FHRERATPEELRE CLET TS 2R

1iFRBRE A PRIERLERNRE2 Ty
FiaREL (FHw)

Gl A B I Ak

3 % % % NSC 100-2410-H-468-013-

# 7 H F 10008 01 px101#07" 31p
HFH = A BeEE

o TERE IS

FESE AR ALY A -H E AR D g

S B -JlEMIL AR e
A H4-JliEetm AR o EHkE
A B4 -JliEet@ AR o IR
ARA-JlEmmAf D ERT
AHEA-JEHR AR [T

o= A R O 101& 107 31



¢

< i &

RFEE P e hA BRGS0 BT e b IF
ey 3 ﬁ AiERNEEAE Y L R LI De Neys,
Schaeken, & d° Ydewalle (2005a, b) 4~ IR H A3 5 A#H
Fos 1 IFe a4 BRIF Gl 4 3 B0 1 TR 43
H b M B & P alternatives @ 4EF DA ACHEIL - ¥ &
Fril disablers shdg B~m & MP fo MT 4£32 -

A2 F gy Liu(2003) ez B > #-iE 2 N AR S S pE
BiEEitm®B%  5- a2t > B3R he 74w
# (categorical premise) t i E it » &7 FHE R0 N A8
3 OLRIR o b W - PPERER SR SRR A M B
FET R DR AE R WY - PEEE R % (e
MP*¥ &’ qgiven p )fifi amdk F taigiEic » g+ ¥
FI* REFA Ao ARSI LR 0 RS C R
.F;\rﬂlu— [Ea ;J-gt o
Fp 0 AET RS FEEORE 2 1Y gL EEE AT 4R De Neys & 4
(2005a, b)m*% » AT TR Bk e LA TR IEE > - 1 (¥
%nb4m1?15§ Y- FiENjamivy ,g;ﬁﬂ%ﬁd/)é‘“' 7\

»ﬁmgﬁ&{mﬁﬁ’ﬁﬁlkamc%%4ﬁLy
R N R S A A ﬁrnF’F R o
NEE R S BRI O Eo VR R R
07 q&ﬁmPﬁMﬂFéﬁ LA e A g ’EE
& e 7 (DA f?AC) PouA feng MR g HiE SR e
FTo A 4R 5“93;»;1,"3&4 ML A e P fa3e ¢ ,:’g
22 fﬁm:".ﬁtauzfia\'éq\ma‘a_i"’ o

PEENIETE v E K S L (TR AR RIEE LB e
WAL~ ER R A

The main purpose of this research lies in observing
the reasoners who' s differential capacity of working
memory will cause the performances during conditional
reasoning distinctively within the account of two-
stage conditionalization. The research of De Neys,
Schaeken, & d° Ydewalle (2005a, b) is based on mental
model theory. They assume the capacity of working
memory 1s related to the retrieval of
counterexamples. The reasoners with high capacity of
working memory could rejected the logically invalid
AC and DA inferences to a greater extent than low
capacity, otherwise high capacity accepted the
logically valid MP and MT inferences more frequently
than low capacity. The results was due to the
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reasoners with high capacity of working memory could
promote the retrieval of alternatives easily in
logically invalid AC and DA inferences, and could
inhibit the disablers activation when the disablers
conflicts with the logical valid MP and MT
inferences.

This research is according to Liu" s (2003) accounts,
he assumed reasoners would compute the probability of
the conclusion, conditionalizing first on the
categorical premise, and conditionalizing then on the
conditional-statement premise during conditional
reasoning. The former was the first stage
conditionalization, represented the knowledge-based
component, and could be measured by the probabilistic
ratings of reduced problems; the later was the
second stage conditionalization, represented the
assumption-based component, and could be measured by
the probabilistic ratings of complete problem minus
reduced problem.

This research will review the results of De Neys et
al. (2005a, b) with two stage conditionalization
account. The experiment of this research will include
executing two tasks, one is divided different
capacity of working memory, and the other is
conditional reasoning task. In the later task, this
research will manipulate a variable including reduced
and complete problems. This manipulation will
contribute to understanding how to show the
performances of the reasoners of different capacity
of working memory in the two-stage conditionalization
precesses.

The results of this research show the subjects’
performances of conditional reasoning were a function
of sufficiency, but were not related to the capacity
of working memory.

conditional reasoning, conditional probability,
working memory, two-stage conditionalization
approach, knowledge-based component, assumption-based
component
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Abstract

The main purpose of this research lies in observing the reasoners who’s
differential capacity of working memory will cause the performances during
conditional reasoning distinctively within the account of two-stage conditionalization.
The research of De Neys, Schaeken, & d* Ydewalle (2005a, b) is based on mental
model theory. They assume the capacity of working memory is related to the retrieval
of counterexamples. The reasoners with high capacity of working memory could
rejected the logically invalid AC and DA inferences to a greater extent than low
capacity, otherwise high capacity accepted the logically valid MP and MT inferences
more frequently than low capacity. The results was due to the reasoners with high
capacity of working memory could promote the retrieval of alternatives easily in
logically invalid AC and DA inferences, and could inhibit the disablers activation
when the disablers conflicts with the logical valid MP and MT inferences.

This research is according to Liu’s (2003) accounts, he assumed reasoners would
compute the probability of the conclusion, conditionalizing first on the categorical
premise, and conditionalizing then on the conditional-statement premise during
conditional reasoning. The former was the first stage conditionalization, represented
the knowledge-based component, and could be measured by the probabilistic ratings
of reduced problems; the later was the second stage conditionalization, represented
the assumption-based component, and could be measured by the probabilistic ratings
of complete problem minus reduced problem.

This research will review the results of De Neys et al. (2005a, b) with two stage
conditionalization account. The experiment of this research will include executing two
tasks, one is divided different capacity of working memory, and the other is
conditional reasoning task. In the later task, this research will manipulate a variable
including reduced and complete problems. This manipulation will contribute to
understanding how to show the performances of the reasoners of different capacity of
working memory in the two-stage conditionalization precesses.

The results of this research show the subjects’ performances of conditional
reasoning were a function of sufficiency, but were not related to the capacity of
working memory.

Keywords: conditional reasoning, conditional probability, working memory, two-stage
conditionalization approach, knowledge-based component, assumption-based
component
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