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ABSISACT 

In the course of understanding a text, a suc-
cessio n o f  decisio n point s aris e a t  whic h reader s 
ar e face d wit h th e tas k o f  choosin g amon g alterna -
tiv e possibl e interpretation s o f  wha t  they'r e 
reading .  Carefu l  analysi s o f  a  wid e rang e o f  sam -
pl e text s reveal s tha t  suc h decision s ar e ofte n 
base d o n ccople x evaluation s o f  th e interpretatio n 
bein g constructed ,  an d sometime s caus e th e reade r 
t o construc t  an d discar d a  numbe r  o f  intermediat e 
inference s befor e settlin g o n a  fina l  interpreta -
tio n fo r  a  text . 
Itiis paper describes Judgmentcd. Inference 
theor y a s a  propose d schem e o f  evaluatio n metric s 
and mechanisms ,  derive d fro m examinatio n o f  infer -
enc e decision s arisin g durin g tex t  understanding . 
A serie s o f  programs ,  ARTHUR,  HAOMOUUR an d JUDGE 
ar e briefl y described ,  whic h incorporat e som e o f 
th e metric s an d mechanian s o f  Judgmenta l  Inference , 
enablin g the n t o inderstan d text s mor e conple x tha n 
thos e tha t  ca n b e handle d b y othe r  understandin g 
systems . 
1.0 Introduction 
Many national newspapers carried front-page 
version s o f  th e followin g stor y earl y thi s year : 
[1] A Nicaraguan soldier, who last year made a 

publi c statemen t  allegin g Cuban ,  Ethiopia n an d 
Nicaragua n militar y ai d t o Salva^cia n leftis t 
guerrillas ,  toda y publicl y retracte d hi s stor y 
at  a  Stat e Departmen t  new s conference . 

Why di d th e Nicaragua n soldie r  mak e th e statenent s 
he made ,  a  yea r  ag o an d now ? Why di d th e Stat e 
Departjnen t  hol d thes e tw o new s conferences ? I t  i s 
possibl e tha t  th e Stat e Departmen t  ha d sem e reaso n 
fo r  holdin g th e new s conference ,  in«-pnHfn o th e 
Nicaragua n soldie r  t o recant ;  bu t  mos t  reader s 
assume tha t  th e Stat e Departmen t  ha d differen t  in -
tention s tha t  wer e no t  fulfilled ,  fo r  reason s ou t 
of  thei r  control .  Indeed ,  mos t  reader s don' t  eve n 
consciousl y thin k o f  th e forme r  interpretation , 
eve n thoug h i t  i s  a  logica l  possibl e alternativ e 
explanatio n o f  th e events . 

Our  analysi s o f  example s lik e thi s ha s le d t o 
th e identificatio n o f  decisio n point s a t  whic h hu -
man unde r  S t  ander s ar e face d wit h th e tas k o f 
choosin g particula r  inferentia l  path s fro m amon g a n 
curra y o f  possibl e alternatives .  Thes e inferenc e 
decision s ar e base d o n ccnple x evaluatrin n metric s 
fo r  judgin g th e appropriatenes s o f  a  particula r 
inference ,  an d o n mechanism s fo r  constmgfir ^  an d 
revisin g interpretation s durin g understanding . 
Judgmenta l  Inferenc e theor y (Grange r  [1982] )  con -
sist s o f  a  se t  o f  evaluatio n metric s an d mechanism s 
derive d fro m examinatio n o f  inferenc e decision s 

arisin g durin g tex t  understanding .  Thi s pape r  de -
scribe s ho w som e o f  thes e judgmenta l  metric s an d 
mechanism s ar e applie d durin g understanding . 

Hie view this work as ccnciatlble with and coor-
plementar y t o researc h tha t  focuse s primaril y o n 
representationa l  issue s i n tex t  understanding ,  suc h 
as Schan k an d Abelso n [1977] ,  Wilensk y [1980] , 
Cbamia k [1980] .  B y examinin g th e occurrence s o f 
inferenc e decision s dbrin g understanding ,  w e inten d 
t o provid e a  loo k a t  th e me^aoiaiB .  b y whic h suc h 
representation s ar e chosen ,  constructed ,  judged , 
confirme d and/o r  discarde d durin g th e processin g o f 
a text . 
2.0 Illustration of understanders' decisions 
2.1 Evaluating and supplanting inferences 

Consider the following example: 

[2] Katfay and Chris were playing golf. Kattay hit 
a sho t  int o th e rough .  Sh e wante d t o le t  he r 
good frien d Chri s wi n th e game . 

