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Wk 2 DO&MIE (A, B) ZHEAEERLTHLOMEMNNE G2 5WEFRMEOT2E/T 2 &, A
LI B b RIS EWEST 2 X 512% 5. LL, 52 LOME A 2T TEES T 2IToTHL &,
AR OUTIIRZ FEE L T B II5EMHME%E & F DR L 20ve R B ~D5MF0F 20l A 2°
FHIEL72DTH B, COBIERRIZEE SE2BWEOLHA ERFRETHESINTE Y, LENRBIRE
EENTEZ, E2ADHRGE, HIEREROT R ICEN 2 2T 25 AR SNz FEREL 72 15 DFEER
(5562137 v b OSEMHEIIHIERE) OFTXCTHIEMRPR SN aholzb v, 22 TARMBTIE, M
RRICHET 22 REL 2R, 7 v P OFRMFEHIRHOFETHILMRIEIES ICBSTE 52 L 2R L,
L CCTRLIERIR D S e o TR DWW TE S LTz

F—T— KB, SRR, RSO, mBUE J v b

=SV

Paviov (1927) DOFAREHIMRE S L N EMD
ik, FEORDEETERN L LLAD—DTH D,
1A R S ET A SR TR E IR, 1960 EF
PR EREEEEMZ 72 (B, 2014), €D E o0
Fo—2» ik (70 ¥ > 7, blocking) WEDIHR
T&d % (Kamin, 1968, 1969 a, 1969b)s Hlz X, T v b
EWEMAL LT, MEERLAERICEREEZS525L L
£9o TTTHEBIIAMNLEMMEEE &R 7S
413 (unconditioned stimulus, US) T& 5 7%, F LI
FATLTERENTND, COIBOREE, Bz
Wae 3 2% SFHI%L (conditioned stimulus, CS) & 72 5%,

L, BENE—HICERLTALEREUS 2525
BEFRIEDTIHE ERT2 &, HTdHH CSITh b,
I, BEEMOTIIMZIS, EdHDHVILE T
TAMLIZEE, WTFNORED B S 2 i3 5 2

BOHMEMHROTIMEIToTB L, T2 MR
CS DML 2 B bz /M S {25 (F1)e 2F D,
B CS IIHAERMDTIHTAEL 21T DN CS ~D5
o %%l ) EbHIEL-OTH S,

Kamin (1968, 1969a, 1969b) DOFEERTIL, i s
(T FRATE OBIH] & LCHlE Sz ZhUd, S
il (GRHEDITIC L o TEUZBMA S 72 & FFTE)HNH],
suppression of ongoing behavior by conditioned fear) & \»
I H RGO OBEN L ERFEEO—D>TH S,
1EZDRIE 2 OGAEIHIFREIZ BT, MOBZEEIC &
STEDOR, #OVERLFBHSNTE7 (eg, Gaioni,
1982 ; Garrud, Rawlins, Mackintosh, Goodall, Cotton, &
Feldon, 1984 ; Rickert, Bennett, Lane, & French, 1978 ;
Rickert, Lorden, Dawson, & Smyly, 1981), %3, 2
I % HAEATEY O MBUR I CTE LT, BRI R
T%% (eg., Cole & McNally, 2007 ; McNally & Cole,
2006)

Ehobhb, LEL, BEFGOTIEI, TLE E 512, WEBESLMA O (eg, Gallo & Candido,
F=1 HIEXIROEEB
5 1 B3N 5 2 WA 7 A b
(BAZMEDT) (BEEEHEIT) (CS HAhER)
RH 1k 7 & CS—EE US B CS&J: Ccs] —EE US ot CS=EF B BUG
Eopuilkie L B CS&J: Ccs] —EE US It CS=i B BUS
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1995 ; Gillan & Domjan, 1977 ; Pierce & Heth, 2010 ; Re-
vusky, 1977), BRSSO (eg., Holland,
1984, 1985, 1999 ; Taylor, Joseph, Balsam, & Bitterman,
2008) 7 & OHIAISAOITHIZE TEREMICHV 515
FBREEO I, RBETOFr ) #H (eg., Diez-
Chamizo, Sterio, & Mackintosh, 1985 ; Roberts & Pearce,
1999 ; Rodrigo, Chamizo, McLaren, & Mackintosh, 1997)
THHIERRESRE SN T 5, 2B, FHHNC US 721
2GR TBLE, TOBRDOEHEDITHEND LV US
FHHFRARIZOWTYH, WRIUR (FBREEZR L) ~
DEMDT DY CS NOLEMDT 21T 5 & v BLIER)R
THoHILhERTIEDL 5L DD (eg, Baker, Mer-
cier, Gabel, & Baker, 1981 ; Batson & Best, 1979 ; Bon-
ardi, Honey, & Hall, 1990 ; Randich, 1981; Randich &
Ross, 1984 ; Rudy, Iwens, & Best, 1977 ; Willner,
1978) 6

