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Abstract
ARWFIEIL, ES BB OMRY 7Y 7T
v (ARES, 2011) DEEIRSCANRIR R EEFHPTE S

T L HEIE LT, 89 4 DBINE M 12 8D = ErimiE G
HEIZEIE LTz, 2INE ORIE R Z —N3E T L O T
LEW—FER L, ZOETFIVL, BERLE IR

DOHE, A VA NVETIVEGEMEL 2 — U AT 1 v
7 T NVERETDHLOTH DN, AEGRERI, #
KOHFHTITMATE RN HDOTH D,
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1. (LI

REB(2011) 1%, &5 =BimiLH#esm (categorical
syllogism; LA F CILHLIZ mikL T 5) ORER
Y271 25« T )L(probabilistic sampling model;
PSM)ZHERE LT, ZOETF/IE, Ea—U AT 4

= Bt

v I MR E XA D EEZ DN DMERIERND,

JHFRICMEE L SNDBEBIIR SN AER S LD 2 &
ZIRETHHDT, MEAOHEELDOT-DIZ, MR
TV 7 eI LT AT T 2R A
ebDThHD, FRIZ, —BamikfmoBms L
THED L ZAHROA N SO, $72bb

A A2 )LETILE R (mental models theory [MMT];
Johnson-Laird, 1983; Johnson-Laird & Byrne, 1991)
LHEEREL—YRT 1YY - ETIL (probabilistic
heuristic model [PHM]; Chater & Oaksford, 1999) 7>
CEBRTAT T 2ZTHNTEY, EAZhD
ik L7z LTl 2669 28w 2 it L
TWb, ENET TR, ZOET/VE, W
TELADR IR EE 22 A B RPN A D R e & ORI
MBI X BRIE A = OB Pl T &

LA H D,

MMT (21X, BT AOTRINREME VD
DD, MMT 1%, EZICKNERA X ILVET L
DEDPHEROHG E AR DD & T DM, A HNV
ETNANOEIIRK IMEETLIRNDOT, HHE
b 3 BB LR LT D, £z, MMT I,
IEZRER, O RNIEMRORFAEMRIZ OV TIE
il TR L7220,

Z DO PHM X, MMT &i3xtfamic, &Eic
BT 2K LUS OB F CIEMIC TR 5 K im, #
&5 ZBamiE 0L B oEY (LLF TR
R figural effect &9 %) SSRBERNE (content
effect) ICOW TR TE oy, 72 2 01E, kD
%O =Bamis (WA e s AR [T
D~] EWHA] 72T AAL & XiFns) 135 L
WY GEE, IEERITEILLL),

FTRTOMIZP Th5

FTRTOSIEMTHD
FTRTOSIEMTHS

WD = BrimiE (AA3 L) (3t LGB, IEAR
13 6 FIFRED),

FTRTOMIIP Th5
TARTOMIES Th5D

WS BEPDSIEIMTHD
L2 L, PHM IZZ W S DIEEROENZHHT S
ZiiETE RN, £/, PHM T, #EoOE 2—
AT 4 w7 ERE LT T, RIROBEOLIZE
LAHBIRIZ OV T YOS LB 20 AT K
EIRNWGDFE D o
PSM 1, LA koD X 9 e BlGe O A
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T
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RN %, ©T AOBE % Figure 112777, PSM
R 22 D1, FPRRAMR A R OLIES (Hhik
DIERFIE T V) ICHERENFE SN TV DA
Thbd, IcezlE, [TXTOXIXY THd) &
WIHIEHRHLHGE, WEE AT A—F cltlo
T, PX)=cP(Y) ELTXEYDKREE (FER)
DEWVWRIHEEND, ZONRTRA—=HX, c=1 O
LEXEY D (FHEERT) BRI HL, cM0
WCEDSKIEEX L Y DERORE I NRRDZ L
ERT,

PSM T, ¢ MERR %A G T RIERIEOE
EYHTSZE00, ¢ OFENKE WVIREME
ol b XIZ PSM OZYELT RAVTF—Y
DREICERNLD & TRRESND, & Z2AD, #BED
FBRT — 2 AW HEETI, c=1 LD (%
MEFEMEOMEN R EIND) T BB TEY (IR
i, 2011), ZoBd, BRORITRIMET S, 22
T, AWFFETIE, MR Unil) ICBALTER
‘ﬁﬁ?&%ﬁéh?‘:ﬁ%(mﬁori & Nishida, 2009), § 72

