
 

THE WHYS AND WHENS OF INDIVIDUAL 

DIFFERENCES IN THINKING BIASES 

 
 
 

Wim De Neys1, 2, 3 & Jean-François Bonnefon1, 4  
 
 

 

1 - Centre National de la Recherche Scientifique (CNRS), France 

2 - Université Paris Descartes, Sorbonne Paris Cité, Unité 3521 LaPsyDÉ, France 

3 - Université de Caen Basse-Normandie, Unité 3521 LaPsyDÉ, France 

4 – Université de Toulouse, Unité 5263 CLLE, France 

 

 
 

Word count: 2521 words 

 
 

 

Corresponding author:  Wim De Neys 
LaPsyDÉ (Unité CNRS 3521, Université Paris Descartes) 
Sorbonne - Labo A. Binet 
46, rue Saint Jacques 
75005 Paris 
France  

 
wim.de-neys@parisdescartes.fr  
www.wdeneys.org  

 



2 

 

ABSTRACT 

 

Although human thinking is often biased, some individuals are less susceptible to biases than 

others. These individual differences have been at the forefront of thinking research for more 

than a decade. We organize the literature in three key accounts (storage, monitoring, and 

inhibition failure), and propose that a critical but overlooked question concerns the time 

point at which individual variance arises: Do biased and unbiased reasoners take different 

paths early on in the reasoning process, or is the observed variance late to arise? We discuss 

how this focus on the whens suggests that individual differences in thinking biases are less 

profound than traditionally assumed, in the sense that they might typically arise at a later 

stage of the reasoning process. 
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THE WHYS AND WHENS OF INDIVIDUAL DIFFERENCES IN THINKING BIASES 

 

Since the 1960s, myriad of studies in the cognitive sciences have demonstrated biases in 

human thinking – that is, systematic and predictable deviations from formal norms such as 

the laws of logic, the theory of probability, or the axioms of rational choice [1, 2]. In general, 

people have been shown to have a strong tendency to base their judgment on fast intuitive 

impressions [1]. Although this intuitive or so-called “heuristic” thinking can sometimes be 

useful, it can also cue responses that conflict with formal norms and bias our reasoning [1, 3, 

4]. Most individuals display these thinking biases, but people show substantial and 

consistent differences in their propensity to do so. These individual differences have been at 

the forefront of thinking and reasoning research for more than a decade now [4, 5].  

Cognitive scientists have proposed numerous answers to the question of why some 

individuals tend to produce biased responses, whereas others do not. In this article, we offer 

two perspectives on how to organize this literature. In a first section, we organize current 

research into three key positions, which assign different cognitive loci to thinking bias 

(storage failure, monitoring failure, inhibition failure). In a second section, we introduce a 

different albeit closely related organization of the literature. We suggest that instead of 

focusing on why individuals differ, we may consider when they start to differ in the 

reasoning process. Although these two questions are highly intricate, we will suggest that 

they bring two equally useful perspectives on outstanding questions in thinking biases 

research. We will conclude in particular that considering the whens of individual differences 

in thinking biases make these differences appear less profound than what their whys would 
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suggest. That is, individual differences in reasoning may typically arise at a late stage of the 

reasoning process, up until which all reasoners followed the same cognitive path. 

 

 

THE WHYS 

  

Quite naturally, 50 years of research into thinking biases resulted in an overwhelming variety 

of views and interpretations about their nature and cause [6-9]. Our goal here is to develop 

an overview of the key positions in this debate, rather than to list an exhaustive taxonomy. 

We link these key positions to three elementary components of the reasoning process 

(Figure 1, top panel). In very general terms, one can argue that reasoning is based on at least 

three building blocks: storage, monitoring, and inhibition [6, 10, 11]. Biased thinking can 

result from a failure in each of these components. Accordingly, and in very similar fashion to 

previous syntheses [12] we will use this framing device to introduce the main positions in the 

thinking biases debate: storage failure, monitoring failure, and inhibition failure. (See Box 1 

for a fourth and quite distinct “alternative norm” view.)  

