KRG BT A3 — PC BHiHIcHOWT

g JoE - IR [E
1. F B

JRH EAEROBERTH 5 RRBMRZEERET 52 LI TE 2V, £
Lo ThEA RFERIHEORTEN TV D, BIETTRETH 2 FROAHD O
FTHIEIED, BISEARTRTS 2 KHAMRIEIISPIZEN L, © MIERO
Wk ZFIHT 5 2 & THA ZFR O - Hl#l - FHZ2ToTwd, JAJEET]
W, R ATV E R D £ LT, ik bo— L&)
LHER A, ARIES Z LR ET S, T XD BRRBIERENTREL 7 B 72
DIZIE, FRBEROTIBLIERT R TH 5,

ErSED I I L TRREBREZMDEL 0L\ ) HROZHBOMELE S
TR, DHFEOMKA G TOHE L O R SN TE 2, ME.OH
FTIEZRRHAE (causal perception), FRHILEES TR RIFH (causal induc-
tion) < KR HEF (causal inference), /OIS TILHELEEFIET (contingency
judgment) RHELEVESE (contingency learning), #:&.LEF TIXIENIFER
(causal attribution) &\ 727 —< THIZEDED SN TE72s TS ITHIZE
R Z DO BICHE TV THEINTVDEY, WTFNOEBRFEEIZBVTD,
EBRSIE I LTS 20158 % 5 2, RRBEROHEEZThE 2 T & 43
Awonz (B, 1995). AfTid, KRR LTINS 5 ICENE Y
T, TO—WiEBATHILEEHET 5o

HRHEROEREETIE, FROARBFRIIMO»DOHIN=Z b —1) — %l
LTEZ6MN5, BlzIE, WRISHT 2HEORREMGT 5 & V) H/N—A +
— =T, BEMREW) 200HREZBRT LI LROONL, HEE
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A TIHRRDNE - 72FHIR°, LK E Lo 72 PRRNE - 72 F Pl 2 BlIZE LT
HRBIRZ HIM S5, HRBROHE S 7 /N— A +—1) =25 L7 XIRT %
EN, RO TIIIHRUST T 2EOMEEFTFET LI RO LN L,

FERIERO AN = AL ZHIL L9 &, kA LT 70— F RNz ALL
TN T&7: (see Penn & Povinelli, 2007 ; Sawa, 2009 ; Shanks, 2007 for
reviews) o KEMEBNFEOMPOED LR E R EBE I 2 FHo> T L 0L, B
WOSEMEDTIIZEICm % 3T 28 A T 7 10 —F (associative approach) T
Hho HRIEROEBRFET 2 OORREBIH L I L1F, HBBSEMED
T O %A% (conditioned stimulus : CS) & #E4fl# (unconditioned
stimulus: US) O EREBEMICHELUL TWE 2 En s, FHOTOMER
FRHWTRHRRER OB ZFHHT 2 0% SN TE 2, RRHEROET VI

BHENTW L TR FEM 7% €T )V Rescorla-Wagner £ 7 )V (Rescorla &
Wagner, 1972) TH 5V, ZOEFIVIZL 5L, HEEBROFEZIZIENR &
ROBEREOELTH Y, TOELIIRD L H IZRHEN S,

AVi=af (A =2V) X1

AV FER EEROEEGHEOZLE, o IZEEIZOVWTOFEZR/IT X —
Z—, BUTHRIIOWVTOEERING A —F -2 FNEFNET, BN EFHLE
PR LT A =1 &%), EEWHEIIMMNT 5, #12, REROAI LR
Lthuzzot&b,L%ﬁﬁuﬁwﬁéonuﬂm%&énfwéﬁ
FHEERL, FHOWMZ ETIOMEINS VI EEGHEOELEITKE
{725,

FROBANT O —F LT B ORISR 7 70 —F (rule-based
approach) T®H 5, HAIFEMEN T 7a—F T3, FROEREHD S5 H

OFIEFERCHREMREZT &M TEEE L TREERI L SN TWD, FR
DA #RIE Figure 1 [IR LS T — 7V THREEN D, 4 DD ViT

(1) WEHEFHOET IV E L CTHEAZ AL LGOI OMOMEE LT, Pearce €7 )V
(Pearce, 1987) % > /3L — Z R K OPEERIR T > 78 L — # K5 (Denniston, Sa-
vastano, & Miller, 2001 ; Miller & Matzel, 1988) %175 5,
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| HRERE %4 DFROIEROPIELEL T2 Bl
e

