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Abstract. Detecting cognitive biases in large language models
(LLMs) is a fascinating task that aims to probe the existing cogni-
tive biases within these models. Current methods for detecting cog-
nitive biases in language models generally suffer from incomplete
detection capabilities and a restricted range of detectable bias types.
To address this issue, we introduced the ’MindScope’ dataset, which
distinctively integrates static and dynamic elements. The static com-
ponent comprises 5,170 open-ended questions spanning 72 cogni-
tive bias categories. The dynamic component leverages a rule-based,
multi-agent communication framework to facilitate the generation
of multi-round dialogues. This framework is flexible and readily
adaptable for various psychological experiments involving LLMs.
In addition, we introduce a multi-agent detection method applica-
ble to a wide range of detection tasks, which integrates Retrieval-
Augmented Generation (RAG), competitive debate, and a reinforce-
ment learning-based decision module. Demonstrating substantial ef-
fectiveness, this method has shown to improve detection accuracy
by as much as 35.10% compared to GPT-4. Codes and appendix are
available at https://github.com/2279072142/MindScope.

1 Introduction
Recent studies have uncovered a gradual emergence of human-like
cognitive biases within LLMs [42, 16, 14]. Cognitive biases represent
systematic errors in processing information and decision-making
[10], which introduce unforeseeable risks in LLM-based applica-
tions. In the financial field, cognitive biases might manifest as an
overemphasis on specific market trends or an inability to adequately
reflect risks, leading to suboptimal investment decisions. In the med-
ical field, LLMs can collaboratively diagnose diseases and predict
patient outcomes [40, 25]. However, some cognitive biases such as
the anchoring effect [34] and overconfidence [19] may lead to in-
accurate medical advice or diagnosis. Hence, it is urgent and im-
perative to establish a robust mechanism for detecting cognitive bi-
ases, encompassing the development of comprehensive datasets that
can effectively identify cognitive biases in LLMS, as well as reliable
methods for detection and evaluation. There are three challenges: (1)
It is difficult to construct comprehensive and standardized datasets
with large-scale samples. (2) High annotation cost for detection. (3)
With more cognitive bias types and scenarios involved, the detection
accuracy may decrease.

Prior studies [14, 18, 4, 29] have explored cognitive biases in
LLMs, while the type of cognitive biases is limited or the data is
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small-scale. Hence, we collected 72 decision-related cognitive bi-
ases from Wikipedia and proposed a human-machine collaborative
method for constructing static and dynamic datasets. It provides both
single and multi-turn dialogues, effectively capturing the nuances
of cognitive biases in LLMs. And it can be well extended to other
emerging cognitive biases. The static dataset includes open-ended
questions, whereas the dynamic dataset is enriched with scenario-
based scripts including tasks, goals, roles, and rules. And we use a
multi-agent system based on LLMs to generate the large-scale multi-
turn dialogues based on scripts. It can improve the control and vari-
ability in experimental settings.

However, when constructing dynamic datasets by Camel [20] and
AutoGen [38], they fall short in controllably generating multi-turn
dialogues based on our scripts. To improve the flexibility, interac-
tive diversity and controllability of multi-agent system, we proposed
RuleGen, a rule-based multi-agent communication framework. It is
used for generating multi-turn dialogues involving multi-role interac-
tions based on our scripts. RuleGen also allows users to generate per-
sonalized and large-scale test samples based on their scripts. Specif-
ically, we extract elements from scripts through a rule interpreter,
enabling flexible scenario construction. To control the role behavior,
we introduced system agents to supervise and correct agent behav-
iors, ensuring their actions are in line with scenario tasks and goals.

Study [4] shows that LLMs are better than humans at annotating
whether there is cognitive bias in text, but the LLMs need to know the
kind of bias it is annotating. However, if LLMs do not know the type,
the annotation accuracy may decrease. Hence, we proposed a multi-
agent detection method. In detail, rough detection agents identify po-
tential cognitive biases to construct a candidate set. To mitigate the
hallucinations caused by LLMs, we incorporate the RAG technique.
This technique initializes a competitive detection agent by retriev-
ing knowledge related to bias detection and optimizes its competitive
debate structure using a loser’s tree algorithm. Furthermore, we in-
troduced a referee agent tasked with evaluating the outcomes of the
debates. Lastly, a decision module based on reinforcement learning
was employed to determine the winning side of each debate.

In summary, our contributions are as follows:

• We constructed a dataset for cognitive biases detection, compris-
ing both static and dynamic components. We test 12 LLMs and
offer a detailed analysis.

