (P4) or
was “vibes-based” (P10). Those who were experienced forecasters
would sometimes perform forecasts of their own and compare the
bots’ output to them (P10 and P11). Other times, builders compared
their logs to those of competitors. This could help them determine
if a difference in their prediction arose from a “reasonable deviation”
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such as finding a piece of information other bots did not (P2). P6
and P8 described reviewing comments from other bots, with P6
drawing inspiration from competitor bot outputs. P13 described an
intriguing variant where they attempted to anticipate the effect of a
change to their bot by downloading earlier predictions and asking
what would have been different if their change was in place.

To look for opportunities to improve, builders sometimes con-
sulted reference prediction values. P3 described comparing their
bot’s predictions to live market predictions on Kalshi [15]. Some
of the bot builders had previously compared to aggregated com-
munity predictions made by human participants on [Anonymous]
(P6).> Builders observed that human predictions may become less
valuable as models continue to improve (P6). As P14 put it, such
scores could be “limiting, unless you really don’t trust that you're
gonna exceed community prediction ever.” P1 pointed out how AlI-
generated forecasts impacted community predictions which were
no longer reliable for testing:

‘So I think it’s mostly that if you ask the same LLM
the same question or a similar question in a different
way, the responses are more likely to be similar than
if you’re asking a different LLM” (P1).

4.3.4  Samples of Questions. When participants evaluated their

bots, they needed to do so on specific questions. As described above,

one strategy was to review questions from the competition that led

to anomalous outputs. While developing and evolving their bots,

however, builders needed to select sets of questions to test on.
Builders described selecting questions on the basis of:

o familiarity. For instance, P9 tested their bot on random fac-
tual questions to which they could find or easily derive an
answer, like who is the president of a given country, music
trivia, or basic equations and formulas

o personal insight. P6 described selecting questions “where I
have a strong opinion, and where I've seen bots—at least
based on the community benchmark—get them wrong in the
past”

o diversity. P5 and P11 described selecting samples that cov-
ered a diversity of question types and subject matter, perhaps
because their bots would be evaluated against a diversity of
questions.

o half-life. P8 described testing against a recommended prac-
tice question of whether there will be human extinction
by 2100. The benefit of this question was that “the news
changes... but not that much to actually impact that most
of the time. So it’s relatively steady, constant thing to run
predictions against”

e substance. P6 chose questions that involved some “proactive
thought... connecting the dots, thinking beyond the exact
single chain of thought and not drawing any conclusions.”

Some participants evaluated their bot’s performance by entering
it in a small-stakes biweekly tournament also offered by [Anony-
mous] (P7, P8, P14). For one participant, P1, this smaller tournament
provided an opportunity to clarify what makes a useful question,
which this smaller tournament did not seem to reliably provide

3This feature was since turned off by [Anonymous], in part to promote evaluation in
“the more realistic condition of no available consensus.”
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4. The questions either “resolve very quickly,” which presumably
means they require less ambitious reasoning; or they have “high
random content,” which presumably means that changes to a bot
are unlikely to lead to reliably better performance on them. P1 and
P10 both pointed out the value of having more useful questions.
They pointed to an effort by Mantic AI’ to collect more useful
forecasting questions, which were defined as those that maximally
differentiate between forecasters.

Regardless of how questions were selected, one issue is that a
small sample of questions could only be so informative. As P1 told
us, “it’s easy to over-interpret the results of your questions because
you have a relatively few questions of each type.” P5, who evaluated
against a set of 17 questions meant to cover different question types,
described results of their tests as necessarily “incredibly noisy” Even
P6 described test results as being “really noisy” when they ran their
backtest benchmark of 30-100 questions.

5 Discussion

5.1 Takeaways

Our observations of builders lead us to make the following provo-
cations for how to improve the process, tooling, and human-AI
teaming involved in forecasting.