ZNE, BV a R RS L 7

| a b %, b d ZEE L fRDER L Do

HAEEL WD, OB T— TV T
FH SN L FLOARERISHT LTI S A0
e C d FHEMTON S, FHEEHNCIE, ba—1) R
TA VIR 2EEOERERTMETERE
FeAc b DONEFEENTWS (of Hattori &
Oaksford, 2007) . FERIZEREN 7 7 0 — F12
BULRENRETIVIZ AP €7V (Jenkins & Ward, 1965) TH Y, KD
LIIERSI NS,

O

Figure 1 BifEET — 70

AP=P(e|c)—P(e|ﬁc)=aaTb—ﬁ (X 2)

Plelc) ZEREDER LR REPERT 2MEL, Plel—c) (TFEEMAE
ELTORWRIIHERDPERT MR ERL TVD, AP BINH 22005
Ui SR D#EG R Eo72bDTH L, AP IF-1H15 1 EFTOMEE LY, fH
Lo THEREVPRL L, AP>0 L5 L SFEEIIHREFESE, AP
<O0&7n & EFENITERZIHL, AP=0 &% 5 & RN &R R
LB,

WA T 7 80 —F @ Rescorla-Wagner €7V & ERIERENT 70 —F 0
AP ETNVOMIIIERELZBERE D 50 fERIZOVTOFEERFINT A -5 —
W—EDHRED (2B T, Rescorla-Wagner E7 NV OHHAHE AP OfHIZ—
B35 M5 N TwA (Chapman & Robbins, 1990 ; Wasserman,
Elek, Chatlosh, & Baker, 1993 ; see Danks, 2003 for detailed analysis)

NG 22007 70—FiE, FROERERIZESEBVRTWVWE I LD
#7587 70 —F (covariation approach) & ShbN b, HLF7 Fu—F|2

(2) —#iiC B IE—EDMTIEAR L, US BRKEO B 1Z USEERKED LB L0
RECRESND, THUTEDY, FHLY SWEITH 2 E» 5 2 LA SN
éo
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BIFMEME, AL HESKNEN T ENWI ETHDL, 2F ), %
VO L RERE R L T D LIERL 2V, BlZ1E, SEEOEE KA
KRBT ILZEBIRICH 5748, JEEHEBIEL THMAES 2 i3, AT &
W HEDFEHEDPSERICHEET 5720 E LA BUMETH L0, DX
REEIRR T b 727\,

WAL HEDOXFNE/T — 7 71 —F (power approach) 2 & - THilH
ENb, NI =T 7u—FTIE, LW ERRZ X T DL FFOM 520
HFBPRESINTWD, S TE) ML, HERSHEREFEESE L7
—, FREENEEROMICHELET DA DALV TOMNETHY, Th
D DOHFEAERE L 2\ VIR ) FRBMRABIMENS Z L1372, Cheng (1997)
IS0 EHEN LT, BRI (causal power) LIFATWS, L
L, 2O770—=F2E 2 DOMERPHFIET 5, /X7 =7 70— 3%
B7 70—F LB o CREATRETH 270, MR THICTFHT LI &0
TEZV, F/2, N7 =7 70— FIC L BHBIIEBRRICHR D v, /87—
T7O—FiE, WRHERZ ST —R AN AL EOHEIC L - THMT S
S, TNODOHFEENSED L) IR I ND IOV S BT W2 v, ik
OESEMEL § 58, BOREHERSEOL I IR SNL 0L MEEE
2R IUTR 5 %,

REG7 7o —F LT -7 70— FOREWICHES 2B TBY, £
DFFFNNITIE DAL EARANTRTH L, £ THABTIE, INH 220
T 7O —FOME R RALINT — PCHBmEML, ZORUMEEMRE L
otz RET %,

(3) Sloman (personal communication, August 2009) 3L 7 70 —F % E= R
5 (make a difference theories), /37 —7 70— F % LKA EEE (generative
theories) &IFATWS,
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2. /37— PC #ig L AiH/37 — PC Han