Note that this partition is used as a coarse-grained framing device, rather than a 

specific, mechanistic theory of bias and reasoning. A specific theory would have to introduce 

many fine-grained distinctions between different subtypes of storage, monitoring and 

inhibition failures. Note also that our overview focuses on the “modal” biased reasoner. That 

is, the accounts we survey are meant to explain the typical nature of a biased response, as 

given by the majority of biased reasoners. This does not entail that different reasoners 

cannot be biased for different reasons or that the same reasoner is always biased for the 
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same reasons. Obviously, the locus of individual differences need not be fixed and can be 

contingent on specific task, context, person, or developmental factors [12]. To summarize, 

we offer in the next section a coarse grained partition of the cognitive processes in which 

may reside the modal locus of reasoning biases. 

 

Storage failure. Under the Storage Failure account, bias is attributed to a lack of formal 

knowledge. The fact that one gives an incorrect response is simply taken to imply that one 

did not know the correct response. This account zooms in on the point that one must be 

acquainted with the laws of logic or probability in order to compute a response that abides 

by these laws – and if a reasoner is not in possession of such a knowledge base (or such 

“mindware”, e.g., [6]), this reasoner cannot produce a normatively correct response. 

Consequently, individual differences in thinking biases can be attributed to individual 

differences in stored formal knowledge. Historically, the Storage Failure account can be 

traced back to the classic works of Piaget [13] and Wason [14]. Although few contemporary 

authors hold this general view, storage failure is still a popular explanation for specific biases 

[6, 15]. 

 

Monitoring failure. Under the Monitoring Failure account, bias does not result from a lack of 

appropriate formal knowledge, but rather from a failure to draw on this knowledge when it 

would be needed. Proponents of the monitoring failure view have focused on the fact that 

although intuitive heuristic thinking can bias our judgments, it is nevertheless valuable [16]. 

In a lot of situations, heuristic intuitions can cue solutions that reside with formal norms. 

Because heuristic thinking is believed to be fast and effortless, it is conceived to be very 
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useful in these cases [1, 3]. The problem is that our intuition can also cue formally incorrect 

responses. Hence, in order to avoid bias one needs to monitor one’s heuristic response for 

conflict with stored formal knowledge. In case such a conflict is detected, one will need to 

override the heuristic response [5, 11]. The Monitoring Failure account’s key point is that 

most people are bad at monitoring and will consequently not notice that their heuristic 

answer needs to be corrected [1, 17]. Hence, because not all thinkers succeed in detecting 

potential conflicts, some of them display thinking biases.  

Note that the failure at monitoring reasoning and detecting conflicts can result either 

from insufficient executive resources, or from a dispositional or motivational aversion to 

engage in cognitively demanding tasks [4]. Hence, under the Monitoring Failure account, it is 

not necessarily the case that biased responses would reflect cognitive limitations. Biased 

thinkers might well have abundant cognitive resources, while not being motivated to 

allocate them to the reasoning process. In any case, monitoring failure can explain why 

people who have the right mindware produce a biased response: They never detected that 

the use of this mindware might be appropriate in the situation. Typical evidence for this view 

comes from think-aloud or justification protocols, in which biased reasoners very rarely refer 

to formal principles or feelings of conflicts [16, 18, 19].  

 

Inhibition failure. Under the Inhibition Failure account, reasoners have and use formal 

knowledge. The key defining feature of this account is the assumption that reasoners easily 

monitor reasoning for potential conflicts between stored formal knowledge and heuristic 

intuitions. This does not necessarily entail that they have a fully explicit understanding of the 

relevant formal principles: The formal knowledge that allows people to detect a conflict is 
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often conceived to be implicit in nature [20-25]. The key point is that this implicit knowledge 

suffices to signal a potential conflict with the intuitive response. Accordingly, all reasoners 

receive this signal, and the reason why some of them still produce a biased response is that 

they fail to inhibit their intuitive response and to override it with a formal response.  

 The cause of this inhibition failure is open to different interpretations. One possibility 

is that biased thinkers would lack the necessary motivational and/or cognitive resources 

required to complete a demanding inhibition process [18, 26, 27]. Another possibility is that 

an intuitive heuristic response can only be overridden when the implicit signal of conflict is 

followed by a more deliberate reflection and the production of an explicit justification for 

the questionable nature of the intuition. Without such explicit validation, biased reasoners 

might not be willing to give up their intuitive heuristic answer [4, 28]. Nevertheless, no 

matter how the precise nature of the inhibition failure is filled in, the key distinctive claim of 

this account is that both biased and unbiased thinkers can easily detect that the heuristic 

response is questionable on normative grounds [23, 26, 29-31]. Experimental evidence for 

this claim is summarized in Box 2. 

