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HEARIIBWT, BEOHKEMRI -7/2& %, Zh4ERELTEZLZ LD BT
LAZNODOERNC [APBIHREH BICHENVIEV] BB EDENEV, HIZ
W [F = XA SHIESHEX S | LVIELHAIONTVAEEWMEZ ZFlIcEITT
HED, FYIAME LWV L EHBHSEEZ L0 Lo, BEMICEEDL
S ISBERNH 5 ORI ANHTH 2, LrL, TOXIEEbhBE, 7K
WEI CEiIck - THIRIGEEZ 5, &b, FoXPHIBEEREI L TVWADEAS, KL
EEZTLEDITEDBH S, Fhlcbid, TOL I, X FXFHERENICKEREZRER
HL, ThESEL LENSEEE LTV 3,

ZN T, %&ﬁh@%ﬁ%%#&%\mmma%@w&@xou%bofmémt
A3, BEEICB T REEHROKRHNZ, DEFEORT 4B O 0HE
FOMRBIT BV TIHESED SNTEBYD, §ﬁ®$%%*l%%%%ﬁﬁ%5&?5;
5 iR IIREHER S EN TV S, ., CORFHRO A h = XL %5T B0
iy BEREL D& UTEEEME (contingency) EWHBEEMSFEHINTE 7,

1.1 FEftEols

BECEIE & 1, FITEREBRGERE OB AR THETH b, KITEROERED S
WIZFEHERE T CREFRVERL T 5 8&HHRIC K - TEBEINn S (RE 1999, #A
cHIEREROHEREICER L TV5, &2 HKRFIEOTEICBREEC S
U EcfhodiskE @3- b 0iT8ohictl - THES %, FlAIR, FikebidzL ¥
HEFTOBHRBENS | LWV, bR IOBEARGRE ED LI IKFEF L TWBDEA
I BZ HLRWVREEREZE L TR/ BIZIRD 4 > D& OEFE A, BRI TE VLI
Hd, HEELTVWEDTRIEWIES Db,

(a) YEEFHDH > TEHIBEFROES
(b) FEETDH > TEABERTE P - 5
() BT T CEEAPBEROEE
d) ZBEI T TREAPERTED - I5E



28

RIS BT D3 > 1B E DRI 100 F (a+b) & ->T, BHIBERTH - 15465
100 [E (a). BHMBERTE D - 1354600 (b)), BT D8H - 12 A 55100 4
(c+d) H->T, BHERD OB, FHERTR-EGEM100E] (D) -7c&Th
E, BT EERORICIETELBIEOMRIN S D, FHET 3BHMPENTH S LV H5E
LUERAEFLI BICIRtd 3, B AAEBITIIT O L S BELSHBIRRIES 201
TRV, FaeBhs [T OBHIBER] LWV L H Tk - F kI, BEER
DEFUCBVTasb, c<d EWVWH T EESSKEBRL TEAFBEVD ZITEVLL, R
I EORIENTNT 50 THNIE, FVETRBEHORTUS DO TRIDIFER IR L S0
ZERVHIETHREY, 3D LN EAE., HECRI IOl >y ETORE
ST TR > HBEEE VWS 2 EEHDEBRVDT, i bDYRIE, ZHETOR
HMBENTH - 12tER a/ (c+d) 5, FHETWED > - AOBALKENTH - 1-hEER
¢/ (c+d) LV EFVWHEERIESVTRENTLAEVWIRETHSH, TDLD
RSN O ERE OHEBIRIR A HIW 5 FH R HIHT (contingency judgment) &
WS (SFH, 1996),

b3 HE, EHOMEMEERIZIT> TV aA, dXTIcHBLTVWEDE, IEL
WEEREHHMTIC & > T BB OMMOFEREE LS FETEL LI ICLETETH
%o FEAEEOYMAIEA S RSN TELERIEC IS 5 VWA 5, [ERESREEED
FRHEAET S L iE. BEAEEDOD SWABEICBVTRDONDE, Fhlcbid, Bl
BOFEREPRT -0 E B BREMBTEH S ETT L VWIERD0 S LT85, £
D& > B AIIR L K HERICHUER L HEH T 217HA R T ovicid, BERHE
DREREME 2 EREICHIMd 2 S EWEE LS55,

