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[7.8]

1
1
C )
Impossble .02 .03 B &T1988
Impossble 0.8 .06 B &T1988
17 .14 B &W1985
Not probable .13 .09 B &T1988
Not likely .13 .10 B &T1988
Doubtful .18 .12 B &T1988
Possbly .35 .12 B &T1988
Posshble .38 .12 B &T1988
.38 .19 B &W1985
Perhaps .39 .14 B &T 1988
Uncertain .40(. 50) .14 L &N 1967
41 .13 B &W 1985
.44 .15 B &T 1988
Not certain 43 .15 B &T 1988
Unlikey 20 .14 B &W 1985
Fairly unlikely .25(.25) 11 L &N 1967
Smewhat unlikely .27 Sh 1974
.31(.33) .12 L &N 1967
Likey .74 .15 B &W 1985
.67 .16 B &T 1988
Rather likely .69(.70) .09 L &N 1967
God chance .65 .22 B &T 1988
LT4(.75) .12 L &N 1967
Probable .12 .16 B &W 1985
.74 .13 B &T 1988
Very probable .87(.89) .07 L &N 1967
.86 .08 B &T 1988
Highly probable .89(. 90) .04 L &N 1967
.84 Sh 1974
Certain .92 .09 B &T1988
Alnog certain .95 Ha1991
Abglutely certain 1.00 Ha1991

:B&W = Budescu&Wallgen , 1985™ :B&T = Brun&Teigen, 1988 ;L &N = Lichtengein&Newman, 1967'° ; Sh
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= Shanteau, 1974™ : Ha = Hamm ;1991 .
[13,7.,9]
[13,7 9] [6,.14]
() =,
3.1.2
0-1 0- 100 %
( Lichtengein & Nenman ,1967) ,
( Hamm 1991 ;Budescu&Wallgen ,1985) .
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, . ,Reagan
g % ;
? 5%( 0) , 5% , 95%( 100 %)™ .
(1) ,
( ) ( Budescu & Wdllgen ,1985) ; (2)
(  Budescu & Wallgen ,1985) .
Beyth-Marom(1982 ) , 30
( ),

, 7 ( 2).
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2 B- M(1982) 7
1 0-10% Very smdl chance ; Roor chance
2 1030 % Srdl chance ;Doubtf ul
3 30-50 % Perhaps;May ; Chance ot great
4 50 % It could be
Likely ; Reaonable to assume ;One should assume;
5 50-70 %
Reaonable chance; It ssemsto me; Can expect ; It seems
6 70-90 % High chance ;dose to certain
7 90-100 % Very high chance ;Mog likely
Brun & Teigen 7 ,
L 1 7
. Brun & Teigen
1-7 , . ,Beyth-Marom 7
//’ ™ '
/ A A B( 1),
( , A , B .
\B A
1
(1) X % 7
(2 , U ltis X [——] it will hgppen” ;
(3 ;

—— * Theoutbreak of hogtile acticitiesis X[—].”

— “ One of the senior physcians in your hogpita has told you that a particular
gymptom was X in the disease you were discussng. What would be your edimate of the frequency of this
symptom in the disease ?
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(4)

[23,24]

(conparative optimism) ” .

3.2.2

Teign & Brun

(1)

1995

. (Weingein, 1980)" *“

9mits & Hoorens ,

[25]

") « * ")

".Moxey & Sandord 1987 ,

[26]

" (It is uncertain that John is & home, because ) ;
" (It is possble that John is a home, because ).

, " (It is that John will the metch, because he

has been playing © well latdly) .

Yes/No

ispossble’

“ Yesu( )L ,\bn( ) ,
, “ Yes, it isposshle” “ No, it

“ No” “ it isuncertan”

UFO "{ | believe that UFO’ sredly exig”) ,
."{ No/Yes, that is conpletely uncertain”)
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THE EXPRESSION OF ENG. ISH
VERBAL PROBABILITY : ALIERATURE
Xu Jiehong'? Li Shu'
(1. Irgtitute of Psychology , Chinese Academy d Sdences, Bajing , 100101 ;
2. Graduate School , Chinese Acadamy o Sdences, Bdjing , 100039)

Abgract  There were two ways to express uncertainty : numerica probahilities and verba probahilities. The present article

d scussed the importance and va ue o the research on Endish verba probahilities, and reviewed the emergence and decelop-
ment of this area during the peat haf century , which induded (1) the numerica trandation of verbd probakiligic expres:
don, (2) the samantic irformation within verba rpobabiligic phrases, and (3) preference to verbd or numerica probahil-
ities. The theoreticd and practica inplicationsd these findings to the gudy of Chinese verbd probahilities were d scussed.
Keywords verba probahility , numerical probahility , subjective probability , decison making