2-1. /X7 — PC Hig

Cheng (1997) ZIAH 7 70 —F LT =7 70— F 2B L MEN T
MRS 272012, WEEHET SH/37— PC BHin@ (power PC theory) %1%
L7z WRMNIZERT LI EITL T, HWEB L HEDE % BHAEIC
L, EFVERETRICLZ, COETVIIEDE, b MIMREESES
T ROl W & AR TS 2 D2 FE O R 22 SR RIS IET EEL
TBY, INCORFMNEACTHELCHELEHAL L) £ 75, fik%
FEHE S LI FEAENRRERT) (generative causal power) & IFIEH, KR
Z 3N S 2 JIEEHI R R 5077 (preventive causal power) & EbiLb
(Cheng, 1997)

R AR & R 7% & OBERIAFFEE I TR %, /37 — PC #ia
(Cheng, 1997) X HE-E7IVHF (causal model theory : Waldmann & Ho-
lyoak, 1992 ; Waldmann, 1996 ; Waldmann & Martignon, 1998 ; Wald-
mann & Hagmayer, 2001 ; Waldmann, Hagmayer, & Blaisdell, 2006) 7
EORMIHNENT 710 —F (causal approach) &I, #WEW T 70—
FR BB 7 Ta—F LXK E N S,

Kk e |05 BEE | OFEMERRM L ¢ TEI N, FIFINERRIIE
p ERBEINDE, INHIIER AT S L IR e 2EEF2TH
T 2HERTHD (e, 0=¢:=1, 0=p,<1), HERIBBNHFEETH D72
W, FOMEIMBMICHESNL, ORI ELFEELEVE E Pleli) =
g LD, —IRICE—ET A i3 h L, MoER o (22 Tid i Lt

(4) PC 13#E=xt L (probabilistic contrast) OWEFRTH %,

(5) Cheng (1997) TIEELLDEER L p TEBEN TS, Novick & Cheng
(2004) % Lu, Yuille, Lijeholm, Cheng, & Holyoak (2008) 374K Hxh71 %
q. WHIEES %2 p EELTBY, ARMTRIEFRLICEST S,
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DERE) 1ZOWTEET 2LEDVDH L. RRRNZHET DB, ZEOTR

2-2. FAMKR LR
DT 4 Jig, BAENERRDOEIIBITHETH 5,
(1) FKW i LI o 3R e 1I2HEET 5,
(2) BN a l2E> T e DRETLHILIEH DD, FHISNDZ Lidkw,
(8) HIN i LIEKN @ ORFERIIEZNS DA & ITEBERTH Do
(4) FRAENE ZTHER e AL L Z LT,

AP=0 &7 B0, FROREICE DS TEENRRER T ¢ WEH SN D,
BHRNEZEBE LT VLI, FTIROICHER T THRUA EHER AP, O
FHWZEIT) o 2O, BEMREDHICOVTHIT 5, HHE e ERT S
MEZEP(e) 1%, JER i % q CHRREZHRESSLMHERLIER a 25 q. THR%
FEE S DMEREAMBEL, WEHEOIBIHFZTILICLVER SN,

P)=P(i)q+P(a)q—Pi) qPla)q. (5 3)
B i BT B E W) EREMNINT A O Z 212X 5T, M XHER P (el
i) DRE Do
Peli)=qi+P(ali) q.—qi"P(ali)q. (1)
BRI, @ BEEDPHFIEL 20 E W) ERAAMEND 2 & T, SO SR
P(el—i) HkE 5,
P(el-i) =P (al—i)q. (X 5)
R4 ER5DEHHEDLIELIZLY, AP, PEBIN D,
AP,=P(eli) —P (e|-i)
=q.+P(ali) q.—q:"P(ali) q.—P (a|—i) ‘qa
={1-P(ali)-q.} q+{P(ali) —P(al-i}qu (X 6)
N6ELEFHTLIEIZL > THREMNRENT ¢ DR HEANELNL,

6) PGE)=1%2RALT, Ple) & Pleli) 12, Pla) % Plali) CHHTL LV Z
tO
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_AP—{P (ali) —P(al—i)}-q.
g: 1-Plali)-q.
B a DER i EMLICAERT SHE (e, P(ali) =P (a|l-i)=P(a)), X7
RO LD IZHMbE b,

(K7

__ AP
7 1-Pla)q.

FATHHIC L o C qu PBEHOWE, TOH#HTBHLCq v HEET 5, qu
RO 6, N7 —T 7u—F20EH L HRERORGIZ VO L v i
BRI THHELD, 2FD, q #RDDITE q PRLEERD, q. ZHMT
L q LRI LMEDSFE LT 5. LoL, ¢ BT 272010 q. BRERD 2
VEZIEL, P(a) qu 52U+ ThY, Pla) q.lx Plel-i) THEE
Bz oN20TRSIIRD L) IR D,