1.2 RRHEREREEE

Kic, TOREMMES VS BEENFERE O & 5 cRBHESRPIRICFIH I W TV 2 0n%
BEL TH 5, T TORBHERIFRIC BT, RFEHRBIRIBIT 57 SADHE
WOETFTVBEBHIN TV SN, T dENEDIE, 'the power PC (probabilistic
contrast) theory' (Cheng, 1997) & 'the R-W (Rescorla-Wagner) theory' (Rescorla &
Wagner, 1972) Th %, fig 3RBHROER, BERINEHEROBERAMHS 2 C
EARBIE LTOVER, ZNZUERILELERICET 2 Ffll « HHIcER LTV A%
i, ELODHIANL D ERENTH B L VS TETHEREL > TS,

IhsiEnTh, MEIcE S e 7V LESFEMR L VS 2 D OVEHEREL
T3, UL, BEEE VWS BESEHO TV S D 'the power PC theory' 724 Tl
B, EEFEERANKEKT S 'the R-W theory' dF 7o, HEHEOHESEFIFL TV
BEVR B, A7 513, EBEETEGICBOVTEES N A ESIT 2FROWMRRCE »
TSN B2 5THY, JOFHEBMHEEOZNLIZIFE[ LTSS, 2ED 'the
R-W theory' Z 7-BEHEMESENELT LD TH S, £H o OMEHm SR E VW HOBES



HEHR IS A 5 P & B RBISH 0BT ”

KEDSWTHED, 2 DOBERPH-> TR SHERCHELE VI ERRBERMES NP
TVET B,

1.3 ERHERICEELTRETTOMODER

Lip LIS 5, AIZERFEOMEMA R E W U"CIXI%E@F?%:VEV)J:D‘ BI2H DD
Bz, BEDID, HEEEOROLOEERES LW T EEELTHLE, ZD5%k
HEEFE AR, Bl S - TREGZOREERL 10D, TOEEBEVTHED
BXHELROWAERLD, 202 OBRWIEA S, L L, Z0ENE DR
ARTEROBEBIHEE R, EHOo04ICE > THRILIBTTH S, DflokSIic,
e b ORI BT, REHERICEEL RIX T BN BREES T & 3RS 18V, FERE
Motz b, RREHROHBICKE SBb 2 ERDH 5 DTIHIEVIEH S

HE, MEEEOBERICE DV 'the power PC theory' & 'the R-W theory' O &S
5OEERICE > THHIFARARER S L D — AMERICE » TREN, MBS T3
(B Z1Z, Dennis & Ahn, 2001; Lépez, Shanks, Almaraz, & Fernandez, 1998; Vallée-
Tourangeau, Murphy, Drew, & Baker, 1998; Yates & Curley, 1986; Young, Johnson,
& Wasserman, 2000), L2 L5, 2o DL IHGHmOANTES 25T 518
T, REHERICEEEZRITT D& LTHEEDAD I & W o BRIIARIZRT S
TV, Tl MR E D & 5 BERDPEE#RICEBERIE L T0EEE
ZOoNBTHA DD

T AWM, BERENCHRRBBRAESODPE VS T EIXDWTEZATH S, FA

febid. HERES ORI I AHREEZEE L TN o OBFREE RH L. Z OYIRT
% 26 &l &-ﬁ@]?‘ %, &L bHCKE S HREORICBRIED S 2 LHMrdNIE. b EHE
FHIMEC 2 EBICHI—HOLREME S &, RO I—HOHKENE 5
BOWCEETFRILTHREELSTHA S, b LSRNV SHMTTHIE. b HK
EPREC - EZHIRAZTHEZRIT I LGBV THA D, DXL, HHlcE -
THRIZ EZEZ SNDHREAFFE L. TOERD OFERE LT L 2HREEFRIT
22 Eick-T. TDOADITHIRIEES NS, BRENCHEBREIED L 5 B#E
HoroRl) OBRIELERF L. 2B THSOITEIZ (LI DRBEO A EZZ /-
DEWVWSEHIC, BADE BXRETHZREST 571D THELEVRA S, LrL, ERMHE
DOBIRED TN THITEIDOIRE AT 2 DT TRV, b 5 HRE S HRFEORMICE
BSBIRMES D - 7o & LTH. BODITHOREIZBEBRTH » R SIEEH KA
o TEAEAZ DT LA LIBVIEZT T, Thiz il BRMOBREOHMEES
W3RN BDTIRIEVIES S,