, BEA R Z IR L CBINE O %R UE
ZHAL ¢ ZEMET 2 1%, ZBaalE (B I
G %, 2O XD REMEIL, WA LT
D AR E O R DR b EHERICBR L, T
—&~®%?w@74yb%mﬁﬁézkf,
PSM D34 Ll DR S 2 EFET H 2 &
NHIBTE S, RS, ZoHEEROEHERO
BAVEN D, TR L RIS 358 O PR A 5 0 Al

REMEEERD Z L ITH R D EE X T,

2. ETIL

AT TCIE, PSM OHFEE & ki(2011) 7 & DA
MEIRRD, BT VORERM AR OFERIIZ O
T, IREBQ01D)Z SR Tz,

21 ETILOME

PSM I%, =ESGmiEo#famicis e, bbbtk
AT SCANRIE 3 5 wm PR B AR 2 MRV I HED 6D 2 D
TR, EBRIZTHY Z 5 22 R E2HEL T,
FHNFESWTIERERIC I HERR T 2 L IRET 2,
TG H0 2SR RROERE\ERREET
JL(probability prototype model; PPM) T 1 , FHHiiZ
EOGRBIHEGR AT O D DORZPERA V4
JLE T JL(sample mental model; SMM)T® 5,
eRFRET X, Aim BRI S R IE WM
HBInleAA4 7 —MARZLEMTH D, @E DA
AT —MRGETIE, £EOMELMBILRT T MRS
L INDDOTHEBOKE SITEREFFIZ7200,
PSM T34 m BB O fERIE MO EE R B %
FFo, BEFEICHW T, BB IR HIIAR
HETHDHN, ZOL I IR ARERERNHETRIC 2
ERIFLTCNDETHON, REFGHOERDO—D
Thbd, 7, ZORTPSMIZIZINETOEDH
i & bAMEIZR R D,

Step 1: Probability Prototype Model
To construct a PPM that is not logically
inconsistent with two premises.

.00 .04
L
S M
P [—.02
.16 [—.14
<1 .64

¥

Step 2: Sample Mental Model
To construct a SMM generating n data in
accord with the PPM.

a4

Step 3: Logical Conclusion
To derive a logical conclusion that the
SSM fulfills.

1. “Some Sare P"? > “NO”
2. “No SareP’? > “YES”

Figure 1. The outline of PSM: in the case of Al2.

— 165 —

C5- 4



201200 0000000020000

1. AA1 (AA1) 2. AA2 (AA2)

M

3. AA3 (AA3)

4. AA4 (AA4)

5. Al13 (Al1,3; AO1,3) 6. AI24 (Al2,4; AO2,4) 7.1A12 (IA1,2; OAL,2) 8.1A34 (IA3,4; OA3,4)

9. AE13 (AE1,3) 10. AE24 (AE2,4)

11. EA12 (EAL,2)

12. EA34 (EA3,4)

13. IE (IE*; OE*) 14. El (EI*; EO%)

15. EE (EE*)

Figure 2. The probability prototype model for each syllogism expressed by Euler circle forms. Each
model corresponds to syllogisms listed up in parentheses and asterisks indicate wildcard (e.g., IE*

indicates IE1,2,3,4). S, M, and P indicate syllogistic terms and Arabic numerals indicate the logical

status of the corresponding areas (e.g., 1 indicates S and M and P; see the note to Table 1).

D1 D3
I: Y X Y

A 1,0

OO

Figure 3. Euler circles representing A, |, E, O.

PSM ® b 9 — DD UL, AR EMEOEIC
EOLGRHEBAROEBEE TH D, T OB TEARA
YENVETABHNGILD, HER RN WA
5 RGEPPM) D, FREEAHERR 21T 5 T2 DB
W72 KRB (SMM) Z AT 2 72012, MEAFE 2
DT ATTHEANIND, 7k, KEGHX, 77
ZORBICHREO@EMZH WD L) AT
MMT D7 A 77 %32 TN TN D23, MMT O X
B DB TR TIE2, bhubhofEE
FLIRICIIEEMRADR D 5720, HE DL OfH
MERIFFICEZD Z EITH LW ERET S, ET
JVIR ZBGRE D RIE 28 ORRITIRD 3 AT v