Host readers assmte that the reason Katfay hit her 
sho t  int o th e roug h wa s t o increas e he r  opponent' s 
chance s o f  winning ,  ou t  o f  friendship .  Bowever , 
conside r  th e following : 

[3 ]  Ke n an d Car l  wer e playin g 
sho t  int o th e rough . 

golf .  K « hi t  a 

1)11 3 researc h wa s supporte d i n par t  b y 
Ocean System s Cente r  unde r  contrac t 
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th e Nava l 

Pro m readin g jus t  thi s two-sentenc e version ,  peopl e 
infe r  tha t  K M an d Car l  bot h wer e playin g t o win , 
and tha t  K M ' s ba d sho t  therefor e wa s acddentad , 
and wil l  hinde r  hi s goa l  o f  winnin g th e game . 
However ,  afte r  reader s hav e rea d th e thir d sentenc e 
tha t  appear s i n versio n [2] ,  the y appea r  t o hav e 
change d thi s initlc a interpretatio n a  grea t  deal . 
I t  i s  no t  jus t  tha t  Kati ^  doesn' t  wan t  t o wi n th e 
game,  bu t  als o tha t  sh e probabl y mad e he r  ba d sho t 
en purpose ,  no t  accidentally .  Virtuall y al l  read -
er s curriv e a t  thi s interpretatio n b y th e en d o f 
thi s example ,  b y mippianHn a som e o f  thei r  initia l 
inference s wit h ne w one s (se e Grange r  [1980]) . 
2.2 Broluation metrics of cohesion and parsimony 
Why do people arrive at this different inter-
pretatio n abou t  Katfay' 3 actio n i n tfal s example ? 
The answe r  i s fa r  fro m obvious .  I n particular , 
ther e i s n o questio n o f  logica l  consistenc y here ; 
th e interpretatio n tha t  Katfa y hope d t o los e th e 
game bu t  tha t  he r  ba d sho t  wa s nonetheles s acci -
denta l  i s  jus t  a s logicall y consisten t  a s th e on e 
tha t  peopl e actuall y infer ,  namel y tha t  he r  ba d 
sho t  wa s intentional ,  no t  accidental . I t  turn s ou t  tha t  th e scop e o f  thi s phenomeno n 
i s ver y wide :  peopl e ofte n arriv e a t  interpreta -
tion s tha t  appea r  t o involv e th e supplantin g o f 
initia l  inferences ,  eve n whe n tha t  extr a wor k i s 
not  necessar y o n ground s o f  logica l  consistency . 
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( A larg e nunbe r  o f  additiona l  tex t  example s o f  thi s 
pbencmeno n ar e give n i n Grange r  [1980 ]  an d [1982]. ) 

Ibe decision to reject an initial inference, 
then ,  mis t  depen d o n a n evaluatio n o f  the  repre -
sentatio n base d o n sem e metri c othe r  tha n logica l 
consistency .  Cki e suc h evaluatio n metri c tha t  wa s 
(iiqplicitly )  incorporate d int o previou s theorie s o f 
inferenc e generatio n (e.g .  Rumelhar t  [1981] , 
Crotber s [1978] ,  BoMer ,  Blad e an d Turne r  [1979] , 
Schan k [1973] )  w e henr e terme d the  'cobeaJO I  met -
ric* .  Th e cobeaio n metri c require s tha t  ever y 
statemen t  i n a  tex t  b e connecte d t o a t  leas t  one 
other ,  resultin g i n al l  th e piece s o f  tb e tex t 
representatio n bein g tie d togethe r  vi a eithe r  ref -
erential ,  causa l  o r  intentiona l  connectiv e infer -
ences . 
Cohesion by itself is not sufficient to eval-
uat e tbe  goodnes s o f  a  tex t  representation ,  boir -
ever .  Anothe r  evaluatio n metric ,  identifie d i n ou r 
previou s vrorl c (Grange r  [1980]) ,  measure s the 
narrrimm y o f  a  representation ,  wit h respec t  t o the 
goal s tha t  motivat e the  event s i n tb e text .  Fo r 
instance ,  conside r  th e followin g exan^le : [4 ]  Dou g wen t  t o a  ga s station . 

got  awa y wit h $50 . 
Be robbe d i t  an d 

(a )  Dou g wen t  t o the  ga s statio n intendin g t o 
get  gas ,  an d the n h e change d hi s min d an d 
decide d t o ro b tbe  statio n instead ; 

(b) Doug went to the gas station intending to 
ro b it . 