• A rule-based multi-agent communication framework is proposed
for dynamic dataset construction, providing an effective tool for
researchers to conduct normative psychological experiments.

• We propose a multi-agent detection method, incorporating RAG,
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competitive debate, and a reinforcement learning decision mod-
ule. Without knowing the type of bias, our method performed
35.1% better on the cognitive bias detection task than GPT-4.

2 Related Work

2.1 Cognitive biases in LLMs

There has been a trend in utilizing LLMs to accomplish various tasks
in specific domains, such as BloombergGPT [39] and Med-PaLM
[31]. However, just as humans exhibit systematic errors, known as
cognitive biases [10, 5], in information processing and decision-
making, LLMs also display similar biases in their decision processes
[16, 1, 22, 4]. Current research of cognitive biases in LLMs primar-
ily focuses on three areas: detecting biases [4, 18, 14, 23], mitigat-
ing biases [29, 12], and utilizing them for social experiments [30].
Study [14] has revealed previously unobserved cognitive biases in
fine-tuned models. In terms of bias mitigation, researchers [12] have
successfully reduced known biases by explicitly alerting the mod-
els to their potential cognitive biases. For social experiments, re-
searchers [30] have created emails with embedded cognitive biases
to compare against manually crafted scam emails. Despite these ef-
forts, existing research is often limited by overly simplistic testing
methods or a narrow scope of biases. To overcome these limitations,
we introduce the MindScope dataset, designed to systematically and
comprehensively assess cognitive biases in LLMs.

2.2 LLM-based Multi-Agent System

Multi-agent systems [20, 9, 15] enhance capabilities by specializing
LLMs into distinct agents with unique skills, enabling them to inter-
act dynamically and simulate complex environments effectively. Cur-
rent research is mainly divided into problem solving and world sim-
ulation. In terms of problem-solving, this involves software devel-
opment [13, 28], embodied agents [41], scientific experiments [44],
and scientific debate [11]. For example, multi-agent collaboration in
software development [13] significantly reduces costs, while in em-
bodied agents, agents perform complex real-world planning tasks to
address physical challenges [41]. World simulation has made rapid
progress in fields such as social simulation [27], gaming [35], psy-
chology [2], and economics [21]. For instance, [27] established a
town simulation system consisting of 25 agents to study social in-
teractions, while [2] explored how agents can acquire and develop
social skills such as shared attention and cultural learning through
psychological principles. In economics, [21] introduced an LLM-
based multi-agent method for financial transactions, which enhances
decision robustness through personalized transaction roles. However,
when these systems are directly applied to cognitive bias detection,
they encounter significant challenges such as difficulty in detecting
unlabeled biases, lack of comprehensive consideration, and poor in-
terpretability. To overcome these limitations, we propose a new de-
tection method that integrates RAG, competitive debate, and rein-
forcement learning decision modules.

3 Problem Definition

This work aims to detect both explicit and implicit cognitive biases
in LLMs by single-round or multi-round scene-based dialogues. In
addition to detecting existing categories, users can also expand the
evaluation scope according to their own needs and do more standard

cognitive bias experiments. We designed two tasks: labeled cogni-
tive bias detection and unlabeled cognitive bias detection. The la-
beled cognitive bias detection task aims to detect biases by explicitly
providing the types of cognitive biases and evaluation criteria. Un-
labeled cognitive bias detection does not provide specific kinds of
cognitive biases. During the detection process, candidates need to
be selected from various possible biases based on the current scene
and undergo more detailed scrutiny. In Section 4.1 and Section 4.2,
we employed the labeled cognitive bias detection method to provide
comprehensive detection results quickly. In addition, our proposed
detection method in Section 5.3 aims to address unlabeled cognitive
bias detection task, which is more suitable for real-world situations.

4 Dataset Construction
In addressing cognitive biases in decision-making, we construct the
MindScope dataset, which includes both static and dynamic scenar-
ios. The static portion comprises 5170 open-ended questions address-
ing 72 different cognitive biases, while the dynamic portion includes
scripts for multi-round dialogues in over 100 scenarios. Addition-
ally, users can use these scripts to generate tailored and large-scale
datasets automatically. With the combination of static and dynamic
scenarios, we can more precisely and comprehensively identify and
quantify cognitive biases. During the construction, each scenario was
designed to contain only one cognitive bias.

