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Abstract
Traditionally, the studies examining heuristics and biases in 
decision-making have used experimental designs to demonstrate 
violations of rationality. The objective of this study was to 
perform the replication of five classic cognitive biases with an 
alternative form of measurement. The problems and the response 
scales were adapted from the experimental tasks performed by 
Stanovich and West (2008) to measure five cognitive biases: 
base-rate, conjunction, framing, anchoring, and outcome. It is 
a quantitative study with a cross-sectional experimental design. 
The set of problems was applied to a sample of 440 participants, 
72% of women (M age = 21.3, SD = 4.05). The comparison of 
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the average scores of each pair of problems yielded a response 
form compatible with the predictions inferred from the theory of 
cognitive biases. In addition, it was possible to replicate the results 
of the experimental procedures on which this study was based. 
Future research should aim to determine personal and situational 
variables associated with different thinking biases and to develop 
interventions for eliminating these biases, thus optimizing 
performance in areas where the cost of errors may be too high.
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1. Introduction

In science, phenomena are accepted after a series of studies by different 
researchers have obtained the same results (Allen et al., 2023). However, 
a number of results from replication studies in psychology have put this 
science in a crisis of confidence, related to the so-called replication crisis 
(Allen et al., 2023; Derksen & Morawski, 2022; Fabrigar et al., 2020).

Replications can be classified into two types: direct and conceptual. The 
latter attempt to test the same phenomena using different experimental 
designs, participants, or conditions compared to the original research, 
while the former attempt to duplicate the original experiment without 
modification (Allen et al., 2023; Derksen & Morawski, 2022). There 
are opposing views on the desirability of each type of replication: some 
researchers argue that exact or direct replications are more important, while 
others consider conceptual replications superior (Crandall & Sherman, 
2016). Regardless of their type, replication studies are necessary because 
they are the foundation of science (Allen et al., 2023).

The study of biases in the performance of cognitive tasks has recently 
been considered of interest in the field of scientific research on the human 
decision-making process (Bruine de Bruin et al., 2007; Toplak et al., 
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2007). Research on human judgments in the face of risk and uncertainty 
was transformed in 1970, when Kahneman and Tversky introduced their 
approach to heuristics and biases, challenging the dominant, strictly 
rational models. The psychology of thought had been focused on exploring 
the performance of reasoning tests, in particular intelligence tests (Sá et 
al., 1999). The prevailing belief was that the human being was generally 
rational, and thus the study of intuition was left aside (Sá et al., 1999). 
Kahneman and Tversky's studies contributed to the understanding that 
intuitive thinking can cause deviations in reasoning that lead to cognitive 
biases (Ariely 2009; Kahneman et al., 1982; Kahneman & Tversky, 1982). 

Heuristics consist of mental shortcuts or alternative ways to make quick 
decisions, but they may miss some aspects that are relevant to the decision 
at hand. When these heuristics lead to systematic errors, they are called 
biases, thinking biases or cognitive biases (Kahneman, 2013; Stanovich & 
West, 2000; Yudkowsky, 2008).

Kahneman et al. (1982) considered that it is not always feasible to make 
rational, or even desirable, choices for several reasons: (a) it takes time and 
effort to collect and ponder all the evidence needed to solve a problem, 
(b) it requires investing many cognitive resources that could be used for 
other purposes, and (c) approximating the best solution to a problem may 
be good enough, while working to obtain the most optimal solution may 
not be worth it, given the extra resources that the person must implement. 
Therefore, the mind uses heuristics, or mental shortcuts, to find a solution in 
a faster and satisfactory enough way, thereby minimizing the effort.

The literature on heuristics and biases has produced a wide collection 
of experimental tasks to demonstrate the systematic deviation of 
thought from rational and statistically normative parameters. These bias-
assessment tasks are often used in the study of human judgment and 
decision-making (Kahneman et al., 1982). This substantial collection of 
biases, errors, and violations of the rational choice challenge the classical 
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theory of utility maximization. From a rational perspective, different 
authors have considered these phenomena as errors or defects inherent to 
mental development, which must be detected and corrected (Haselton & 
Funder, 2006). However, other theoretical approaches argue that much of 
the research on cognitive biases can be reformulated and understood in 
evolutionarily functional terms. This perspective posits that the mind is 
remarkably well designed and has enabled humans to survive in complex 
and constantly changing environments (Cosmides & Tooby, 2005).

In this framework, the human mind is described using the concept of 
adaptive rationality in contrast to the traditional rationality (Haselton & 
Funder, 2006; Haselton et al., 2009). Adaptive rationality means that the 
mind shows evidence of a design for dealing with various survival problems 
faced by our ancestors throughout evolutionary history. These mechanisms 
are limited and sometimes imprecise but are nevertheless the product of the 
natural selection process and they evince functionality in an evolutionary 
sense (Haselton et al., 2009). This definition contrasts with the concept of 
traditional rationality, whereby the mind must optimize precision, truth, 
well-being, or adherence to the abstract rules of logic (Haselton et al., 
2009). However useful it may be to evaluate human beings according to 
these standards, which the modern world probably wishes to maximize, 
it is questionable to assume that all deviations from these standards mean 
that the human mind is defective or poorly designed (Haselton et al., 2009; 
Haselton & Buss, 2000).

The error management theory posits that human cognition has developed 
in a direction that minimizes the adaptive costs of an error, favoring those 
heuristics or cognitive biases that are frequently correct and represent a 
lower cost for survival (Haselton & Buss, 2000; Haselton & Nettle, 2006; 
Johnson et al., 2013).

Assuming the existence of evolutionary rationality legitimizes the 
question about whether the traditional concept of intelligence considers 
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all the relevant aspects that determine decision-making (Stanovich, 2012), 
or whether the study of human thought deserves further theoretical and 
empirical developments that also consider cognitive biases (Stanovich 
et al., 2011). Indeed, empirical evidence suggests that some variability in 
the performance of human decision-making is relatively independent of 
cognitive skills and rational intelligence (Stanovich, 1999; Stanovich & 
West, 2008).