NHEREND D ET 5 (Figure 1),

1. fERERE T L (PPM)DAE L : D DORIHESIH
OImBLIC F EDO RN K D PPM KT 5
(Figure 2),

2. R A HVETIV(SMM)DHERL : PPM 125
STHBRVPEBEDT — 2 % 7 v ¥ DIRES
, SMM kT %,

3. FmBLAYRERR D AR « AR S 72 SMM 2372
FRERAOBEAR A NERGE L, 7= S b o &k
ER

22. ETILOEM

PSM D AR (2011) 205 DT SIX, /NT A—X
WZBET 2 3RETThHD, T7hbb, HEHENRT
A—H a®wBEIL LTosl, /T A—H X, ¢ ZiliEm
WHEET D08, #HiciikKe2—Y A7 1 v 71
KT DD DH-[EE/NT A —4 (Up, Uy, Ug, Up)
EBANLILATHD, YT, IHICHIAT 5,

PPM I, MNEMER KL D FANC & - THEk S
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%, £7, ZBEamiEOREX ORI, A LE O
DATEREFTH LN, FROAA T —HRBLUT—
BICEESR, TIT, MBEICEERT 0%
B OREE (RGBT 2EROARMEE) 12
BL TR bHIIND R 256525 2, it
A 1LE,O DA A Z—[#£Bi% D1,D3,D4,D3 &
% (Figure 3), W2, ZBemibz i< 2oicii=
DORHE L ZMABDEDUEND DD, £ DR
WZh, MO E TS &P OMICMN & KKk
THZEWETDH, 2%V, WMAFEOMICH4EE
D S5+ & B0 ST B 4% (Pearl, 1988), P(S,PIM) =
P(SIM) P(PIM) Z{RET D, ZHHDREICLY,
Kb —BMICEDDHZ ENTEDL XD,
ZDEIITEDTREEELLR D PPM Th 5, 64 F
B = BEimiE O PPM 13 16 Fi%A (Figure 2) 1272 5,
wIZ, ZODHELES, M PTEDLNS 2° =8
TEH OIS ITHEREZEIY TS (Tablel), £
ARFEEE LTI, @BEBIRIC T E LR WERY S, M,
PIXFUHER (= x) &L, £72, TEHETAN

C5- 4

WCHNLCTh D LT 5, ZOBEBET, x LHEE ¢
DZODNRTA—=ZPNEANIND, HBHEIT, AT
SO FEH ORISR A2 ED 5, T2 & 21T,
FT_XTOSIEIM THD] (T [FXToP
EM THD)) EWIRHRIDR B LH551E, P(S) =
ox (F721%, PP)=cx) 95, [FXTOMILS
ThHD (FFX TFRXTOMIEPTHD)) &
IR B DHAIEL, PP)=1 — ¢l — )& 5,
ZONRTA=HE, c=1 DEE, MES (F1Z
P) WERIC—HTHZLE2RL, ¢ B0ITESL
EEMES (F721EP) OMEROREINELRD
Ll EERT, ek, IREBQ01L)TIX, /XT A—4 ¢
Ex ETIREE Y b (oD FER) OFTEEE X
NTWED, BICKDIRZOEVEEELT, &
BT EICRTIA—FERRER DL E LT, —F,
REB(01) THEA SN TWEHE T A —4 a
1%, HAEOZ DB LT, £ OfE, PPM Izt
TOHMRMEN—BICEE DL Z &Y 16 FlHE
W2 -7z (Table 1),

Table 1. Probabilities of All Subsets in Each Probability Prototype Model

1 2 3 5
No Name Type AS) AP - — -
P(S,M,P) P(S,M,P)  P(S,M,P)  P(5M,P)
1 AAl  AAl cx ¥y cx 0 0 cx
2 AA2  AA2 cx cx Ex ctx 0 cCx
3 AA3 AA3 v v X 0 (y—xy 0
4 AA4 AA4 ¥y ¥y cx cx 0 0
5 AIl3  AI1,3;A01,3 X v x> 0 x(y—x XX
6 Al24  AlI2,4,A02,4 e cx cx? cx? 0 cxx
7 IA12  1A1,2;0A1,2 cx X cx? cxx 0 cx?
8 IA34 1A3,4,0A3,4 ¥y e X2 xX cxx 0
9 AE13 AE1,3 X y 0 0 min(xy, y — x) x
10 AE24 AE24 e cy 0 0 Cx
11 EAl12 EA1.2 cx e 0 cx 0 0
12 EA34 EA34 ¥y e 0 min(xy, y — x) 0
13 IE IE*;OE* X X 0 0 x2 x2
14 EI EI*;EO* x x 0 x2 x2 0
15 EE EE* x x 0 0 x2 0
16 I 11*;10*:0I*;00*  x x x3 x%x x%x x%x