- AP \
qifl_P<e‘_‘i> (f‘g)

X9 REAENRENTT ¢ O— X TH 2. =1 13HK i HEH e 20 TH
HEEEDLIERERL, =0 13HKN i LiEH e DEMKRTHL L2 ERT
b0 CORTIIMOIEHE a 12X > TR e DVHICAERELTWVW2E (e, Ple
|—i)=1), q \FEFRENZ e MBS, MOBEE a 12X > THEREIERL
WV (e, P(el—i)=0), q=AP &% b, 2F ), MORKIHEEL W
FREICBWTIAR L WRIE—HT 2, 72, 0<P (i) <1 DHEIL ¢>
AP, L2 5,

(X 8)

2-3. IR SRR
P ERRR I OEEIZ BN TH LR L72ARESHON S, AP0 &%
LI, WIRIERER)] p PEE SN D, R e AR T LR P (e) X, K
K i 2% p THERZIIHI L 2 WHER E RN a A% g THRIRZFESIE LHERD
RICEDEE SIS,
P(e)=P(a) q. {1-P @) p} (X 10)
RN & AEET % LW AL C, SO & E P eli) ko2,
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Peli)=P(ali)-q.-(1—p) (= 11)
AR, BHE SEELEVEV) BREMSMT 22 LT, M4 &R
P(el—i) MmN, A5 LMAMUICR %,
P(el=i) =P (al—i)q. (. 5)
X 11 LK 5 DEGFDS, AP PHIEENS,
AP;=P (eli) —P (e|—i)
(ali) g (1=p) =P (al=i) qu
={P(ali)-P(al-i)}'q.—P(ali) q.p: (#12)
R122EHT 22 L128-TC, WHIEEST p OBHERIESN S,

_{P(ali)-P(al-i)}-q.— AP
Pali)qu

FH e 2AER § EHZICARST B Ge., Plali) =P (a]l-i)=P(a)), I 13
BRO LI ICEEXHZ S5ND,

(% 13)

— —AP; S
L e P

FEEMRES D OB L FRIZ P(a)qu % P (e|—i) WCBEEHz 5L, X 14

BUTOLH %5,

__—AP
Pi=plel—i)

X 15 TIHIR R T pp O— N TH Do p=0 13FHEK i &AFHR e 2RI
THHIL%ERL, p=1 RN i R e ZLFTIHT 2 2 L 2 KT
bo R e NELAERLRVE (e, Ple|l-i)=0), p lZEZRSINR WV, fil
DFEH a 2L > THEEDNEICERT LA (e, Plelmi)=1), p=—AP,
E o THERE WRIZ—5T 5. T2, 0<P (e|-i) <1 D& p>— AP,
L b

(X 15)

3. A&/ — PC Hig

BIEGH T, FEDHRAEMTRREZERIEL L), MoOJFEK LIt
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WEHST 22 E TREZERSEDLZEDNEV, B2, T4 VAIPFIET B
EV)FERZITTHTUI R B E VI RRPERT LI EEHE ) %<, RE
DETEVID ) —DODFEEEFEET LI E TR RDEA I, FAREIZ, &
BEHPET LT TO YA VADPHFEL TR ITIUEREST S22 L3H T 2
Vo BEBOFERAPMEIZED &) B2 RITL GERZERIELNE V)

LR XD R LT/ — PC #E (Cheng, 1997) ##H 352 L ik
T&E %o ST — PCHGHEIHE—DORRN D 2HETHILIETETY, i
DEZEPZOHRRR N ED LD B2 FOPREATE LA LTH L, £
=T, Novick & Cheng (2004) /%7 — PC ¥ (Cheng, 1997) %L L
724546737 — PC #5i (conjunctive power PC theory) THI D JE KD AHH
TERZFHL &9 LAz,