Experimental research has documented several cognitive biases, including 
1) base-rate neglect (Kahneman & Tversky, 1973); 2) conjunction effect 
(Kahneman & Tversky, 1983); 3) framing effect (Tversky & Kahneman, 
1981); 4) anchoring bias (Tversky & Kahneman, 1974); and 5) outcome 
bias (Baron & Hershey, 1988). Consistently, Stanovich and West (2008) 
study have examined empirical evidence suggesting that people may have 
cognitive biases that can interfere with their logical and critical reasoning. 
The authors argue that these cognitive biases can be especially problematic 
in situations where decisions have significant implications. The authors 
present a conceptual framework to understand the different cognitive biases 
that can affect reasoning and decision making. Their study has included 
the aforementioned five classical biases. To assess them, they carried out 
between-subject experiments and observe the differences between groups 
that receive different problems. Although this study confirms the existence 
of these phenomena, the between-subject design of their study does not 
make it possible to analyse the individual tendency to commit certain types 
of biases, which would be useful to identify their relationship with other 
personal attributes such as decision-making and personality, among others. 
The five classical cognitive biases are described below.

1.1 Base-Rate Neglect
The base-rate bias occurs when general information is presented with 

specific information and the mind tends to ignore the general information 
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and pays attention only to the specific information (Hammerton, 1973; 
Kahneman & Tversky, 1973). This is reflected in exercises based on Bayes’ 
theorem, in which the probability of A given B is related to the probability 
of B given A. Kahneman and Tversky (1973) evaluated the probability 
of exhibiting this bias using the lawyer/engineer problem. They used two 
identical versions, except that the base rates given to engineers and lawyers 
were exchanged and treated as a between-subject variable (30 engineers 
and 70 lawyers in Form A and 70 engineers and 30 lawyers in Form B). 
One group of subjects answered Form A, while a different group of subjects 
answered Form B, by estimating the probability that the focal individual 
was one of the engineers. Kahneman and Tversky (1982) pointed out that, 
due to the representativeness heuristic, people usually respond to this 
problem by choosing the most representative profession of the information 
provided about the character, neglecting the data about the minority 
proportion of this profession. Stanovich and West (2008) replicated this 
problem and also found the presence of this bias because the average 
probability estimated by the participants that the focal individual was a 
lawyer was lower in Form A than in Form B.

1.2 Conjunction Fallacy
Tversky and Kanehman (1983) define the conjunction bias as the belief 

that the probability that two events will occur simultaneously is higher 
than the probability that each event will occur separately. If the subject 
responds by following the logic dictated by the laws of probability, he 
or she will consider that the occurrence of a single event is more likely 
than the conjunction of the two events. However, as shown in the task 
proposed by Tversky and Kahneman, the second event in the conjunction is 
representative of the information provided in the character description, and 
therefore, the option that includes this event is more frequently chosen, in 
contrast to what the law of probability dictates.
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Stanovich and West (2008) tested the description of bias postulated by 
Tversky and Kahneman (1983) by asking participants to read a vignette 
about a woman named Linda, aged 31, described as single, sociable, 
and very bright. The authors also mentioned that Linda specialized in 
philosophy and that, as a student, she was very concerned with issues of 
discrimination and social justice, having also participated in anti-nuclear 
demonstrations. Subsequently, the participants were divided into two groups 
and asked to read three statements about Linda and indicate on a six-point 
Likert scale how likely it was that the statements were true. The first two 
statements (one simple and one with conjunction) were the same for both 
groups: 1) Linda is a primary school teacher; 2) Linda works in a bookstore 
and takes yoga classes. The third statement was different for each group. 
Group A was presented with a statement without conjunction: 3a) Linda 
is a bank teller. In contrast, group B was presented with a statement with 
conjunction: 3b) Linda is a bank teller and an active member of a feminist 
movement. The results showed that most group B participants displayed the 
conjunction bias by assuming that Linda was more likely to be a bank teller 
and a feminist than only a bank teller, that is, the probability assigned to 
Group A.

1.3 Framing Effect
The framing bias concerns the subject's tendency to respond to a 

problematic situation differently, depending on the context in which the 
options or scenarios are proposed. Tversky and Kahneman (1981) proposed 
a vignette in two versions. A positive version emphasized the lives that 
would be saved in the context of an Asian epidemic. It required the subject 
to decide between making sure to save 200 lives (Plan A) and having a one-
third probability that 600 people will be saved and a two-thirds probability 
that no one will be saved (Plan B). A negative version emphasized the 
lives that would be lost in the same context. It required the subject to 
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decide between the certain death of 400 people (Plan C) and a one-third 
probability of nobody dying and a two-thirds probability of 600 people 
dying (Plan D). In the positive version of the problem, a clear majority of 
the respondents preferred the safe option of saving 200 lives (Plan A) to the 
option that offered a one-third probability of saving 600 lives and a two-
thirds probability of no one being saved (Plan B). On the other hand, in 
the negative version of the problem, most participants preferred the option 
offering a one-third probability of no one dying and a two-thirds probability 
of everyone dying (Plan D) to the certain death of 400 people. 

From a formal point of view, options A and B of the first version of the 
problem are indistinguishable from options C and D of the second version. 
In the four options, 200 people survive (Plans A and C) or 200 people are 
expected to survive (Plans B and D) for risky options. Therefore, there 
should be no systematic preference. However, the result of the experiment 
shows a general tendency to risk aversion in problems with a positive 
context and a general tendency to seek risk in problems with a negative 
context. These trends constitute “framing effects” (Kühberger, 1998). 
Stanovich and West (2008) replicated this experiment and found similar 
results.

1.4 Anchoring Effect
According to Tversky and Kahneman (1974), anchoring bias occurs 

when people estimate values based on a starting figure and adjust them 
conveniently enough to make estimates that they consider correct. This 
initial reference value is known as an anchor. The authors argue that the 
starting figure often conditions the final estimate and, as a result, the 
subject displays the anchoring cognitive bias. To prove the existence of 
this bias, Tversky and Kahneman conducted an experiment in which 
different individuals were asked to estimate the percentage of African 
nations within the United Nations, after spinning a wheel of fortune with 
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numbers between 0 and 100. The participants were first asked to say if 
they considered that the percentage was greater or lower than the number 
that the wheel had delivered and then estimate the required percentage, by 
making adjustments to this number. In this way, the value shown by the 
wheel of fortune had an anchoring effect on the participants. The results 
supported the authors’ premise because those participants who obtained low 
numbers from the wheel of fortune (such as 10) estimated an average value 
of 25%, while those who obtained high numbers (such as 65) estimated an 
average value of 45%.

According to Wilson et al. (1996), the anchoring effect is more likely 
to occur when two conditions are met: (1) when people pay attention 
to the external anchor (wheel of fortune) and (2) when they perceive 
that the anchor and the value to be estimated are compatible. When the 
authors asked the participants if the anchor might have influenced their 
final estimate, the participants said it had not. Furthermore, the authors 
concluded that the anchor influences the decision or estimate even when the 
participant is asked not to take it into account.