Note. Parameters x and c indicate P(M) and degree of coverage, respectively (see text in
detail). In this table, x and ¢ stand for 1 — x and 1 — c, respectively; and y = 1 — ¢(1 — x).
Moreover, P(4) = P(S,M,P) = P(S) — P(1) — P(2) — P(3)

P(6) = P(S,M,P) = P(M) — P(1) — P(2) — P(5),

P(7) = P(S,M,P) = P(S) — P(1) — P(3) — P(5), and

P(8) =P(S,M,P) =1—P(1) —P(2) — P(3) — P(4) — P(5) — P(6).
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WOEHETIE, Table 1 OfE=RMEIZILS T 7
OAEW % AR LT SMM ZHEk 3523, & OFEH
IZOWTIEARER(2011) TR BH TV 5 D TAFE
TIFENET 2,

BT, SMM 23 7= 3 Fm BRI BI£R A B AR IE

, fEmE LCTHATRESHAERET H, 2D
B¥PEl2 BT, Chater & Oaksford (1999)7%: A L
TelwRRKEa1—"Y X T 4 v % (max-heuristic) 73 Bt 1
ANBND, Kb a—VU AT v 7 &1L, fbm
WX T DR DEGNEED D H DT,
DI BIFREDOZ N OBEHREDSL SIS LT
MRmOEEENEGEL LT LD THD, KET
Lt PHM EIRIEE, 2 ORE(S A M %kt a0 O BN
o EREED D EREL, &KAHEDN A LE, O
DL EDRREEGIRT 237 A= % Uy U,
Ug, Up £ 7%, & 21E, ABIORSRNEN LD
1L, PPM IZESWTHER S SMM IZEB W
TADBBNT HiEFROBEREEZDOEEMHE > DT
372<, ZTOMEIC Uy 2R IR LT 5,
INHDONRT A—=HL, LFO XY ICIEY LS
b, SMM 23 7o 3 amBRRAMRIE, WIZ, T

HUCBARITH 72 STV D AlREME &2 B E TE 220,
BRI, BeRRIHEDS O LD X 9 ICIFREN D e
BT, MEEN RN A I T X D FERIMERMEN

O, BN OHERIILD SMM 2372 35 E D
AP RIMRIE, AR E B X N DHEENEL R D,
ZDOFER, I D FEFRIC KT L CHRY VS A 4 <
ZENRELL Y, EORE A BT THIORE
W EEREmEL B2 LNDH, 2D XD 2k
STORZLES ATV AL T 500, LD
DIRRE2—VART 47 « NI A—=2ThHb,
7B, TOLLAE, HXONTHEOMIEICK
EKGFTHENI LI, T LAGEDRITK
FTHEBEZONDTD, N"TA—F ¢ x &
FRZRY, ZhoiF@EEy MCEEE T2,
ETNDO/NT A —ZHREEX, LU OBGE T EE
L7co £, BT /VOHREERT A —4 (Ua, Uy, Ug,
Uo) HEET D729, 64 fitHT X T = Eimik &g
L LT L2 2B A M E ORI b AR IC
BWRL, RO THOFERT —5 (N=177) 2157,

ZOOHI

9 727> 5, Dickstein (1978) ® EF 1 & 2,
Johnson-Laird & Steedman (1978) D FEk 3 ™ 1[a] H
& 2[FIH, Johnson-Laird & Bara (1984) D3R 3,
Bara, Bucciarelli, & Johnson-Laird (1995), Roberts,
Newstead, & Griggs, R. A. (2001) ® 7k TH %, =
NHOT—2ZANT, 64l =BimibthTh
[ZOWTEIR (O — LD 72 D IE5L 2
AR L72) OFTATHRIE LS 7 — 2 OB O 5%
Y SR 7= (rood mean square deviation; RMSD)
%R, 64 @D RMSD @B d 23 /NI 7
LRI 2 — P AEIZ L o TN T A—FHEE
ZiTo 7o, WiE{LEIEICIX, R (ver. 2.15.0) @
optim Bg%t (L-BFGS-B A 7'> ay) i L7,
ZFOFER, U, =0.817, U, = 0.593, Ug = 0.343, U=
0422 L7¢o7, (ZDEE x=0327,c=0951 T
bolz, ZTDx & cDfilX, —FEDOT 7 4/L ME
EHIRTENTED), RIS, ZTHEMHSDRT
A—Z & EE L BT, ER0FERT — &
T2 XD TA=F x & ¢ ZREBROFTIETHE
E LT,

