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Abstract

This report explores the concept of bias within human and Al-generated content,
emphasising its unavoidable nature and role in shaping perceptions and decision-making
processes. By examining various types of biases—including cognitive, cultural,
confirmation, and algorithmic—this work highlights the complexity of bias and its
influence on communication and science. A meta-rational approach is proposed,
advocating for the conscious acknowledgement and management of biases rather than
attempting to eliminate them. This framework encourages accepting multiple, even
conflicting, perspectives to provide a more comprehensive understanding of reality.
Additionally, Al's potential to identify and reinforce biases is discussed, advocating for
transparency and the careful implementation of Al in communication and knowledge
dissemination. Ultimately, this paper promotes the idea of "meta-rational books," which
embrace diverse viewpoints and challenge the notion of singular truths facilitated by Al
and blockchain technologies.
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Introduction

The purpose of this report is to establish the significance of bias in both
human-written and Al-generated content. Bias is an intrinsic part of any narrative,
influencing how information is interpreted and presented. Recognising its presence helps
us understand how it shapes viewpoints, perceptions, and, ultimately, the decisions
individuals and systems make. By exploring bias in the context of human and
Al-generated works, this report aims to shed light on the multifaceted nature of bias, its
role in communication, and the necessity of transparency in acknowledging and
managing biases. The exploration includes examining biases from philosophical,
cognitive, and computational perspectives. It emphasises the importance of adopting a
meta-rational approach that embraces multiple truths and conflicting viewpoints in an
organised manner.

In its many forms, bias can shape human behaviour and decision-making in
various ways, each offering a unique lens through which we interpret the world.
Cognitive bias, for instance, is a well-known phenomenon described by Tversky and
Kahneman (1974). It reveals the systematic patterns that deviate from rational judgment,
often resulting from mental shortcuts or heuristics. These shortcuts allow individuals to
make quick decisions but can lead to errors in reasoning.

Cultural bias offers another perspective. This bias arises when individuals interpret
events and phenomena strictly through the norms of their own culture. As Triandis (1994)
points out, this often results in an ethnocentric viewpoint, where one's cultural
background becomes the benchmark against which all other cultures are judged. Such a
perspective limits understanding and appreciation of the diversity in human experiences.

Closely related is confirmation bias, a tendency explored by Nickerson (1998). It
reflects the human inclination to seek out, interpret, and recall information in a way that
affirms pre-existing beliefs while disregarding evidence that contradicts them. This bias
reinforces one's views and opinions, creating an echo chamber where only supportive
information is valued.

In the realm of technology, algorithmic bias is a more contemporary concern.
Friedman and Nissenbaum (1996) highlighted this bias from the design and data used in
machine learning models. Since these models often reflect the prejudices and limitations
embedded in their training data, they can perpetuate and amplify existing social biases,
making them a significant challenge in the age of artificial intelligence.

Implicit bias, as Greenwald and Banaji (1995) discuss, resides in the unconscious
mind. It involves attitudes or stereotypes that affect a person’s actions and decisions
without conscious awareness. These biases can shape behaviours in subtle ways,
influencing interactions even among those who genuinely believe in equality.
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Selection bias, on the other hand, deals with the process of choosing individuals,
groups, or data for analysis. As Heckman (1979) notes, when this selection is not random,
it results in outcomes that fail to represent the larger population. This bias skews
research findings and can lead to faulty conclusions if not carefully managed. Another
cognitive pitfall is anchoring bias, where individuals weigh excessively on the first
information they encounter. Tversky and Kahneman (1974) identify this initial information
as the "anchor," which heavily influences subsequent decisions. This bias reveals how
human judgment can be unduly shaped by the order in which information is presented.

As Taleb (2007) outlined, survivorship bias involves focusing on successes while
ignoring failures or unseen elements. This bias can distort our understanding of reality,
particularly when analysing phenomena like business or history. Concentrating solely on
the survivors overlooks the valuable lessons that could be learned from those who failed.

Tajfel (1982) introduced ingroup bias, which describes the human tendency to
favour those perceived as part of one's group. This bias fosters preferential treatment
and loyalty within the group, often at the expense of those outside it, leading to a division
between “us” and “them.” Lastly, availability bias, explored by Kahneman (2011), involves
the tendency to overestimate the likelihood of events based on how easily they can be
recalled from memory. Recent exposure or emotionally charged experiences enhance
this recall, affecting an individual's perception of risk and probability.

These biases provide a window into how human behaviour and decision-making
are influenced, underscoring the importance of awareness and critical examination in
navigating a world of diverse perspectives.

This report acknowledges its particular bias, which aims to support a meta-rational
perspective. Meta-rational bias refers to the recognition that, in the pursuit of personal
evolution, individuals must acknowledge and shape their biases while also working with
different sets of contradicting biases simultaneously to establish a reasonable reaction to
a world too complex for a single set of biases and beliefs. Bieases are impossible to
avoid, but if they are consciously acknowledged and not intended as a form of social
manipulation or control, they could serve as a method for clarifying arguments and
beliefs to ensure fair and transparent communication. However, it is essential to
recognise that even this approach constitutes a bias, as it could conceal manipulation
elements or be beyond some readers' capacity to take as a good bias because they
perceive the gravity and urgency of using manipulations as a necessary evil. The
structure of incentives can easily shape the declared biases, so our endeavour is to
involve Al systems in checking these biases as objectively as possible. Nevertheless,
different individuals and organisations will inevitably trust different Al tools, and imposing
a singular tool or approach in the name of scientific objectivity must be viewed, from the
meta-rational bias perspective, as an attempt to use science for manipulation.
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Bias vs. Manipulation

Bias can be understood as an inherent influence that shapes an individual's
perspectives, often rooted in cultural, cognitive, or experiential factors. It is a natural part
of human cognition, arising from the mental shortcuts or heuristics we use to navigate
complex information. Biases can be unconscious, subtle, and automatic, influencing
decision-making without an individual's explicit awareness. These biases are not
necessarily negative; they can provide structure and efficiency in processing information.
However, when biases are not acknowledged or are hidden, they can limit understanding
and distort perception.

In contrast, manipulation is a deliberate and strategic effort to distort or influence
opinions and behaviours for specific purposes. Manipulation involves intentionally using
information or misinformation to sway individuals or groups, often to serve a particular
agenda. Unlike bias, which may be unintentional and based on genuine beliefs,
manipulation is purposeful and calculated, aiming to control or deceive. The key
distinction lies in intent: bias is often an unintentional byproduct of one's background and
experiences, while manipulation is a conscious act designed to influence others to
achieve a specific outcome. Understanding this distinction is crucial for evaluating
content, particularly in distinguishing between perspectives shaped by genuine biases
and those deliberately crafted to manipulate and mislead.

