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1 E %4 (counterfactuals) R 4F % 5 F RAR B X5 4], AL TAMNG B FAZE FFRAALL
st E4nF LA FHIMRIL. FFRARI, AT FLENL, 5 RELRGRERE SRR/ (R vs. HE),
FHALE B 09ikdem TR, AL RG] ik M FoiB 34 9 M A B & 3 Rt T % 9B e e ALK, 3E
o @, REE LKA AL K MR 6G ] HA2 X BB AN X e 2, RAYIEILAE & T UH R E R AR
Tk, a1k @, Rk KART R AR IGERE A A RHESL G5 A R R R, {2 R H
EEZA I EPREEEA N IHTRR. BEMAAEY RETAALLE, X2 FEI LMK E
S, H—F B R EE SRR HE L K R 64 B 18] A2 K a3 B e Te9 Rk,

KB FHKEL W IAE RERAE; # KT, ERAY

KRS B842
1 5|8

35 5 JE 4k (counterfactual thinking) 2%} £ 1R
LT R FE LR RLEES), AT HE
AN IR AR Z RN EIE B, LA
BIE Ty EHAEHERL . T REMEHERT S (Byrne, 2002).
TRl T S S B A R o NS
HEAL 1 5 EHE S 1 (Cosmides & Tooby, 2000), Ef
WRiE R, ok 25 i 5 i 4Pl S 1 50 A Y B )
AR, SR R B 2 T SR I R R R R
G 7R TR W M i S bRe, AEAE R B B |
TIEREEsSEREG, XS AEERTIK
TR T RUCEEF R S A S R i Re ) 2=
SIS AR, i S0E O TALR T 4G 32
FLINE T E M AR T RNOGE . AR
2FATU, O FEAR A B i (Mental Model Theory,
Johnson-Laird & Byrne, 1991, 2002) &% .0» PR 23 [i] B
7&(Mental Space Theory, Fauconnier, 1985, 1994)

Wik H 3. 2016-06-20

* [H K HARBE FE 4 (31300929), VL7048 miAL A RAL 2
J:4> (16K ID180003; 12K JIB180007), Hj &t iyt K24k
75 T 4E 5 T #0 (184080H102177) FIVLJ5 44 i Ae A
Fag R H (20110101) %5 B .

EIEH: RIEZ, E-mail: 412alix@gmail.com.

769

P, 3 SR TR AL 1 5 IR SR SC [R] AR
WS, A RON R CRAE, RIS 5 R
o PRI G 28 2 1) SR 35 3 B W 2 A 7 ¢ e
fifp ) I B AR PR S TR B LG p, WU ), T
B SH S5 B (p B, g R) (de Vega, Urrutia,
& Riffo, 2007; Fauconnier, 1994; Johnson- Laird &
Byrne, 1991), filln, 7 P ik 52 5 A1 (L) R, B
WHEMEMWIA T T —W, AEA ) 55 H
PECRIA BT, BEAEAR Rl F4) 8 ] ) BB, B
BOW B LRAE

(1) WREIA T, MR SX AR T .

By —see F R ARE W, N REER A
A RELH Ty, ARFER s SHE B A i
S fE R, PREE SO T R ST AR SR AR A TR
B R LA b, JF AN OB R SR AE (Evans,
2006; Evans & Over, 2004; Evans, Over, & Handley,
2005)., H A4 it 52 A SO T 1) 2 HL R BF 52
A& TR AU 7 SR AE 2 A5 S B, S L0 1Y
Pisf [i] 2 7 452 7] J5 (Ferguson & Cane, 2015; Ferguson
& Sanford, 2008; Kulakova, Aichhorn, Schurz,
Kronbichler, & Perner, 2013; Kulakova &
Nieuwland, 2016a; Nieuwland, 2013; Nieuwland &
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Martin, 2012; Urrutia, de Vega, & Bastiaansen,
2012), 44 BBk A i L B YR AR AE 2 5