PEnk>uEZLLD, AR TR, REMRICGELRIETOE LT, BEES
HEWHEREEZ S, HIFKBIS (ego involvement) &3, HAFEREITHBOVTEADL
FELBEZATNTOEREELZ VS, CORBICH 5ICiE. BOBEOEEBICL > TH
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B BUEHTO I Ve TN, RBARTEEREL R LS5 2 & bhhid, B
FIEEE 12781372 L E Z T3 X - THIEOE FEHEL ek, 198D, 2% b, 3
FERBERD L BERMCESDRED Z &0V T ENE®RERL, 215 DHERY
2B B REBHROHWHICHEARIFTOTREOMNEEZZDTH 5,

T IT, BERESHIC W THHEICERE L TBMNEND 5, BEROIE, HIKME
ik, R EENDELAEEVEVD & ARICEICRA 21781 & L TdRic X
WFEMPESIPEVD TEE, AMICHBINTHRICEHE P T 2 EIhEVHI T LD
ELELEBIRTELE PO TH B, £ I TAPFRICBVT, BEREGHEE 3. BIED.
HLETHHNREENOTEOMICBEL O BH S &, LTFEHT S, AR TR, KE

RICHEBARITTERE LT, STk 57 OB 52 & S 03RRI N .
HEEASHEAE D FiF 5,

AHEDOEM

AR T KIEHERICEEAE BN E LT, BT S BES & 2 hEpksE:
OREAREEL, BRESHOFELARITT A E2BNET 5, LR, ZhdsK
EWVIEE [REBHRENSDH 5] EVHHBENPLT LB EVD T EMNEITIHALDF
MENns, UL, BEEDAOERICEEL TRAE TREISLEA TV WD, H
KBS > WTIE, REHERICEE A RIS A LETHIEN D, Z2hhEDL
3 EDTHAPIIFATH B, TDHITOVTIE, AU ERNEHETH 5,
BB, JITER, FEE, BEHEEARET 2EE UTHEEA W, 1220, HER
RREE O C 258 DA ICHNEBERE 185,

2. /i &

smE KFEESIE (FBHI%. 304, FHEFM 19125 TH-olo

EERETE 2 EE th-R) X2 (HEESHE: KL -d0) ©2EREET, 9
THBRERRTETH - oo R X HIRBESHES USMRITid 22 &5, S < HIRBE
Bikd 0 &icid 20 208, SEEER X HIRBAGM: /2 LAHIC3 23 08, HERXHE
RIS D b &fhicid 24 B2 N ZFNEIEAIEID AT O NI,

M BREEFERA L. WALARBODW I — FEFES BP0 Eh s 1>
NEi A — REF[OTOL EWHIREDFRES NI, Fndbich £TH WS BT, K
DA — FRHZEN 20 ElH D, ThICFEVWTHEERDO N ~ FASH2EIFEDEA TR
10BN REHTIR19EH -7 & &N, ik T, BFRESMHS LE&HETI’ T
O] B, ORI [HiEBHE] BESITH— FEFIK EFRBTHD, I6I
I EFOTH -1z & &N, HVEETIER. JTHUTNA T, BEXDOFHEIC bk
HEMLI FORRICH B ECHETELEIFEIICEBLTTE W, | £ 1 I
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ot BB, REDOH — FES|CEELFRER, TOROH — FEBETHIE
AREREDR I B L, TNHSOFERRMICENL SVRREFRSH 2 LB A, 1 15
Wl ~4 [EBLEBVARV] ~T [b5| OTERETHEIESLEVHIEDTH-
1o BIZE. HEAREZY X BEESHS D RETHV oM REX ERERLUTO LB
DTH5,

(RIRESO
HET-BENUTOKRICHSECHETESLITHRAIZBRLTT L.
WBWALBDH— FAIRATHY FT,

HaflEd, ENDIEICER S GVETEIEE L,
ZTORRETTHEA—FIIOVWTHARTHS E, FROD—FAHIZENRLS
<. 20EBYELT,

Ft. FEOH—FISEBIZEHEVTERON—FAESEN 19@EHY ELL.