X7 — PC HECTIERR i MO KE a 1252 2200RERT % FEREL
T, M e T HEN i ORERDAHE L Twiz2s, a3 — PC #
M CITBEBOBEROMEMERZFET 5720, L0 EORER N2 EET 5
DEPEL D, 2F ), KR LMo ae (22TIEi & j UADER)
72T, FR D CAHEISEET AR G, SHICER D LEEj O EE
eI A oORRM NI EEEBTLI kb, BER i LFEEj OMEEH
WHER e 125 2 B B ARERT)) (conjunctive causal power) & I
% (Novick & Cheng, 2004), /377 — PC Hig L HE&/37 — PC HiHoE\Wv
T ORERRIN ORI H %, H—DFERAFEORRMN LY L T, #
BAHRES T OBERNIILUT O 4 DOWREDSHFIET 5o
(1) FER i LEEj OMEERIZ 2 2OBERMELEST 5 L ZIZORE <,

(2) B—DFENRHEE LAENEZ &, &TORMIMIICHERICEEL &
29,

(8) HHWa lCXo TR e DRAETHILIZH A, FHISN D Z LT A\,

(4) R e ITHETLHOQLERENZ, FEEHOARHHE & MR TDH 5,

(5) HHEAENE ZTHR e DAL LI LT,

HKERBEDHIOHWPOHIZ, AP IZOWTHMET ). EH i LHEEj ©
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MERHPRAET DR L 54 LR WEBEOES S AP, SRD 5L,
AP;=P (eli, j) =P (eli, j) (st 16)
CORIZBVT Pleli, j) (3K i EENj PHEAET HHICHR e %ET
BiEREFRLTBY, Pleli,j) (FEKE i LFEj 2HENEH 28 2 S35k
WZAER e ISR EEZ NI THIFMED 2R L Tnwb, /X7 — PC #i (Cheng,
1997) 2BV THERTIA AP OMEIZIE U CTHEANPIHAIZEILT 2 L9
2, #EE/NT— PCHEIZBWT D AP, DIEIZ & » TREARER LA
PEHICEACT 20 BIK @ ORRINIFEN T 3B o 28) TH
D, FRKE G ORZR LA 28 FEL, MHERRIIICEL TS 28
VEZONLD, REDHOEHRRIZ6 MY EZLZSNLG, LTTIE, JE
Wi &EEj OREDIICEDSNT @Y IZHAET T EIT-> THHT %,

3-1. JHK i EEEj A& DIEAENRER N 2 FHo%E

APZ0 D AP=Z0 Th A, JEK i LJRE G 1d & QICFENKRER I %
oo, ZomE, R 16 128 IR P.. (eli, j) 1ZZNZENORER T %
IE L, @B EFIC LWL D ERTETH S, ZOFERIEF - LY
YOFENO LWL Z L THEIELTE %, 2F Y, KR FLIER; F/2
BMDEH o 12X > TR e E L 2HEFIE, 320KK (G & j & a) o8
LR BESE R VIR Y 1B ITIE X v,

P..(eli,j)=1-(1-q) - (1—-q)-{1-P(ali, j) q.} X1

2T P (ely) EK G LFKj AL b IZSENR BN EFHOROHE
WFEERL, ¢ & ¢ 37X —PCHEmAZ#EHTAILICL o TRD L) ITE
Ehn,

(7) EHEEHTETHOMRPLIENT 2720, L) RELEH 5,

(8) 8ilh &Aabiwvold, FH i MELEMERNI ZFREIERE j (SHHIAE R T %2
FOWmEIE, MELZANBERZTCORA—THE720TH 5,

9 F-ENMATYOFEANC L2 L, WEHHOMESIHESZMNT 2EE50WMEED
W THL (e.g, 7(AVB)="AATB). F7z, WmEMOMEEIIEIS %
T 2R EOMESOWHEMTHL (e.g., 7 (AAB)="AV B,



REHEFHIC BT 5787 — PC BFRIZOWT 11

S T e
%Pmigwiﬁ%jﬂ (% 19)
F72, XU — PC HH LRI P (ali, j) q (el—i, —j) TEEHZ S
nb,
P(ali, j) q.=P (el—i, —j) (X 20)
K18 25:20 21T ITRALTHC L, LTOXDBHLNS,
B..(eli, jy =1~ elh 2i) P (el j) (3t 21)

P(—el=i, —j)
R 2112k o THIRFRER P (eli, j) PHEITHEE 2570 Plelij) & P.o.le

li, j) OEFERSLZETEHREND AP, 20U T, HEREDoME I
FER D HWIZHHI E 7 5,

AP..=0 OF, X 21 1278 LIRS Po (eld, j) % F THE A9 A A
R qp WEEB I NG, FHR i LJEE j PSETET HRECHER e 2954 T 21
KPlelij) 1, B—DREIKER e 25ESRIHERE 200K EOMAE
TERDHER e #HESHDLEROMTROONL, F - BIVH Y OFEHNIC X
STROEHIZEIL N5,