VA K i S8 SO T2 75 9 U R AR 5 M A ) AL,

AR SCRE ATV 5 T B 5 Sk 1 T PR i 5
T SCE I T AL AR R

2 AEEERE—ENEBEHFELE

BENZ

HRAJE B A IR — IR IR RAR UL (BI85 45 0 22 7=
KPR AN R BRI ZE 9225, Whorf,
1956), Bloom (1981)%: & i # i 5z H 4k fig
AT T X LLHIESE o A A T BN RKGE & h i ik
A 3 SEAR I (ME S0 38E AR S ik s, . 1
Tom had studied harder, he would have passed the
test.), VUEGZ BRI . Ak B RHIE AR
ICTE S, O W R E Y ISA N LA S
R AR, I LADUHR B8 N T S8 g i
BEAE S Z AN BT IR, O S B RE ) AR T
YEIEREH . SR Bloom HIBIF oY 7 1 K PG A $2
WA ), 51 % T RE R AHOCHESY . X4k
e FEAEPAEPIA R I (1) EDEHEHE
SRR EERE S R EL AR S B 2R S e IR
16, XU R A TS A A EEH
WAL SRR R, TR U S50 AR K S 5 AT
557 (VU T A7 15 3 58 b 1T SRR i 58 ) 19 i
BE? Hoid 0k RIS A BRI R A7
21 X REEENELBRERNIREHFEEER?

Bloom (1981)i5¢ it 1 4~ R AS fr) HE JR i+ (il
375l =) T R AR, RN R
X P 2 g BB IR A Y- 28 I 1 S AR, R A
SCAREBE R AP b Tl = A, 4ok
20 B BE T 77 (96%~98%) ¥ W — 5 W =D
PR R R, M RA 6%~7%M ILEBEE
X i AT TR SRR, TR RAR T
S WY s =X — R H BTSN 500%~
63%. Bloom 1Y 5 — ik, a5 & an T 17
AL MR R BB S, R AN = A
N EAERE, BAXAZATERARRK? 7,
LR LI 83%MIEREH A T H B HE, &
MAXA 25%RDUFRRER #2010 THIRI A R, 2
BODUE BRI W BB AR T B SRR S « = A
WWEAGRERE, “HA=MEAZERE", &4 1
RAFFREE R, Bloom AN H Tk = i LAk pric,

“

!

PUTEBE 3 IR R Bk R AT R S R,
K AR T 22 (A TR, AT (A5 DU
BB AT . SR Bloom (1556
WA e R B, Lo, BR/R g S0k
T TE 335 OO R R B O TS R AR, DU T
PR B G, AR R A A I R, BB
WA RN BT et . b T OlEF BRI, Au
(1983)4w 5 T J3 b — Wl = i A7 Bl i3l ik . 45 5 &
B, TESDU A R TG 7 208 T PR 4R A Y 1 2%
PR, S DURETE 5 X S 1Y) 38 S A e AR ) WA 22
So A Au Ik ECIE R R i S SR
IR S RS HA R B AR, TR
i v T R AL 1 3 SR B B Mt S R SRR Y
WM EE . %tk Bloom (1984)%8 HiiE & I i f) k4
P L A e 25 T R IR R A Ak
M BE R B AT S5 A R R, AR Au
G 5 3 R ok T R LA, X i SR A 1 Y TA
AU TR, Jok 2 5o

Bloom (1981, 1984) 5 Au (1983, 1984)[4+it
fE 20 2 KGR T2 61, L LIEF R £ %
FHAH ) (4 BIF 58 91 20 B B 0 S ) ik 22 R B AT
B E S AR RE 25 55 . RIS 45 R R W DUE
BV E HLA 5 50 ik B 3 A 2 1 i S0 T Ak g
FARTER Sy i 22 5, (HXEEF LKA T
55 N & (Lardiere, 1992; Liu, 1985; Wu, 1994).,
Liu (1985)HI I %5 b4l 52 52 2% % J3 AN T] 1 e = A
SRR, IR B = O I B AT N 2 O
K ek, H B A SR L EDE,
45 5 R Ik S 2 ) 5 A i B R 1 Y
AR WA G . W (1994) 114 [ 52 10 38 1 2 I
BT AL 1At 2 SO St M R O i S A R
JEE (MR E R B R SRS B RS
S LA s S E AR O A ST Ak 2 So ki o2 4 A
1 5B 2 AR i A I .