Stanovich and West (2008) made an experiment in which the participants 
were first asked to estimate a particular value and then to answer a question 
that contained a small or large value anchor. The questions asked were 1a) 
Do you think that there are more or fewer than 65 [12] African countries in 
the United Nations? 1b) How many African countries do you think there 
are in the United Nations? Subsequently, they were also asked: 2a) Is the 
tallest redwood in the world more or less than 85 [1000] feet tall? 2b) How 
tall do you think the world's tallest redwood tree is?. The results explained 
the anchoring bias in both questions because the participants presented with 
a large anchor estimated a higher number of African countries (sample 
mean 42.6) compared to the participants presented with a small anchor, who 
reported a much smaller number of African countries (sample mean 14.9). 
Results were similar for the redwood question. Both groups showed the 
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expected anchoring effect: the large anchor resulted in higher estimates of 
the redwood height (sample mean 989 feet) than the small anchor (sample 
mean 127.4 feet).

1.5 Outcome Bias
The outcome bias is defined by the tendency to evaluate decisions based 

on outcomes rather than on the decision-making process itself. Thus, the 
person will judge the quality of a decision as good when the outcome was 
good or as bad when the outcome was not satisfactory (Baron & Hershey, 
1988). The person will display outcome bias when deciding based only 
on the outcome of an event, thus neglecting other objective information, 
processes, or behaviors involved.

Based on Baron and Hershey’s work (1988), Stanovich and West (2008) 
conducted an experiment to prove the existence of outcome bias. They 
randomly divided the participants into two groups. One group received 
Form A and the other group received Form B. After reading both Forms 
(depending on the group), the participants were asked to evaluate a doctor’s 
decision to perform surgery based on a written situation and a seven-
option Likert scale ranging from a completely incorrect to a completely 
correct decision. In Form A, the situation involved a positive outcome, 
with a 55-year-old man who had a heart condition and whose surgery had 
been successful. By contrast, Form B depicted a situation with a negative 
outcome, designed in such a way that the decision to perform surgery was 
the best choice, although the man died after the surgery. As expected, the 
decision based on the positive outcome was rated as a better decision than 
that based on the negative outcome, even though the latter was objectively 
better.

Several of these biases have been evaluated independently of each other 
and between subjects in the different studies cited above. However, it 
would be important to detect the predominant cognitive biases in people to 
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determine whether they affect other psychological phenomena. Along these 
lines, research on phenomena such as anxiety (Gotlib et al., 1988; MacLeod 
et al., 1986), depression (Dobson & Breiter, 1983; Hollon & Kendall, 1980; 
Krantz & Hammen, 1979; Mogg et al., 1991) and eating disorders (Langner 
et al., 2010; Williamson et al., 2000) developed instruments whose content 
focuses on the characteristic features of these problems, but it could not 
be determined whether deviations of thought (understood as abstract 
deviations) are possible explanatory factors of the disorders under study.

1.6 Differences between United States and Argentina
Conceptual replications involve several differences between the original 

study and the new studies. One difference may be in the population sample. 
Our replication study includes a population sample from Argentina, whereas 
the population sample used in the original study by Stanovich and West 
(2008) was from the United States. There are some differences between 
Argentina and the United States in different areas, ranging from general 
differences such as language, social composition, ethnic groups, values and 
culture (Bornstein, 2022; Garza et al., 2017), to specific differences such as 
mother-child interaction (Bornstein et al., 1992, 2020) and organizational 
leadership styles (Aimar & Stough, 2007). 

1.7 Objectives and Hypotheses
Objective: To conceptually replicate the five classic cognitive biases used 

in the experiments by Stanovich and West (2008) with a within-subject 
design, participants from Argentina, a Spanish alternative version of text 
and Likert-type response format. Hypothesis: Similar results will be found 
between the original version and the new version of the experiment.
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2. Method

2.1 Study Type and Design
The study involved a quantitative methodology and a cross-sectional 

experimental design. We used a within-subject design compared to the 
study by Stanovich and West (2008), who randomly divided their sample 
into two independent groups. Specific and review studies have shown that 
researchers studied the biases we selected for this study with both within- 
and between-subject designs (Birnbaum, 1983; Chapman & Johnson, 1999; 
Damnjanović et al., 2019; Kahneman & Tversky, 1996; Koehler, 1996; Li et 
al., 2020; Mellers et al., 2001; Piñon & Gambara, 2005; Stolarz‐Fantino & 
Fantino, 1990; Tentori & Crupi, 2012; Vives et al., 2018). The within-subject 
designs have drawbacks, like to increase the likelihood participants will 
discover what the experiment is about and to remember their answers for 
later scenarios (Liaw et al., 2019). However, Baron and Hershey (1988) used 
a similar design to our approach in their seminal study on outcome bias. 
They have indicated within-subject designs have certain advantages, e.g., 
that it is easier to detect small effect sizes.

In our design, the same participants had to go through all the problems. It 
could be an advantage compared to other studies that only focused on one 
problem or task at a time, as in within-subject design, the same participants 
function as their own controls. Despite the disadvantages associated with 
within-subject designs, we have taken some measures to minimize its 
influence. We have maintained a maximum distance between the original 
version of the problem and the other version of the same problem. By 
maximizing the distance between pairs of stimuli, we mean the two 
presentations of each problem were placed in positions on the problem list 
that were separated by five items, which is the maximum distance possible 
while keeping the two problem version equidistant for all individuals in our 
investigation. This circumstance also leads to an increase in time between 



115A Study on Five Cognitive Biases

a problem and the other problem version of the same bias. Consistently, 
this distance was set up to reduce the possibility of participants recalling 
their own responses and to prevent them from discovering the purpose 
of our research. A within-subject design allows us to show that the bias 
occurs even when the same participants receive both presentations of each 
problem.

2.2 Participants
The sample consisted of 440 participants, with 72% women and 28% 

men (M age = 21.3, SD = 4.05) from Argentina. They were all university 
students whose gender and age characteristics were similar to those of 
the sample studied by the reference authors. All the participants signed a 
consent, where they were also informed about the confidential use of the 
data.

We determined the required sample size based on the previous study by 
Stanovich and West (2008) and the expected variability in participants’ 
responses because of the known weaknesses of using within-subject design. 
Therefore, in order to increase the likelihood of detecting the phenomena 
we studied, we used a sample size that was approximately twice the size of 
each sample in the study by Stanovich and West (2008). Considering the 
responses to each pair of problems of the same type in the within-subject 
design, an effect size of 0.5, a significance level of .05, and a group of 440 
individuals, the statistical power calculation is 1 with df of 439.