Peli,j)=1-{1-P..(eli, j)} - (1—qs) (% 22)
Qi WZDOWTIRES Z 2L Y, BAENKEERIERNTT qp OXDKE 5,
_ AP.. \
“TTB elig) o2

AP.. <0 OF, X 21 (7R LIRS Po (eld, j) % F THIH A9 A A
RENT) py WEE S NG, HRA i LJERj PSETEL TR e AR T HHER P
(eli, j) &, H—0FRANEREY B S 5 R L PIHIRE & RER 0 258 2
BROIHEROBE TR SN,

P(dij>=ﬁ+xenj>%1—p) (X 24)
Dy COWTIRS Z L2 XY, MRS ERRN py KDDL ENTE S,

_AP++ .
e 25
p: P++(e\z,J) (3 25)
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3-2. FH i LJERj AL HICHHINKRER ) 2 Fio5E
AP0 AP=0ThHHE, JHRE i LREj X & b ICHflE R %
oo, Zo¥e, N16 2B 2 MFME P (eli, j) 135K a 7% q. THH
e BHRESEDLMREERE i LIHRK G 2 p & p THE e 2 L 2 WiERO
ETRDOLN Do
P (eli,j)=P(ali, j) q.-(1-p)-(1-p) (s 26)

P__(eli,j) \ZJEE ;i LEEj A5 & ICHHEIR RN & H oo I iR %
FELTwWh, XU—PCHHZHEALT p & p 2KD, Plali,j) q %
Plel—i, 7j) TEEXHBEALE, UTORXMESNL,

Pleli, =j)-Ple|=i, j) -
) lP(e‘,—\i, _?J) - (J—:t27)

P
AP =0 DRy, FEMEGREST g PEBEIN D, BHHEER 2712
RL72Po(eli,j) TAP- %#%HML, X230 P..(eli,j) % P-_(eli,j) |2
BEWRZ 725 TH 5D,

_(eli, j) =

W=1-P (eli, ;)

AP0 OF;, X 27T 1R L WIRHESR P (eli, j) % v CHIBIAHE & A
BT py EH SRS, 25 LIZIFFEBORBFEIZL > TROXDES
N5,

(X 28)

—AP_

Pi= B (oli ) (£ 29)

3-3. KA i AR 2 FH, WA j PSEANERRS D 2 /O
AP0 52 AP,Z0 Toh LI, JHRE i (ZEHIWRER D Z2FS, FHK G i
FEERIR SRR 2 0. X 16 12 B BRI P_. (eli, j) &, KK &JH
Waq & q THiRe EFESEDMHERLER i 2% p TR e 2HIHIL
BROHEROETRD 5N D,
P . (eli,j)=q;P(ali,j)q.-(1-p) (X 30)
P (eli, j) E&—F BRI RAD T % #5 5, M5 A3 584 B9 ) % FE ok
WEfEEE R L TV, X7 — PCHERZ#MMA LT p & ¢ %KD, P(ali, j)-
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g. % Ple|—i, 7j) CHEEMZLE, X271 ERALRXMESNL,

P(eli, 7j)Plel—i, j)
P (e|—i, 7))

AP_.Z0 DB, 27 (R LR P (eli, j) # WV CRAEMESH
RENT) qp PEB I NS, BETEIIMMOFBENBERREN I LREETH D,
UTokyickBEH I 5,

P_.(eli, j) =

(27

_ AP—+
W=1-P (eli, )

AP_. =0 OF, R 27T 1R L2 iER P (eld, j) % Hv CHIHRIARS & K
R pp WEEEN S, HHTEIIMMoONHEERREZ I EFRETH D,
KDL ZHEIND,

(% 31)

— AP,

B (eli)) (\32)

