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Abstract

| ntention, result, and probability:

an effect of probability on Knobe effect
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Knobe  (2003)
intentionality judgments in side effects dependttom

outcome of the side effect, indicating that peaple’
judgments of intentionality of action depend on not

only the intention of the actor but also on thautesf

the action. However, on the basis of findings in

demonstrated that  people’s
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judgment and decision making (e.g., Harris, Cor&er,

Hahn, 2009), the current study proposes another
hypothesis to Knobe’s (2003) results: the participa

intentionality judgments depended on the probadslit

of outcomes provided by the action, rather thanhen
outcomes itself. To test this hypothesis, the prese

study employed an identical experimental procetiire

Knobe (2003), except that it required not only
intentionality and probability judgments for outcesn

that resulted from the actions of a company preside

The results replicated the findings of Knobe (2003)
and showed a relationship between probability and L5 %1 58 HHBHTRETHS. LV HID Y,

HNCBREE 25 LT E B &N D0, BREEE K
BLELGAETHLIEERB XA I NN
(Knobe, 2003). Z XL 9 724 bLi%, @O AND
BXMEOHENERKZE DL O L IXBIOER, %
NBATADRERIZ X - Th D EWREBMTRICH
EINDHALE L THEEZED TE .
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intentionality judgment.

Keywords —Knobe effect, intentionality, probability

1. [FL®IC

AN DT 8% DI LiToTomE I E VD
BEMEOHBOMBEIL, 1TAEIToT- AT
NITHF D HER 2B B D I 5 7emliEHIlTic =
LHET, M OFMICEE D2 EERHLAED 15
Thd. BRMELIT “FHOME, WFoREE
WE32 9 &35, EHTD, HOLWNIRBL
X9 T 2D (Pierre, 2010 ; FRIT AT
ICED)EEFRIND., 2O LD RERIT, BX
VX HEZERT DITAORNAFIET D, N
RLOREL LRZDEDTHY, HDITA
DEROFIL, HL T TITEETo T2 NN
FEIC LIHIEZTCWHEN ICE-oTRED Z
EEERLTVWSDENZ L.

& ZADITH, Knobe 2% (Knobe, 2003) &

ZIVE TOMETANTEANOVWEER LD b
HDFERITK L TEW iR 2 7B S 203 &
% Z & (7= & 21% Harris, Corner, & Hahn,
20093 BN TEY, TOMERDOENNEX
PEDHENIZ b B LT /REERH 215 ThH 5.
Fhebb, JHY L ) BEOFERITE Z ) 7 <,
HEL V) BVERITEZVIC WeEHBR IR,
ZDORER VEYPEZ DTV ES o TN T
ROTEDEN LR SETR Z I v
LS TWDENBEMBITIEZRVY &)
EFR DS B IMEDHIBNZ B L 7= Db LR,
Z 9 ThDH725IE, Knobe 20 IZE XD ¥ W
DATADREFR L WO SRR ER TIE R L, R
DARFEFEMEE WO ARERICL - TELED
DEEBEZDZENTEDLLEAD. ZDXH77]
REMEZ R 2720, ARWFETIL 2 DD FEREH
AT a7V, —H L TR BRI 25
B2t L.

— 137 —



20140 00000000031000

2. HE 1
%2 1 Ci% Knobe (2003) D 5B Tt & 12, BibE
1GY - B TREMEI )T D SRR E R A N
ZT-Ffex 2 W CTHER OB KIS 2 8
et L7, RIECCORR - EREBOREIX
BRI TITo 7. B+ 28 Am L7720 b,
EBRSME IO T, LEEHATEDOLE
(BT D N OAT BT DIl A Kk ed 23R
BMTHDLEEHR L. HorzlW=-0b, %

BRSINE 134 B OX— 2 T LD CE A Hi 4z,

AR LT,

EBRITIT 95 4 DFRNL RZANRSINL, 95 4
DHH A5 4D VHYRIE” 12, 50 40 “thE

SAE” ICE Y B THNTZ. AR KD VYRR
WZEID Y TOHNTEBRSZIME IZLLTOXLEE IR
RINTE

HOBHDORIEENEREDOE ZAIZIT- T
ZIOEWVWE L.

TR ATHI L WEEG B A RD D Z L BB R
TW5. ZOFEIEREMME 26772
A5, L, BECIIEEFEAS.
SRIFEAELE.” BEREICE > THENE
IMIFERUT L2, Fex 1T TE DR Y FEZ
RKELLLZEWVODOE, HrLWEEFEIZETL
£97 295 LTSI LVEtE 2 X ¥
— b &7, £ UTEREIL, REIIIAEET
bV, BREXGRINT,

RO O “UERMET IZEHID Y THNTz 50 4D
SINEL LOLED “HE BT “FiE” 1
TEYL N U ICE XA DN STENER
TRENTZ. XEEZATEOL, EBRBINEITZQ)
BRI BT 2l (2 OS2 RITE KA EREE
EHER(E) L W2 b EEWET ) B
72 & B BT & X b7y isct(}“(z)
FEROR Z 0 LT SIS 2 HWC 2RI

AE@%%%wTE%%E#&®<%w®ﬁ
PECEREZHRSEE)T 5 L EZX TV L An
FTM? % THD)O 2 MIZEIZT L L

RO LN, TRTOSMEIL 10 HSLIHIC
EEEET L.
RREBLIUOBR
W2 11281 15 - BB CoOE KD

PR ORGSR, FEIRERTEEM, BRI OmRED
LD BHTHD” LW LI-SINELEZ S
TRWBIME ORI EMEE ENE N
Figurel, 2, 327 . TN bEHD EQ)IHY
FMOF THEIZEWHREROSINE R “EIXT
THDH” UL TS Z &, (QfEFEN S5
PO HBNEERE L VARICENZ L, ()
SN2 LB &Il LT EBRBINE L2 S
TIRWBINE ORERFEEE 2 i 5 &, ol
GAET BN S Lo smE e
DEBIIX R Do 720y, SEHRC T &t

% P<.05

0.6

0.5 -

0.4

0.3

0.2

0.1 -

BHEO DS WM CShRAY SOt SR -

S WE
Figure 1 #F% 1 I2B T A WS T BN TH
57 BN LB O

100 +
90 -
80 -
70
60 -
50 -
40 -
30 -
20 -
10 +
0 m

**

(%) i R R

R wE

Figure 2 #F7E 1 (2351 2 Wi Stk DR RGEE A

— 138 —

t(93)=3.37,p<.05
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% - t(43)=2.07 p<.05
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Intention <= Qutcome
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