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Abstract

Saito and Shimazaki (in prep.) demonstrated
that people emphasized covariation rather than
temporal order as a cue to causal structure,
whereas Lagnado and Sloman (2006) showed
the opposite results that temporal order
overrode covariation. The authors proposed the
interpretation that these conflicting findings
resulted from task complexity, since covariation
becomes more complicated as the number of
variables increases. Experiment 1 investigated
the relationship between the judgment strategy
(i.e., covariation vs. temporal order) and the
number of variables comprising a causal
structure. The results revealed that the
tendency to emphasize covariation cues or to
rely upon temporal order cues changes as a
function of task complexity. In Experiment 2,
where participants learned a causal structure
by active interventions, the results show that
participants consistently preferred covariation
cues. The differences between observation and
intervention are discussed.
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1. il

KR O FIFRITE L O PRIRHIENIC LR AR Th
DN, BHEEHE S ToFROP 0D KRR A H
DT Z LIIAES Tk, REEEEFE 35
BEOFENR2D & LT, WEE-CREFNAF 2210 51
%. 75 (covariation) & IXFROILERRD =
ETHY, 2E2HEG DL EIT2X 2055 EFK & FH\W T
KB SND. FEfNERF
HENFROREZBET DIEFTH Y, JRRILRER
WZHRATT D EIMNOHENRFRND & LTHET S
bbb, RERELIBILET 5 B

(temporal order) & 1T5H

STEREBFREZELS 265D, BlE, FLXN
FLYERESE TV HHEE (e, X-Y) I2BNT
HEYOARZBRL THLERXOERZBEL
e, BRYNEGXICEE LI &0 ) E DR
FRfR (e, XeY) BRBEND.
INHEDOFERNYIL, RBAIREBFELRVIR
DUZBWTEOHERbDO LD, FRXEFRY
WNIZERARIC B D454y, SHMEO KRS S HE &
N5 (e, X-Y, XY, or Xe—Z-Y). FEA7FIKAM
FELRVWDOTHIUE, FLXEFLYILERIKZ
WX TRAELTVD LW ) ATREMEIT R S 5.
ZOFRBIZBWVTHERXNDFMTEL L TV LA,
JRR DS DR RERIIAFE LSRN &b, FLR
XNERYZFEAESHETND L0 ) AEREE Ge,
X-Y) R s D,
Lagnado and Sloman (2006) %, FRANFRB
EHRAESHE, EEBRFRCLEHELDAFAEIE T
5 HiE (e, A-B—C & D) [ZBW\T, EBRBINH
CEBORREEFREETRRZIIER (g,
A—-D—C—B) TEh L ORELZBIE S, HEH)
F030 0 LREENEFFF23 00 O EH BHITHESW TR
TG 2 50 E Lz, EROER, EHRs
INFEVXRERNERE T30 AU TSR DN EHUR S
NTOEICHEb LT, 4FL TR SR D K RAHE
18 & B RIEFF 2320 0 IS SV CHIT L Tz, [#
BEDOMEFTILZEBY T A0 0 0> & R FMEE 2 35
0515 % HoRIZHIR L 7= White (2006) 128\ T 4 fi
BENTWS., —7F, Saito and Shimazaki (in
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prep.) (&, 2R 6D FRME OIS T,
REFIE T T30 0 K0 BT FR1 0 BRI N
L LEHELTND.

T D OB % k0 LT RYE O EMEIE OB D
fEIRATETH D . KRG Z T 2 FLROKRLL
NS ZAHE DT 53 2 DB DI fE - TIALEIF
WITEHMEC 20, 22 ORRBERE R 2 &
[R#E272%. Lagnado and Sloman (2006) TiX4%
ZORFHEE, White (2006) TIE5FG DK Fetf
1573, Saito and Shimazaki (in prep.) TlI2H5 D
KRMEP AL TEY, FELOHUZ L - THIr
FWPE LT LEZBND. £ 2 TARIFETIT,
AEOEHMENED —D & U TR E 2R 2 F 4
DEUTAEHR L, REOBEHENET X > THIBTIRIZE
LR SN 5 B DR 21T o 7.