Biases can be perceived as valuable, oppressive, or evil, depending on the
perspective and context in which they are examined. The meta-rational approach
suggests biases can offer helpful insights and foster a deeper understanding of complex
issues rather than being inherently detrimental.

This perspective emphasises the importance of embracing diverse biases, as each
provides a unique angle that contributes to a more comprehensive understanding of
reality. Meta-rationality encourages working simultaneously with multiple, even
contradictory, biases to address the world's complexity. This world cannot be accurately
understood through a single set of biases or beliefs. By accepting and critically
examining these different biases, individuals can develop a more nuanced and informed
view of a given issue that accommodates various perspectives and interpretations. In
contrast, a perspective that promotes a singular "truth" tends to view bias as inherently
oppressive, dismissing alternative viewpoints as misguided or incorrect. This approach
often leads to a dogmatic adherence to a particular set of beliefs, which can hinder
constructive dialogue and limit the ability to adapt to new information. While recognising
its inherent bias, the meta-rational approach seeks to clarify arguments and beliefs to
facilitate fair and transparent discussions. It acknowledges that all perspectives, including
its own, are influenced by biases that may shape the interpretation of information.
However, the intention is not to use biases as a form of social manipulation or control but
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as a tool to enhance understanding and promote balanced discourse. Importantly, this
approach is biased, assuming that embracing multiple perspectives is the most effective
way to navigate complexity. This bias could potentially obscure manipulation elements,
mainly if the underlying incentives are not transparent. To mitigate this risk, the
meta-rational approach advocates using Al systems to check biases objectively.
Nevertheless, it is also recognised that different individuals and organisations may trust
different Al tools, and imposing a single tool or method under the guise of scientific
objectivity could, from a meta-rational perspective, be seen as an attempt to use science
for manipulation. Therefore, the meta-rational approach seeks to balance the acceptance
of diverse biases with a critical awareness of the potential for manipulation, striving for
transparency and fairness in all discussions.

The distinction between pseudoscience and science-based bias is crucial in
understanding how seemingly underlying biases can profoundly influence scientific
perspectives. Pseudoscience refers to beliefs or practices presented as scientific but
lacking the empirical rigour, systematic methodology, or falsifiability that defines genuine
scientific inquiry. Such perspectives often masquerade as scientific by using technical
jargon or cherry-picking data to create an illusion of credibility. This can lead to significant
distortions of the scientific process, mainly when biases are used to selectively present
evidence that supports a preconceived conclusion while disregarding contradictory data.
On the other hand, science-based biases refer to biases that emerge within legitimate
scientific endeavours. Even within rigorous scientific inquiry, biases can manifest in the
framing of research questions, the selection of methodologies, or the interpretation of
results. These biases can shape scientific conclusions, potentially leading to distorted
understandings of phenomena if not adequately addressed. While the scientific method
aims to minimise bias through reproducibility, peer review, and transparent
methodologies, it is impossible to eliminate bias. Researchers' personal beliefs, cultural
backgrounds, and institutional pressures can all influence their work, aligning biases with
or against established scientific norms. A meta-rational approach to addressing these
biases involves acknowledging that no scientific perspective is entirely free from bias.
Instead, it emphasises transparency, critical examination, and the inclusion of multiple
viewpoints to ensure that scientific rigour is upheld. By recognising the potential for bias
in both pseudoscientific and genuine scientific contexts, it becomes possible to
distinguish between genuinely evidence-based perspectives and those that exploit the
appearance of science to manipulate or mislead. Ultimately, the goal is to foster a more
nuanced understanding of scientific inquiry—one that is vigilant of biases and committed
to fair and balanced evaluation of evidence.
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Bias as Axioms and Wisdom

Biases are analogous to axioms, fundamental assumptions that shape our
worldview. Axioms serve as the foundational premises upon which logical reasoning is
built, and similarly, biases influence our perceptions, decisions, and interpretations of the
world. However, while hypotheses are often explicit and acknowledged, biases tend to
operate subconsciously, subtly shaping our thought processes without explicit
awareness. This difference is significant because hidden biases can create challenges in
effective communication and mutual understanding. Experiential knowledge, on the other
hand, represents the insights and understanding accumulated through personal
experience. Such knowledge can be invaluable, providing practical, context-specific
understanding that abstract principles or theories may not fully capture. However,
experiential knowledge is also subject to the biases inherent in personal experience,
which may limit its generalizability or lead to skewed interpretations if not critically
examined. The critical issue arises when biases derived from axioms or experience are
not explicitly acknowledged. Hidden biases can distort reasoning and create barriers to
open dialogue, mainly when individuals are unaware of the underlying influences
shaping their views. This lack of transparency can hinder the development of shared
understanding and obstruct the process of critical evaluation.

In contrast, when biases are openly acknowledged, they can be scrutinised and
debated, allowing for a more nuanced and balanced assessment of ideas. The
meta-rational approach emphasises the importance of making biases explicit, treating
them not as flaws to be eliminated but as elements to be critically examined and
integrated into a broader understanding. By recognising biases as fundamental
components of human cognition, individuals can engage in more informed and reflective
discourse, ultimately leading to more affluent and more constructive interactions.

Undisclosed biases have significant implications for effective communication and
mutual understanding. When hidden or unacknowledged, biases create barriers to open
dialogue and prevent participants from fully grasping each other's perspectives. This lack
of transparency can lead to misunderstandings, misinterpretations, and an inability to
resolve conflicts, as the underlying biases that influence beliefs and behaviours are not
adequately recognised. Biases shape how information is framed, interpreted, and
responded to. When these biases are not brought to light, they can contribute to
entrenched positions and circular discussions that fail to progress. By contrast, explicitly
acknowledging biases enables individuals to engage more openly and constructively,
fostering a deeper appreciation of differing viewpoints and a more balanced assessment
of arguments.
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Al technologies can improve our dialogues by serving as facilitators and moderators of
communication. Al can extract and identify explicit and implicit biases that influence the
participants in a discussion. By highlighting these biases, Al can help individuals better
understand their own biases and those of their communication partners, thus mitigating
misunderstandings and reducing the likelihood of circular arguments. This capability
allows Al to serve as an impartial moderator, guiding discussions towards productive
outcomes rather than allowing them to stagnate due to miscommunication or
unaddressed biases.

