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1
p AP pCl P(C) P(E| C) P(E O a b c d
B 0.56 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.6 0.1 24 16 4 36
D 0.38 0.3 0.3 0.5 0.5 0.2 20 20 8 32
F 0.75 0.3 0.3 0.5 0.9 0.6 36 4 24 16
A 0.75 0.3 0.13 0.33 0.9 0.6 18 2 24 16
E 0.5 0.5 0.17 0.83 0.5 0 20 20 0 8
C 0.5 0.25 0.4 0.8 0.75 0.5 24 8 4 4
B 0. 56 -0.5 - 0.5 0.5 0.4 0.9 16 24 36 4
D 0.38 -0.3 -0.3 0.5 0.5 0.8 20 20 32
F 0.75 -0.3 -0.3 0.5 0.1 0.4 4 36 16 24
A 0.75 -0.3 -0.6 0.33 0.1 0.4 2 18 16 24
E 0.5 -0.5 -0.17 0.83 0.5 1 20 20
C 0.5 -0.25 -0.4 0.8 0. 25 0.5 16 24 4 4
2.4 3
, 2
20 ,
2
M SD Mdn M SD Mdn M SD Mdn
A 44. 69 23.22 30 39.93 20.59 30 43.71 21. 66 30
B 51.85 6. 68 50 54.58 9.88 50 50. 08 12.30 50
C 35.27 8.71 25 32.58 15.61 25 35. 68 15.13 25
D 38.04 18.43 30 32.87 6.81 30 34.53 9.40 30
E 45. 42 23.05 50 54. 46 12.94 50 48. 34 7.74 50
F 51.15 8.58 30 39.17 19.17 30 49. 01 23.51 30
M SD Mdn M SD Mdn M SD Mdn
A 52. 77 24.74 75 57.17 22.73 75 60. 41 21.62 75
B 52.32 14.13 56 50. 04 11.18 52.5 53. 65 3.58 56
C 44.95 17.13 50 45. 56 18. 67 50 43.32 14. 48 50
D 38.02 12.05 38 37 12. 87 33 36.78 7.37 38
E 49. 46 10. 86 50 48.75 7.33 50 50.51 5.97 50
F 54.79 25. 69 67.5 57.73 22.58 75 62. 35 20.79 75
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A F
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BF 33 14 0 7=2.45" 38 8 2 z=4.28""" 27 20 1 Z=0.87
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AF 2 3 43 r=2 4 2 42 r=2 1 6 41 r=1
CE 6 33 9 z=4.16""" 3 38 7 z=5.31""" 4 27 17 z=3.95"""
> < = > < = > < =
BF 21 26 1 Z=0.58 19 28 1 z2=1.17 14 35 0 z=2.86
DF 7 26 15 z=3.13"" 4 27 17 z=3.95""" 0 34 15 Z=5.66
AF 3 5 40 r=3 3 2 43 r=2 0 5 44 r=0
CE 8 19 21 z=1.93 11 17 20 2=0.95 4 16 29 r=4"
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4
AP PPC P(E| O) Ff’((EEl' C)C/) pCl
27 9 4 0 5 3 0 48
( ) (56. 25 %) (18.75 %) (8.33%) (10.42 %) (6.26 %)
30 7 1 0 5 5 0 48
( ) (62.5%) (14.58 %) (2.08%) (10.42 %) (10. 42 %)
24 14 0 1 2 7 0 48
( ) (50 %) (29.17 %) (2.08%) (4.16 %) (14.58 %)
BF Pe >Pr Pe <Pr Pe <PF Pe > PF
DF Po= Pr Po <Pr Po <Pr Po >Pr
AF Pa= Pr Pa= PF Pa= PF Pa= PF Pa>pF
CE Pc<pPe Pc= Pe Pc>Pe Pc<Pe Pc>Pe
Ap Poc P(_EO Pl
13 18 3 11 2 0 47
( ) (27. 66 %) (38.30%) (6. 38 %) (23.40%) (4.26 %)
16 18 2 7 4 0 47
( ) (34.04 %) (38.30%) (4.26 %) (14.89 %) (8.51%)
14 29 1 1 4 0 49
( ) (28.57 %) (59. 18 %) (2.04 %) (2.04 %) (8.16 %)
BF Pe >Pr Pe <Pr Pe <PF
DF Po= Pr Po <PFr Po <Pr
AF Pa= Pr Pa= PF Pa= PF Pa>pF
CE Pc<pe Pc= Pe Pc>Pe Pc>Pe
Ap PPC PPC ( 38.30 %,
38. 30 % ,59. 18 %) , Ap
, ( 27. 66 % ,34. 04 % ,28. 57 %)
( 5) (1) (3) Ap ,
, Ap (
56. 25 % ,62. 5 % ,50 %) 56. 25 % ,62. 5 %, 50 %)
; PPC ( (
18. 75 % ,14. 58 %,29. 17 %) (2) 27.66 % ,34. 04 %, 28. 57 %) ; PPC
Ap ,
( 27. 66 % ,34. 04 %) , ( 38. 30 %,38. 30 %,59. 18 %)
PPC ( 38. 30 % ,38. 30 %)
( 18. 75 % ,14. 58 %,29. 17 %)
5 X x? 1)
Ap 0.39 0.38 1.52 0.45 0.01 0.33 7.96 " 7.70" 4.67"
PPC 0.3 1.42 2.99 4.19° 4.19° 4.46° 6.89 " 8.85"
4 PC
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CAUSAL JUDGMENTS IN THE CONCENTRATIVE PRESENTATION
OF INFORMATION WITHDIFFERENT EXTERNAL REPRESENTAIONS

Wang Moyun, Fu Xiaolan
( Institute of Psychology , Chinese Academy of Sciences , Beijing 100101, China)

Abstract

An experiment was conducted to investigate human causa judgmentsin the concentrative presentation of information
with the three different externd representations and the paradigm of direct estimates of causd power , and to test the
Power PC theory, Probabilistic Contrast Modd , and pCl rule. The participants were 287 college sudents. It wasfound
that judgments of causa power of sngle causd reationships had the four characteristics: (a) Morejudgments were in ac-
cord with the Power PC theory in preventive causes, but conversely most judgments were in acoord with probabilistic con-
trast moded in generative causes; (b) the representations of literd presentation, tables and grgphs had no impact on the
judgments of causa power in generative causes, but had the inpact on that in preventive causes where more participants
judgments were in accord with the Power PC theory in the representation of graphs, compared with the representations of
literd presentation and tables; (c) no participant used pCl rue; and (d) there were obvious individud differences in
causd judgments.

Key words edimatesof causa power , Power PC theory , Probahilistic Contrast Modd , pCl rule concentrative presenta
tion, litera presentation, tables, graphs.
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