Pi=
4. /37— PC B OGE

KRR 3 %787 — PC G OBHOZ LI L T { OEBRR®E
T ENTE7 (e.g., Cheng & Novick, 2005 ; Luhmann & Ahn, 2005 ;
White, 2005 ; Wu & Cheng, 1999), Cheng (1997) & AP X 1 b RE%T
DV DEEFOWFEAE R (e.g., Wasserman et al., 1993) % FHITE 5 & £k
L7 L2 L, Allan (2003) 13, W< 2054 % (Allan & Jenkins,
1983, Experiment 3 ; Wasserman, Dorner, & Kao, 1990, Experiment 2)
WZOWTIE T RHHEIEE R R VwERRm L. 2F 0, HERTTDOHD AP
VBB TEFNDRLVEERS L VDITTH DL, 2L BwmHFOFT, 2
DDETIVOZNLMEZ EREYIMEET 5 EBRPITONE L) ko7, AP
D% —EIZ L THRRRII OB L EIE, &2 CIZSICHRE IO E —EIZ L
T AP OEEEETHERFENHOONZ, 2D XD RFEBRFEIZBIT S
FEMOIRALEEND S BB 5DEFVANEY TH 5 hRaT ST & 72

Buehner & Cheng (1997) (X, AP &5EMHERTIOMEIZ DWW THEED
G aE L CEBREI T2 Ple|c) & Plel—e) 1E1.00, .75, .50, .25, .00
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Ple|c) &8 &8 4B 28 OB &E 68 48 26 ®6 68 48 88 &8 &8
Plel-c) gs 66 468 26 06 68 48 & 0B 46 26 0B 26 06 08
100

50

100 -

50

100
causal power
50

0

Figure 2 Buehner & Cheng (1997, Experiment 1 B) OFEEE. LI
OFAHITAEREE L, L7 N—IEEREL ZNENET.

DWTFNHLOMEEIY, 5Bk AP (.00, .25, .50, .75, 1.00) # K 7 % &
I AB DL EINT 15 L2 E 317 (Experiment 1 B). FEERZINH X
16 AATOBIER & 2 Hi < REBRO M % & Z L 14T 720 EBROR
R, FH—0 AP 1Tk L THANERR ) O IAECFEFEME OB A A S
7z (Figure 2)o L% L, AP =0 D&EMHFTIE, WTIOETLVOFHEIE b —3
LaWKERSH LNz, 72, HHINERED IOV THRE 2T 725 1A
2BV TH RS, PIHIMKRERTTE OFIEE AP =0 128 5 &HEAA SN
72

/N — PC #55% 57#53 % Buehner & Cheng (1997) OfERIZEZIE 2
7@ 1% Lober & Shanks (2000) THh o7z, b b T/, AP LEENRE
I OMEIZ O THBO M % 3% L TEBRT1T>7- (Experiment 1-3) .
EERBINE 1L 60 FAITOBE 247\, 10 ATORIEE Z & ISR LR HI 2 1T
o720 EBROMRE, FBEMHERRN NP —ETHo>Td AP 1IHIET 2 TRE
EMENELT 5 2 EAURENT: (Figure 3). F 72, MIHIBEES DI LT
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Ple|c) 2730 2430 21/30 2828 28/28 2828 28/28 3030 24130 1230 2730
Ple|-c)20i0 1030 /30 21728 14128 TS 028 1830 12/30 030 25130

100
it

50

100

50

100
causal power

50

0

Figure 3 Lober & Shanks (2000, Experiment 1-3)
DFEERFER. LEOBEIT AR 2 R

b8 — PC Him & FIET HHEAREN T 5 (Shanks, 2002) o [FIERD G
Rz dHESIN TS (e.g., Perales & Shanks, 2003 ; Vallee-
Tourangeau, Murphy, Drew, & Baker, 1998) .