4.1 Static dataset construction

Since we mainly explore cognitive biases related to decision-making,
we selected 72 cognitive biases from the list of decision-making cog-
nitive biases in Wikipedia’s repository for in-depth analysis (see Ap-
pendix A, Tables 2-4). Initially, we extracted classic examples of cog-
nitive biases from literature and Wikipedia to ensure the authentic-
ity and accuracy. With the assistance of cognitive science experts,
we employed GPT-4 to create corresponding scenario texts based
on these examples. Guided by these scene generation texts (see Ap-
pendix A, Table 5), we prompted GPT-4 to generate diverse open-
ended questions and assessment criteria. Subsequently, cognitive sci-
ence experts conducted a thorough validity review of the generated
scenarios, focusing on the appropriateness of the test questions, the
accuracy of the assessment criteria, and the unbiased nature of the
scenarios. Notably, we employed three cognitive science experts and
they underwent standard training for the consistency of annotation.

4.2 Dynamic dataset construction

While static datasets have played a role in revealing cognitive biases
of LLMs, they exhibit limitations in capturing complex biases that re-
quire multiple interactions to manifest, such as order biases and plan-
ning fallacies. These dynamic biases rely on continuous decision-
making processes, which are difficult to fully capture in a single
response. Hence, we developed a dynamic dataset capable of sim-
ulating and capturing cognitive biases within ongoing interactions.
It comprises multi-role scenario scripts, encompassing background
settings, characters, tasks, and the logic of interactions between char-
acters. Users can modify these scripts to generate personalized data.
There are three distinct roles in the scripts: the Subject, the Confed-
erate, and the Moderator. The Subject is the focal point for cognitive
biases detection, the Confederate is to induce the Subject to display
the targeted biases, while the Moderator neutrally responds to the
Subject’s queries and poses impartial questions. Due to constraints in
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(Appendix B)

# Scene Purpose:  
The purpose of this simulation is to test for the Comfort Zone Bias in subjects
, determining whether...
# Scene Background: 
The experiment is set in a virtual environment where participants believe they
are …
# Settings of Roles: 
Role1 Name: Alex    Identity: Subject    
Background: Alex is a participant who believes they are in a networking foru
m to discuss career...
Task: Engage in discussions about career opportunities and make decisions a
bout hypothetical career
Role2 …
# Scenario Rules:
Self-Receiving-Receive information from the system: 
Subject receives initial instructions about the… 
Broadcast-Situation-dependent commentary: 
Moderator introduces the forum topic and sets the stage...
# Method to Observe the Corresponding Cognitive Bias Phenomenon: 
The observation method will focus on Subject's decisions and justifications. A
binary observation system will be used: a positive response…

Dynamic Dataset 
Script Example

GPT

Check and correct

User customized role 
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GPT

Figure 1. Overview of the Construction of the MindScope Dataset.

time and cost, psychology experts guided us in selecting 10 cognitive
biases suitable for multi-turn dialogue tests. Then psychology experts
authored scenario generation texts, including details and output for-
mats; these were further processed by GPT-4 to generate complete
dialogue scripts covering scenario purposes, backgrounds, charac-
ters, rules, and evaluation methods. For specific scenario rules, refer
to 5.2; finally, psychology professionals volunteered to fine-tune each
GPT-4 generated dialogue script to ensure it aligns with experimen-
tal requirements. The reasons for the scripting and the experimental
setup are detailed in Appendix B.

4.3 Validation of the validity of assessment tools

We employed volunteers to do the validity review for MindScope, fo-
cusing on the appropriateness of samples, the accuracy of assessment
criteria, and unbiased nature of the scenarios themselves. Moreover,
we explored the correlation between human experts and GPT-4 in
the assessment of cognitive biases. The Kappa coefficient reached
0.7167 and the accuracy is 88.08%. This result affirms the efficacy
of LLMs as assessment tools. More details are in Appendix C.

5 Method
The existing multi-agent frameworks based on LLMs cannot meet
the controllability requirement for cognitive biases detection, and
they are inflexible to construct dynamic multi-round dialogues.
Hence, we propose a rule-based multi-agent communication frame-
work (RuleGen), which allows agents to interact in an orderly and
controllable manner. Moreover, to detect unlabeled biases in open
environments, we propose a learnable bias detection method based
on multi-agent framework. In detail, Section 5.1 explains the foun-
dational architecture of RuleGen; Section 5.2 introduces the rules
and steps for automatically building scenarios and how to supervise
and correct agent behaviors; Section 5.3 describes the bias detection
method involving cognitive bias identification, debate competition
module, and the learnable decision module.