FHIERIRIZZ v PP OEY T EREWICR S5,
BlZiE, "NbOF =22 EFRIEEMEDT (eg,
Blanchard, & Honig, 1976 ; Khallad & Moore, 1996 ; Res-
corla, 1981 ; Schreurs & Westbrook, 1982 ; Straub & Gib-
bon, 1983 ; Tomie, 1976 ; Williams, 1981), 7% F Dk
H&M21) (e.g., Maleske, & Frey, 1979 ; Marchant &
Moore, 1973 ; Solomon, 1977) & \»o 72y Hpy5efo1)
DOIEREN 7 EEFFERL, ~ 7 2O KW OGEED
\7 (Bonardi, Bartle, Bowles, de Pulford, & Jennings, 2010 ;
Sanderson, Jones, & Austen, 2016), ¥ ¥ ¥ 3 O %
Fv 7290 BlI%%# (Tennant & Bitterman, 1975) LEIREIZ
& MR ZEAL DS (Wolach, Breuning, Roccaforte,
& Solhkhan, 1977) 7% EWZB W T TH b, I YV INF
(Blaser, Couvillon, & Bitterman, 2004, 2008 ; Couvillon,
Arakaki, & Bitterman, 1997 ; Couvillon, Campos, Bass, &
Bitterman, 2001 ; Guerrieri, Lachnit, Gerber, & Giurfa,
2005 ; Hosler & Smith, 2000 ; Smith, 1977 ; Smith & Co-
bey, 1994), I 4 © ¥ (Mizunami, Terao, & Alvarez,
2018), # % ¥ & 1) (Acebes, Solar, Carnero, & Loy,
2009 ; Prados et al., 2013 a), 7 X7 ¥ (Sahley, Gelperin,
& Rudy, 1981 ; Sahley, Rudy, & Gelperin, 1981), 7 J
1) 7 (Prados et al., 2013b) 7 XEHFHEEY TOHE D
H%o

%8B, b MTIEBESEO (Martin & Levey, 1991)
R E BRSSO (e.g., Hinchy, Lovibond, & Ter-
Horst, 1995 ; Kimmel & Bevill, 1991, 1996 ; Pellon, Mon-
tano, & Sanchez, 1995), Y 7% 7 — A TOREHER (e.
g., Chapman & Robbins, 1990 ; Dickinson, Shanks, &
Evenden, 1984 ; Shanks, 1985) X4t PE#0H) (Arcedi-
ano, Matute, & Miller, 1997) TRHLIERIREATFER E N T
o BRANRIGGFHEIS T TR RGEHEDL H 2 (eg,
Davey & Singh, 1988 ; Lovibond, Siddle, & Bond,

1988), ZDHOWIFET, [HED CS AER S NI
US OmRERITEMEL S| & OBl& % HERE NI T
DL, HIERREPAE LR T 25 I EPHLMITS
72 (Mitchell & Lovibond, 2002 ;
Mitchell, Bouton, & Frohardt, 2003) o

Lovibond, Been,

ZOEIIZ, SF TR OL L EBRERECH
RBEINTWEZ LS, FHIERIRIG— I CHifl/2 & &

AONTE, 72, HIERRITE NSO OB
(e.g., Mackintosh, 1975 ; Miller & Matzel, 1988 ; Pearce,
1987 ; Pearce & Hall, 1980 ; Rescorla & Wagner, 1972)
BT REFELLJRO—DLEINTVE, £25
B, Ty PRI T AR E LTHEML 72 15 DFEER
FTRTCUIBWTHIERIRPHER TE Ldolzt V)i
(Maes et al., 2016) PHROEFEFR SN, WikzEBEL T3
(Maes et al., 2018 ; Soto, 2018 ; Urcelay, 2017)s Z D
LTI, IR RE RS L 22 RATIIE R 210 L CEBR
ZELIZDOD, HELMIERRIHE SN P72k
VI, LL, ZOMXLICIEUTOREYED %,