 

THE WHENS 

 

So far, we have organized thinking bias research in a partition that closely tracks the 

elementary components of reasoning: storage, monitoring, and inhibition. Bias (and the 

subsequent divergence between biased and unbiased reasoners) could result from a failure 

within each of these components. Although this focus on the cognitive locus of bias has 

unquestionably proven useful, we suspect that it has detracted attention from an equally 
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important question, that of the timing of the divergence between biased and unbiased 

reasoners. Biased and unbiased reasoners clearly arrive at a different outcome by the end of 

the reasoning process. But when in the process does this individual variance arise? Do biased 

and unbiased reasoners take a different cognitive route from the onset, or do they initially 

walk the same cognitive path and head in different directions during the later stages of the 

reasoning process?  

 

Early and late divergence. As Figure 1 illustrates (bottom panel), the Storage Failure, 

Monitoring Failure, and Inhibition Failure accounts correspond to different views about the 

time at which biased and unbiased reasoners will diverge. Indeed, the three components 

(storage, monitoring, inhibition) can be ordered on a timeline from early to late in the 

reasoning process. Hence, different perspectives on which component is the major source of 

bias are committed to different views about the timing of individual differences in thinking 

biases. When looking at the individual differences debate through this lens, it becomes clear 

that the Storage Failure account, the Monitoring Failure account, and some versions of the 

Alternative Norms account (see Box 1), share an underlying assumption. Namely, they all 

assume an early divergence between biased and unbiased reasoners. Whether biased 

reasoners have not stored some relevant formal knowledge, or whether they do not use it to 

monitor for conflict, the bottom line is that they do not take formal principles into account 

and are forced to follow the intuitive heuristic route from the onset.  

 In contrast, the Inhibition Failure view entails a late divergence point. According to 

this view, biased and unbiased reasoners alike use their stored formal knowledge for 

monitoring conflicts with heuristic intuitions, they all achieve this conflict detection, but 
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diverge in the latest stage of the reasoning process, that of inhibiting their heuristic 

response. The emerging evidence about reasoners' conflict sensitivity (Box 2) would appear 

to speak in favor of a late divergence. Although these data do not settle the question of why 

biased and unbiased reasoners ultimately fail to inhibit and diverge after successful 

detection, they do argue against an early conceptualization of the divergence.  

 

Insights from the whens. The whys and whens of individual differences in thinking biases are 

two closely related questions (to the extent that any evidence that informs one question is 

likely to also inform the other). As intricate as these two questions might be, their 

simultaneous consideration brings a fresh outlook on individual differences in thinking 

biases.  

 First, looking at the whens can put in perspective the depth of individual differences, 

as compared to what the whys would suggest. Research on the cognitive locus of bias might 

give the impression that there are profound differences between biased and unbiased 

reasoners, an impression that can be corrected by considering the timing of the divergence 

between the two groups. Storage and Monitoring Failure accounts, for example, can suggest 

a picture of biased and unbiased reasoners as drivers who take completely separate routes 

to arrive at their heuristic or formal destination. The emerging evidence for a late 

divergence, though, would suggest that individual differences are less profound than what 

this picture would evoke: biased and non biased reasoners can be better thought of as 

drivers on the same highway, who take different exits only at the very end of their journey. 

Note that what we call “profoundly” different reasoners are reasoners who share little in 
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terms of cognitive processing. This does not entail that a late arriving individual difference is 

easier to erase (for example, by educational intervention or training) than a late arriving one. 

 Second, an emphasis on the whens (rather than the whys) can help to refine models 

of individual differences, by directing attention on intra-individual differences in thinking 

biases. Indeed, a single individual may appear biased in one occasion, and unbiased in 

another. That is, as we noted in the introduction, the locus of individual differences need not 

be fixed and might vary between tasks or context [12]. A focus on the whens naturally 

accommodates this intra-individual variation. Just as biased and unbiased reasoners walk the 

same cognitive path up until a certain point where they diverge, a given individual might 

walk her usual path for a longer or a shorter distance, depending on the occasion. The point 

at which she diverges from this path, on any given occasion, will determine the nature of the 

bias, or lack thereof, that she will display (see Box 3 for a related point). 