. HEEDS. RYOESD1BLIZHESEh—FESICE, FBTL,

ZLT. EDRDA—FKIF, HFRTLT =

GRE)

L EDKRENSHIT S &

[BlLV=h— FAFRBRTHS] T & TROA—FVFERTHSI CEDMISEN
CHVERBEAHDEBVET,, HTEFLIBRSICOZMITTTEL,

BRI E 1 B2 EFF 3T, 1 B RBUREFIESEr N, HRI. Fis, Fr
B (K3« 230) . HEARS 724 AV — b, 2ERIE S, 3 K HRER
PFNEOERE L L 7 — 7 [FHOFFE BT 2ERITH - 1o
FiEE FEREI, DEFEREOREICBVWTEATITO N, g8 ICERKAR
L. AERIFIELZBENE LTITONE bDOTH D, BIEDHRED Z DfthDRE
TEREB SDOTREWC &, FHEREIF— 2 & U THICES ., BEASETS
N5 ERMOENTERINSG &, AN S T EFE—VRBRWT EZHRL,
724 RV — MIRRASEL, TO%, —HIFEEOOEEBED S, EEDR~2
BBMEOHMTH Y. T DMOEMF bSO LMD ERKRICEZ 5 DICHEILTIT
K% 5.2 7o 2EMPTNTORIEEE L, BREHEEZEINL 7258, SETHRONEDPAE
RO K, B, EBRFHE 7S &> W TRBIC AT - 7o, FERICE L B Rd e
BT 30 HEREETH - 72,

3. & ®

BINE4 89 ZDEIFIC>WT, EBRO 7 — ¥ ZHEICHERT 5 Z LIcRIESE O
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DT ST & IFRHR & SRR OSSR EEMES S 5 LB S EAV O
B R A B Uiy 110, ST H T 2 RMEOMETIAME L, MR

EHERT o
77 WEAK
6 - B STRONG

CAUSAL STRENGTH
RATINGS
Y

MIDDLE HIGH
FREQUENCY

Figure 1. MEAN CAUSAL STRENGTH RATINGS FOR
EACH OF THE FOUR CONDITIONS. ERROR BARS
REPRESENT STANDARD ERROR.

INSDF— 5%, DHOERMEEZRFHOTBOEER I T HIchHE
(1990) IhE->THIFEBL, 2 GEE R X2 (HERESH 2L -5D)
WZHE - T 2 BRI EIT - 1ckER. BRGSO HRIIEE (F(Q, 85) = 4.97,
p<.05) TH -7, BEBESHD &M, 2 LEHL  SRRBEFROFEESMEMK
ot
SEEOFFRIIEFEE (F(, 85) = 0.73, n.s.) THhoToo 1IROKXEEHEIEFE
(F(1, 85) = 0.01, n.s.) TH -7,

4. & %

KR TId. KEHRICB T R 02F & BRBEEHOBEERETT 2 L %2H
& LT, BEEEO R E S P HBRBSHEOFERSRRBEFROE SV OHMHc ED L S
FELRIET O ETENBEREIT > 12, TORR, BEBSMHDS D&ME. 2 LEH
X D REEHROFEEFEMEAKRE -t TORERI, BEBEESHLREHRRICHE
ARIFTEVIRGEAETHETZ260THD. & SICHEREEHOSEET 2HHE LIS VE
F 0 HERBBERYD 2 EOIHEBEINPTVENI T EERLTWS, L L—A,
AREER T, MO K Z S Ic & 2NERROFEOHMOEV IR SNT, SEITHR
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DIEREBELBODTH B, LT, ENTNDIERICOVWTEREITS,

4.1 HERHBCEHBSUISRIFTZE

REHERICB O THERBEEHOMREISZBD SNz Eh b, 2 >OERHEWVICER
HRIEREBERTH L L LTHHRREINALEEZ, ZNOOFERICHSHES LTV EME
HMEVD T EEEEL T, HEBROEEDOESVAKM LTV EHMIHS M -
7o

SF D AR, BACEDLEZETHNEENOORBEEREIREXLLDOTH S EEX
B, FHTHRINTEMLE OELTLE Y, Thid, KEHGROBHS, BHh0 &
BRE[TEIORETH 2 E VI AL OHRATE 3, $7bbE, BHOMPERL TV AHK
HiI, BROITEARD 2MERD D10, Th o ORERREIEE L2 ThiZE o
WS, BABFRNS TR, £ &2 dITEIEE T HEN TV DT, KBRS
LI THEWEAR S, BADEBZRETEZIDE, LWHEHM» LA TS, BEE
B3 0 KEHERICBOWTEELERTH 5 LEZ 5N 5,