Hopefully, we can agree together with our reader that biases are not inherently
negative; they often contain wisdom, reflecting the values, experiences, and
perspectives that individuals bring to a conversation. Defending one's biases is essential
for maintaining autonomy and freedom of thought, as these biases represent deeply held
beliefs and personal experiences. For this reason, the meta-rational approach advocates
for viewing biases not as flaws to be eliminated but as valuable components of human
cognition that should be critically examined and integrated into our understanding. This
approach aims to leverage biases constructively, enhancing communication and
promoting a richer and more meaningful exchange of ideas.

Bias is an inescapable part of human and Al thought processes, rooted in the
limitations and subjective nature of perception, cognition, and decision-making. From a
philosophical standpoint, biases are the inevitable byproduct of how individuals and
systems process complex information in a world characterised by ambiguity, uncertainty,
and diversity of experience. For instance, cultural biases emerge because individuals
interpret their environment through the lens of their cultural upbringing, which shapes
their worldviews and value systems. Different cultural backgrounds can lead to distinct
but equally valid perspectives. Cognitive biases, such as favouring information that aligns
with existing beliefs, demonstrate how the human brain uses shortcuts to simplify
decision-making. This adaptive mechanism allows for faster responses, but it also means
that biases cannot be entirely eliminated, as they serve practical functions in navigating
complex environments.

In Al, biases often arise from the data used to train algorithms, reflecting the
prejudices and incomplete information in the original dataset. For example, machine
learning models trained on biased data can inadvertently learn to reinforce these biases,
resulting in outputs that perpetuate existing inequalities. This is evident in cases where
facial recognition systems exhibit higher error rates for people with darker skin tones
because they have been trained predominantly on images of lighter-skinned individuals.
The philosophical implication is that biases are inherent in humans and artificial systems
that learn from human-provided data.
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Another example is confirmation bias, where people seek information supporting
their pre-existing beliefs while disregarding evidence that contradicts them. This bias is
evident in how individuals consume news, often selecting sources that align with their
political ideologies, reinforcing their worldview. This form of bias highlights the difficulty
of achieving an objective perspective, as even attempts to be impartial are influenced by
underlying beliefs.

Additionally, survivorship bias shows how focusing on successful outcomes can
distort understanding. This bias is evident in entrepreneurship, where stories of
successful startups receive disproportionate attention while the lessons from failed
ventures are often ignored. This creates a skewed perception of success, making it
appear more attainable than it may be in reality.

Anchoring bias, where initial information heavily influences subsequent
judgments, further demonstrates the inevitability of biases in human thought. For
instance, in negotiations, the first offer often sets an anchor that significantly impacts the
final agreement, regardless of the objective value of what is being negotiated. This
reveals how initial frames of reference can shape and constrain subsequent
decision-making processes.

Implicit biases, such as the unconscious associations people make between
different social groups and stereotypes, are another unavoidable aspect of human
cognition. These biases can influence behaviour subtly, such as hiring decisions, even
when individuals explicitly believe in equality and fairness. The challenge lies in
recognising and mitigating these biases rather than attempting to eliminate them.

The meta-rational perspective suggests that instead of attempting to eliminate
biases—which is impractical—individuals should strive to understand and work with them.
This involves accepting that biases are an intrinsic part of cognition and leveraging them
to enhance understanding. By simultaneously considering multiple, even contradictory
biases, individuals can develop a more nuanced approach to complex problems,
acknowledging that no single perspective can fully capture the intricacies of reality.

Al technologies can potentially improve our dialogues by serving as facilitators
and moderators of communication. For example, Al can extract and identify biases in
real-time discussions, highlighting explicit and implicit biases that influence participants.
By making these biases visible, Al can help individuals better understand their own
predispositions and those of their interlocutors, thus reducing misunderstandings and
preventing discussions from becoming circular due to entrenched biases. Al can act as
an impartial moderator in this capacity, guiding conversations towards more productive
outcomes by fostering mutual understanding.
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Biases are eventually a form of wisdom. They represent the accumulated
experiences, values, and beliefs that shape individual autonomy and freedom. Defending
one's biases is defending one's right to a unique perspective informed by personal
history and cultural context. The meta-rational approach thus advocates for a view of
biases not as obstacles to overcome but as essential components of a meaningful and
autonomous life. This approach aims to make biases explicit, encouraging their critical
examination and integrating them constructively into our understanding. Through this
integration, more usefull and informed dialogues can take place, ultimately promoting
autonomy and freedom while fostering fair and balanced exchange of ideas.

10
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Meta-Rational Books: The Multi-Truth Framework

Meta-rational books, also called initially in our discussions over the vyears
“multi-truth books”, introduce a framework for embracing the diversity of perspectives
that characterise complex topics. Unlike traditional books that present a singular
narrative, meta-rational books must be designed to accommodate a diversity of
viewpoints, often juxtaposed within chapters and even individual paragraphs. This
integrated approach enables readers to interact with content in a way that aligns with
their biases while exposing them to alternative perspectives. Through this dynamic
structure, meta-rational books transform reading into a personalised and enriching
experience, exploring complex subjects with critical awareness.

The potential applications of multi-truth books extend beyond literature into
general discourse, governance tools, collaborative platforms, and scientific endeavours.
They provide a method to counteract censorship in the name of scientific or political
correctness. Given the rise of Al, meta-rational engagement represents the future of
literature and science, where technology facilitates the extraction and presentation of
multiple viewpoints. Al can generate bias-aware reading experiences that make layered
content accessible, enriching readers' understanding of multifaceted truths.

Structuring the Multi-Truth Book

The core concept of the multi-truth framework rests on the premise that truth is
not singular or static but inherently complex, often consisting of conflicting perspectives.
Meta-rational books are envisioned as collections of potential narratives shaped by
different biases. They allow readers to navigate diverse viewpoints coherently, selecting
content that resonates with their philosophical inclinations. The goal is to create a
medium where opposing viewpoints are presented in a non-threatening manner,
fostering an environment conducive to both learning and critical thinking.

The structure of these books must be inherently flexible. Each chapter may have
multiple titles from varying editorial perspectives to reflect the essence of the content.
Similarly, paragraphs can be worded in numerous ways to emphasise different aspects.
The content is organised as a series of hypotheses, and authors or contributors who
identify themselves with particular philosophical or ideological groups engage in voting
to express their trust in the wording and interpretation of each paragraph. This trust is
quantified on a scale of 1to 5, and readers can use these ratings to personalise their
reading experience. A reader who aligns with a particular group’s perspective will
primarily see paragraphs that reflect their preferences, yet they maintain the option to
explore other viewpoints at any time.

"
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This structure allows for a personalised exploration of content while preserving
the integrity of diverse perspectives. Notably, irrelevant or off-topic content is
marginalised, not deleted, thereby maintaining a fluent reading experience. lllegal
content may be removed, but this would be an exceptional event rather than a routine
practice. To manage the potentially overwhelming amount of information, a trust system
filters and sorts content based on relevance, enhancing the reader’s ability to grasp the
material effectively.