21 2RI bR A 2 3 S 50 (0 7 TR R SR e
BER B AR RN T b S m i X5, IRk T8 i &
., Yeh #I Gentner (2005) H & & i % i3 (Sel -
paced reading) )55 5 7 VARG SRR 1 1 5
R ERE S, RET LRSS, %5 AR ik
A W, T 55t fi 7 2 e ) e e UK
Bel R IR . WFATAS SRR, JEDREE R TR
S S I O R R B AT ) U S ) Y
O B TR R A 22 5, SR AE D 5 A RN
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DAL S5 B A4 A TN SCHR T B 0K
Firp, DU BRI AT SRR 5 S0 A W R
JIA% ., Yeh FI Gentner Ay, 7EXFERYIERE T,
PEIEA B P SVE 3 SR 0 FHEREAR, I
AL A B R B S S, DT SR B 2 A
N TR, AATH 2B R T Bloom SGRT AT R
AL, RUCAEN AR 2% R i
oh, ARERRIC TR AR A B B R .

g Ak, R o e 2t i A7 o Bl 2 B
DUBREE# HA 5 YaiBEE 3 M S 10 13 5 2 2 R
71, I EARWS . A S U B E S S R K
(TN RN 5 M DL T Lo /R v P28 B LU IR 7 o SR T
SESE 5T 7R T ARk s B I AR m s il L B AEAE R
FREE (I, L BE 2 (Rl JE R, e A S5 T
B 1 R AL, TR I IE 2RI F A RE 58 4 it
W IR, o AN A 52 4 HE IR ) 32 PR 380t 3 S L 4 1
SR, Yeh F1 Gentner (2005) () BF 55 $2 i T — MR
WRALAR . RIRIEBE T SEDUCRRE & 5 S A I fE 2k
INT L AT RE A 22 5%, 185 X B 2k i mid i 52 i
A RE T AR T ELO PR ) 0 B AT 45 L 1 B
SRS %5 1 S50 T B RE RN B
22 XIBESE X HHFE

B v S SO kR 3 A AR TR
R B R e ) 55 R O A SR DU PR e 2 A
Ak, —H R KB IE R B SR, A
A BE T 0 T S A o AR 4 R P B
RS ARG (FER, 2015; K, 2015), BRI
WA IR i bR ], B TR RN
B SRy, ke A A TR A AR, Xk i
SR E FREEMIEMG@E™, 2000, 2011; &
#%, 2010; #EPH, 2014, 2015; Feng & Yi, 2006; Wu
1994), — o2z HUGE o LSS5 A ik se bk
RN R 2 M TR R IR B e 24, sl — A 1y
(14 5 ME DA AR ) 1 B se vk, R R A
B NF KB ELWCE™, 2011, EH, 2016
v, 2015), MEEH . && . BB T,
AR 32 1) A5 S LT A A L ) ST SR A
# (WRE1E, 1988; 4™, 2000; 7EdG, 2014),

5 ISR T 45 A — 2, SER ATt R B
T AR i S A RS T B (Feng & i,
2006; Wu, 1994), Wu (1994) W55, e wHY
B AR B B s AT R AT, B s )
45 0 AR K S ) - s ) S 7R e L 75 R IR E

) RBRIC . B A A S — SRRk st (ant AR
AR AR 1 o S Tl s 2 ) g 20 B S 0B B Y
BT (B AR T fREE, B ASRWE? )
VI B H A IR 55, o B 5 7 - 2% )
TR R R & A SR R X i AR5
KT AR 3 SE AR AR (R T 83%).

B TS 2R S AR e M, DUEE
SEAY B 53 — A EE BURR AR B 9 2 A 1 A )
(GEMMK, 2015), X FWRRE AT G AR DUEREE 2 7F
68 FH 33 S 22 b 3 20 17 SRR R 35 T g T 22
THE £ Tl RE (B3 o A S5 R 2 1) i R R AT A
DRI RE, TR 17 0 AR A AP RO 25 51, 4k
T 55 7 D038 35 S /A A PR SR 4 B Oy I Y 2 R h
1o WU (1994) % 5 14 4K Hh 3 S /)l R i T %) %o
FAlF o8 & B0, BB Pl bt s 2 AR IR A
Hrfr, FRLAA BT LR me; DU 1] v 3 54 D)
FESCARAE TGRS H P A 2 . MR, X H F 2
T BT 25 R R OB RRE S R AR A . ORI
EY A R MBI, N E T P SR A B AR A A
AT WA BB B, T DU B8 #2200 i 5
BIFEIEAN NG B B A N IR

