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1 1
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0.3 0.7 0.4 417 0.7 0.3 0.4 4/7
0.1 0.5 0.4 4/9 0.9 0.5 0.4 4/9
1 1
0.5 0.9 0.4 4/5 0.5 01 0.4 4/5
0.1 0.6 0.5 5/9 0.9 0.4 0.5 519
3 3
0.2 0.6 0.4 2/4 0.8 0.4 0.4 2/4
0.6 0.9 0.3 3/4 0.4 01 0.3 3/4
2 2
0.2 0.6 0.4 1/2 0.8 0.4 0.4 1/2
0.4 0.7 0.3 1/2 0.6 0.3 0.3 1/2
5 5
0.4 0.8 0.45 3/4 0.6 0.15 0.45 3/4
0.2 0.8 0.6 3/4 0.8 0.2 0.6 3/4
4 4
0.4 0.4 0 0 0.4 0.4 0 0
0.2 0.3 0.1 1/8 0.8 0.7 0.1 1/8
0.6 0.6 0 0 0.6 0.6 0 0

A TEST ON THE POWER PC THEORY WITH

THE PARADIGM OF COMPARING CAUSAL POWER

( Laboratary o Cognition, Institute of Psychology, Chinese Academy ¢ Sciences, Bejing

Wang Moyun, Fu Xiaolan

Abstract

100101, China)

The Power PC theory was tested by using the concentrative presentation of graph representation of information and the

paradigm of comparing causal power. The participants were 233 college students. The results showed that canparative judgments

of causal power of single causal relaionships had the following charaderistics: (a) Most judgments were in accord with the Power

PC theory in the conditions of preventive causes, but conversely most judgments were not in accord with the theory in the condi-

tions of generative causes, (b) inthe condition of generative causes with simultaneous changes of the wvariation efficient and

the base rate of the effect, most participants used the AP rule of probabilistic contrast model, which was not in accord with the

Power PC theory, and (¢) in the condition of generative causeswith the change of the hase rate of the effed and the constant -

variation coefficient, most participants used the RP rule, which couldn’ t be explained by all known theories of causal reasoning.

Key words Power PC theory, Probabilistic Contrast Model, mparative judgments of causal power, concentrative presenta

tion, graph representation of information, unsymmetry.