The Role of Al and Blockchain Technologies

Artificial Intelligence (Al) is instrumental in realising the vision of multi-truth books.
By facilitating the juxtaposition and presentation of multiple perspectives, Al creates
customised, bias-aware experiences. Readers can explore subjects that align with their
interests while remaining informed of counterarguments. Al thus transforms books into
dynamic entities beyond merely presenting information; they actively engage readers in
the diversity of truths that shape our understanding of the world.

Blockchain technologies offer a solution for topics where resistance to censorship
is crucial, particularly in controversial areas. Self-Validating Data (SVD) technology, a
result of our research into the OpenDSU framework, provides a robust mechanism for
documenting and securing the integrity of multi-truth books. An SVD is a micro-ledger
dedicated to a single book that tracks every modification, author identity, and group
review. This decentralised approach ensures that all changes are transparent and
verifiable, thereby resisting attempts at censorship or manipulation.

Enhancing Scientific Inquiry through Multi-Truth Collaboration

The current scientific publishing model often limits discourse to a small number of
peer reviewers, inherently excluding alternative or partial results that could lead to new
research directions. Multi-truth books propose an evolution in this paradigm by enabling
an open, collaborative, and evolving process of knowledge creation. Scientific
documents must adhere to a flexible narrative; they can encompass diverse hypotheses
and discussions that arise throughout their development.

In this framework, researchers collaborate using decentralised internet-based
systems. Blockchain and SVD technologies manage the wealth of generated data,
maintaining contributions' integrity and preventing censorship. This approach is
particularly vital in scientific collaboration, where the exchange of ideas, critical peer
review, and brainstorming of alternatives play a fundamental role. Traditional peer-review
processes often exclude innovative perspectives, as much of the discussion between
reviewers remains undocumented or is lost. In contrast, multi-truth books retain these

12
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dialogues, providing a comprehensive account that supports further analysis and
exploration.

Such a collaborative system promises to launch encyclopedic projects in various
scientific fields. Hundreds of thousands of researchers could work together, with each
form of contribution, whether peer review, rephrasing of ideas, or adaptation for different
audiences, being recognised and rewarded. This collective effort would enhance the
scientific process, promoting an ideal future where the pursuit of knowledge is a shared
endeavour.

Verifying bias in Meta-Rational Books. Bias Visualisation

The foundational concept here is that at the outset of any bias analysis,
researchers or individuals seeking to develop their interpretation must first define or
select bias ontologies that align with their specific topic and philosophical standpoint.
This initial step is critical, establishing the framework for identifying, categorising, and
analysing biases.

Our medium-term objective is to design a user-friendly and intuitive tool.
Therefore, it is ideal for each bias to have a single corresponding counter-bias,
introducing a "bias line" between two points within a two-dimensional plane. This line
would intersect the origin of the axes, serving as a reference point for further analysis.
Additionally, as part of the bias ontology, we propose grouping biases into quadrants or
sub-quadrants. In this configuration, each bias would be located on the right side of the
vertical axis (indicating positive values). At the same time, its counter-bias would be
positioned on the left (indicating negative values).

7.5}
3.0
251

0.0

Y-axis

=25}

—1045% 75 5.0 25 0.0 25 5.0 7.5 10.0
X-axis

Diagram 1. Example of an intuitive bias visualisation
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The development of intuitive tools and enhanced user experience (UX) for this
analysis is essential. This direction appears crucial, although we only possess initial
prototype concepts when writing this report. Artificial Intelligence (Al) could offer
suggestions regarding different variations of books that could be created, catering to a
variety of biases and thereby enabling a more personalised reading experience tailored
to the reader's perspectives.

To facilitate a more precise understanding, we propose a method for visually
plotting bias lines along two-dimensional axes, categorising them into quadrants and
sectors. This visualisation would allow a document or book to be mapped according to
its alignment with selected biases. If the content aligns with an individual's biases, the
resulting graphical representation would tend to lean towards the right; conversely, if it
opposes those biases, the depiction would shift to the left. Furthermore, the values
representing biases and counter-biases could be expressed as probabilities, ranging
between O and 1. These probabilities could then be scaled, for example, between 1 and
10, to provide a more intuitive and effective visualisation.

It is important to note that a book or document does not necessarily advocate for
just one bias; it may present multiple viewpoints. We propose a method to assign
percentages to papers or books along these axes, resulting in a graphical shape—ideally
resembling an arrow—that illustrates the direction and strength of the biases present.
The diagram below conceptualises a potential visualisation outcome involving ten biases
and their corresponding counter-biases. This approach allows for a more nuanced
understanding of the material's bias and enhances the interpretability of complex textual
analyses.

Conclusion

The development of meta-rational books represents a transformative step in
literature, scientific inquiry, and collaborative knowledge production. We can build tools
that facilitate this new form of multi-truth engagement by leveraging Al and blockchain
technologies. At the heart of this endeavour is recognising that truth is multifaceted and
best understood when alternative perspectives are openly displayed and examined. This
approach not only counters the limitations of traditional narratives but also resists
attempts at censorship, fostering a more informed and critical public discourse.

Meta-rational books, with their dynamic structure and adaptability, can be
integrated into various fields, from literature to science, to redefine how knowledge is
created, shared, and understood. The combination of Al, blockchain, and decentralised
collaboration offers a path toward a future where the pursuit of truth is genuinely

14
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collective, enriching our global understanding and enhancing how we engage with
information. In this vision, meta-rational books stand as a testament to the power of
collaborative knowledge and the potential for technology to facilitate a deeper
exploration of the diverse truths that shape our world.

Bias is an inescapable aspect of human cognition and Al-generated content,
influencing perceptions, decision-making, and the interpretation of information. This
paper differentiates bias from manipulation, underscoring that while bias can be an
unconscious byproduct of one's background and experiences, manipulation is a
deliberate effort to influence opinions. The meta-rational approach acknowledges the
inevitability of biases and proposes embracing them as valuable communication
components. This method fosters a deeper and more balanced assessment of diverse
perspectives by making biases explicit and promoting more meaningful dialogue. Al
technologies are crucial in identifying and managing biases guiding discussions towards
transparency and fairness. The introduction of "meta-rational books" presents a novel
framework for knowledge dissemination, where conflicting viewpoints coexist within an
organised structure enhanced by Al and blockchain technologies. This approach aims to
transcend the limitations of traditional narratives, creating a future where knowledge is
collaboratively produced, shared, and understood.