gi b, DUE BAR A R i L hRid, (H
FEAEIE A R 1 IR R 2R ) TR 8 200 Ry i 5K
Sy TR . B EE . ARESEC T
G55 i SR R R R, XA R T O AT R A
252 Bloom ) SETEMF 52 Hh 389 & BRI Rk i 3 5
EHYERE 1 5 BRI REE H AR S 2 .
A 0 B 3 A3 T 3 72 S 5 AN 2 5 W 3 S 4
HEE N AR EREE, ARNES B S
S/ B 3R A L BE (1 2% S RE S ME 25 T E) RO S
[ i - B8 1/ B A e A A1) o 35 52 B A4 R i SO T
S DUBRA W R BB TG
AR, RT3 T 5 0 E = W) i AH B e A
M HMESICGEHIAK, 2015), @ 8AHL T & B & Ay ik
PRl 2 5% i S 4 ) 5 R 2 T A o

3 BEMNYR—IUEENRIEZF

FEIN B GTR, X 385 S W e L i T 1
2 0 FEAR 7 336 (Johnson-Laird & Byrne, 1991,
2002) J > B =5 [A) # 38 (Fauconnier, 1985, 1994,
1997), “LoBRALE" & X) H ST s AE R A SO AR
e, Bz FH LGB AN S HE SR A A L] o 1
TS TA R A S 3 o0 BHASE AR () 4 8 AR A of B A
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ARG, MO BRI, JF HLO BEBIRLAY %
R e i B A . Johnson-Laird 1 Byrne
(2002) 45 Hi AR T B BRI, S o5 92 5% PR B
P A A0 BT (Y, R ADURE TR - 5 p ) g, 5K
AL p M Hoq R), PRI R SOk, 78
NI & 2, 2 T3 — A U &
L PES ] SR BB R A2 BRI B L A BRI UG
Fo D BEAS ]2 AATTHE SS9 2 I Sy 3k 31 ) 8
PRAE K AT 8 H po e @ i g G, 1R RN T
Aab PR S — A T A T A DI A0 B S ] ) 2%
i3 72 (Fauconnier, 1994) . it S A bR i BN N &
B A 1) 23 (B R 3 18], )0 ek AR R 208 i —
AN 5 25 ] (e s )) S — > i e s ], P
%3 [0 30 e AR A e 5 3k B 5 S X AN B A3
ol DA T 2 A BRI 5 D R A B 4 1 S AR R
HA R 5 GRAEAYRR i, AH 3R B B U 3R AR
P FE LR N T 3E A8 B FEXT IR 5 BAL B S .
AR, A5 SR T SO T AU A ERAE
PR TURE, TR R W] T R B R AR BT
LA fiff Jay 38 B SC . 980 A RN AR f (Cook - &
Myers, 2004; van Berkum, 2009), X it 5218 X m
TR R AR TR B R I B L |, AR
Hh T BB LA BT AR 2 5 il SR R il
(Evans, 2006; Evans et al., 2005; Evans & Over,
2004), H i 2 SOm TRy 2 L 58 2
2% WU R SCARAE A 5 WO b H g (a) E 7R R T
(Ferguson, 2012; Ferguson & Cane, 2015; Ferguson
& Sanford, 2008; Kulakova et al., 2013; Kulakova,
Freunberger, & Roehm, 2014; Kulakova &
Nieuwland, 2016a; Urrutia et al., 2012; Warren,
McConnell, & Rayner, 2008), Ff#Ri6 55 4] 3L
I SCRAE W] 32 31 1 5% R 2R 19 1) 2 (Nieuwl and,
2013; Nieuwland & Martin, 2012; Nieuwland & van
Berkum, 2006) .
31 EXANEENRAEE R EEE#HIE
Xof i S AU B URIE MR B ek B T4
{4 ¥ F 45 45 (Byrne, 2002; Byrne & Tasso, 1999;
Johnson-Laird & Byrne, 2002; Thompson & Byrne,
2002), XU RZRABL L, BalbE4h
(Bl IR (2), i S AR)(3)) AR ) 1IN
M2 ) R B e 5 2R ) SFRA — B A ).