Third, thinking in terms of whens can shine a new light on the Alternative Norms 

account introduced in Box 1. As we saw, this account is compatible with various whys, that 

is, various cognitive loci for thinking biases. Data on the whens can thus impose further 

theoretical constraints on this account, and discriminate between its variants. For example, 

data in favor of a late divergence, such as the fact that biased reasoners detect a conflict 

between their response and classic norms, would argue directly against the idea that they 

consider these norms as irrelevant [32-34]. Even if different reasoners gave different weight 

to alternative norms, all reasoners would then seem to give some minimal, initial weight to 

classic formal norms. Only later in the reasoning process would they diverge from this 

cognitive path and take the route defined by an alternative norm. 
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CONCLUSION  

 

Human reasoners often display thinking biases, but not all do to the same extent. Research 

on thinking biases offered numerous explanations of these individual differences, which we 

have tentatively organized in two different but closely related ways. A focus on the whys of 

thinking biases would distinguish between at least three main possible cognitive loci of bias 

(storage, monitoring, inhibition). As an alternative to the whys, a focus on the whens would 

distinguish between different divergence points between the reasoning of biased and 

unbiased thinkers. The whys and the whens perspectives are closely related but also 

complementary to some extent. A focus on the whens, and the evidence for a late 

divergence between biased and unbiased reasoners, can lead to several new insights on 

individual differences in thinking biases. Perhaps the most important of these insights is to 

attenuate a strong view of individual differences, in which biased and unbiased reasoning 

are conceived as fundamentally different processes. The late divergence view implies that 

individual differences are less profound, by suggesting that biased and unbiased reasoners 

long walk the same cognitive path, until they diverge in the very end. In that sense, biased 

reasoners (modulo their diversity) are probably closer in cognitive functioning to unbiased 

reasoners, than the literature might have traditionally suggested. 

 

REFERENCES 

 
1 Kahneman, D. (2011) Thinking, Fast and Slow. Farrar, Strauss, Giroux 



12 

 

2 Tversky, A. and Kahneman, D. (1974) Judgment under uncertainty: Heuristics and biases. 

Science 185, 1124-1131 

3 Evans, J. (2008) Dual-processing accounts of reasoning, judgment, and social cognition. 

Annual Review of Psychology 59, 255-278 

4 Stanovich, K.E. (2010) Rationality and the reflective mind. Oxford University Press 

5 Stanovich, K.E. and West, R.F. (2000) Individual differences in reasoning: Implications for 

the rationality debate? Behavioral and Brain Sciences 23, 645-726 

6 Stanovich, K.E., et al. (2008) The development of rational thought: A taxonomy of 

heuristics and biases. In Advances in Child Development and Behavior, Vol 36, pp. 251-285 

7 Hilbert, M. (2012) Toward a Synthesis of Cognitive Biases: How Noisy Information 

Processing Can Bias Human Decision Making. Psychological Bulletin 138, 211-237 

8 Reyna, V.F. and Brainerd, C.J. (2011) Dual processes in decision making and developmental 

neuroscience: A fuzzy-trace model. Developmental Review 31, 180-206 

9 Gigerenzer, G. and Brighton, H. (2009) Homo Heuristicus: Why Biased Minds Make Better 

Inferences. Topics in Cognitive Science 1, 107-143 

10 Reyna, V.F., et al. (2003) Memory, development, and rationality: An integrative theory of 

judgement and decision-making. In Emerging perspectives on judgment and decision 

research (Schneider, S. and Shanteau, J., eds), Cambridge University Press 

11 Evans, J. (2007) On the resolution of conflict in dual process theories of reasoning. 

Thinking & Reasoning 13, 321-339 

12 Stanovich, K.E. and West, R.F. (2008) On the relative independence of thinking biases and 

cognitive ability. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology 94, 672-695 

13 Inhelder, B. and Piaget, J. (1958) The growth of logical thinking. Basic Books 

14 Wason, P.C. (1968) Reasoning about a rule. Quarterly Journal of Experimental Psychology 

20, 273-281 

15 Stanovich, K.E. (2009) Distinguishing the reflective, algorithmic, and autonomous minds: 

Is it time for a tri-process theory? In In two minds: Dual processes and beyond (Evans, J.B.S.T. 