5.1 The foundational architecture of RuleGen

RuleGen is proposed for simulating the multi-round dialogue in real-
world scenarios according to the given script. It needs to control the
fine behaviors of agents based on the rules of the current detection
task. Inspired by [27], the role agents in RuleGen are composed of
memory, planning, reflection, action, and agent configuration mod-
ules (Figure 2).

Memory module: Short-term memory stores the recent k-round
dialogues. When it reaches the threshold, it will be summarized and
stored in the long-term memory. The agent will retrieve the necessary
memory as required.

Planning module: To ensure that the intelligent agent can gen-
erate effective responses, we follow the [36] settings, requiring the
agent to decompose the request in the plan chain before responding.

Reflection module: Agents evaluate their behaviors, identify po-
tential problems, and propose corresponding solution strategies. It
aims at learning from historical experiences.

Action module: Based on the provided interaction rules, along
with the memory, reflection, and planning modules, it makes specific
and appropriate responses.

Agent configuration: As illustrated in Figure 2, we have estab-
lished two distinct types of agents: role agents and system agents.
In order to adapt to different scenarios and show personalized dif-
ferences, RuleGen guides and constrains the action space of the role
agents by setting the names, identities, tasks, and background sto-
ries. In addition to role agents, we also need system agents to allo-
cate script resources, and supervise and correct the behaviors of role
agents.

5.2 Rule-Based Multi-Agent Communication

In order to solve the problem of poor flexibility, controllability and
limited interaction mode, we propose a novel rule-based multi-agent
communication mechanism, that focuses on automatic scenario con-
struction and multi-dimensional agent behavior monitoring.



5.2.1 Automated rule-based scenario construction

As shown in Figure 2, this part is divided into two key components:
rule generation and rule interpreter, aiming at constructing various
scenarios precisely according to the preset rules alone, without mod-
ifying the agent’s prompt and related codes.

Scenario rule generation: Scenario rules consist of five key at-
tributes: initiated role, received role, mode of transmission, inter-
action purpose, and interaction content. The initiating object and
receiving object both refer to the role of agents in the scenario.
The propagation mode covers four types of information dissemi-
nation: unicast (one-to-one), broadcast (one-to-all), multicast (one-
to-many), and self-receival (receiving information from the system).
The interaction purpose is built according to the nine basic commu-
nication objectives [6] and the received system information. The in-
teraction content describes the tasks that the current role agent needs
to perform.

Rule Interpreter: The rule interpreter module functions as the
semantic parser for the scenario rules, orchestrating the flow of re-
sponses from the initiator to the recipient aligned with the chosen
transmission mode, thereby ensuring the transmission’s precision
and efficacy. Concretely, the module processes a rule by pinpointing
the initiator and recipient, assimilating the interaction purpose and
content into a structured request to the initiator, and facilitating the
appropriate dissemination of the initiator’s response to the recipient
as per the prescribed transmission mode.

5.2.2 Multi-Dimensional Agent Behavior Monitoring

To address the problem of unpredictable and uncontrollable agent
behavior, the RuleGen framework institutes a hierarchical behavior
regulation mechanism through system agents to manage and rectify
agent actions within the simulation.

Macro Behavior Monitoring: At the macro scale, system agents
govern the overarching actions of role agents relative to the sce-
nario’s objectives. Deviations from the established scenario blueprint
are promptly adjusted by the system agent to realign participant ac-
tions with scenario specifications.

Micro Behavior Monitoring: As illustrated in Figure 2, micro-
level behavior monitoring involves system agents conducting metic-
ulous monitoring of role agents’ interactions. These system agents
evaluate responses against predefined interaction objectives and con-
tent. Employing Zero-Shot CoT [36] methodologies, the system
agent assesses the appropriateness of a participant agent’s actions at

Initiated role：SYSTEM
Received role: Alex
Mode of transmission:Self-receiving
Interaction purpose:recive system 
information
interaction content:initial information abo
ut the investmengame and its rules.

Agent Architecture

Core Module

Plan Reflect

Memory
LLM

Action

Request Response

Role Configuration

Name: Alex
Identity: Subject
Background: Alex is a participant who...
Task: Engage in discussions about ...

Rule Interpreter

SYSTEM Confederate

Subject Moderator

receive system
information

Step1:
(Self-receiving, receive system
information) 
Subject receives initial informatio
n about the investment game 
and its rules from the system.

Step2:
(Broadcast, Provide Advice and Instructions) ….