(2) If Linda was in Dublin then Cathy was in

Galway.
(3) If Linda had been in Dublin then Cathy
would have been in Galway.
(Byrne & Tasso, 1999)

45 3R IR 20 g 5 A ) L Ry B — A AR
B p W q), X S A ) DU B A U i 12
& p W g p MEH g W) TELMH SN
RIRTEFRAFRI (A p W ), AHES T HRIBTES, M
PO T F 5205 B (p A B H. g A B) BA
R VAN TGl SN == 1 T R e )|
(Gémez-Veiga, Garcia-Madruga, & Moreno-Rios,
2010; Santamaria, Espino, & Byrne, 2005),
PJLAE, WF5EE IR AR 3 . ERP I fMRI
ST RN T BAR R i SR I TEZm AL )
i, Ferguson Fl Sanford (2008)7£ R 2l 52 4 v % 31
Wik B isEE L A (] ;. 1f cats were vegetarians...
families would feed their cat a bowl of carrots/
fish... i, 765 15 AH AT (5 A B AR 3240 19 56 1
1d] (carrots) 4b 51 T B K 14 2 — 3k el 52 s Al T
SO L5 R AR s bR (i S L E] L [l v
A5 ) ) S 7 AR i A G B 1] (carrots) B & TN
oo M PR HG A DN 32 S A 13 2 —A> P T B iy fin T
AR S B AR AR B S B % A T
fid, 55 BB B IOESE L AT, Ferguson,
Sanford FI Leuthold (2008) FH #H 7] () 52 36 44 4T
T ERP #f5%, 4553 % HLIEH 1 G H 1A] (carrots) b
1A T ERVR S G T R N400 U, i —
S T i IR O TR PR EOE R AR A R
A SR X TURIF 5 #45 LA T R 4] i) 13 50 )
VE SE TR RE, S50 45 R LA B Sz 19
Hw R iy s e 3Rab b o 250 A A By i R
TP 5, 3 50N TR A (R R O i S TR B
T =5 045 B, SRR R CERAE S AR 7
Ferguson FI Cane (2015)3% FH ¥ 52 tH FLA% 5 4 5 1
BE, RT3 S AR ) (0 (4)) B R SR g (A
A](5)) %+ H 454 (From this distance, David found
that the words were clear/blurry.){ & A4b B4 52

(4) If David had been wearing his glasses, he
would have been able to read the poster easily.

(5) Because David had been wearing his
glasses, he was able to read the poster easily.
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GO R MAE I SLIBE T, SRy S (blurry) 5]
AT RH NAOO &y, il SEiBdR T, IERIRYC
1A (blurry) 5 4815 19 ¢ £ 7] (clear) T 51 R % i
RN IR 255, RWHLE L5 REELRNZ
5 SUMTIFEATE S, HEIR T i R L8 4 1T,
HE— 25 B UE T 33 S SO T B A WU 3 ERAE Y
R

AR FT 34 00 SO T B A WE &
SCFRAFE A AR 5, (FL AR FE 199 B ] 3 R [ 0 R i
R, R EWF 5T A OC T 1 SR B XT 45 14 ] ) 1R 5
J& ST e A AR LA N TS e, W R ERAEAE
i 4 i T i A B (Kulakova &  Nieuwland,
2016b), W itt, Kulakova 2 A (2014) 1 FH #8154 fF
AR R AR, IR FT T XA BRRITE RS
B By 3 1A & S AFTEIN 122 55 (] . Wenn die
Wiirfel gezinkt waren/waren) . 5256 45 5 s, 5
R R B B (waren) AH L, R UL B Bl 0A
(wéren)7F 450~600ms B [B] % 1 4kifs & T Z2 1 f 3
(LAN: Left anterior negtivity), Kulakova ik h It i,
O3 BT 5 S A A EE T URAE S, DL
Wil 22 250 T AR B T far o 35X — B 53 1 B
i S AR IE B il ki S SR T RE, A
RAE AL BB — 2 HF R T R T

T o AR B 5% 7 T, Kulakova 45 A (2013) %
WS B &AL, 3 524 ATE SO T4 4
WOE T AR B T IXORA M B R A T . XA
DX 43 531l 5 00 B R AR 1 A4 4 (Hassabis, Kumaran,
& Maguire, 2007; Thomas, 2010) }%i# S #4553 4%
J¥ #H 5 (Friederici, 2006). 1 TR S T4 &
SRR A B AR Z b, T ST
SR IF A G S F B SR E R, BEF L
PR 2 5 SRS INR, SECA R
JT X B A7 B AR 4671 B BHE o kS, Nieuwland
(2012) % I 1 o7 Ab S 1R 1Y 3 501 L S SR
SR SCIA R DX 35 A7 A AN ) —— B SR 7 5 1) 080
ZE2EER B9 T [BI(LIFG: Left inferior frontal gyrus),
1 4b AR 1R 119 335 55 ¢ R 23 A0S A N AT
(RIFG: Right inferior frontal gyrus), X 45757 32 1]
VOE: BRI SEW N e Ay B2 v i e ]
BHRELALIRIB XS5, APEkGE® 515
PR IR A 2 % U0 B (K uperberg,
Lakshmanan, Caplan, & Holcomb, 2006; Martin &
McDonald, 2003), X454 i Hil X 351 3 W X