2.3 Development of the Problem List
As described in the Introduction, Stanovich and West (2008) used a 

between-subjects experimental design and quantified the bias effects by 
comparing the scores obtained by groups A and B.

In the present study, the problems were designed based on the 
experimental tasks performed by Stanovich and West (2008) to measure 
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five cognitive biases: base-rate, conjunction, framing, anchoring, and 
outcome. To evaluate each bias, two problems were written and formatted 
like the instructions of groups A and B in the aforementioned study, but our 
problem questions differed in that they were answered by the same person. 
The list consisted of 10 problems (two for each bias), which were evaluated 
using a 7-point Likert-type scale.

In order to adjust the problems to the local sample, a direct translation 
of the problems into Spanish was made and adapted into a more general 
style (validated by experts), so that it could be suitable for different types 
of samples (see Appendix A). For example, the proper name “Linda” in the 
conjunction bias was replaced by “a woman”, the proper name “Jack” by “a 
man”, the word “redwood” by “a petrified prehistoric tree”, among others. 
In this way, the instructions were modified in Forms A and B proposed for 
each of the groups in Stanovich and West’s experimental designs. A pilot 
study was performed with university students who did not participate in the 
central study; the results showed that the problems were understood and 
that the options in the Likert scale presented clear variability.

2.4 Description of the problems in each bias

Base-rate bias
We evaluated the bias through problems number 1 and 6 of the total 

problem list. This evaluation was conducted in the following manner.
Problem 1 (Form A: 30 engineers). A panel of psychologists interviewed 

30 engineers and 70 lawyers, all of whom were very successful in their 
profession. Based on those interviews, the psychologists made brief 
descriptions of each of the 30 engineers and 70 lawyers.  Later, you will 
read one of these descriptions, which was chosen at random from the 100 
descriptions made by the panel of psychologists. Please, when you read the 
description, indicate the probability that the person described is an engineer 
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or a lawyer. The psychologists were extremely accurate in assigning 
probabilities to each of the descriptions, so we ask you to do your best to 
give an estimate of the probability that best approximates that made by the 
psychologists: 45-year-old man, married with 4 children. He is conservative, 
careful, and ambitious. He is not interested in political or social issues, but 
rather spends most of his free time enjoying his many hobbies, including 
home carpentry, sailing, and puzzles. After reading the description, the 
participant was asked to indicate the probability that this man was one of 
the 30 engineers (relative to the sample of 100 descriptions).

Problem 6 (Form B: 70 engineers). This problem was identical to problem 
1 except that, in the beginning, the participant was told that the panel 
of psychologists interviewed 70 engineers and 30 lawyers (the numbers 
were inverted in relation to problem 1). After reading the description, the 
participant was also asked to indicate the probability that this man was one 
of the 70 engineers (relative to the sample of 100 descriptions).

Framing bias
We evaluated the bias through problems number 2 and 7 of the total 

problem list. This evaluation was conducted in the following manner.
Problem 2 (Form A: Gain). Imagine that our country is preparing for the 

outbreak of a very rare disease and 600 people are expected to die. Only 
two alternative intervention plans were proposed to deal with this disease. 
Scientists accurately estimated that the consequences of applying these 
plans are as follows: (a) If Plan “A” is applied, 200 people will be saved; b) 
If plan “B” is applied, there is a one-third probability that 600 people will 
be saved and a two-thirds probability that no one will be saved. Which plan 
seems better to you?

Problem 7 (Form B: Loss). The same situation as in problem 2 was 
presented, except that, in this case, two different intervention plans were 
proposed: a) If plan “A” is applied, 400 people will die; b) If plan “B” is 
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applied, there will be a one-third probability that no one will die or a two-
thirds probability that 600 people will die.

Conjunction bias
We evaluated the bias through problems number 3 and 8 of the total 

problem list. This evaluation was conducted in the following manner.
Problem 3 (Form A: Cashier). A 31-year-old single, honest, and very 

bright woman studied philosophy. As a student, she was very concerned 
about issues of discrimination and social justice, and also participated in 
protests against the use of nuclear energy. After reading this description, 
the participant was asked to indicate the probability that this woman was a 
bank teller.

Problem 8 (Form B: Cashier and a feminist). An identical description to 
that of problem 3 was presented, but the participant was asked to indicate 
the probability that the woman, in addition to being a bank teller, was also a 
feminist activist.

Outcome bias
We evaluated the bias through problems number 4 and 9 of the total 

problem list. This evaluation was conducted in the following manner.
Problem 4 (Form A: Positive outcome). A 55-year-old man suffered from 

heart disease. He had to stop working because of chest pain. He enjoyed 
his job very much and did not want to stop working. His pain also hindered 
other activities, such as travel and leisure tasks. A cardiac bypass surgery 
would ease his pain and increase his life expectancy from 65 to 70 years. 
However, 8% of the patients who undergo this surgery die as a result of 
it. His doctor decided to perform the surgery. The surgery was a complete 
success. Subsequently, the participant was asked to evaluate the doctor's 
decision to perform the surgery.

Problem 9 (Form B: Negative outcome). The same situation as in problem 
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4 was proposed to the participant, but this problem differed in that the 
percentage of people who died as a result of the surgery was much lower 
(2%), although the outcome was the death of the patient. Subsequently, 
the participant was asked to evaluate the doctor’s decision to perform the 
surgery.

Anchorage bias
We evaluated the bias through problems number 5 and 10 of the total 

problem list. This evaluation was conducted in the following manner.
Problem 5 (Form A: 2 Meters). In a recent expedition, scientists 

discovered a strange prehistoric tree petrified in a forest. The respondent 
was asked: What do you think? Could the petrified tree be more or less than 
2 meters tall? How tall do you think the prehistoric tree is?

Problem 10 (Form B: 6 Meters). The statement was identical to that in 
problem 5, but a greater number of meters was indicated as an anchor: 
What do you think? Could the petrified tree be more or less than 6 meters 
tall? How tall do you think the prehistoric tree is?