Jus t  a s i n th e 'golf '  exanpl e [3] ,  thi s exaopl e ca n 
be interprete d i n tw o differen t  ways ,  bot h o f  whic h 
are  no t  onl y logicall y consistent ,  bu t  als o refer -
entiall y  an d causall y cohesive ,  sinc e Dou g ha d t o 
get  t o tb e ga s statio n befor e h e coul d ro b it ,  re -
gardles s o f  hi s intention s i n performin g thos e ac -
tions . 
Iterefore, tbe cohesion metric does not dif-
ferentiat e betwee n thes e tw o alternativ e interpre -
tations ,  bu t  peopl e do :  tbe y universall y see n t o 
generat e interpretatio n (b) ,  whic h consist s o f  a 
singl e goa l  (gettin g mone y fro a tbe  ga s station) , 
and i n fac t  the y rarel y eve n consciousl y notic e tbe 
possibilit y  o f  (a) ,  whic h consist s o f  tw o separat e 
goal s eac h explainin g on e o f  Doug' s actions .  Th e 
evaluatio n metric  o f  parsimon y essentiall y  test s 
tha t  a n interpretatio n b e maximall y parsimoniou s 
wit h respec t  t o the  nunbe r  o f  goal s use d t o explai n 
the  event s i n the  story ;  i.e. ,  th e fewe r  separat e 
motive s inf^re d t o accoun t  fo r  th e stor y events , 
tbe  better . 
(Note: an evaluation of an unparsimonious 
interpretatio n wil l  no t  alway s resul t  i n the  deci -
sio n t o supplan t  inferences ;  sometime s reader s 
leav e 'loos e ends *  i n thei r  interpretation ,  t o b e 
resolve d later .  Se e Grange r  [1982 ]  fo r  a  discus -
sio n o f  loos e ends. ) 
2.3 Shaping interpretations of behavior We hav e identifie d som e furthe r  evaluation s 
tha t  understander s perform ,  beyon d cohesio n an d 
parsimony ,  whic h aris e whe n a  reade r  i s le d t o 
'doubt '  an y par t  o f  hi s interpretatio n o f  a  text . 
Such doubt s ca n b e instille d eithe r  b y informatio n 
presente d i n th e text ,  o r  b y 'extra-textual '  fac -
tor s (se e Grange r  [1981] )  whic h may stee r  th e 
reade r  awa y fro m a n otherwis e plausibl e interpre -
tation .  Qeanple s o f  suc h 'doubt-factors '  includ e 
th e reader' s knowledg e o f  th e reliabilit y  o f  th e 
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tex t  sourc e (e.g. ,  th e differenc e betwee n th e Ne w 
Zor k Time s an d th e Nationa l  Ehquirer) ;  knowledg e 
of  a n actor' s deviousnes s (e.g. ,  a  ca r  aalcwna n 
vs .  a  priest) ;  relativ e boredo m o r  interest ,  i.e. , 
th e reader' s desir e t o pursu e possibl e alternativ e 
interpretation s vs .  jus t  settlin g o n a  defaul t  in -
terpretatio n that' s 'goo d enough' .  A n eas y wa y t o 
induc e a  doub t  facto r  i n a  reade r  i s t o siipl y tei t 
hi m tha t  hi s initie d interpretatio n i s incorrect ; 
i.e. ,  explicitl y  as k fo r  a  ne w an d differen t  in -
terpretatio n o f  a  text . 
It turns out that readers are very capable of 
producin g a  serie s o f  suc h alternativ e interpreta -
tion s o f  text s whe n they'r e continuall y tol d thei r 
initia l  interpretatio n i s incorrect .  Fo r  instance , 
followin g i s a  stor y adnptfi d fro m a  newspape r  text , 
alon g wit h a  serie s o f  interpretation s informall y 
elicite d fro m a  subject : 
[5] Tbe Pakistani ambassador to tbe United States 

made a n unschedule d sto p i n Albani a e n hi s wa y 
home t o wha t  a n aid e o f  th e ambassado r  de -
scribe d a s * a workin g vacation* . 

(31) Why did the ambassador go to Albania? 
Al )  I t  look s lik e h e wa s o n vacatio n — h e wen t 

t o Albani a firs t  an d the n t o home ,  I  gues s 
i n Pakistan . 

QZ) No, that's not the real reason. Why did he 
go t o Albania ? 