15
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Annex (Biases Tables)

Confirmation Bias: Favoring
information that confirms existing beliefs.

Anchoring Bias: Relying too heavily on

the first piece of information encountered.

Availability Heuristic: Overestimating
the importance of information that comes to
mind easily.

Hindsight Bias: Seeing events as
predictable after they have occurred.

Gambler's Fallacy: Believing past
events affect the probability of future
independent events.

Status Quo Bias: Preferring things to
stay the same.

Stereotyping: Generalizing about a
group based on limited information.

Groupthink: Conforming to group
opinions to maintain harmony.

Self-Serving Bias: Attributing

successes to oneself and failures to external

factors.

Halo Effect: Allowing one positive trait

to influence overall perception.

Horn Effect: Allowing one negative
trait to overshadow other qualities.

Overconfidence Bias: Being too
confident in one's abilities or judgments.

Seeking Contradictory Evidence:
Actively looking for information that
challenges one's beliefs.

Adjusting and Updating:
Continuously revising beliefs with new
data.

Comprehensive Analysis:
Considering all relevant information, not
just what's readily available.

Foresight Awareness: Recognizing
the unpredictability of future events.

Understanding Statistical
Independence: Recognizing each event
is independent in random processes.

Change Readiness: Being open to
change and new experiences.

Individual Assessment: Evaluating
people based on their unique
characteristics.

Encouraging Dissent: Valuing
diverse opinions and critical thinking.
Humility and Responsibility:
Recognizing one's role in both successes
and failures.

Objective Evaluation: Assessing
each trait independently.

Balanced Perspective: Not letting
one flaw dominate overall perception.

Realistic Self-Assessment:
Acknowledging limitations and
uncertainties.

16
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Framing Effect: Drawing different Neutral Interpretation: Focusing
conclusions from the same information based on content rather than how it's
on presentation. presented.
Loss Aversion: Preferring to avoid Risk Neutrality: Evaluating gains
losses over acquiring equivalent gains. and losses equally.

lllusory Correlation: Perceiving a

relationship between variables when none Empirical Verification: Requiring
exists. evidence for correlations.
Optimism Bias: Overestimating the Realistic Expectation: Balancing
likelihood of positive outcomes. optimism with realistic assessments.
Pessimism Bias: Overestimating the Hopefulness: Recognizing the
likelihood of negative outcomes. potential for positive outcomes.
Bandwagon Effect: Doing something Independent Thinking: Making
because others are doing it. decisions based on personal judgment.
Dunning-Kruger Effect: Overestimating Continuous Learning: Recognizing
one's competence due to lack of knowledge. the need for ongoing education.
Authority Bias: Valuing opinions of Critical Analysis: Evaluating
authority figures over other evidence. information regardless of the source.

Scientific Testing: Relying on

Placebo Effect: Experiencing benefits controlled studies to determine
from a treatment due to belief in its efficacy. effectiveness.
Recency Bias: Giving more weight to Historical Perspective:
recent events. Considering the full timeline of events.
Survivorship Bias: Focusing on Comprehensive Analysis:
successes while ignoring failures. Considering both successes and failures.
Negativity Bias: Paying more attention Positive Focus: Giving equal or
to negative information. more weight to positive information.
Fundamental Attribution Error: Contextual Understanding:
Attributing others' actions to their character Recognizing situational influences on
rather than situational factors. behavior.

Recognising Injustice:
Just-World Hypothesis: Believing that Understanding that outcomes are not
people get what they deserve. always fair.

17
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False Consensus Effect:
Overestimating how much others agree with
us.

Projection Bias: Assuming others share
the same beliefs or feelings.

Sunk Cost Fallacy: Continuing a
behaviour due to previously invested
resources.

Endowment Effect: Valuing owned
items more than identical items not owned.

Actor-Observer Bias: Attributing own
actions to situational factors but others'
actions to personal traits.

lllusion of Control: Overestimating
one's influence over external events.

Zero-Risk Bias: Preferring to eliminate
a small risk entirely rather than reducing a
larger risk.

Hyperbolic Discounting: Preferring
smaller, immediate rewards over larger, later
rewards.

Cognitive Dissonance: Holding
conflicting beliefs and rationalizing
discrepancies.

Ingroup Bias: Favoring one's own
group over others.

Outgroup Homogeneity Bias: Viewing
members of other groups as more similar
than they are.

Belief Bias: Judging arguments based
on believability rather than logic.

Anchoring Effect in Negotiations:
Being influenced by initial offers.

Acknowledging Diversity:

Recognizing the variety of perspectives.

Empathy: Understanding others'

differing perspectives.

Rational Decision-Making: Ignoring

past costs and focusing on future
benefits.

Objective Valuation: Assessing
items based on intrinsic value.

Self-Awareness: Applying the

same standards to oneself and others.

Acceptance of Uncertainty:
Recognizing limits of control.

Risk Optimization: Prioritizing
actions that reduce overall risk.

Long-Term Planning: Valuing
future benefits appropriately.

Consistency Seeking: Aligning
beliefs and actions coherently.

Inclusive Mindset: Treating all
groups equally.

Recognizing Individuality:
Appreciating diversity within groups.

Logical Reasoning: Evaluating

arguments on validity and soundness.

Negotiation Flexibility: Evaluating

offers based on objective criteria.
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Availability Cascade: Belief gains
credibility through repetition.

Availability Cascade: Belief gains
credibility through repetition.

Base Rate Fallacy: Ignoring general
information in favor of specific information.
Blind-Spot Bias: Recognizing biases in
others but not oneself.

Clustering lllusion: Seeing patterns in
random events.

Declinism: Romanticizing the past and
viewing the future negatively.

Empathy Gap: Underestimating the
influence of emotional states on behavior.

Planning Fallacy: Underestimating time
needed to complete tasks.

Reactance: Doing the opposite of what
one is told to assert freedom.

Restraint Bias: Overestimating ability to
control impulsive behavior.

Social Comparison Bias: Disliking
people who are better than oneself.

Spotlight Effect: Overestimating how
much others notice one's actions.

Third-Person Effect: Believing others
are more influenced by media than oneself.

Tribalism: Strong loyalty to one's own
group, often leading to conflict with others.

Critical Scrutiny: Assessing claims
regardless of repetition.

Critical Scrutiny: Assessing claims
regardless of repetition.

Statistical Reasoning: Considering
base rates in judgments.

Self-Reflection: Acknowledging
one's own biases.

Randomness Recognition:
Accepting randomness where
appropriate.

Balanced Perspective:
Recognizing both past and future
complexities.

Emotional Awareness:
Considering how emotions impact
actions.

Realistic Planning: Allowing
adequate time for tasks.