2. i1

2.1 A&

XREMES L URREE  KPEAE244 BERIC
SN LT, FEBITERSINENGHE TThi, &0
FIXHBRT 2 FLOKB R 53 50E (e, 3%
5, 4HR, 5EG) EEIT LT

EERFE FEREITEUR, FE T A X, TAb
7z Af R Ko THERIN T\, FoRTiE, ME
MOWRE e >T22H 0 T, —FEOMEDHR A
BN IRIZB W THLOAY O3 A O % 8]
2L, BEEOMEDORIZED X 5 7K LRERER
ET 2B 25 K HRD7=. RRBROHW % 7]
RBIZT 272012, ERBINFIIILLTOERN G 2
bz, G) HOHEMBMUOEY ERESEDIHAT
HLTHASHED LIFR S0, Q) EHLSt ol
DRI Lo THEBD AT 5 Z & idewv. Gi) 4
WDSFEAE L TO B D ETIERICHAT 5. 727 L
Eotkie ERS L ITIEAER) 28523 5 Rk
EFy & RO F MR —84 2 L 1ZBR 5 7220,
T 2 A4 X, —ODOREBITBIT HEHOAIE
EBETHOE1IRITE L T240 T T S L C
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W BATIET 4 A7 VA RICERR ST INEXT
EWVWIHIRE L ERI Y v T 5T L THRBS, HH
DEPIC T2 EEINEZRESE RS, 18D
LAY OREN R R S . ) & RREIEF O
ELHLOFERNY ZEH AL TWDINEET H1-OIT,
R DIRRE & BIE T D R IIIER & BRSO K RBIRIT
B o=t DT> Tz (Figure 1). 2 TOAY)
OARREASHIBT LT b 1R, Hef) O 2%
1TL7=.

TARNTZ = A XTI, BEOEMBHEINTZRIC
RRBIRD & 2 LIRS G ITRR S RERISH LT
KENZEH< Ko lZfim Lz, ROz, F2»
M0 LT B EEOHE TR0 D3 RMEY S K
DELTHEIY ,, RN O HREZHE N L. flz 0,
SERFMICB VW THERANELBL FRCERA S
TS LREIZE LGS, LEBFRND & RFHIE
FEF03 00 OISR IEICE0% & 70 D
22 BMRBLUER

Figure 212 FH2& 1T 2 BB F 0300 & R
NEFFF23 020 OEHFEEZRT. FRD (LEH) vs.
REMER) X FROE (BHFR vs. 4FG vs. 5HR)
O BRI BOHTORER, FLOBOFEHR (F (2,
46) = 9.31, p<.001) BLUBFRNY LFEROHD
ZHAEM (F(2, 46) =9.66, p< .001) BEETH-
To. HMiEROMEEToTe L 25, 3HEHEMN
TIEEEBH TR0 BEESN BN RS0
Wk LT (F(1, 69 =3.36, p<.10), 5FRELMHTIX

5 variables condition

4 variables condition

3 variables condition
Figure 1. Causal structures in Experiment 1.
Continuous lines represent causal relations,
whereas dotted lines indicate temporal orders.
Causes produce their effects at 80 percent.
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BEFERE A0 BMER SN D Z ER LN E o
77 (F(1,69 =794, p<.01). T35 OHKEFILiRH
DBEMEVEIC X > THW SN R D 2 L 2R LT
AV

3. FEER2

KR EZFE T2 EERFIEL LT, B
(observation) &4 A (intervention) &9 —-2>®D
TEBIET 5. B L ITEBO BB RIR S #n
AZBINT 5L THY, MALITEBITH LTS
MOBVEEINZ D Z & THD (cf. Pearl, 2000). #l
BICL > THRREZFET DLV L, MAILLD
FHOGNRRMEELZ EL FETE L2 L213%<
eIz L > TRENT& 7 (eg, Lagnado &
Sloman, 2004; Sobel & Kushnir, 2006; Steyvers,

S

Tenenbaum, Wagenmaker, & Blum, 2003).

EER1TIE, BIRICL > TR ELZSH T 5%
EICRE OAHMEMEIT IR C TR I A B+ 2 &
PRENTZD, AT L 2 FEH BRI BV TRED
BHENEDS ED X 9 R EFF ST 6z sh T
WIRW, £ T THER2TIE, RRMEORE L
BIENONANEEREL, MAICLDFHEIZBTD
R D EHENE L Il 75 I O BIAR & et L 7.
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W covariation
Otemporal order

B (2] ()
o o o
T T T

Usage rates for each cue (%)

N
o
T

3 4 5
Number of Variables
Figure 2: Usage rates for covariation cues and
temporal order cues in Experiment 1. Error
bars reflect standard errors.
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3.1 A&
EBRSMEL L UERE KFPAE244 N EBRIC
SMUT-. EBR1EFERIC, EBRITEBRSME NG