and Frankish, K., eds), pp. 55-88, Oxford University Press 



13 

 

16 Kahneman, D. and Frederick, S. (2002) Representativeness revisited: Attribute 

substitution in intuitive judgement. In Heuristics and Biases: The Psychology of Intuitive 

Judgement (Gilovich, T., et al., eds), pp. 49-81, Cambridge University Press 

17 Evans, J.B.S.T. (2010) Intuition and reasoning: A dual process perspective. Psychological 

Inquiry 21, 313-326 

18 De Neys, W. and Glumicic, T. (2008) Conflict monitoring in dual process theories of 

reasoning. Cognition 106, 1248-1299 

19 Wason, P.C. and Evans, J. (1975) Dual processes in reasoning. Cognition 3, 141-154 

20 Alter, A.L., et al. (2007) Overcoming intuition: metacognitive difficulty activates analytic 

reasoning. Journal of Experimental Psychology: General 136, 569-576 

21 Thompson, V.A. and Morsanyi, K. (2012) Analytic thinking: do you feel like it? Mind and 

Society 11, 93-105 

22 Thompson, V.A. (2009) Dual process theories: A metacognitive perspective. In In two 

minds: Dual processes and beyond (Evans, J.B.S.T. and Frankish, K., eds), Oxford University 

Press 

23 De Neys, W. (2012) Bias and Conflict: A Case for Logical Intuitions. Perspectives on 

Psychological Science 7, 28-38 

24 Thompson, V.A., et al. (2011) Intuition, reason, and metacognition. Cognitive Psychology 

63, 107-140 

25 Oppenheimer, D.M. (2008) The secret life of fluency. Trends in Cognitive Sciences 12, 237-

241 

26 Epstein, S. (2010) Demystifying Intuition: What It Is, What It Does, and How It Does It. 

Psychological Inquiry 21, 295-312 

27 Houde, O. and Tzourio-Mazoyer, N. (2003) Neural foundations of logical and 

mathematical cognition. Nature Reviews Neuroscience 4, 507-514 

28 Evans, J.B.S.T. (2009) How many dual process theories do we need: One, two or many? In 

In two minds: Dual processes and beyond (Evans, J.B.S.T. and Frankish, K., eds), Oxford 

University Press 



14 

 

29 Handley, S.J., et al. (2011) Logic, Beliefs, and Instruction: A Test of the Default 

Interventionist Account of Belief Bias. Journal of Experimental Psychology-Learning Memory 

and Cognition 37, 28-43 

30 Houde, O. (2007) First insights on "neuropedagogy of reasoning". Thinking & Reasoning 

13, 81-89 

31 Bonner, C. and Newell, B.R. (2010) In conflict with ourselves? An investigation of heuristic 

and analytic processes in decision making. Memory & Cognition 38, 186-196 

32 Oaksford, M. and Chater, N. (2007) Baysian Rationality: The probabilisitc approach to 

Human Reasoning. Oxford University Press 

33 Mercier, H. and Sperber, D. (2011) Why do humans reason? Arguments for an 

argumentative theory. Behavioral and Brain Sciences 34, 57-111 

34 Gigerenzer, G. (1996) On narrow norms and vague heuristics: A reply to Kahneman and 

Tversky (1996). Psychological Review 103, 592-596 

35 Pfeifer, N. and Kleiter, G.D. (2009) Framing human inference by coherence based 

probability logic. Journal of Applied Logic 7, 206-217 

36 Stenning, K. and van Lambalgen, M. (2008) Human reasoning and cognitive science. MIT 

Press 

37 Stenning, K. and Van Lambalgen, M. (2010) The logical response to a noisy world. In 

Cognition and Conditionals: Probability and Logic in Human Thinking (Oaksford, M. and 

Chater, N., eds), pp. 85-102, Oxford University Press 

38 Benferhat, S., et al. (2005) An overview of possibilistic handling of default reasoning, with 

experimental studies. Synthese 146, 53-70 

39 Hertwig, R., et al. (2008) The conjunction fallacy and the many meanings of and. 

Cognition 108, 740-753 

40 Kruglanski, A.W. and Gigerenzer, G. (2011) Intuitive and Deliberate Judgments Are Based 

on Common Principles. Psychological Review 118, 97-109 



15 

 