Cooperative Behavior: Weighing
advice objectively.

Cautious Self-Control: Recognizing
limits of self-control.

Appreciative Mindset: Learning
from others' strengths.

Social Ease: Understanding that
others are less focused on us than we
think.

Equal Susceptibility: Recognizing
one's own vulnerability to influence.

Universalism: Promoting unity and
cooperation across groups.
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Fear of Missing Out (FOMO): Anxiety

that others are having rewarding experiences Contentment: Finding satisfaction

without you. in one's own experiences.
Moral Licensing: Justifying immoral Ethical Consistency: Upholding
behavior after doing something good. moral standards consistently.
Illusion of Transparency: Communication Clarity: Expressing
Overestimating how well others understand oneself clearly to avoid
one's thoughts. misunderstandings.

Preparedness: Recognizing

Normalcy Bias: Assuming things will potential for change and planning

continue as they have been. accordingly.

Naive Realism: Believing we see reality

objectively, and those who disagree are Open-Mindedness:

uninformed or biased. Acknowledging subjective perspectives.
Scarcity Bias: Valuing something more Utility-Based Valuation: Assessing
because it is scarce. value based on usefulness, not scarcity.
False Memory Bias: Remembering Memory Verification:
events differently from how they occurred.  Cross-checking memories with evidence.
Self-Handicapping: Creating obstacles Self-Empowerment: Removing
to one's success to have an excuse for failure. barriers to success.
Automation Bias: Over-relying on Critical Oversight: Monitoring
automated systems. automated outputs critically.
Context Effect: Perceiving information Contextual Neutrality: Evaluating
differently depending on context. information consistently across contexts.
Cross-Race Effect: Difficulty Cultural Familiarity: Increasing
recognizing faces of other races. exposure to diverse groups.

Perspective-Taking: Adjusting
Curse of Knowledge: Assuming others ~ communication to others' knowledge

have the same background knowledge. levels.
Defensive Attribution: Blaming victims Compassionate Attribution:
to feel safer. Understanding situations without blame.
Google Effect (Digital Amnesia): Active Learning: Retaining
Forgetting information easily found online. knowledge through engagement.
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Ostrich Effect: Ignoring negative
information.

Pro-Innovation Bias: Overvaluing new
technology regardless of its usefulness.

Risk Compensation: Taking greater
risks when perceived safety increases.

Selective Perception: Seeing what one
expects to see.

Semmelweis Reflex: Rejecting new
evidence contradicting established norms.

Overgeneralization: Making broad
conclusions from limited events.

Learned Helplessness: Believing one
cannot change a situation.

Egocentric Bias: Overemphasizing
one's own role in events.

False Uniqueness Effect:
Underestimating how common one's abilities
are.

Framing Bias in Decision-Making:
Decisions influenced by how options are
presented.

Pseudocertainty Effect: Certainty in
favorable outcomes despite uncertainty.

Hyperbolic Discounting in Economics:
Preference for immediate rewards over future
gains.

Name Letter Effect: Favoring things
that share one's initials.

Novelty Bias: Preference for new
experiences over familiar ones.

Information Seeking: Facing and

addressing negative information.

Critical Evaluation: Assessing
innovation on practical merits.

Risk Awareness: Maintaining
caution despite safety measures.

Unbiased Observation: Being
open to all evidence.

Scientific Receptivity: Being open

to new findings.

Specific Analysis: Drawing
conclusions based on sufficient
evidence.

Empowerment: Recognizing and

exercising one's agency.

Balanced Attribution: Recognizing

contributions of others.

Humility: Acknowledging that
others share similar talents.

Neutral Framing: Evaluating
options based on content, not
presentation.

Probabilistic Thinking:
Recognizing and incorporating
uncertainty.

Patience: Valuing long-term
benefits appropriately.

Objective Preference: Choosing
based on merit, not superficial similarity.

Balanced Experience:
Appreciating both new and familiar.
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Picture Superiority Effect:
Remembering images better than words.

System Justification: Defending and
rationalizing the status quo.

Anchoring in Pricing: Prices influenced
by initial price exposure.

Consistency Bias: Incorrectly
remembering past attitudes to match current
ones.

Exposure Effect: Developing
preferences simply due to familiarity.

Zeigarnik Effect: Remembering
uncompleted tasks better than completed
ones.

Effort Justification: Valuing outcomes
more if they require effort.

Hostile Attribution Bias: Interpreting
others' behaviors as hostile.

Law of the Instrument: Over-reliance
on a familiar tool.

Information Bias: Seeking information
even when it does not affect action.

Anthropocentric Bias: Viewing humans
as the central element of the universe.

Humility Bias: Underestimating one's
abilities.

Influence of Mood on Decision Making:

Letting emotions dictate choices.

Time Delay Bias: Ignoring future
consequences of current actions.

Learned Helplessness in Social
Contexts: Belief that one cannot affect social
change.

Multi-Modal Learning: Utilizing
both visual and verbal information.

Critical Evaluation: Questioning

existing systems for improvement.

Informed Valuation: Assessing
price based on value and market.

Accurate Recall: Acknowledging

changes in beliefs over time.

Critical Preference: Choosing
based on quality, not just familiarity.

Task Completion: Managing tasks
effectively regardless of memory bias.

Objective Valuation: Assessing
outcomes based on actual value.

Benevolent Interpretation:
Assuming good intentions in others.

Tool Diversity: Using the
appropriate tool for each task.

Action-Oriented Thinking: Valuing

actionable information.

Ecocentric Perspective:

Recognizing the intrinsic value of all life.

Self-Confidence: Recognizing and

valuing one's skills appropriately.

Emotional Regulation: Making
decisions based on rational analysis.

Future Orientation: Considering

long-term impacts.

Activism: Recognizing one's power

to contribute to social change.

22



AZCIOLOGI¢

Relativism Bias: Believing that truth is
relative and subjective.

Altruism Bias: Expecting others to act
out of selflessness.

Placebo Effect in Economics: Believing

economic outcomes are better due to
confidence rather than actual changes.

Normalcy Bias in Disaster
Preparedness: Underestimating the
possibility of disasters.

Empathy Bias: Overestimating others'
ability to understand one's feelings.

Herd Behavior: Acting as others do
without independent thought.

Unit Bias: Assuming that a single unit
of something is the appropriate amount.

Contrast Effect: Enhancing or
diminishing perception when comparing two
things.

Placebo Effect in Politics: Believing
policies are effective due to confidence in
leaders.

Placebo Effect in Politics: Believing
policies are effective due to confidence in
leaders.

Self-Fulfilling Prophecy: Expectations
influencing behaviors to make the
expectation come true.