T SCERAE MR g 55 R T 2 TR R, i — 2
TR I DE MR TE A . HER A RE T B2
SR 5 R MR 3 ST SO T R WL SR A A A

Zr b, SREAT R M AR R ST 5 Y 4K
5 2R W1 S S AR ) o SO T B AR WU 1 CERAE Y
A, X R AT BB A SE BRI R IR — 2
ERML K, HHWEEEFELNESIM L, &
TR 15 SR A E 5 T A 7 B () 3 2 5 i [R)
ZABNEATG, i — 0B 5T 0 I B = S0 B S R
FRERNS5EUNT, RALELEIT?
WU FRAE (I 7 2 I T2 15 32 335 5% sl A A Jn fig
SR 7
32 BEMEXMEBRFMNEENLKRIE?

JAE R B BIF 9 3 WA g A L5 ) i S 2 )
T8 SO T, AR ER55 A0 5GP BB 75 08 55 5 28 T BR XL
FEENFRMEGR T KETIE, —%22 A RNIER
S5EBHRAETE SON T A5, B4 Ad
AIETESEIR (Cook & Myers, 2004; Evans & Over,
2004), AR BRIRAS B T — L2 AR 20 K il F S5 i)
HHE, AEX LB AY s S M TR B AR TR U TR
HAAE T AR T RN ) T R R B R, B AN A
K@ iESE T, “the peanut was in love” [t the
peanut was salted” 55 T/l T.(Filik, 2008; Nieuwland
& van Berkum, 2006). IS i fu] fiff Bk SL F 58 5
Ferguson F Sanford (2008) i AIF 5% 76 45 5 1 A4 15
We? ARG Y S G PE R A8 5 Y B % AT L)
515 AT XI5 22 5 A {5 B 347 B (DeLong,
Urbach, & Kutas, 2005; van Berkum, 2009), Jf H
B JE SL 0 B 5 T A AR DG TR B H (Hagoort,
Hald, Bastiaansen, & Petersson, 2004; Nieuwland &
Kuperberg, 2008; van Berkum, 2009) ., #&ifi 241555
LRI, ARJZ R IR O B 2ok i + &
YRR, 518 2848 5C 1Y EAELRS Bl 5% e /A - 13 0o AR
(Federmeier & Kutas, 1999; Otten & van Berkum,
2007)., Nieuwland (2013)% ¥ Ferguson fit 5256 44
Ak rfoxt R G AT, ) cat-fish) (IR 2R
J T B 5L 4], #i: vegetarian-carrot), %)
THABEEEY 350 4.6 F1 3.6(5 mfEER). Kk
BART INE RS A TR | A n T, (R
TIAREARRBWAR Ty, A if cats were
vegetarians’ & & “if cats enjoyed eating root
vegetables”, carrot 41 i 77| % 1Y) N4OO &4 ;i v e Hf 2%
KA 55 . NAOO 5 & it in] () mT 00 14 B o SC A 3
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£ %A (Federmeier & Kutas, 1999; Kutas &
Hillyard, 1984), F e/ 3 5C 544 SIS 4%
/) 8 ST T S () o PR o 55 AH DG Y — 2K
i DG B ) b P RO 2 S S T

T ER¥%E, Nieuwland F1 Martin (2012)3%
FH DT 50 =5 4 vk A5 R R 1 5 2%
PR SO TR RE R, X S 30 A ) E AT I (B
6] 5 EAH H W) PRAIE T X BE 2 5 52 56 41 AE S bt A
Aab 1 AT SR B A B AR 2 BT R B 1R
52 AR (6) 5 IF 1Y 32 55 4% 1 R R L A G g 1)
(America)ibB1 & T N400 Zni, I HiX—%on 5
R A 52 45 F ) (7)Russia b 51 %2 19 N4OO 4507

(6) If N.A.S.A had not developed its Apollo
Project, the first country to land on the moon would
have been America surely.

