‘All cognitive scientists are nerds.

What, thing, follows?
Some nerds are nice people.” at, if anything, follows

Syllogistic reasoning:

Why do individuals differ in thelr performance?

An Individual’'s cognitive ablility explains the greatest amount
of variance - but personality also matters!

Implications

1) When testing many syllogisms at once, we B
may not only measure an individual's ability
to reason logically but also the
consequences of other processes unfolding

Investigating the Individual RESULTS of ANALYSIS

Differences In Sy”OgIStIC Reasonmg Final GLMM results for response correctness

(when personality only: model: conscientiousness important as well)
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