41 Villejoubert, G. (2009) Are represenativeness judgments automatic and rapid? The effect 

of time pressure on the conjunction fallacy. Proceedings of the Annual Meeting of the 

Cognitive Science Society 30, 2980-2985 

42 Stupple, E.J.N. and Ball, L.J. (2008) Belief-logic conflict resolution in syllogistic reasoning: 

Inspection-time evidence for a parallel-process model. Thinking & Reasoning 14, 168-181 

43 De Neys, W., et al. (2010) Feeling we're biased: Autonomic arousal and reasoning conflict. 

Cognitive, Affective, & Behavioral Neuroscience 10, 208-216 

44 De Neys, W., et al. (2008) Smarter than we think: when our brains detect that we are 

biased. Psychological Science 19, 483-489 

45 Ball, L.J., et al. (2006) Effects of belief and logic on syllogistic reasoning - Eye-movement 

evidence for selective processing models. Experimental Psychology 53, 77-86 

46 De Neys, W. and Franssens, S. (2009) Belief inhibition during thinking: Not always winning 

but at least taking part. Cognition 113, 45-61 

47 De Neys, W., et al. (2011) Biased but in Doubt: Conflict and Decision Confidence. Plos One 

6, e15954 

48 Morsanyi, K. and Handley, S.J. (2012) Logic Feels So Good-I Like It! Evidence for Intuitive 

Detection of Logicality in Syllogistic Reasoning. Journal of Experimental Psychology-Learning 

Memory and Cognition 38, 596-616 

49 Pennycook, G., et al. (2012) Are we good at detecting conflict during reasoning? Cognition 

124, 101-106 

50 Klauer, K.C. and Singmann, H. (2012) Does logic feel good? Testing for intuitive detection 

of Logicality in syllogistic reasoning. Journal of Experimental Psychology: Learning, Memory, 

and Cognition, Online first publication, doi: 10.1037/a0030530 

51 Stanovich, K.E., et al. (2011) The complexity of developmental predictions from dual 

process models. Developmental Review 31, 103-118 

52 De Neys, W. and Feremans, V. (2012) Development of Heuristic Bias Detection in 

Elementary School. Developmental Psychology, Online first publication, doi: 

10.1037/a0028320 



16 

 

53 Teglas, E., et al. (2011) Pure Reasoning in 12-Month-Old Infants as Probabilistic Inference. 

Science 332, 1054-1059 

54 Xu, F. and Kushnir, T. (2013) Infants are rational constructivist learners. Current Directions 

in Psychological Science 22, 28-32 

 
 



17 

 

Box 1. Alternative norms 

 

“Biased” or “alternate-norm” responses? When we refer to a response as “unbiased” in this 

article, we mean that it is considered as correct by normative frameworks such as the laws 

of standard logic, the theory of probability, or the axioms of rational choice. This is in itself a 

point of contention [32-34]. According to the Alternative Norms account of thinking biases, 

responses to classic reasoning and decision-making tasks are simply measured against the 

wrong standards. Consequently, they should not be labelled as “biased”, let alone 

“incorrect”, when they do not correspond to these ill-chosen standards, as long as they 

comply with other reasonable norms. For example, popular suggestions for alternative 

norms include Bayesian computations [32], nonclassical forms of logic [35-38], and the 

pragmatic rules that govern people’s conversational exchange [33, 39]. 

 

The cognitive locus of alternate-norm responses. The Alternative Norm view is somewhat 

orthogonal to the three accounts we consider in the main text. It is compatible with the 

Storage Failure account, in the sense that reasoners may produce the alternate-norm 

response while not possessing the formal knowledge that would be required for producing 

the classic-norm response. It is compatible with the Monitoring Failure account, in the sense 

that reasoners may produce the alternate-norm response without even trying to monitor for 

conflict with the classic-norm response. In this case, the reason for Monitoring Failure would 

not be a lack of cognitive resources or motivation, but the perceived irrelevance of the 

classic norms. Finally, just as in the Inhibition Failure account, reasoners might possess 

knowledge about classic norms, detect the conflict between classic and alternate norms, but 
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not inhibit the alternate-norm response because they are in doubt as to which norm they 

should adhere to [23, 40].  
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Box 2. Evidence for successful conflict detection 

 