3. Results

For data analysis, t-tests were performed for repeated measures using 
the R software (R Core Team, 2018). Table 1 shows the average score and 
standard deviation corresponding to each of the problems for each of the 
biases (Form A vs. Form B). In addition, the t value of repeated measures 
is indicated with their corresponding significance and the effect size, 
performed on Forms A and B of the problems corresponding to each bias.
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Table 1. Results for Each Bias

Bias t d Form A Form B
M (SD) M (SD)

30 engineers 70 engineers
Base-Rate -10.16*** .48 4.38 (2.14) 4.38 (2.14)

Gain Loss
Framing -4.71*** .22 3.84 (1.78) 4.21 (1.73)

Bank teller BT & feminist
Conjunction -8.61*** .41 3.94 (1.49) 4.50 (1.46)

Positive Negative
Outcome 4.82*** .23 5.80 (1.26) 5.34 (1.36)

2 meters 6 meters
Anchoring -4.20*** .20 3.34 (2.11) 3.67 (2.11)

Note. t = repeated measures t-tests. d = effect size. BT = Bank teller. ***p < .001

The first analysis in Table 1 indicates a significant base-rate effect on the 
engineer/lawyer problem. Besides, the representation heuristic was observed 
with respect to problem A, given that the mean of the participants was 
greater than the probability of 30%, according to the absolute frequencies 
proposed.

The following analysis in Table 1 corresponds to the assessment of the 
framing bias in solving the problem known as “the Asian disease”. The 
average scores for both forms of the problem were compared and the 
expected framing effect was found: the loss problem yielded a greater 
preference for the risky plan and the gain problem yielded a greater 
preference for the safe plan.

The following comparison in Table 1 corresponds to the conjunction 
bias (also known as “Linda's problem”). The comparison between the 
means of the scores for both forms of the problem (cashier vs. cashier and 
feminist) evinced the presence of a significant effect of the conjunction bias. 
Participants judged that the woman was more likely to be both a feminist 
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and a bank teller than only a bank teller.
The next analysis shown corresponds to the outcome bias. The 

comparison between the average scores for both forms of the problem 
(positive outcome vs. negative outcome) showed the effect of the outcome 
bias: the decision for the problem with a positive outcome was evaluated 
by the sample as better than the decision taken for the problem with a 
negative outcome, despite the latter being objectively better. The effect of 
the outcome bias was significant.

The remaining analysis in Table 1 comprises the anchoring bias problem. 
The comparison between the average scores on both forms of the problem (2 
meters vs. 6 meters) showed the effect of anchoring bias. The problem that 
included the 6-meter anchor in its description resulted in a higher average 
estimate of the petrified tree height relative to the estimate for the same tree 
corresponding to the problem with the 2-meter anchor. Therefore, the effect 
of anchoring bias was also significant.

In sum, comparing the average scores of each pair of problems on 
the total list for each bias evaluated allowed us to corroborate a form 
of response compatible with the predictions inferred from the theory of 
cognitive biases. Likewise, the measurement of the effect of cognitive biases 
through the problems used on this total list replicated the results obtained 
by the between-subjects experimental procedures performed by Stanovich 
and West (2008).

4. Discussion

The main goal of the present work was to evaluate whether the traditional 
cognitive biases conducted by Stanovich and West (2008) could also be 
observed with an alternative version of the bias text. In this sense, the 
methodological convergence between the measurement of cognitive biases 
was studied through the within-subjects comparison of the scores of the list 
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of problems and the experimental reference procedures. The final version 
of the problems involved the Spanish translation and adaptation to any 
situation of Forms A and B of the instructions for each group designed 
by Stanovich and West (2008). The comparison of the average scores of 
each pair of problems exhibited a response pattern among the participants 
evaluated that is consistent with the predictions inferred from the theory of 
cognitive biases (Kahneman et al., 1982).

Future studies will be conducted to determine the variables associated 
with different thinking biases and to evaluate the effectiveness of 
interventions aimed at eliminating these biases, in an attempt to optimize 
performance in areas where the cost of an error may be too high. Under this 
premise, this study is part of a broader research plan that contributes to the 
research on the human decision process and, in particular, to those decisions 
made in emergency and uncertain situations.

 In the future, we will validate a cognitive bias instrument through 
confirmatory factor analysis to ensure thematic coherence between its 
items. We expect to elucidate whether the responses of the subjects fit with 
a theoretical model of unifactorial or multifactorial biases in line with the 
traditional definitions of the different heuristics. By using an alternative 
instrument to explore a wide range of biases will make it possible a) to 
study the existence of individual differences in cognitive biases; b) to 
assess how susceptible a person is to display cognitive biases in different 
situations; c) to detect whether there are individual factors (personality 
traits, impulsiveness, risk tendency, self-esteem, etc.) related to a certain 
profile with a tendency to display certain biases over others and; d) to study 
the effectiveness of interventions aimed at modifying and eliminating such 
biased decisions in areas where  making errors may lead to highly negative 
consequences.

Furthermore, although this study is cross-sectional, it would be relevant in 
the future to conduct a longitudinal investigation that analyzes the stability 
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of individual biases over time. Likewise, since the present study sampled 
university students, we hope to expand the sample in future works and 
extend the results to the general population.

As a conclusion, we believe that the results of this conceptual replication 
study provide additional empirical support for the notion that biases are 
psychological phenomena. Cognitive bias is an essential aspect of the 
human mind.

Funding  This project was supported by the following grants.
PIP-CONICET. “Efectividad de la intervención de voluntarios en situaciones de catástrofe, 
según el tipo de toma de decisiones, las estrategias de afrontamiento, el estilo decisorio 
predominante, la personalidad, la apertura al otro y la conducta prosocial” [“Effectiveness 
of volunteer intervention in disaster situations, according to the type of decision-making, 
coping strategies, predominant decision-making style, personality, openness to others and 
prosocial behaviour”]. Agency: Consejo Nacional de Investigaciones Científicas y Técnicas 
[National Council of Scientific and Technics Research]. Code: PIP 11220130100328CO 
UBACyT. “Efectividad de la toma de decisiones en la intervención de primera ayuda 
psicológica de voluntarios en situaciones de catástrofe, según sus estrategias de 
afrontamiento. Estilo decisorio predominante, personalidad, apertura al otro y conducta 
prosocial” [“Effectiveness of decision-making in the psychological first aid intervention 
of volunteers in disaster situations, according to their coping strategies. Predominant 
decision-making style, personality, openness to others and prosocial behaviour”]. Agency: 
Universidad de Buenos Aires [University of Buenos Aires]. Code: 20020150100232BA

Declarations

Ethics Approval  All procedures performed in studies involving human participants 
were in accordance with the ethical standards of the institutional and/or national research 
committee and with the 1964 Helsinki declaration and its later amendments or comparable 
ethical standards.

Consent to Participate and Consent for Publication  Informed consent was obtained 
from all participants included in the study.



124   Susana Celeste Azzollini1, et al.

Conflict of Interest  The authors declare that they have no conflict of interest.