A2)  Wbll ,  mayb e ther e wa s san e anergenc y reaso n 
i t  sai d i t  wa s unscheduled ,  s o mayb e 

i t  wa s tha t  somethin g wen t  wron g an d the y 
had t o sto p there ,  an d the n the y wen t  on . 

(13) Still not it, but try again; why did he go 
t o Albania ? 

A3)  Ok ,  maybe ,  wel l  he' s a n ambassador ,  s o h e 
coul d hav e bee n suppose d t o g o t o Albani a 
.. .  s o i t  coul d hav e bee n a  meeting ,  lik e 
'shuttl e diplomacy *  .. .  bu t  i t  wa s sup -
pose d t o b e a  secret ,  s o that' s wta y the y 
sai d i t  wa s unscheduled . 

Thes e differen t  interpretation s o f  [5 ]  ar e 
eac h base d o n differen t  interpretation s o f  th e 
actor' s reason s fo r  doin g wha t  b e did .  I t  i s  nat -
ura l  tha t  differen t  behavio r  interpretation s shoul d 
giv e ris e t o differen t  tex t  interpretations ;  mos t 
curren t  theorie s o f  tex t  representatio n focu s pri -
maril y o n representatio n o f  th e event s describe d i n 
th e text ,  rathe r  tha n o n a  mor e 'syntactic '  analy -
si s o f  th e structur e o f  the  tex t  itself . 
Our analysis of this and similar examples has 
reveale d a  larg e clas s o f  inferenc e evaluation s 
peopl e perfor m base d o n thei r  attempt s t o decid e 
vrtia t  kin d o f  behavio r  a n acto r  ha s performed ,  fo r 
instance : 
1. 'sisfile* goal pursuit, e.g., 'John was hungry, 

so h e at e a  hamburger' ; 
2. 'complex* goal pursuit, (i.e., goal interac-

tions ;  see  Wilensk y [1979] )  — e.g. ,  'Joh n 
wante d t o se e th e footbal l  gam e bu t  h e als o ha d 
a pape r  du e the  nex t  day '  (goa l  conflict) ; 

3. deceptive or intentionally misleading behavior, 
e.g. ,  'Clar k wante d Loi s t o thin k h e wa s drunk , 
so h e smile d an d fel l  of f  th e barstoo l  ont o th e 
ground* ; 

4. accidental (non-goal-directed) behavior, e.g., 
'Jac k smile d an d fel l  of f  th e barstoo l  ont o th e 
ground'd) ; 



5.  ispccBft u reaction s t o unplanned-£o r  CGntin -
gencies ,  e.g. ,  "Bil l  t h r w himael f  unde c th e 
jee p whe n h e sa w th e ma n pul l  a  gun* . 

Our  classificatio n schem e fo e dividin g u p th e 
gamut  o f  possibl e interpretation s o f  behavio r 
(e.g. ,  intentiona l  vs .  unintentiona l  a t  th e to p 
level ,  subdividin g intentiona l  behavior s int o sint -
ple ,  dec^Jtive ,  pre-planned ,  iii|)ranptu ,  etc. ,  an d 
unintentiona l  behavio r  int o variou s type s o f  fail -
ure s suc h a s skil l  failure ,  infonnatio n failure , 
etc. )  i s  describe d i n detai l  i n Grange r  [1982] .  Vf e 
cal l  eac h o f  thes e subdivision s a n 
interpretation-'shape" ,  sinc e categorizin g a n 
actor' s behavio r  int o on e o f  thes e classe s wil l 
resul t  i n a  particula r  shap e o f  th e representatio n 
grap h constructed ,  an d becaus e re-interpretin g a n 
actor' s behavio r  result s i n re-shapin g th e repre -
sentation . 
Vfe have inplemented two ccnputer programs, 
ARIHUR an d MACARIHUR,  whic h incorporat e th e evalu -
atio n metric s o f  cohesion ,  parsimony ,  an d shape s t o 
produc e interpretation s o f  text s tha t  canno t  b e 
handle d b y othe r  text-understandin g systems . 
Grange r  [1982 ]  give s saispl e outpu t  o f  th e operatio n 
of  thes e program s o n som e o f  th e tex t  example s 
discusse d above . 
3.0 Additional categories of inference decisions 
3.1 "Suspicious" understanding 
It is often iiqpossible for an understander to 
identif y th e "correct "  interpretatio n shap e fo r  a n 
actor' s behavior .  Fo r  instance ,  conside r  th e fol -
IcMin g versio n o f  a  stor y tha t  wa s o n th e fron t 
page o f  a  numbe r  o f  nationa l  newspaper s earlie r 
thi s year : 
[6] A report by the New York State Racing and 

wagerin g Boar d release d toda y state s wnequiv -
ocall y tha t  leadin g jockey s conspire d t o "fix " 
at  leas t  1 3 race s i n th e mld-1970's ,  an d tha t 
th e jockey s hav e bee n "patentl y wbelievable " 
i n denyin g thei r  involvemen t  i n th e scheme . 