Step3:
(Unicast – Figuring-Things-Out) ….

……

Inputs

monitor

Figure 2. RuleGen is a rule-based, multi-dimensional behavior monitoring
multi-agent communication framework that enables users to automate sce-
nario construction through no-code operations. It offers researchers an effi-
cient tool for studying large-scale model scenario simulations.

each timestep t, and guides corrective measures in the event of de-
viations. This process includes issuing a rectification directive when
a role agent’s behavior diverges from the script or interaction goals.
The role agent then adjusts its actions to ensure adherence to des-
ignated interaction protocols. Conversely, adherence to expected be-
havior is confirmed through a verification instruction.

5.3 Detecting Cognitive Bias Without Labels

Existing models performed well when they were told what type of
bias to detect [4]. However, cognitive bias detection without the type
label is more difficult. This paper focuses on a deeper exploration of
unlabeled cognitive bias detection, which is more in line with actual
application. As shown in Figure 3, a cognitive bias detection method
(CBDC) is proposed to solve the challenges of detecting potential
cognitive bias and improving interpretability.

5.3.1 Cognitive Bias Recognition and Detection

In order to enhance the recognition and understanding capabilities of
agents for recognizing cognitive biases, we constructed an external
knowledge vector library K, which consists of detailed descriptions
of 72 cognitive biases. This library stores detailed information about
various cognitive biases. During the initialization of each competitive
detection agent, we will retrieve the information on the correspond-
ing biases from K and pass this information to the corresponding
agent, enabling them to gain a deeper understanding.

As the details shown in Figure 3, firstly, we screen the test text T
through two agents with different personalities: Aggressive Ar and
Conservative Ac, and obtain cognitive bias sets Br and Bc. In order
to prevent the real bias from being overlooked, Br and Bc are further
merged to obtain the candidate set B. Next, a specific bias category
Bi in the candidate set B will be passed to a specific competitive
detection agent CAi, and CAi will then determine whether the text T
contains the bias category Bi.

5.3.2 Debate competition based on loser trees

The same sample may be identified as different cognitive biases by
different agents. To improve stability, we propose a multi-agent com-
petitive debate mechanism. However, if the size of candidates is N,
the complexity will be O(N). Therefore, we innovatively propose a
debate competition method based on a loser tree, reducing the com-
plexity to O(logN2 ).

As revealed in Figure 3, the constructed loser tree has N leaf
nodes, each node represents a competitive detection agent dedicated
to detecting a specific cognitive bias. This approach can transform
unlabeled detection into labeled detection, effectively simplifying
the detection process. Subsequently, the agent employs labeled de-
tection techniques to assess the presence of cognitive biases. It then
constructs a loser tree for all leaf nodes that exhibit cognitive biases.
These agents follow the structure of the loser tree and carry out an
orderly and efficient debate in the order of: 1). Opening (introducing
the features and cases of the cognitive bias); 2). Argument (citing
evidence of the cognitive bias); 3). Refutation (refuting the oppo-
nent’s views according to the previous debate content); 4). Summa-
rize views. The competition process continues until finally only one
competitive detection agent is left. It is considered as the final cogni-
tive bias type.
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Figure 3. Overview of learnable multi-agent detection method based on RAG, competitive debate and decision module.

5.3.3 Decision module based on reinforcement learning

In the debate, the competition between agents is decided by the ref-
eree agent. In order to ensure the reliability of the decision, we in-
novatively introduce two referee agents, JA1 and JA2, with different
decision-making styles. Inspired by the scoring rules of debate com-
petitions, we score the performance of different competitive agents
from six different indicator dimensions, including argument support,
logical consistency, effective rebuttal, argument completeness, per-
suasiveness, and reasonable assessment of cognitive bias. Lastly, we
use a reinforcement learning model trained by DQN [24] to make
decisions.