5.1.1  Process. For future builders of bots, we offer the following
ideas:

Approach Complexity with Caution. More complex approaches
to designing Al forecasting bots do not necessarily correlate with
capability or better performing bots in the tournament. Complex
or conceptually intriguing reasoning approaches, including those
inspired by real-world forecasting techniques, often did not pay
off. Bots could succeed even when omitting patterns common to
most others, as in the case of P2 whose bot made use of a single
model without aggregation. Builders should not avoid complexity
entirely—top performers like P4 and P13 integrated specialized
research and fact checking components, for instance-but it may
be appropriate to adopt a default skeptical stance towards changes
one is considering making to a bot.

Opportunistic Review and Beyond. We documented patterns of
review that may be instructive to those getting started with bot
building. Builders in our study reviewed bot outputs differently at
three stages: (1) heavily and regularly during initial development
(2) upon anomaly during deployment, and (3) systematically after
a large number of predictions had been made. The first two stages
were more common than the last. Builders largely did not review
outputs after deployment unless an anomaly occurred. This does not
necessarily mean that there is no value to be had in the remaining
outputs. One builder, P8, described attempting to derive insight
from bot outputs by processing them with Al One opportunity for
improved process might be to log and review predictions in ways
that make it easier to learn how to optimize predictions that were
not clearly bad but could nevertheless be improved.

4 At the time of writing, question generation for this smaller, biweekly tournament
changed from template questions to Al-generated questions and may have resulted in
more substantial questions for testing.

SMantic AL https://www.mantic.com/, a private company building forecasting Al that
also hosts forecasting tournaments for Al and humans.
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Before questions were resolved, builders compared predictions
to forecasts they made themselves and to community predictions.
After resolution, builders compared their bot’s reasoning to others’.
Builders iterated on their bots by reviewing their performance on
sample questions. Sample questions could be more or less useful
based on their familiarity, alignment with their personal knowledge,
diversity, half-life, and substance. We posit that future work might
better establish how to build a maximally useful roster of questions
under a fixed budget.

Testing and Iteration. While builders mostly did not backtest
their bots, we provide proof of possibility of doing so. P6 described
a backtesting setup where they tested a reduced-complexity rea-
soning model against 30-100 questions using archived sources at
an estimated cost of around $1 per question. P8 described a related
setup where they cached partial results from the pipeline, allowing
for selective re-running of parts of the bot.

5.1.2  Tooling. Our analysis revealed several areas where builders
could benefit from better tooling.

Intrepid Research Tools. Some builders believed that better re-
search methodology had the potential to greatly improve their bot.
Two current bottlenecks in research was access to sources and the
format of those sources. Builders extended access to additional in-
formation by querying external APIs and prediction markets and
scraping web content. One builder created personal datasets that
could be queried by their bot. These builders’ bots could have bene-
fited from deep research agents that went deeper and services that
made specialized information discoverable and easily parseable.

Robustness to Bugs. Small issues were capable of raising errors or
steering a prediction in a wrong direction. P11 described a compli-
cation that issues in prediction can fly under the radar of standard
error notification tools. Builders might benefit from better ways
of detecting errors, both during deployment and before. One in-
teresting opportunity may be to develop approaches to generating
test questions that will maximally exercise the machinery of a bot
pre-deployment and detect unusual output predictions.

Maximally Useful Questions. Two participants called out Mantic
AT’s initiative to develop a test set of questions that can maximally
differentiate the capabilities of different forecasters. P1 described
wanting a similar discriminative set of questions for regular testing
of their bot so that they could more rapidly converge on which
parts of their bot would be the highest leverage to change.

5.1.3  Human-Al Teaming. Our study also helped to point out how
the work of forecasting might be best organized within a human-AI
team.

Research. Research was a perceived bottleneck for some of the
participants. They described sources that were easy for a person
to access and parse, but difficult for their bot. This helps to point
out the role that people will likely have to play in accessing and
reading sources in order to make the very best forecasts.

Making Sense. We speculate that there may be a significant role
for people to play in sensemaking in various parts of the forecasting
task. One participant described the difficulty of using a potentially
useful piece of information—community predictions on prediction
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markets—because of differences in particulars of a prediction ques-
tion between how it was posed to the bot and how it was written on
the prediction market platform. We speculate that people might be
able to make judgments about what kind of information might be
derived and transferable from predictions on alternative but related
questions. Furthermore, we also speculate that humans and Al may
have to work together to make sense of suggestions that Al makes
for how to improve a bot based on past performance. Understand-
ing what to take action on likely requires taking into account a
person’s appetite for changing their bot and understanding of the
kinds of situations in which it will be later deployed.