Qiderstandin g [6 ]  require s th e recognitio n 
tha t  th e observe d behavio r  o f  jockey s ca n b e ver y 
difficul t  t o classif y a s eithe r  "accidental "  o r 
"deceptive" .  Hence ,  a  jocke y (o r  a  jai-ala i 
player ,  boxer ,  etc. )  may los e a  ccnpetitio n withou t 
an observer' s bein g abl e t o tel l  whethe r  h e di d i t 
intentionall y o r  accidentally . 

nies e ar e specia l  case s o f  th e genera l  proble m 
of  detectin g deceptiv e behavio r  b y usin g knowledg e 
of  'eovB T stories" .  Some recen t  wor k i n A I  (e.g. , 
Bruc e an d Newman [1978] )  ha s pointe d ou t  tha t  a 
metho d o f  maintainin g separat e "belie f  spaces "  fo r 
differen t  actor s i s crucia l  fo r  understandin g de -
ception .  However ,  understandin g deceptio n ca n als o 
requir e a  grea t  dea l  mor e tha n this ;  i n particu -
lar ,  a  mor e subtl e deceive r  wil l  typicall y tr y t o 
caus e observer s t o infe r  fo r  themselve s som e fals e 
interpretatio n o f  hi s actions ,  thereb y coverin g u p 
th e rea l  reasons .  Politica l  propaganda ,  adver -
tisement s fo r  products ,  an d face-savin g "whit e 
lies "  ar e al l  example s o f  thi s kin d o f  deception . 
The abilit y  t o understan d (an d generate )  conple x 
deceptiv e behavio r  suc h a s thi s depend s no t  onl y o n 
separat e belie f  spaces ,  bu t  als o o n th e abilit y  t o 
construc t  plausibl e alternativ e explanation s fo r 
events .  "Vh e mor e plausibl e th e alternativ e ex -
planation ,  th e mor e likel y th e deceptio n i s t o 
succee d i n misleadin g understanders . 

A "suspicious '  understande r  i s on e wh o ca n (a t 
least )  construc t  alternativ e interpretation s o f 
events ,  an d the n ca n atten^ t  t o decid e amon g them , 
typicall y b y gatherin g additiona l  infonnation . 
Such information-gatherin g i s base d o n findin g a 
possibl e motive ,  i.e. ,  findin g a  plausibl e explan -
atio n tha t  th e "obvious "  explanatio n i s intende d t o 
cover .  Th e JUDGE program ,  currentl y unde r  con -
struction ,  i s  bein g designe d t o mak e us e o f  knowl -
edge o f  th e shape s o f  alternativ e interpretation s 
t o detec t  plausibl e cove r  storie s i n th e domai n o f 
crimina l  investigation .  Fo r  mor e description s o f 
cove r  storie s an d JQIXS ,  se e Grange r  [1982] ,  an d 
Grange r  an d Bisel t  [1982] . 
3.2 Chderstanding accidents 
Ve have also investigated the types of 
arr-tHanfa i  behavio r  tha t  ca n b e described  i n texts , 
and th e relation s betwee n accidenta l  an d goal -
directe d behavior .  Fo r  exampl e reczil l  Ren ,  wh o 
accidentall y hi t  hi s gol f  sho t  int o th e rough . 
Althoug h hi s actio n o f  o f  strikin g th e bal l  wa s 
intentionid ,  th e causa l  nn«-fmw .  o f  th e bal l  endin g 
up i n th e roug h wa s unintended .  Vf e hav e classifie d 
Ken' s proble m a s a  "sliil i  fatlnre" .  i.e. ,  a n 
intentionally-performe d physica l  actio n whic h re -
sult s i n a  non-intende d outcom e a s a  resul t  o f  som e 
physica l  lack .  Ther e ar e a  numbe r  o f  othe r  type s 
of  intention-acciden t  pair s lik e this ,  suc h a s 
•informatio n failure" ,  "too-shallo w planning" ,  etc . 
For  a  furthe r  discussio n o f  accident s an d ho w t o 
understan d them ,  se e Grange r  [1982] ,  an d Neeha n 
[1981] . 