References

Aimar, C., & Stough, S. J. (2007). Leadership: Does culture matter? Comparative 
practices between Argentina and United States of America. The Academy of 
Educational Leadership Journal, 11(3), 9–43. https://www.abacademies.org/
articles/aeljvol11no32007.pdf

Allen, M. S., Iliescu, D., & Greiff, S. (2023). Direct replication in psychological 
assessment research. European Journal of Psychological Assessment, 39(1), 
1–4. https://doi.org/10.1027/1015-5759/a000755

Ariely, D. (2009). Predictably irrational: The hidden forces that shape our 
decisions (1st ed.). New York: Harper Collins.

Baron, J., & Hershey, J. C. (1988). Outcome bias in decision evaluation. 
Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 54(4), 569-579. https://doi.
org/10.1037/0022-3514.54.4.569

Bornstein, M. H. (2022). Parenting, infancy, culture: Specificity and commonality 
in Argentina, Belgium, Israel, Italy, and the United States. Routledge. https://
doi.org/10.4324/9780367824327

Bornstein, M. H., Tal, J., Rahn, C., Galperín, C. Z., Pêcheux, M.-G., Lamour, M., 
Toda, S., Azuma, H., Ogino, M., & Tamis-LeMonda, C. S. (1992). Functional 
analysis of the contents of maternal speech to infants of 5 and 13 months in 
four cultures: Argentina, France, Japan, and the United States. Developmental 
Psychology, 28, 593–603. https://doi.org/10.1037/0012-1649.28.4.593

Bornstein, M. H., Yu, J., & Putnick, D. L. (2020). Mothers’ parenting knowledge 
and its sources in five societies: Specificity in and across Argentina, Belgium, 
Italy, South Korea, and the United States. International Journal of Behavioral 
Development, 44(2), 135–145. https://doi.org/10.1177/0165025419861440

Bruine de Bruin, W., Parker, A. M., & Fischhoff, B. (2007). Individual differences 
in adult decision-making competence. Journal of Personality and Social 
Psychology, 92(5), 938.

Chapman, G. B., & Johnson, E. J. (1999). Anchoring, activation, and the 
construction of values. Organizational Behavior and Human Decision 
Processes, 79(2), 115-153. https://doi.org/10.1006/obhd.1999.2841



125A Study on Five Cognitive Biases

Cosmides, L., & Tooby, J. (2005). Neurocognitive adaptations designed for social 
exchange. The Handbook of Evolutionary Psychology, 584-627.

Crandall, C. S., & Sherman, J. W. (2016). On the scientific superiority of conceptual 
replications for scientific progress. Journal of  Experimental Social 
Psychology, 66, 93–99. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2015.10.002

Damnjanović, K., Ilić, S., Pavlović, I., & Novković, V. (2019). Refinement of 
outcome bias measurement in the parental decision-making context. Europe’s 
Journal of Psychology, 15(1), 41-58. https://doi.org/10.5964/ejop.v15i1.1698

Derksen, M., & Morawski, J. (2022). Kinds of  replication: Examining 
the meanings of  “conceptual replication” and “direct replication.” 
Perspectives on Psychological Science, 17(5), 1490–1505. https://doi.
org/10.1177/17456916211041116

Dobson, K. S. & Breiter, H. J. (1983). Evaluación cognitiva de la depresión: 
fiabilidad y validez de tres medidas. Revista de Psicología Anormal, 92 (1), 
107.

Fabrigar, L. R., Wegener, D. T., & Petty, R. E. (2020). A validity-based framework 
for understanding replication in psychology. Personality and Social 
Psychology Review, 24(4), 316–344. https://doi.org/10.1177/1088868320931366

Garza, M., McGregor, T., & Nguyen, M. (2017). A cross-cultural examination of 
the United States, Argentina, and Mexico using Hofstede’s dimensions and the 
World Values Survey. Humanities and Social Sciences Review, 7(2), 227–236.

Gotlib, I. H., McLachlan, A. L., & Katz, A. N. (1988). Biases in visual attention in 
depressed and non-depressed individuals. Cognition & Emotion, 2(3), 185-200.

Hammerton, M. (1973). A case of radical probability estimation. Journal of 
Experimental Psychology, 101(2), 252.

Haselton, M. G., & Buss, D. M. (2000). Error management theory: A new 
perspective on biases in cross-sex mind reading. Journal of Personality and 
Social Psychology, 78(1), 81.

Haselton, M. G., & Funder, D. C. (2006). The evolution of accuracy and bias in 
social judgment. Evolution and Social Psychology, 15-37.

Haselton, M. G., & Nettle, D. (2006). The paranoid optimist: An integrative 
evolutionary model of cognitive biases. Personality and Social Psychology 
Review, 10(1), 47-66.

Haselton, M. G., Bryant, G. A., Wilke, A., Frederick, D. A., Galperin, A., 



126   Susana Celeste Azzollini1, et al.

Frankenhuis, W. E., & Moore, T. (2009). Adaptive rationality: An evolutionary 
perspective on cognitive bias. Social Cognition, 27(5), 733-763.

Hollon, S. D., & Kendall, P. C. (1980). Cognitive self-statements in depression: 
Development of an automatic thoughts questionnaire. Cognitive Therapy and 
Research, 4(4), 383-395.

Johnson, D. D., Blumstein, D. T., Fowler, J. H., & Haselton, M. G. (2013). The 
evolution of error: Error management, cognitive constraints, and adaptive 
decision-making biases. Trends in Ecology & Evolution, 28(8), 474-481.

Kahneman, D. (2013). Thinking, fast and slow. Farrar, Straus and Giroux.

Kahneman, D., & Tversky, A. (1973). On the psychology of prediction. 
Psychological Review, 80(4), 237-251. Kahneman, D., & Tversky, A. (1979). 
Prospect theory: An analysis of decision under risk. Econometrica, 47(2), 263-
291. 

Kahneman, D., & Tversky, A. (1982). The simulation heuristic. In D. Kahneman, 
P. Slovic, & A. Tversky (Eds.), Judgment under uncertainty: Heuristics and 
biases (pp. 201-208). Cambridge and New York: Cambridge University Press.

Kahneman, D., & Tversky, A. (1996). On the reality of cognitive illusions. 
Psychological Review, 103(3), 582-591. https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-
295X.103.3.582

Kahneman, D., Slovic, P., & Tversky, A. (1982). Judgment under uncertainty: 
Heuristics and biases. New York: Cambridge University Press.

Koehler, J. J. (1996). The base rate fallacy reconsidered: Descriptive, normative, and 
methodological challenges. Behavioral and Brain Sciences, 19(1), 1-17. https://
doi.org/10.1017/S0140525X00041157

Krantz, S., & Hammen, C. L. (1979). Assessment of cognitive bias in depression. 
Journal of Abnormal Psychology, 88(6), 611.