B TIT DI, BIMEITHIRT 5 HRORNERD3
SOFME (e., 3FG, 4FR, 5HG) # T LI
EERFRE ERERBIIERLLZERETH - 7208,
KREE DB TER R > T, P74 X
IZBWT, EBREBMFIIIFRDOFICAN DAY
EEAITIRINT D2 ERRkD L. BIRKZIC
INEXT) tEPNTZARZ 27 ) w7358, E
BRORGBEILR & 135 e DN THEM OIREENF R S
Nz, 7AM7 =4 R3ERLEFHETH - 72,

32 MEBIUEE

Figure 3IZ& 51T 2 IEBFR 10 L RHIE
FEFER»0 OFERFELZRT. FRMD GELH) vs.
KEREINESY) X FRO (3FLR vs. 4F5 vs. 5HE)
O BRI ORER, Fr3n oFHE (FQ,
23) = 11.06, p < .001) B L OFLOEOTLE (F
(2,46)=17.39, p<.01) BHEETHY, THMY LF
FORDOLZHEEAPEREMEN Th o7z (F (2, 46) =
3.11, p<.10). BRIZLDFE LI3_ R, A
£ %8 TILRRE ORBRMEVEIT K o TR TR 3 L2
BER00 D LRERIERF TN ~EBbT 52 &

100 r B covariation

Otemporal order

B D o)
o o o

N
o

Usage rates for each cue (%)

3 4 5
Number of Variables

Figure 3: Usage rates for covariation cues and
temporal order cues in Experiment 2. Error
bars reflect standard errors.
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IRtz 7ed, FROOBENIHE - THRRIE
FFERPD OEREMET LT DEmA L7
0, ZAUTZE K OFEBRBINE B EA) ORI FL 0 6
BB RFGRIXI L CTY v 7 &5\ TEY, K
MNERF2372 0 D3RR T D48 U o 7 B3 S f# TR
RHZEICHRTLHIHDTHoT

4. BB

ABIFE T IR R 1 D 7B 36 1T 2 AR D RHENE
& TG DBIFRIZ DWW TR & AT o 72 EBROR
R, BIRICL 2B TIIFELOERD I GEITIE
BB TN &, FROENEZNGAITIERHIE
FERNY ZEBHT D ERHALNE o7 (R
D. 2 b ORI RITR T 237 0 125 <
& L T 5 Lagnado and Sloman (2006) <°
White (2006) 721 T7e <, EHHF200 (255
MW & A L TV 5 Saito and Shimazaki (in
prep.) & H—HLTEY, HNT D >OmmRIZ*
L CHR—RAMEE 26T b0 THD. Fiz,
AT &K 258 TITRRE DO EHEME D ZEAITHE 5 1k 5
B DEAIZ R B e hr o 7o (EBR2).

BEIC L5978 ERD EAANCL¥E (£
BR2) TEVWARONIZZ EIE, WD A B =X L3
BipoTNWDHZLERELTWD. KEMEEDFH
BT DB L AOFLESIZE L CLLUT O 83
EBxohd. HZ, EEBHFERN OB
LD, BIRLITERRY, T AEIT o T2BRITITIEE
BERLVIZEIV AR LD LD (e.g., Steyvers
et al., 2003). Bl z1¥, FRXELFHHYDILERRIC
Lo T3HEOKREME (e, XY, XY, or
X—Z-Y) DRSS 5 FEICENT, FRXZ#
fEL THERYITEN R T IUL, FRXDBFLRYITK
B2 L0 KRR Ge., XoY) THEBRESND.
AN Lo TIEBFER LY BNLY ARITRY, £
OFERMEES N EB X BND. B, R
PR30 OEFEERRT NG, FROREZE
22 L CIREMEE 25238 L0 2855 1T IE T

P4- 7

M0 INFEEEORFEIR & —F L TV DG Dl
T2 EITERETH DN, ITAEIT I G T IIRERH]
NEFFF23720 BERNTH D20 EDREES 5 Z &3 T
5. RREFFER 0 AR TRV &IZ&fFn
7o, WERINERF230 0 OFEHRDNMELS o7z &
Bonsd. SMAICL RSO FE gL
LOERICHKRT L LEBEADND.

K A& DB BT A DT L TIdEE L
IADENI B SNTN RV, RIFFEOHE
RIZINOEZXFIL TEZDLLEMEZRLTND.
BIZT & D RGO 78 & A AT & 2 R o
FHEOWH Z ORI 5 E 7 /L OREEN KD
bhd. F£ho, ET VT HEBLTEDL S ICES
EWIET D 2 EBNRETH D, ERBINEDONA
SROFRITHECTHLPRANTHZE b LEEND.
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