3. EER

REBRTIE, WORPKEL 2D LS, £AD
RANBAFRIZ DT OBEA F1if 2 1 A 5 2 AR
ZRWe, T2 z2E, [T XTOXIXY THhD)
EVVIRTIRIZOWT, XSO DRz Y ¢
DI EERGIHESIND LD, Y OMEENRE
W EDBEE LT WA A L7z,

3.1. A&

EBREME L KT OFEA 89 4V ER
B LTz, 9B LAIFREEFEBELL 2o
Tel=®, RIS E Lz,

BB BEMNKENE PSM AT S =B
FERRE S LT, 264 O 12 fH AR L
oo £, K1
EO, OE, OO0 o 9 iz xtg4h& L, %5 7 FikH
MOIEDORE NG D 5 FEIEARAT., KEIHE
DREEE, T A—FcE 0170509 FTOL
FNATEZNLRIUEE (2T AAR) @
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ZEEREOFT TORKIRINE (A 1L E, O, N) DI
DN OIERERZAEZ KD, T OFHEE L LT,
ZDORER, BHIRORKENLONLIAEIZ, AA, Al
IA, AE, EA @ 5 F S &IEN -, £ 5, PPM
WEZ2 D AAL AA2, AA3, AA4, All, Al2, IAL, IA3,
AE1, AE2, EAL, EA3 @ 12 fREZH L7=,
HEEIY, BN o0RMENIELV S X,
IR D D R A SRR O s B — D72 T
BELWVWI D THoT, T2& X, AAL D8
T, B LRHRSCE LT [T TOIEBED A
A L CWa ], & 2aMHECE LT [§_TD Ph-
MIEHR O NIFIEMIECTH D) BExbh, i
[F~~_TO PR DO N 1T% % LT 5] TS
5230 Ph—IMIERL D NIT% A& LT 5] TED Ph-
MIERI D N2 LT T 57230 Ph-
MER O NIEEZ LT ) T2 o FIzEaEEnIc
E LW T2V O bR L D RSz,
r¥, T TEbiv (%ET 5] [HERE] TPh—
MR ) AFEE, Z OIEFICHERN TN -
TV ZEPFHEEEIN TV, EENKENESR
ERIAFEE LU ET5) LS TRSF
01, PREOFERICIE TERE) LMD TXJERE

BEL, DNEWERITIT TPh—Mil | LIS Tk
_ d:0.332 AA1 d:0.243 _ d:0267 AA2 d: 0.185
0B r:0.892 r: 0.503 r: 0.732
c: 0.
] a x: 0.
10 - — d:0.189 AE2 d:0.125 _
0.5 1 =

el VbR,

FE WEORRIALT & 5L L TIF-IC
LT, RIPGIEFICEE TS L 5fRLZ, 2R
EZ 4 < Wi Lz 2 oMz HE LT, &2
FHOH3TOITT & MIThA LT,

32. HRBFLUEBR
245 = B
PSM & PHM O T
H— TR ERE

WIS X2 iR D IR,
BT, KIZ L o TS
EWVWRR LN, T2, AD
BEPEIL, AAL T 97%Th 7223, AA4 Ti
30% L) KHICKRES R o7, ZTDED i
R%@%wm PSM (Z L2 il TE 72y,

— X DET T DHRIENRT 4 v PO X

Figure 4

S, B CEERIBICRT DR BRI (R
Bafif) @ RMSD OB d, 35 L O = Brint

DFEBILREL D Fisher ZE 455 0D 15 D 3 25 4 fiE
Lo CEHfi L7z, PSM X d=0.129,r=0.937 & 72
W, PHM (X d=0.182,r=0902 L 72 -7, WTh
DIFHEIZHONWTH PSM OF N L W7 1 v F &R
L7z (ZDEED PHM D/3F A —ZfEHE, Py =
0.600, Pgy = 0.151, P, = 0.025),

— d:0.162 AA3 d:0.060 _ d:0.215 AA4 d: 0.067
r:0.812 r: 0.965 r: 0.646 r: 0.961

c: 0. c: 0.865

x: 0. a x:0.277

— Y

d: 0.160
r: 0.948

EA1

d: 0,141
r: 0.966

W

Figure 4. The results of the experiment and predictions by PSM and PHM. Bar charts indicate participants’
selection rates, plane and broken lines and indicate predictions by PSM and PHM, respectively. The rood
mean square deviations (d) and correlation coefficients (r) at the left side of each figure are for PHM and

those at the right side are for PSM.
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PLEXY, PSM OTHIEY, ZEfeRMEAEN
F &S ERNEDERK LT, PHM O 7 > b3
LR T EDRENT, ZORERIE, PHM DR
A& PSM DN P2 R, [FIFIC, = BamisHem
DHNENROD 722 &b —HIE, MEREZDIIR
Lo THATEDZ LERIBT D,