Egocentric Memory Bias: Recalling the
past in a self-enhancing manner.

Naive Cynicism: Believing others are
more selfish than they are.

Objective Truth Seeking:

Recognizing universal truths where

applicable.

Realistic Expectations:

Recognizing that motivations are varied.

Evidence-Based Economics:

Assessing economic conditions based on

data.

Proactive Preparedness:
Recognizing risks and preparing
accordingly.
Effective Communication: Clearly
expressing emotions and needs.

Individual Judgment: Making

decisions based on personal analysis.

Portion Awareness: Recognizing

appropriate amounts regardless of unit

size.

Absolute Evaluation: Judging each
item independently.

Policy Analysis: Evaluating policies
based on outcomes and evidence.

Policy Analysis: Evaluating policies
based on outcomes and evidence.

Open Possibility: Acting without
preconceived expectations.

Accurate Recollection:
Remembering events objectively.

Trusting Attitude: Giving others the
benefit of the doubt.
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Pseudodiagnosticity: Focusing on
evidence that seems relevant but isn't
diagnostic.

Belief Perseverance: Maintaining
beliefs despite contradictory evidence.

Courtesy Bias: Giving an opinion that is
more socially acceptable than one's true
opinion.

Declinism in Economics: Believing the
economy is deteriorating over time.

Money lllusion: Focusing on nominal
rather than real monetary values.

Empathy Gap in Conflict:
Underestimating the influence of emotional
states in conflicts.

Expectation Bias: Expectations
influencing perceptions and behavior.

False Authority Bias: Attributing
expertise to someone who lacks it.

Fading Affect Bias: Emotion associated
with unpleasant memories fades faster than
pleasant ones.

Functional Fixedness: Limiting use of
objects to their traditional functions.

Generosity Bias: Overestimating one's
own generosity compared to others.

Green Bias: Overestimating the
environmental benefits of products.

Hedonic Adaptation: Returning to a
baseline level of happiness despite positive
changes.

Identifiable Victim Effect: Empathizing
more with individuals than groups.

Diagnostic Reasoning: Seeking
information that truly distinguishes
between options.

Belief Revision: Updating beliefs in
light of new evidence.

Honest Expression: Sharing
genuine thoughts respectfully.

Economic Optimism: Recognizing
positive economic trends.

Real Value Focus: Considering
inflation and purchasing power.

Emotional Intelligence:

Acknowledging emotions in conflict

resolution.

Evidence-Based Perception:

Observing without preconceived notions.

Source Verification: Confirming

the credibility of information sources.

Balanced Memory: Remembering

past events with appropriate emotional

context.

Creative Utilization: Seeing novel
uses for familiar objects.

Modest Self-Assessment:

Evaluating one's actions realistically.

Eco-Realism: Assessing

environmental impact based on data.

Mindful Appreciation: Continually
valuing positive experiences.

Equal Compassion: Extending

empathy to groups as well as individuals.
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Information Cascade: Adopting beliefs Independent Verification: Forming
because many others hold them. beliefs based on personal evaluation.
Mere Ownership Effect: Valuing owned Impartial Valuation: Assessing
items higher than non-owned. items regardless of ownership.
Misinformation Effect: Memory being Memory Integrity: Protecting
influenced by post-event information. recollections from external influences.

Moral Credential Effect: Justifying

unethical behavior after establishing oneself Consistent Morality: Upholding
as moral. ethical standards continuously.
Naive Hedonism: Pursuing pleasure Informed Pleasure Seeking:
without considering consequences. Balancing enjoyment with responsibility.
Not Invented Here Bias: Dismissing Openness to External Ideas:
ideas from external sources. Valuing contributions regardless of origin.

Observer-Expectancy Effect:

Researcher's expectations influencing Double-Blind Method: Minimizing
participants. bias through experimental design.
Overjustification Effect: Diminishing Intrinsic Motivation Maintenance:
intrinsic motivation due to external rewards. Encouraging internal satisfaction.
Paradox of Choice: Difficulty making Simplification: Limiting choices to
decisions with too many options. facilitate decision-making.
Positivity Effect: Older adults favoring Balanced Processing: Considering
positive over negative information. both positive and negative information.
Primacy Effect: Remembering items at Equal Attention: Focusing on all
the beginning of a list better. information equally.

Projection Bias in Economics:

Overestimating future preferences matching Adaptive Planning: Accounting for
current ones. changes in future preferences.
Pygmalion Effect: Higher expectations Realistic Expectations: Setting
leading to improved performance. achievable goals.
Reactance in Marketing: Resistance to Open Reception: Evaluating
persuasion attempts. marketing messages objectively.
Reciprocity Bias: Feeling obliged to Voluntary Reciprocity: Choosing to
return favors. reciprocate without obligation.
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Regret Aversion: Avoiding decisions to
prevent future regret.

Salience Bias: Focusing on items that
stand out.

Self-Enhancement Bias: Viewing
oneself more positively than others do.

Social Loafing: Exerting less effort in
group tasks.

Surrogate Outcome Bias: Focusing on
proxy outcomes rather than actual goals.
Time-Saving Bias: Misjudging time
saved when increasing speed.
Ultimate Attribution Error: Attributing

negative outgroup behavior to character and
positive to context.

Unconscious Bias: Social stereotypes
influencing behavior unknowingly.

Violence of Abstraction: Ignoring
individual differences due to generalizations.

Von Restorff Effect: Remembering
distinctive items better.

Well-Traveled Road Effect:
Underestimating time on familiar routes.

Zero-Sum Bias: Believing one person's
gain is another's loss.

Abilene Paradox: Group agreeing to a
course of action contrary to individual
preferences.

Authority Bias in Medicine:
Overvaluing medical advice from perceived
authorities.

Decisiveness: Making choices
based on best information available.

Holistic Attention: Considering all
relevant factors equally.

Accurate Self-View: Seeking
objective self-assessment.

Collective Responsibility:
Contributing fully regardless of group
size.

Goal Alignment: Keeping focus on
primary objectives.

Accurate Time Estimation:
Calculating time savings realistically.

Fair Attribution: Assessing
behavior consistently across groups.

Conscious Awareness: Actively
recognizing and mitigating biases.
Individual Consideration: Valuing

personal unigueness over
generalizations.

Comprehensive Recall: Aiming to
remember all items equally.

Objective Time Assessment:
Estimating travel time accurately.

Win-Win Thinking: Recognizing
mutual benefit opportunities.
Authentic Consensus:

Encouraging honest input in group
decisions.