As illustrated in Figure 3, the decision module is divided into two
stages: the training stage and the decision stage. Specifically, we set
up a decision task to assess the performance of two agents within
a given environment and make decisions based on a set of weights.
In the training phase, we initialize a replay buffer with capacity N
and define an action-value function Q with random initial weights
θ. Concurrently, the target action-value function Q̂ is initialized with
θ′ = θ. Over M episodes, each episode starts with the initial state
and its preprocessed sequence. At each time step t, the agent uses
a genetic algorithm strategy to search for the selection of an action
at to be performed in the environment. The resulting transition tu-
ple (st, at, rt, st+1) is stored in the replay buffer D. A minibatch
of transitions is randomly sampled from D, and the target yj for
each transition is computed as follows: yj = rj if the episode ends
at the next step; otherwise yj = rj + γmaxa′ Q̂(sj+1, a

′; θ′).The
network parameters θ are updated by minimizing the squared error
loss (yj − Q(sj , aj ; θ))

2 through gradient descent. To ensure sta-
bility, the weights θ′ of the target network are updated to match the
current Q-network weights θ every C step. This process refines the
policy for optimal decision-making in the specified environment. In
the decision phase, we leverage the best-performing weights from
the training phase as the decision weights, comparing the scores of
two agents to declare a winner. The specific experimental setup is
detailed in Appendix F.3.

6 Experiments
This section details extensive experiments and analyses on the Mind-
Scope dataset, focusing on key issues: (1) Assessing GPT-4’s capa-
bility as a cognitive bias evaluator. (2) Evaluating cognitive bias in
various LLMs. (3) Testing the effectiveness of RuleGen and CBDC.
The specific models used are GPT-4-turbo and GPT-3.5-turbo-16k,
respectively.

6.1 Proficiency testing of GPT-4 as an evaluator

Experimental Design. We sampled 10% of the data for each bias
type from the static dataset and recruited three psychology graduate
and PhD students for manual annotation. We ensure reliable corre-
lation between annotators. The detailed annotation strategy can be
viewed in Appendix C.

Evaluation Method. We use accuracy, Pearson’s coefficient, and
the Kappa statistic to calculate the correlation between the evaluation
results of GPT-4 and human evaluators. GPT-4 conducted assess-
ments via interpretable zero-shot prompts, judging the presence of
specific cognitive biases based on current scenarios, evaluation crite-
ria, and the names and descriptions of biases. To ensure consistency,
the temperature parameter was set to 0, and GPT-4’s evaluation was
repeated three times.

Result analysis. The average results from three evaluations reveal
a significant correlation between GPT-4 and humans in the annota-
tion task. Notably, the average kappa statistic is 0.7180, the Pearson
correlation coefficient is 0.7230, and the average accuracy is 88.08%.
Specifically, the Kappa statistics for the three evaluations of GPT-4
are 0.9395, 0.9546, and 0.9402, respectively. These highly consistent
statistics underscore the robustness and reliability of its assessment
process. more details in Appendix C.

6.2 Cognitive bias in different LLMs

6.2.1 Cognitive bias detection in static dataset

Testing Methodology on static dataset: To evaluate the level of
cognitive biases in LLMs, we employed the static data in MindScope



to test 12 LLMs, including GPT-4, GPT-3.5-Turbo, Gemini-Pro [32],
Llama2 series [33] and Vicuna series [43]. To ensure fairness, the
same prompts were input to LLMs. The outputs were recorded in the
format: <Question - Evaluation Tag - Answer - Model - Presence
of Bias - Name of Bias>, more details in Appendix E.1.

Figure 4. Cognitive Bias Frequency in LLMs
Evaluation Approach: Preceding experiments validated GPT-4

was an effective evaluator. Here, we utilized GPT-4 to assess the
LLMs’ performance on MindScope.

Frequency Analysis of Cognitive Biases: Figure 4 reveals cog-
nitive bias frequencies in 12 LLMs. GPT-4 showed the lowest, while
ChatGLM-6B had the highest, which mainly trained on Chinese.
From Llama2-7b to Llama2-70B and Vicuna-7b to Vicuna-33B, the
degree of cognitive bias decreased with the increase of model param-
eters. Intriguingly, we also noted that fine-tuning models could intro-
duce new cognitive biases [14]. The Vicuna series, derived from ex-
tensive fine-tuning of the Llama2 system, generally exhibited higher
cognitive bias frequencies than the Llama2 series, warranting fur-
ther investigation and attention. Lastly, the Gemini-Pro model opts
to refuse answers when facing elements with potential biases (like
race or gender), although it prevents direct expression of bias, it is
not a standard approach for other LLMs.

Figure 5. Cognitive Bias Frequency in LLMs
Inter-Model Analysis of Cognitive Biases: We visualized the ex-

tent of various cognitive biases across 12 LLMs using heatmaps,
ranging from 0 (no occurrence) to 1 (highest frequency ratio). Due
to space constraints, we only display heatmaps for four models, with
the rest in Appendix E.1. Firstly, we can find that the ten models
show poor performance in IKEA effect, Impact bias, and subadditiv-
ity effect. Next we will give the examples to analyze the harm when
LLMs make decision with these cognitive biases.