Kühberger, A. (1998). The influence of framing on risky decisions: A meta-analysis. 
Organizational Behavior and Human Decision Processes, 75(1), 23-55.

Langner, O., Dotsch, R., Bijlstra, G., Wigboldus, D. H., Hawk, S. T., & Van 
Knippenberg, A. D. (2010). Presentation and validation of the Radboud Faces 
Database. Cognition & Emotion, 24(8), 1377-1388.

Li, L., Maniadis, Z., & Sedikides, C. (2020). Anchoring in economics: A meta-
analysis of studies on willingness-to-pay and willingness-to-accept. Journal 
of Behavioral and Experimental Economics, 101629. https://doi.org/10.1016/



127A Study on Five Cognitive Biases

j.socec.2020.101629

MacLeod, C., Mathews, A., & Tata, P. (1986). Attentional bias in emotional 
disorders. Journal of Abnormal Psychology, 95, 15–20. doi: 10.1037/0021-
843X.95.1.15

Mellers, B., Hertwig, R., & Kahneman, D. (2001). Do frequency representations 
eliminate conjunction effects? An exercise in adversarial collaboration. 
Psychological Science, 12(4), 269-275. https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-9280.00350

Mogg, K., Mathews, A., May, J., Grove, M., Eysenck, M., & Weinman, J. (1991). 
Assessment of cognitive bias in anxiety and depression using a colour 
perception task. Cognition & Emotion, 5(3), 221-238.

Piñon, A., & Gambara, H. (2005). A meta-analytic review of framing effect: Risky, 
attribute and goal framing. Psicothema, 17(2), 325-331.

R Core Team. (2018). R: A language and environment for statistical computing 
[Computer software] (3.5.0). R Foundation for Statistical Computing. https://
www.R-project.org/

Rajdev, A. A., & Raninga, A. M. (2016). Gender and heuristic driven biases: A 
review of literature. International Journal of  Commerce, Business and 
Management, 5(3), 35-38.

Sá, W. C., West, R. F., & Stanovich, K. E. (1999). The domain specificity and 
generality of belief bias: Searching for a generalizable critical thinking skill. 
Journal of Educational Psychology, 91(3), 497.

Stanovich, K. E. (1999). Who is Rational? Studies of Individual Dif ferences in 
Reasoning. Hillsdale, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum.

Stanovich, K. E. (2012). On the distinction between rationality and intelligence: 
Implications for understanding individual differences in reasoning. In K. J. 
Holyoak & R. G. Morrison (Eds.), Oxford library of psychology. The Oxford 
handbook of thinking and reasoning (p. 433–455). Oxford University Press. 
https://doi.org/10.1093/oxfordhb/9780199734689.013.0022

Stanovich, K. E., & West, R. F. (2008). On the relative independence of thinking 
biases and cognitive ability. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 
94(4), 672.

Stanovich, K. E., West, R. F., & Toplak, M. E. (2011). Intelligence and rationality. 
In The Cambridge Handbook of Intelligence, Eds R. J. Sternberg and S. 
B. Kaufman (Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press), 784–826. doi: 
10.1017/CBO9780511977244.040



128   Susana Celeste Azzollini1, et al.

Stolarz‐Fantino, S., & Fantino, E. (1990). Cognition and behavior analysis: A review 
of Rachlin’s judgment, decision, and choice. Journal of the Experimental 
Analysis of Behavior, 54(3), 317-322. https://doi.org/10.1901/jeab.1990.54-317

Tentori, K., & Crupi, V. (2012). On the conjunction fallacy and the meaning of and, 
yet again: A reply to Hertwig, Benz, and Krauss (2008). Cognition, 122(2), 
123-134. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cognition.2011.09.002

Toplak, M. E., Liu, E., MacPherson, R., Toneatto, T., & Stanovich, K. E. (2007). The 
reasoning skills and thinking dispositions of problem gamblers: a dual−process 
taxonomy. Journal Behavioral Decision Making, 20, 103–124. doi: 10.1002/
bdm.544

Tversky, A., & Kahneman, D. (1973). Availability: A heuristic for judging frequency 
and probability. Cognitive Psychology, 5(2), 207-232.

Tversky, A., & Kahneman, D. (1974). Judgment under uncertainty: Heuristics and 
biases. Science, 185(4157), 1124-1131.

Tversky, A., & Kahneman, D. (1981). The framing of decisions and the psychology 
of choice. Science, 211(4481), 453-458.

Tversky, A., & Kahneman, D. (1983). Extensional versus intuitive reasoning: The 
conjunction fallacy in probability judgment. Psychological Review, 90(4), 293.

Vives, M.-L., Aparici, M., & Costa, A. (2018). The limits of the foreign 
language effect on decision-making: The case of the outcome bias and 
the representativeness heuristic. PLOS ONE, 13(9), e0203528. https://doi.
org/10.1371/journal.pone.0203528

Williamson, D. A., Perrin, L., Blouin, D. C., & Barbin, J. M. (2000). Cognitive bias 
in eating disorders: Interpretation of ambiguous body-related information. 
Eating and Weight Disorders-Studies on Anorexia, Bulimia and Obesity, 5(3), 
143-151.

Wilson, T. D., Houston, C. E., Etling, K. M., & Brekke, N. (1996). A new look 
at anchoring effects: basic anchoring and its antecedents. Journal of 
Experimental Psychology: General, 125(4), 387.

Yudkowsky, E. (2008). Cognitive biases potentially affecting judgment of global 
risks. In N. Bostrom & M. M. Ćirković (Eds.), Global catastrophic risks (pp. 
91–119). Oxford University Press.



129A Study on Five Cognitive Biases

Appendix A

Problems
Gender: ………………….

Age: …... 

Instructions

Please solve the set of problems stated below. We are interested in you solving 
each problem in a completely independent way. All problems are different, and no 
two problems are completely alike, although some problems may be very similar 
to each other. Please, once you begin to respond, do not review your own previous 
responses.  Do not ask anyone for help or consult the internet to solve these 
problems. We are very interested in your own individual answers to each problem.
Your participation is completely voluntary, and all responses are treated as 
anonymous and will be used for the sole purpose of scientific research in 
Psychology. There is no feedback on these problems because the data are not 
analyzed individually, and there are no correct answers.
By starting to solve these problems, you are giving your explicit informed consent 
to voluntary participation in the research.