4.0 Conclusions and future research directions 
4.1 Nhat vm're proposing 
\ie have observed that people's understanding 
behavio r  i s marke d b y a n ongoin g proces s o f  makin g 
inferenc e decisions .  Among th e decision s under -
stander s implicitl y  mak e cure : 

1. Is the interpretation referentiaOly and 
causall y cohesive ? 

2. Is the interpretation pwrsimnnioua with respect 
t o th e actors '  intentions ? 

3. Is there reason to doubt or be suspicious of 
th e shap e o f  th e initia l  interpretation ? 

4. Is there reason enough to revise the interpre-
tatio n (supplant ,  re-ahape ,  etc )  o r  shoul d i t 
be lef t  wit h "loos e ends" ? 

The evaluation metrics and the construction and 
revisio n processe s o f  Judgmenta l  Inferenc e theor y 
ar e derive d directl y fro m ou r  observation s an d 
aneUyse s o f  som e o f  th e classe s o f  inferenc e 
decision s tha t  reader s ar e face d wit h durin g th e 
tas k o f  tex t  understanding . 
We view these theories as compatible with and 
complementar y t o theorie s o f  tex t  representations , 
sinc e w e inten d t o describ e th e mechania u b y whic h 
suc h representation s ar e chosen ,  constructed , 
judged ,  confirme d and/o r  discarde d i n th e proces s 
of  understanding .  Ou r  theorie s hav e s o fa r  beo i 
incorporate d int o tw o workin g confxite r  programs , 
ASnanR an d MACABTHOR,  an d ar e currentl y bein g use d 
as th e desig n iĵ jetu s fo r  a  ne w compute r  systa n 
calle d JUDGE,  an d fo r  a  serie s o f  psychologica l  an d 
neurophysiologica l  experiments ,  briefl y describe d 
belcw ,  t o tes t  th e correspondenc e o f  ou r  theorie s 
t o people' s actua l  understandin g behavior . 
4. 2 Hinds ,  brain s an d processe s 
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A nutDbe c o f  researcher s I n th e neuroscience s 
(e.g. ,  Arbi b [1979] ,  Geschwin d [1980] )  hav e pointe d 
out  tha t  brzd n researc h migh t  hel p guid e part s o £ 
cognitiv e scienc e an d A I  research ,  an d vic e versa . 
One particula r  issu e tha t  ha s bee n pointe d ou t 
frequentl y i s tha t  'ther e i s n o evidenc e fo r  th e 
existenc e o f  an y all-purpos e ccnipute r  [i n th e 
brain] .  Instead ,  ther e seem s t o b e a  multiplicit y 
of  system s fo r  highl y specia l  tasks. '  (Geschwin d 
[1980] ,  p.191) .  Ou r  researc h o n inferenc e 
decision s ha s indee d le d u s awa y fre m viewin g huma n 
understandin g behavio r  a s arisin g frc n a  'genera l 
purpos e cooiuter' ;  w e hav e ende d u p instea d 
derivin g a  numbe r  o f  special-purpos e mechanisms , 
e.g. ,  inferenc e pursuit ,  evaluation ,  supplanting , 
re-shaping ,  whic h ccnf>ris e ou r  'judgmenta l  infer -
ence '  mode l  o f  mderstanding . 

Vis are currently designing a number of 
psychologica l  an d neurologica l  experiment s o n in -
ferenc e decisions ,  base d o n th e prediction s o f  ou r 
model  (se e Grange r  [1982]) ;  a s wel l  a s attaif>tin g 
t o re-interpre t  san e existin g result s (e.g. , 
Runelhar t  [1981] ,  Crother s [1978] ,  Hillyar d an d 
Kuta s [1980] ,  Blad e [1981]) ,  i n Ugh t  o f  th e model . 

For instance, we are investigating the issue 
of  whe n peopl e evaluat e thei r  interpretation s 
consciousl y v s mconaciously ;  ou r  mode l  currentl y 
fall s  t o accoun t  fo r  suc h individua l  differences . 
He hop e t o us e th e dat a fro m suc h experiment s t o 
fin d problem s wit h ou r  theories ,  an d t o refin e th e 
model ,  th^eb y worlcin g eventuall y towiird s som e 
anal l  amoun t  o f  "neurologica l  validity '  i n ou r 
proces s model s o f  cognition . 
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