• IKEA Effect [26]: Defined as the tendency to overvalue an ob-
ject due to personal labor or emotional investment, a significant
IKEA effect was evident in all ten models. This indicates that
LLMs may overrate their generated content, leading to difficulty
in self-correcting errors or inaccuracies during generation. Addi-
tionally, there’s a risk of neglecting user feedback, as the model
may continue producing what it "believes" to be quality content,
thus failing to meet user needs.

• Impact Bias [37]: This bias refers to the tendency to overesti-
mate the duration or intensity of future emotional states. In LLMs,
impact bias could lead to overestimating or underestimating the
influence of certain inputs or events, resulting in predictions or
generated outcomes that are significantly misaligned with reality,
affecting the effectiveness of decision-making.

Secondly, GPT-4 exhibited the fewest cognitive biases. However,
it showed some pronounced biases such as the Framing Effect [17],
Risk Compensation [3], and so on. In comparing Llama2-7B with
Llama2-70B, an increase in model size generally led to a reduction
in most cognitive biases. Yet, for certain biases, such as the Curse of
Knowledge [8] and Survivorship Bias [7], the opposite was true. A
similar trend was observed in the Vicuna series. These findings show
that merely increasing model size does not alleviate all cognitive bi-
ases.

Figure 6. Cognitive Bias Frequency in LLMs

6.2.2 Cognitive bias detection in dynamic datasets

Testing Methodology: We employed RuleGen for transforming
scripts into test samples formatted as mulit-round dialogues, includ-
ing initializing system agents and role agents, and controlling the
interaction based on the rules. We used GPT4 to detect whether the
Subject agent has the cognitive bias, more detail in Appendix E.2.

Result analysis. We systematically tested 12 different cognitive
biases in dynamic scenarios. As indicated in Figure 5, in the static
evaluation data, both GPT-4 and GPT-3.5 showed almost no cogni-
tive biases in Sunk Cost Fallacy, Planning Fallacy, and Unit Bias.
However, as shown in Figure 6, these cognitive biases were signifi-
cantly more pronounced in multi-round dialogues. That demonstrates
a notable difference from the static dataset. This finding reveals that
cognitive biases may be more prominent in complex interactions.

6.3 The effectiveness of the detection framework

6.3.1 evaluation metrics

• Overall Accuracy(Acc (%)): The ratio of cases correctly identi-
fied by the algorithm to the total number of cases.

• Bias Case Accuracy(Accbias (%)): The proportion of actual bias-
present cases that the algorithm correctly identifies.

• No-Bias Case Accuracy(Accnobias (%)): The proportion of actual
bias-absent cases that the algorithm correctly identifies.



6.3.2 Main Results

We utilized 301 static test samples annotated by psychology experts
as a test dataset. As Table 2 demonstrates, our multi-agent detection
method significantly outperforms existing techniques. Compared to
GPT-4, our method improved overall accuracy by 35.10%. This no-
table enhancement is especially prominent in complex cases with
cognitive biases, where our detection accuracy for such cases in-
creased by nearly 26.48% compared to GPT-4. The experimental re-
sults indicate a clear advantage of our method in identifying cases
with cognitive biases. Moreover, in cases without cognitive biases,
our method achieved an improvement of approximately 38.37% over
GPT-4.

Table 1. Performance evaluation of different methods
Methods Acc(%) Accbias(%) Accnobias(%)
GPT-4 34.43 37.80 33.18
GPT-4+CoT 36.75 31.70 38.63
CAMEL based GPT-4 29.13 25.60 30.45
AutoGen based GPT-4 42.71 9.75 55.01
Ours based GPT-4 69.53 64.28 71.55

6.3.3 Ablation Study

First, we analyzed the basic framework combining candidate gener-
ation and knowledge retrieval to detect cognitive biases. An initial
agent identifies biases and construct the candidate set. The final de-
tection is made by another agent. Next, we added the pruned loser
tree method to improve debate and decision-making among agents,
with a referee agent finalizing the decision. Lastly, we integrated a re-
inforcement learning decision module to enhance the referee agent’s
decision-making and adaptability. Results in Table 2 show notable
improvements. Also as shown in Table 3, we use various optimiza-
tion algorithms on our selected debate scenario training set as well
as test set. The results show that the optimization of weights by rein-
forcement learning is optimal on both the training and test sets. The
specific experimental setup can be found in Appendix F.2.