Typical designs. The basic question in conflict detection studies is whether reasoners are 

sensitive to the conflict between heuristic intuitions and formal principles, regardless of the 

response they eventually produce. These studies typically contrast classic problems known 

to encourage biased responses, to newly constructed control versions (see Figure 2). In the 

classic version of the problem, heuristic intuitions will cue a response that conflicts with the 

formal response. In the control version the conflict is removed and heuristic intuitions and 

formal principles cue the same response. The basic rationale for this design is that the two 

versions of the problem should be processed the same according to the Storage Failure 

account, as well as the Monitoring Failure account – but not according to the Inhibition 

Failure account. If biased reasoners have not stored relevant formal principles, or if they do 

not use them for monitoring conflicts, the two versions of the problem should be isomorphic 

and processed the same. 

 

Typical findings. Numerous processing measures suggest that reasoners (biased and 

unbiased alike) are remarkably sensitive to conflict. For example, it has been shown that 

even for biased reasoners, conflict problems as compared to their control versions resulted 

in increased response times [31, 41, 42], increased autonomic activation [43], increased 

activation of brain regions supposed to be mediating conflict detection [44], increased 

inspection of logically critical problem parts [18, 45], and a decreased accessibility of 

semantic knowledge related to the intuitive heuristic response [46]. In addition, biased 

reasoners also show a decreased response confidence after solving the classic conflict 
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version of a problem [47]. All these results suggest that biased reasoners detect conflict just 

as unbiased reasoners, and can literally sense that their heuristic response is questionable 

on formal grounds. The fact that even biased reasoners show these conflict-related 

processing effects has been taken as evidence that bias does not result from a detection 

failure per se [23, 31, 41, 48] (but see also [49, 50]).  
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Box 3. Outstanding questions 

 

The whys again. It should be clear that our argument to take the timing of individual bias 

differences into account does not downplay the importance of the “why” question. The 

evidence for late divergence points posited by the inhibition failure account is open to 

different interpretations. It will be important that future work clarifies the precise nature of 

the late arriving inhibition failure. 

 

Quantifying the timeline. At this point, our claims with respect to the timing of individual 

divergence are purely qualitative. For example, inhibition failure is supposed to occur later in 

the reasoning process than storage or monitoring failure: it will be useful to quantify this 

timeline more precisely in future studies. One possibility would be to use 

electroencephalography (EEG) and measure when precisely biased and unbiased reasoners’ 

processing of conflict and no-conflict problems starts to differ (e.g., see A. Banks and C. 

Hope, unpublished). 

 

Subtyping the reasoners. Our overview of the key positions focused on the typical nature of 

a biased response, as given by the majority of biased reasoners. As we noted, this does not 

entail that different reasoners cannot be biased for different reasons. For example, 

proponents of the monitoring failure account would not contest that some biased reasoners 

might detect conflict [1]. And conversely, proponents of the inhibition failure account would 

not deny that sometimes, storage failure might be the correct explanation for bias [23]. It 

will be interesting to directly look for and characterize smaller subgroups who might diverge 
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at different timepoints. Therefore, future conflict detection or timing studies will need to 

move from a group-level (biased vs. unbiased response) to an individual-level analysis.  

 

Individual differences in individual differences. More broadly, just as different sub-groups 

of reasoners might be biased for different reasons, one and the same reasoner can be biased 

for different reasons at different occasions. In general, the locus of individual differences can 

be contingent on specific task, context, person, or developmental factors [12, 51]. For 

example, salient features in some tasks  (e.g., extreme ratios in base-rate problems, see 

Figure 2) may facilitate conflict detection [49]. Emerging developmental work also suggests 

that monitoring failures might be more likely early on in our development [52]. Likewise, one 

can imagine that for individuals who lack any formal education (e.g., infants or people in 

rural tribes) storage failures can become more dominant (but see also [53, 54]). Identifying 

and mapping such contextual variability in the locus and timing of individual differences will 

be an important area for future research. 
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Figure 1. Framing the why and when of individual divergence. (a) Bias and the resulting 

divergence between biased and unbiased reasoners can result from a failure in each of at 

least three elementary components of the reasoning process: Storage, Monitoring, and 