5.2 Limitations & Future Work

This work has several limitations. Our sample skewed towards cer-
tain demographics, with the majority of our participants having
prior coding experience, which potentially influenced the diversity
of bot builder experiences in our study. Future work could inves-
tigate how the practices of users with less forecasting and coding
experiences differ from our findings. We also acknowledge the lim-
itations of using Al in the context of a forecasting competition,
which include (1) questions are often written in a way for bots to
try to come up with a prediction, and do not necessarily reflect
real life forecasting conditions, (2) participants were not allowed to
intervene in their bot’s forecasting process due to the rules of the
competition, which likely influenced the strategies they could im-
plement. Future work could investigate the design of Al forecasting
systems in real life, high-stakes contexts such as financial trading
and election forecasting, where individuals and organizations are
more likely to invest significant time and resources in building
Al-assisted forecasting systems.

Building on our participant insights, future work should also
investigate how the structure of tournament-style forecasting and
financial incentives influence the design of Al forecasting bots.
For instance, future studies in this space should explore whether
participant reasoning strategies generalize beyond competitions to
other forecasting contexts like prediction markets, and the impacts
and challenges of deploying competitive Al forecasting bots on
live markets. Lastly, as Al-assisted forecasts become more common,
we foresee opportunities to study how audiences and end users
engage with these types of forecasts, particularly when considering
downstream trust and accountability when using these types of
forecasts in high-stakes settings where fact-checking is essential,
such as in journalism or election forecasting.

6 Conclusion

We investigated the experiences of 15 bot builders and the chal-
lenges they encountered when building Al forecasting bots. Our
analysis covers three tasks where bot builders hit ceilings in build-
ing their bots: research, reasoning, and evaluation. Among our
observations are that complexity in Al forecasting bots often fails
to translate into better forecasts, bot builders desire more resources
to quickly and efficiently test their bots, and testing tended to occur
opportunistically and piecemeal. Our work offers provocations to
inform those entering bot building, those building tools to sup-
port it, and those looking to refine the human-AlI relationship in
forecasting.
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Semi-Structured Interview Protocol

(1) Can you walk me through your bot’s process of prediction
for a single question from a recent tournament?

(2) Follow-up as needed: What does your bot do?

(3) Can you show me any outputs or traces from the bot?

(4) Can you describe the reasoning patterns that you imple-
mented in your bot?
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Programming Prescience: Issues in Human Construction of Forecasting Bots

(5) Did it work? If not, what broke and how did you resolve
these issues?
6) What other reasoning patterns would you implement if time
gp y p
and cost were not an issue?
7) Optional: What are some other approaches that you have
P PP y
tried and failed?
(8) How well do you think your bot does? How do you know?
(9) What would you build if time and cost were not an issue?
10) Optional if time permits Tell me about a question that
P P q
your bot has failed on in an interesting way.
(11) What were the bottlenecks to success that you noticed?
12) For each bottleneck: How did you get (or try to get) around
you g ytog
this bottleneck?
13) How did you test your bot?
y y
(14) How did you iterate on your research pipeline?
(15) What outputs or traces do you review? For example, do you
p y p y
review the final prediction, comments, Github action logs or
other print outputs?
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(16) How much time do you spend manually reviewing your code,
in one session or overall?

(17) How do you design your logs or outputs to support testing
and review? What is your process for making sense of your
logs?

(18) If not already covered Did you learn or implement any
strategies from other participants or the forecasting commu-
nity?

(19) How do you (and your bot) handle questions outside of your
area of expertise?

(20) If not already covered: What does your current tech stack
lack?

(21) Optional if time permits: Did you encounter other bottle-
necks?

(22) What would make resolving these issues easier?

(23) If there was one aspect of bot building or Al for forecasting
that you would want researchers or tool-builders to make
easier, what would it be?
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