Table 2. Ablation studies. Comparison of module performance

Module (A) (B) (C) Ours
Candidate set+Detection agents ✓ ✓ ✓
Loser tree+Referee agents ✓ ✓
Decision module ✓

Acc (%) 34.43 39.73 59.93 69.53
Accbias (%) 37.80 37.80 43.90 64.28
Accnobias (%) 33.18 40.45 65.90 71.55

Table 3. Comparison of Decision Module Accuracy under Different Algo-
rithms

Algorithms Acctrain(%) Acctest(%)
Genetic Algorithm(GA) 91.74 86.95
Simulated annealing Algorithm(SAA) 88.33 79.51
Ant Colony Optimization(ACO) 86.38 75.90
DQN+GA search 92.67 89.15

6.4 Case study

To explore how different decision-making styles affect cognitive bi-
ases in LLMs, we crafted a scenario script and use RuleGen to gen-
erate the multi-round dialogues. The key focus was on the character

’Subject’ to assess the impact of the sunk cost effect. We simulated
this scenario twice, once with an aggressive and once with a conser-
vative decision-making style. As shown by the red text in Figure 7,
the sunk cost effect emerged in the aggressive style but not in the
conservative. This indicates that decision-making styles can influ-
ence the occurrence of cognitive biases in LLMs.

Scene Purpose:To investigate the presence of the sunk cost fallacy in participants, examining how individuals 
continue a behavior or endeavor as a result of previously invested resources (time, money, effort).
Scene Background:The  simulation  is  set  in a virtual investment scenario. Participants are led to believe they 
are part of an online investment group, discussing and making decisions about ongoing investment projects.
Settings of Roles:
Role One: 
Name:Alex 
Identity: Subject
Background:Alex is a new member of the online investment group, interested in learning about investing.
Task:Alex's task is to participate in investment discussions and make decisions about whether to continue or 
abandon different investment projects.
Role Two:
Name: Jordan
Identity: Confederate
Background:Jordan is an experienced member of the investment group, providing guidance and opinions on 
investments.
Task:Jordan's  task is to  subtly encourage  Alex to  continue  investing in  a losing  project, embodying the sunk 
cost fallacy.
Name:Taylor
Identity: Moderator
Background: Taylor oversees the simulation, ensuring smooth communication and adherence to the protocol.
Task:Taylor provides information about the investment scenarios, moderates discussions, and collects data on 
participants' decisions.
Scenario Rules:
1. (Self-receiving, receiving information from the system) 
Subject receives initial information about the investment game and its rules from the system.
....
10. (Multicast, providing response) 
Subject sends a final decision to Moderator and Confederate, concluding the simulation.

Set Subject to  Aggressive Decision Style：
Alex say:Let's double down on the disruptive tech investments. Despite the initial  losses, the 
potential for industry transformation is too significant to ignore. We should stay the course, 
anticipating that our perseverance will pay off with substantial rewards. …...

Set Subject to Conservative Decision Style：
Alex say:I would advise Taylor and Jordan to continue monitoring the market trends closely and 
to maintain a cautious stance.  If  the  investment  aligns  with our long term growth objectives and 
the risks  remain within a controllable range, we should maintain  our  position. ……

Figure 7. Case study in investment scenario

In summary, GPT-4 has robust capability in detecting cognitive
biases under labeled conditions. For static datasets, we evaluated 12
LLMs, focusing on the differences in cognitive biases. The results
indicate that different LLMs have significant disparities in cognitive
biases, but the overall trend suggests that stronger LLMs have lower
frequencies of cognitive biases. In dynamic datasets, we assessed the
bias results of GPT-4 and GPT-3.5, confirming our hypothesis of
higher frequency cognitive biases in multi-turn dialogues. Through
a range of quantitative experiments, we validated that our detection
framework outperforms current multi-agent frameworks. Moreover,
ablation studies confirmed the significant effectiveness of the learn-
able MCDA module.

7 Conclusion

This paper introduces a new benchmark called MindScope for ex-
ploring the cognitive biases of LLMs. MindScope consists of both
static and dynamic parts, resulting in a series of interesting findings
for decision-making and model tuning. In particular, based on our
proposed RuleGen, multi-round conversation can be generated con-
trollably through a simple script. Users also can generate large per-
sonalized dataset and complete many psychological experiments by
RuleGen. Moreover, we introduce a multi-agent detection method
using loser trees and a decision module based on reinforcement
learning for cognitive bias detection without labels.
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