4, BEER

ARFBRORER, HEFHBREI AV sz ik
(Hattori & Nishida, 2009)7%, = BeamiZafdlzxt LT
LA THDL I ERbholz, ZOZLiX, R
FMT & A TR CAEOFRELERAE S EV TV D
L L, EELEFOR GBI 2 (IR,
2008) ~D I % 518D 2

LrL, PSM T, BfEL IR E-7<FLL
SHTEITEINTND EFERLTWD DT TIER
W, TR, fEERICE S EELHEZOH AT X
4 I (e.g., Oaksford & Chater, 2007) D522 /1 385
22T, [HFE L IR B — OHERR 2 & 5 D
WTIHLWERAREY KT 5TV DR, £<0
FERAE I, W ORI OB RE N ERE LTV
% (Heit & Rotello, 2010; Rips, 2001; Rotello & Heit,
2009), L2L, [AIRRIZ, BEAEDSEEEZ: & o
HE RIS AL SN DRSS 5TV 5 (Heit &
Rotello, 2010), PSM I, fe & HIZ B X 5 PPM
HEOMFE L, SMM & F W72l 55 < g
DB EAET D72, % L IO o X &
B 2 [FIRFICEA 2 2 LN TE D, ZOEKR

T, BEOREGHIMALAREGL ORI T3 L THEER
THZLEBRHFTE L1259, EBE, PSM I, -
EZFAT Y —ITEES NI b HLERRI A G 1T
JLIRTE D FREMED B D,

3CHK

Bara, B. G., Bucciarelli, M., & Johnson-Laird, P. N. (1995).
Development of syllogistic reasoning. The American
Journal of Psychology, 108, 157-193.

Chater, N., & Oaksford, M. (1999). The probability heuristic
model of syllogistic reasoning. Cognitive Psychology,
38, 191-258.

Dickstein, L. S. (1978). The effect of figure on syllogistic
reasoning. Memory & Cognition, 6, 76-83.

fRERHEST (2008). HfEqm & Lﬁd) SRR BB Xt
PRME & Z OEISHER  BAFEHF, 15, 408-427.

RFEHESE (2011). EEW= Ex miE e DR Y 7
YTV AKRAMBFEYE 28 MRS,
74-83.

Hattori, M., & Nishida, Y. (2009). Why does the base rate
appear to be ignored? The equiprobability hypothesis.
Psychonomic Bulletin and Review, 16, 1065-1070. doi:
10.3758/PBR.16.6.1065

Heit, E., & Rotello, C. M. (2010). Relations between
inductive reasoning and deductive reasoning. Journal of
Experimental Psychology: Learning, Memory, and
Cognition, 36, 805-812. doi: 10.1037/a0018784

Johnson-Laird, P. N. (1983). Mental models: Towards a
cognitive science of language, inference and
consciousness. Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University
Press.

Johnson-Laird, P. N., & Bara, B. G. (1984). Syllogistic
inference. Cognition, 16, 1-61.

Johnson-Laird, P. N., & Byrne, R. M. J. (1991). Deduction.
Hove, UK: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates.

Johnson-Laird, P. N., & Steedman, M. (1978). The
psychology of syllogisms. Cognitive Psychology, 10,
64-99.

Oaksford, M., & Chater, N. (2007). Bayesian
rationality: The probabilistic approach to human
reasoning. New York, NY: Oxford University
Press.

Pearl, J. (1988). Probabilistic reasoning in intelligent
systems. San Mateo, CA: Morgan Kaufman.

Rips, L. J. (2001). Two kinds of reasoning. Psychological
Science, 12, 129-134. doi: 10.1111/1467-9280.00322

Roberts, M. J., Newstead, S. E., & Griggs, R. A. (2001).
Quantifier interpretation and syllogistic reasoning.
Thinking & Reasoning, 7, 173-204.

Rotello, C. M., & Heit, E. (2009). Modeling the effects of
argument length and validity on inductive and
deductive reasoning. Journal of Experimental
Psychology: Learning, Memory, and Cognition, 35,
1317-1330. doi: 10.1037/a0016648

— 170 —

C5- 4