(7) Because N.A.S.A developed its Apollo
Project, the first country to land on the moon was
Russia surely.

W 225 . X U8B P R  O& B 1 Sl T
U TFIBAE B, FLE AW R 32 2 A AR
T SR AT e 55 St A I S AH B
A AR 23 5% w5 S 5% 1 ) 1Y f# 132 (Byrne, 2007,
Lewis, 1973), ATt D7 s 5 4 i) A E T g A i
HSLANE U T A T IEBRIX —5 M, Nieuwland
(2013) 3 HI T 5 [ 4R B A A A% 1 = B0 5 A% 4 ) R
g SEES AR ;. 1f dogs had gills...)f#i #5 7T GE 1 5
St AR K . T4 R S kAT s —
3, B IEA ) 5 IS S i A A AR G
WEIBIE T NA0O FN I H X — 5 7 w5 A 41
(A 25 5, RIRE SRR 1 3 S0 S B ) Ak 1 S
TAZEARFRTIALEE . #id Nieuwland fY
XA S EG W AE YIRS O TR, X
Ja g fn B EA BRI, AR s
B0 e (Bl R AR BT, DGR IR Ak Y AR
B RN RE 2 T A7 -

g5 b, 155 R SR Al S Ak A T L
TSR MBS AR . X SCEA Y
FITEE, AT LA O U B RS S S E B
SEMA ;T M 1B S GBS i, AIRJZ IR
4 Jr R RN DGR R 2 R RIS & 5 5l g4k
AR IE SOM T SR LS5 0k B F 444

A JE AR SCHETRI AL 1 NAOO AL, PRI I A 3 B s T
WIEBEI A 1 OB AL XU SR AE, JFARE e
S B o S AR R AU T SURATE
38R VT BEAF 7 e 1S M A R 7, TR A
SUR R T XUE R AL AT AR E . F AT
SN 32 (R B BIF T e 4 LA B RR TR S 52 36 B
I A A B TSR BTHE B = A I AR I I (DL
HhOUUEE T SR A5 91 A R I ) . DR IR 2
FPEA LN ERTE R AR, TR IAR R
WA T IR SR, RS X DU i S S
TR ME AT BEA ) T BRI, S DUl ST U T
HLA A X EE A AR 22 ) BB 155 )5 2240

4 NESRE

H 7 56 T i 5 2 A ) 1 SN T (4 Ak 22 AL T F
9% 22 3 T 0 BB R 48 (Johnson-Laird & Byrne,
1991, 2002) K .t» 3 == [A] 2 it (Fauconnier, 1985,
1994, 1997), FILEXUHE if LR B WIE, LK
TR A S P A RAF A SR T . KEAT N .
MRZN . W . AR R S g A R S T S AR
) WU T SR AE (9 0 TR A8 (Ferguson, 2012;
Ferguson & Cane, 2015; Ferguson & Sanford, 2008;
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Counterfactuals and the underlying processing mechanism

DAI Haoyun; XU Xiaodong
(School of Foreign Languages and Cultures, Nanjing Normal University, Nanjing 210097, China)

Abstract: Counterfactuals are contrary-to-fact statements which are widely used in daily life to convey
thoughts about what might have been. Previous studies have revealed that, different from fact-based
processing, counterfactual processing triggers a dual mental representation/space (suppositional event vs.
presupposed fact) and therefore engages more cognitive resources. This paper makes a detailed discussion
on the processing mechanism underlying counterfactuals from the perspective of syntactic and contextual
constraints. On the one hand, it isrevealed that contextual relevance would influence the online construction
and resolution of dual representation. The validity of real-world interference stands or falls with the
provision of a sufficiently constraining context. Syntactically, on the other hand, the lack of dedicated
counterfactual markers in Chinese makes its native speakers more inclined to rely on contextual cues and
pragmatic implications to express and understand counterfactuality. Yet it remains unsolved whether the
processing mechanism underlying Chinese counterfactuals would differentiate from that which underlies
Indo-European counterfactuals due to the difference in syntactic structures. To achieve a comprehensive
understanding about the cognitive neural mechanism of counterfactuals, a wider variety of languages should
be explored, and the individual difference in counterfactual processing deserves more attention. Further
attempts should also be made to investigate how the dual representation of counterfactuals unfolds in time
and influences successive information processing.

Key words: counterfactuals; processing mechanism; dual representation; counterfactual markers; contextual

constraints