Evidence-Based Practice:
Prioritizing data over authority status.
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Nuanced Thinking: Recognizing

Black-and-White Thinking: Seeing
complexities and subtleties.

situations in extremes.
Individual Assessment: Evaluating

Cheerleader Effect: Individuals
each person on their own merits.

appearing more attractive in a group.

Conservatism Bias: Insufficiently
revising beliefs when presented with new
evidence.

Adaptive Updating: Adjusting
beliefs appropriately.

Source Monitoring: Keeping track

Cryptomnesia: Unintentional
of information origins.

plagiarism due to forgotten memories.
Preference Consistency: Making

Decoy Effect: Preference change when
choices based on original preferences.

a third option is presented.
Rational Investment: Making

decisions based on potential, not past
performance.

Disposition Effect: Selling assets that
have increased in value, keeping those that
decreased.

Dunning Effect: Underestimating one's

competence due to high ability (opposite of
Dunning-Kruger).

Confidence Calibration:
Recognizing and valuing one's expertise.

Objective Justice: Balancing

Empathy Bias in Justice: Letting
empathy with fairness.

empathy interfere with impartial judgment.
Growth Mindset: Expecting and

End-of-History lllusion: Believing one
embracing personal development.

will not change in the future.
Intrinsic Valuation: Recognizing

Extrinsic Incentive Bias: Overvaluing
internal motivators.

external incentives over intrinsic motivation.
Content Focus: Making health

choices based on information, not
presentation.

Framing Bias in Health
Communication: Message framing affecting

health decisions.
Individual Recognition:

Acknowledging personal differences
within groups.

Group Attribution Error: Assuming
group decisions reflect individual
preferences.

Hard-Easy Effect: Overestimating
chances on hard tasks, underestimating on
easy ones.

Task Assessment Accuracy:
Evaluating difficulty realistically.

Natural Behavior: Acting

Hawthorne Effect: Behavior alteration
authentically regardless of observation.

due to awareness of being observed.
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Hypersensitivity to Threat:
Overestimating threats in the environment.

IKEA Effect: Overvaluing self-made
products.

[llusion of Asymmetric Insight:
Believing one understands others better than
they understand oneself.

[llusion of Explanatory Depth: Thinking
one understands complex topics better than
they do.

Illusory Superiority: Overestimating
one's own qualities.

Implicit Bias: Unconscious attitudes
affecting understanding and actions.

Inattentional Blindness: Missing visible
objects when attention is elsewhere.

Insensitivity to Sample Size: Ignoring
the importance of sample size in probability.

Less-Is-Better Effect: Preferring the
smaller of two options when evaluated
separately.
Leveling and Sharpening: Simplifying
or exaggerating details when recounting
events.

Loss Leader Effect: Attracted by low
prices leading to unnecessary purchases.

Mere Exposure Effect: Developing
preferences due to repeated exposure.

Modesty Bias: Attributing successes to

external factors, failures to oneself.

Moral Luck: Judging actions based on
outcomes rather than intentions.

Threat Realism: Assessing
dangers accurately.

Objective Product Evaluation:
Valuing based on quality, not personal
effort.

Mutual Understanding:
Recognizing limits in perceiving others.

Knowledge Acknowledgment:
Recognizing the depth of subjects.

Realistic Self-Appraisal: Assessing
oneself accurately.

Implicit Awareness: Bringing
unconscious biases to consciousness.

Enhanced Awareness: Improving
observation skills.

Statistical Sensitivity: Valuing
sample size in assessments.

Comparative Evaluation:
Assessing options together for better
judgment.

Accurate Storytelling: Maintaining
fidelity to events.

Mindful Shopping: Purchasing
based on need, not pricing tactics.

Critical Preference Formation:

Choosing based on quality, not familiarity.

Balanced Attribution: Recognizing

personal role in successes and failures.

Intent-Based Evaluation:
Assessing actions by intentions.
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Neglect of Probability: Ignoring
probability when making decisions under
uncertainty.

Notational Bias: Influence of writing
systems on thoughts.

Omission Bias: Judging harmful
actions as worse than equally harmful
inactions.

Outcome Bias: Judging a decision
based on its outcome rather than quality of
the decision at the time.

Overgeneralization in Stereotyping:
Applying broad stereotypes to individuals.

Planning Fallacy in Projects:
Underestimating resources needed for
projects.

Priming Effect: Exposure to stimuli

influencing responses to subsequent stimuli.

Restraint Bias in Addiction:
Overestimating ability to resist temptation.

Reverse Psychology Bias: Doing the
opposite of what is suggested.

Risk Aversion in Gains: Preferring
certain gains over probable ones.

Scarcity Heuristic: Perceiving scarce
items as more valuable.

Selective Memory: Remembering
information that supports one's beliefs.

Social Desirability Bias: Answering
questions in a manner viewed favorably by
others.

Probability Consideration:
Factoring likelihood into decisions.

Linguistic Awareness: Recognizing
how notation affects cognition.

Equal Accountability: Holding
actions and inactions to the same
standard.

Process Evaluation: Assessing
decisions based on information available
when made.

Individual Evaluation: Judging
people on personal traits.

Thorough Planning: Allocating
sufficient resources.

Response Independence:
Ensuring responses are not unduly
influenced.

Self-Awareness in Control:
Recognizing limits and planning
accordingly.

Suggestion Acceptance:
Considering advice objectively.

Risk Assessment: Evaluating
options based on expected value.

Value-Based Evaluation:
Assessing items on merit, not availability.

Comprehensive Memory:
Retaining all relevant information.

Authentic Responses: Providing
truthful answers regardless of perception.

29



AZCIOLOGI¢

Subadditivity Effect: Judging the
probability of the whole to be less than the
probabilities of the parts.

Third-Person Perception: Believing
media affects others more than oneself.

Time Preference Bias: Valuing present
consumption over future.

Translational Bias: Misinterpretation
due to translation errors.

Underconfidence Bias:
Underestimating one's abilities or
performance.

Unitary Fallacy: Treating a group as a
single entity without recognizing diversity.

Well-Being Bias: Assuming others are
happier than they are.

Zeigarnik Effect in Work: Difficulty
disengaging from unfinished tasks.

Zoom Effect: Overemphasizing details
when focusing closely.

Probability Calibration: Accurately
summing probabilities.
Media Literacy: Recognizing one's
own susceptibility to media influence.

Temporal Balance: Weighing
present and future needs equally.

Cross-Linguistic Accuracy:
Ensuring precise translation.

Confidence Building: Recognizing
and trusting one's competencies.

Group Diversity Recognition:
Acknowledging differences within
groups.

Realistic Perception: Recognizing
that others face challenges too.

Work-Life Balance: Setting
boundaries despite incomplete work.

Big Picture Thinking: Balancing
detail with overall context.
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