PLEASE DO NOT LEAVE ANY QUESTIONS UNANSWERED

(Base-rate A) 

Problem 1. A panel of psychologists interviewed 30 engineers and 70 lawyers, 
all of whom were very successful in their profession. After the interviews, the 
psychologists made brief descriptions of each of the 30 engineers and 70 lawyers.
You will read one of these descriptions later, which was chosen at random from 
the 100 descriptions made by the panel of psychologists. Please, when you read the 
description, indicate the probability that the person described is an engineer or a 
lawyer.
The psychologists were extremely accurate in giving probabilities to each of the 
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descriptions, so we ask you to do your best to estimate the probability that best 
approximates that made by the psychologists.
The description is as follows:
45-year-old man, married with 4 children. He is conservative, careful, and 
ambitious. He is not interested in political or social issues, but rather spends most 
of his free time enjoying his many hobbies, including home carpentry, sailing, and 
puzzles.
The probability that this man is one of the 30 engineers in the sample of 100 is in 
the range from
20% to 29% 	
30% to 39%	
40% to 49%	
50% to 59%	
60% to 69%	
70% to 79%	
80% to 89%	

(Framing A)

Problem 2. Imagine that our country is preparing for the outbreak of a very rare 
disease for which 600 people are expected to die. Only two alternative intervention 
plans were proposed to deal with this disease. Suppose the most accurate scientific 
estimates of the consequences of applying these plans are as follows:
a) If plan “A” is applied, 200 people will be saved.
b) If plan “B” is applied, there is a one-third probability that 600 people will be 
saved and a two-thirds probability that no one will be saved.
Which plan seems better to you?
I am completely in favor of plan A 
I am in favor of plan A 
I am a little in favor of plan A 
I am not in favor of any plan 
I am a little in favor of plan B 
I am in favor of plan B 
I am completely in favor of plan B 

(Conjunction A)

Problem 3. A 31-year-old single, honest, and very bright woman studied 
philosophy. As a student, she was very concerned about issues of discrimination 



131A Study on Five Cognitive Biases

and social justice, and also participated in protests against the use of nuclear energy.
That this woman is a bank teller is:
completely probable 
mostly probable 
a little probable 
neither probable nor improbable 
a little probable 
mostly probable 
completely probable 

(Outcome A)

Problem 4. A 55-year-old man had heart disease. He had to stop working because 
of chest pain. He enjoyed his job very much and did not want to stop working. His 
pain also interfered with other activities, such as travel and leisure tasks. A cardiac 
bypass surgery would ease his pain and increase his life expectancy from 65 to 70 
years. However, 8% of people who undergo this surgery die as a result of it. His 
doctor decided to perform the surgery. The surgery was a complete success.
Evaluate the doctor’s decision to perform the surgery.
completely incorrect 
very incorrect 
somewhat incorrect 
neither correct nor incorrect 
somewhat correct 
very correct 
completely correct 

(Anchoring A)

Problem 5. In a recent scientific expedition, a strange petrified prehistoric tree was 
discovered in a forest. What do you think? Could the petrified tree be more or less 
than 2 meters tall? How tall do you think the prehistoric tree is?
from 1 to 1.9 meters 
from 2 to 2.9 meters 
from 3 to 3.9 meters 
from 4 to 4.9 meters 
from 5 to 5.9 meters 
from 6 to 6.9 meters 
from 7 to 7.9 meters 
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(Base-Rate B)

Problem 6. A panel of psychologists interviewed 70 engineers and 30 lawyers, all 
very successful in their profession. Based on those interviews, the psychologists 
made brief descriptions of each of the 70 engineers and 30 lawyers.
You will read one of these descriptions later, which was chosen at random from 
the 100 descriptions made by the panel of psychologists. Please, when you read the 
description, indicate the probability that the person described is an engineer or a 
lawyer.
The psychologists were extremely accurate in giving probabilities to each of the 
descriptions, we ask you to do your best to give an estimate of the probability that 
best approximates that made by the psychologists.
The description is as follows:
45-year-old man, married with 4 children. He is conservative, careful, and 
ambitious. He is not interested in political or social issues, but rather spends most 
of his free time enjoying his many hobbies, including home carpentry, sailing, and 
puzzles.
The probability that this man is one of the 70 engineers in the sample of 100 is in 
the range from
20% to 29% 
30% to 39% 
40% to 49% 
50% to 59% 
60% to 69% 
70% to 79% 
80% to 89% 

(Framing B)    

Problem 7. Imagine that our country is preparing for the outbreak of a very rare 
disease for which 600 people are expected to die. Only two alternative intervention 
plans were proposed to deal with this disease. Suppose the most accurate scientific 
estimates of the consequences of applying these plans are as follows:
a) If Plan “A” is applied, 400 people will die.
b) If plan “B” is applied, there will be a one-third probability that no one will die or 
a two-thirds probability that 600 people will die.
Which plan seems better to you?
I am completely in favor of plan A 
I am in favor of plan A 
I am a little in favor of plan A 
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I am not in favor of any plan 
I am a little in favor of plan B 
I am in favor of plan B 
I am completely in favor of plan B

(Conjunction B)

Problem 8. A 31-year-old single, honest, and very bright woman studied 
philosophy. As a student, she was very concerned about issues of discrimination 
and social justice, and also participated in protests against the use of nuclear energy.
That the woman is a bank teller and a feminist activist is:
completely improbable 
mostly improbable
a little improbable 
neither probable nor improbable 
a little probable 
mostly probable 
completely probable 

(Outcome B)

Problem 9. A 55-year-old man had heart disease. He had to stop working because 
of chest pain. He enjoyed his job very much and did not want to stop working. His 
pain also interfered with other activities, such as travel and leisure tasks. A cardiac 
bypass surgery would ease his pain and increase his life expectancy from 65 years 
to 75 years. However, 2% of people who have this surgery die as a result of it. His 
doctor decided to perform the surgery. The surgery failed and the man died.
Evaluate the doctor’s decision to perform the surgery.
completely incorrect 
very incorrect 
somewhat incorrect 
neither correct nor incorrect 
somewhat correct 
very correct 
completely correct 

(Anchor B)

Problem 10. In a recent scientific expedition, a strange petrified prehistoric tree was 
discovered in a forest. What do you think? Could the petrified tree be more or less 
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than 6 meters tall? How tall do you think the prehistoric tree is?
from 1 to 1.9 meters 
from 2 to 2.9 meters 
from 3 to 3.9 meters 
from 4 to 4.9 meters 
from 5 to 5.9 meters 
from 6 to 6.9 meters 
from 7 to 7.9 meters 

 