Buehner & Cheng (1997) %° Lober & Shanks (2000) D#&EFE2 585 A
REIIZ, AP ETNVENST - PCHBOEL L GEEME HICHMTE
T\, FREMEIX AP 16 L TET 2—0T, ERIIIG L THZAL
L T\ %, Buehner, Cheng, & Clifford (2003) %, Wiz kK5 E DR X
HOHNFEFWLRREADPINLOHRE D725 L TWEEFHIAL TS, KRR
DNeZmhdBIE TRAPEORERRZFISEI T, ? ] L) iEROER
I b, TMOFREIFEREZFE SR VIR T, ZORKRIEEDBERFK R
FIERITH 2] LI NERATHCW-EHMOLP#EL Tnwb, KFERHD
B2 A WAERTIENTY - PCHEHBLZFTIMBNBELNL TV DA
(Buehner, Cheng, & Clifford, 2003 ; Collins & Shanks, 2006), ZF#FL 72w
ERLME SN TS (Perales & Shanks, 2008)
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F 7z, FFEMA AP ICHEER B IS UCTEILT 2B~ 7 A
ADMHEE & Z 515, Buehner & Cheng(1997) DEE# I 16 #1T, Lober
& Shanks (2000) OEERIE 60 AT THEEINTEBY, BIET LY I
A ZDE DR RBIRO WA G- 2 720 RS 50 LA L, 787 — PC
PR R R O AAHEE & RRR BB TH B & L TH oy T A4 ZDER
EEELTBLY, YU TN A A0RBELHPT LI LN TE %\, Lilje-
holm & Cheng (2009) 134> 7V A ZOEELHHAT L7 —a
1R (conflation hypothesis) Z#EME L TWb, I 7L —3 3 MREIZBL
LI TN A RFIEBROT  TVE TR L, RRNOMEEZT 592 TV
Bcehb, BlZ1X, BHFH 30 A 10 NHEL2 179 B4 L BH 30 A 20 A
ICHE AT BETIE, EBOF Y TVEIZ 30 ATR LU TH 5705, HEOH)
RE2ZFH AT 10 A& 20 ACTRR 2, ZOERPKEEBROHMIZBIT
DIEEEEICHEE L, FFEMICBIT 5L LTHELTL 5,

5. Bb DI

AT, HEORMZD CAHMEE ZORBEIZT 0L 2207 70—
FIZOWTIH L TE 7, IO, EHEWT 70— FRFAERN 7 7o —F
WRESNLZIEF 7 70— F L 2T 587 =7 Tu—F L) B
5200 HMA L. ELT, 22007 7 u—FIIBITAMEA T WIRkT
BOOFH RS THLEENT TO—F L LT, WMEDHREZRARTNT
— PC ## (Cheng, 1997) 2oV TS L7z 72, /87— PC Hinx JiiE
L 744737 — PC #3 (Novick & Cheng, 2004) (ZDOWTHBAL, EET
% 2 & THBIMRRIC 2 o 72O EHFE R O EAE I DOl & iR 7z
2512, 37— PC HEROZ LM% MEE L 7258k (e.g., Buehner & Cheng,
1997 ; Lober & Shanks, 2000) %R 72,

WEMEROFEET NV E LT/ — PCHBHDZ L THL0ENIZONT
Fo &) & LRERIIESN TRV, ZOEFVHEEEMEROMEICKE
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CHELLZ-Z LIEZHE Ve 23T — PC BHFROZ UL AT 59T, #r
CIEELKDETUNRERENTE 720 FENEHENT 70 —F & LT, Hi
(2001) EZEERHe 22— AT 4 v 27 X - ET) (dual-factor heuristics
model) %, Perales & Shanks (2007) (X EI J—)U (evidence integration
rule) %, White (2008) ZJNEFIYE T ) (weighted averaging model)
EENENRIBL TS, WENT 710 —F Tid Gopnik, Glymour, Sobel,
Schulz, Kushnir, & Danks (2004) 28K~ v 7 (causal maps) %, Griffiths
& Tenenbaum (2005) 2SHFEH R— FET ) (causal support model) % 3%
L7z 72, /XU =7 70—F 02513715 E 7 )V (dynamics model) 7% Wolff
(2007) 2L o THESINT VD,

N — PC Biwmld 2%, WRNXA P74y 7 —2 (causal Bayesian
network) Oy 4 TERAMEE %5 2 ENEHE N T 5 (Glymour,
2001, 2003)c FRANA DT v Ay T — 7 13BEBOER ORI Z IEIEBR
BT 77T, TOBRSEFRUNEHWRTRIBFWFTETH L (Pearl,
2000 ; see Gopnik, Glymour, Sobel, Schulz, Kushnir, & Danks, 2004 for a
general proposal of such networks as a psycholog‘ical model), /%7 — PC

WIIEBOERE 1 OO REVC)FBICL0EATE ro/d, R
NATYT oAy T =7 CTEEROER E EHOMREERIATH I LTS
bo 37— PC ML, RRNRATT Ay bT—=2 %5 SS/INT—ET
)V (sparse and strong power model : Lu, Yuille, Liljeholm, Cheng, & Ho-
lyoak, 2008) ~: W7 2 FR % FIFTWb, SS /8T —ETNIZOWTIEHE
PO Tam L7z,
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