Inhibition. Key positions in the bias debate differ as to which of these components is 

conceived as the major source of bias. The storage failure account entails that biased 

reasoners have not stored the necessary formal knowledge. The monitoring failure account 

entails that biased reasoners do not use this knowledge and fail to detect conflict between 

stored formal knowledge and an intuitively cued heuristic response. The inhibition failure 

account entails that biased reasoners detect this conflict but consequently fail to inhibit the 

heuristic response. (b) The elementary components can be ordered on a time line (from 

early to late in the reasoning process). Accounts that posit a storage or detection failure 

entail an early divergence point where biased an unbiased reasoners are bound to take a 

different route from the start. The inhibition failure account favours a late divergence where 

reasoners only start to diverge in the later stages of the reasoning process downstream from 

the detection component.   
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Figure 2. Illustrations of bias tasks. Popular tasks that have been used to demonstrate the 

biased nature of people’s thinking. The left panel (a) shows the classic versions and the right 

panel (b) newly constructed control versions used in conflict detection studies. The classic 

versions cue a heuristic response that conflicts with the correct formal response (see Box 1). 

In the control versions small content transformations guarantee that the cued heuristic 

response is consistent with the formal response. The (F) sign denotes the correct formal 

response and the (H) sign denotes the cued heuristic response in each of the tasks.  
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a.  
 
Conjunction fallacy task: 
 
Bill is 34. He is intelligent, punctual but unimaginative 
and somewhat lifeless. In school, he was strong in 
mathematics but weak in social studies and 
humanities. 

 
Which one of the following statements is most likely? 
1. Bill plays in a rock band for a hobby (F) 
2. Bill is an accountant and plays in a rock band for a 
hobby (H) 
 
Base-rate neglect task: 
 
A psychologist wrote thumbnail descriptions of a 
sample of 1000 participants consisting of 995 females 
and 5 males. The description below was chosen at 
random from the 1000 available descriptions.  

 
Jo is 23 years old and is finishing a degree in 
engineering. On Friday nights, Jo likes to go out 
cruising with friends while listening to loud music and 
drinking beer.  

 
Which one of the following two statements is most 
likely? 
1. Jo is a woman (F) 
2. Jo is a man (H) 
 
Ratio bias task: 
 
You are faced with two trays each filled with white 
and red jelly beans. You can draw one jelly bean 
without looking from one of the trays. Tray A contains 
a total of 10 jelly beans of which 2 are red. Tray B 
contains a total of 100 jelly beans of which 19 are red.  
 
From which tray should you draw to maximize your 
chance of drawing a red jelly bean? 
1. Tray A (F) 
2. Tray B (H) 
 
Syllogistic reasoning task: 
 
Premises:  All flowers need water 
   Roses need water 
Conclusion: Roses are flowers 
  
1. The conclusions follows logically (H) 
2. The conclusion does not follow logically (F) 
  

b.  
 
Conjunction fallacy task: 
 
Bill is 34. He is intelligent, punctual but unimaginative 
and somewhat lifeless. In school, he was strong in 
mathematics but weak in social studies and 
humanities. 

 
Which one of the following statements is most likely? 
1. Bill is an accountant (F) (H) 
2. Bill is an accountant and plays in a rock band for a 
hobby  
 
Base-rate neglect task: 
 
A psychologist wrote thumbnail descriptions of a 
sample of 1000 participants consisting of 995 males 
and 5 females. The description below was chosen at 
random from the 1000 available descriptions.  

 
Jo is 23 years old and is finishing a degree in 
engineering. On Friday nights, Jo likes to go out 
cruising with friends while listening to loud music and 
drinking beer.  

 
Which one of the following two statements is most 
likely? 
1. Jo is a woman 
2. Jo is a man (F) (H) 
 
Ratio bias task: 
 
You are faced with two trays each filled with white and 
red jelly beans. You can draw one jelly bean without 
looking from one of the trays. Tray A contains a total of 
10 jelly beans of which 2 are red. Tray B contains a total 
of 100 jelly beans of which 21 are red.  
 
From which tray should you draw to maximize your 
chance of drawing a red jelly bean? 
1. Tray A 
2. Tray B  (F) (H) 
 
Syllogistic reasoning task: 
 
Premises:  All flowers need water 
   Roses are flowers 
Conclusion: Roses need water 
  
1. The conclusions follows logically (F) (H) 
2. The conclusion does not follow logically 
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