INSDT EED, KEHERD X 1 = X LICBIT ATRDPEFNEEZ B FTI. &
TTIZED & 5 I BERE OSSR RS 4 21210 Tls . HRESHORELRET B &
bUETHA,

4.2 MEHFMEOBROBRIZONT

KAFIT BV TR DO RIRAERD SN - 12 T E I H W TREITO & 5 i
EZoNb,

PERDRBHEADOIIZEIC BV TR SN TV AERIT. 1ZEASIEBRENERTS -
too THUSH L, AERBZEBREMER TS - 12, HRENERNTIE., BMEBRTT
DEHICOVWTERICBNT 3700, S8 MO EAEKRER T 2 2 LT
3, —F. HBREMERTIE. ShEICE > CHtkEoE R 1 BE L SV, 5
FAERE U THEEZRI N SIIE E. BROMEEOBEREBL KT 2 2 N TE
Blh, ThICE - TEHHIOZERZFHIL. ZNFhOLKEICEB T 2O RE &
AERELUTEABBLT, 20 L cEFHORERREEMT 2 08B 5N 5,
DT EMD, HEEOBEROMEORTEZ, BMEISEMOMIMEAEERT 2 L
Lo TENSDOHERAEITS T EICEEBIhBEEEZ LN B,

BEREE DR DZIEATED SN ITVFERAE R C &1, KB ICB VT, ML,
ED &S IIRIRICB VT SEMHC R EL RIFT & 5 HERESERTH 5 & VI biF Tk
1. RIS EEERIFXSWE S RSB D 5 23 2 Eax Uiz, AFECIX. BE
PEtEE, fOREREEDIHRE S W S LR DR DID B 1 Wit & - T, RIEEH RIS
ARFTIEEOSEN L, HEROXMR 0 H IR X BEEN 2503, HEOXWHR 7S
WIHZ IR S F 0 EEERIT X VLA TRE Wi,
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AEFFICB VT, KEH#HEER B 2 BRSO ER ORI S it - 72, B
BISHLEET AR LAVEEL D [RRBEGEMNS S ] SHrEhPd v, Lel,
e b HEERBICB W TERICT I RIRHEGRD 2 71 = X A ZHOHICT 5 70DITid,
AEFFECTREET L 7Rk BERBES LA O BERDORRIC >V THRETT 2 & & dic, Z
NS DERBOBHRIC DWW T OIS NI MNENH 5, X 5T, AR T, MRkt
ZRIc B 2RO R OFZEORFEHIC DWW TR Ulc, © OFRER. MM RO
HNROFRICK > T, BEBERIZTEENIENT L0 T EBRRINT,

5| A
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The Effects of Contingency and Ego Involvement
on Causal Reasoning

Yoshiko ARAI and Seiki AKAI

Causal reasoning is thinking about the strength of relationship between one thing and another.
When a reasoner makes a judgment on a causal relationship, what does it depend on? In other
words, what factors have influence on the process of causal reasoning? In answering this question
it has been made clear that contingency is very important. A lot of studies support this, and
current accounts of causal reasoning, such as contingency-based theory (e.g., 'the power PC
(probabilistic contrast) theory', (Cheng, 1997)) and associative model (e.g., 'the R-W (Rescorla-
Wagner) theory' (Rescorla & Wagner, 1972), are constructed on the basis of contingency. These
accounts indicate that the higher the contingency between the cause and the effect is, the
stronger the causal relationship is judged. However, in everyday reasoning, the strength of causal
relationship can be judged by not only contingency but also other factors. In recent years,
various situations have been reported that are not explained by current theory. This article
proposes ego involvement, as a factor that influences causal reasoning, in addition to contingency.
The purpose of this study is to examine the effect of ego involvement besides the effect of
contingency.

An experiment was conducted. Situations were described by statements. They differed in the
size of contingency (middle/ high) and the intensity of ego involvement (weak/ strong). A total
of 89 university students participated in this experiment. Of these, 22 received the middle-weak
condition, 20 received the middle-strong condition, 23 received the high-weak condition, and 24
received the high-strong condition. They were required to judge the strength of causal relation-
ship between cause and the effect.

As a result, the effect of ego involvement was found and our proposal was supported. When ego
involvement was present, causal relationship was judged more strongly than when absent. Yet
the effect of contingency was not found, and this result was quite different from a lot of previous
studies. In those studies, contingency was manipulated as a repeated measure. From this, we
discussed the possibility of participants comparing all the kinds of contingency which they
experience. It is suggested that the effect of contingency has no influence on causal reasoning

in the absence of other kinds of contingency, unlike the presence of it.