Maes et al. (2016) [Z&ENS 15FEBRD I B, FBr 1
~10 (EB1~4: <7 A, EEES~10: T v ) 3504
HEHHERTITbNL TV, TAMERERZ L, FE
BR1 & FEER 5~10 13 HIHIERAMES X C GRS ATE S
EC) MHIEREEBHIRI AN v Vol FEBR2~
3R T EC CRIILAES S EC) BN
Vo DFD, BHIERIROFE BT RAR R L IRA R &
LTHERENDLEREDBDTH D, FEbi4 bHHIEI 2
DAKD T, FHIER R OB Rl 2 KL T e 2
B, FEBR4IIZOEIRIIZE 200 6 FRHIERE & ekl
OTFHEDOFEDFINLHIERR & GHL T b, 7272
L, EEESHARE CHERIAFETE RV, FEER 1L
~151%, 7 v M ORGS0 FECHIE
MREMET LTV D, IO DFEBERDL SEHKE L
FETEZVLOD, 52009 54 20FEBRIZBVTIE
WHEDOFHHEED T ENLHIERI R Z RE L T2, Dk
DL, 15OERTHIESIRSA SN ozl wv
oThH, TORMWIETHTH %,

BHEFEICB W CITERD T ZE CTH 25 (Jasny, Chin,
Chong, & Vignieri, 2011 ; Koole & Lakens, 2012), ¥ 2
T, bbb, 7 v b OSBRI CRIERIR L
Rohzd, 4—EHERTL2I LA, 2% 0, Mk
R FALFEE T2\ V) Maes et al. (2016) OFRFEH L
NTCOEGEERGET 2 2 E KR ILOENTH 5,

LB, FEOSHPETAMRETD, BFITELMHEN
HIHECTHIER R 2 S L2 RAHGR A D 525 (F
0. 1981 /NEF, 1977), WAL % Kamin (1968, 1969
a, 1969b) & EIRRIZ, 25 1 MRS (AT b L IE L 2 ifie
HEEAHCTW L, L2L, Zokil#Ecid us ot
ZREPRTE o IR 1 IFIR0IC US % REBR
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F2 BHIEREREEGES B 720 OHIERE & 2 MO

A5 1 AN 55 2 WA 7 A b
(BiAZe o) (BEEEMHDT) (CS HARER)
BH AR CS,—US [CS, & CSs] —US CSi=H5 W G RO
AL T L [CSs & CSs] —US CSy= i\ e R
C + il CSc—US [CSs & CSs] —US CSe= i\ G4 B

LTwa0T, 52 MHIFKIC US &0 2§
LD, Tbbig L TLE > TV LI EEND
%o US OBIMLER % B Chi 2 5 B s Hik, %
LI BV CHREIFEICE 3 DRl Cc 2R LT
LUS%E52562ETHD (2o IN%E CHALHIE
v (HIFCSTRICUS G265 2 L & ElRT
5)o Maes et al. (2016) 1ZZ @ C+#HI#EE HWTw
bo 22T, AREBTHIILEZ C+mHI# L KT 2
Z L THIEMIER AT %,

Vil =
HERIA

HRZZZ VY =S 58A L7z 1080
Sprague-Dawley 52 F v b (Slc:SD) METE: 24 P (A B
REFI 32320 EHERA7.69) ZHERIAE L7z, B
BRI EEEE (22T, 55%) T 12-12 B oo BHEE &
(O REAT, 21 REHAT) OEBZENICBWT, AT L
28— (IE 20 cm X BLAT 25 cm X & & 18.7 cm) T
MEE L7z, MEENCTEE (BRalastt) =0 5 Vg
Bt S FE A F R MF) IZEHTH o 7225, K OKE
K) FEH, EBtLy L a vRT 25 1~2 B,
r—=UBEMMORD S 20 557200 HEE Lz,
®E

FELE L, FEERE O EFHNICHE L7 EKFH T
o770 FKFEIE 2 X (1§ 21 em X BT 10 ecm X 5 & 15
em) 22640, HEEHET 2 ) VR, KFEIER®
BEILOBH 2 EHT 7 VR, RIEAT ¥ L ABEOF
T+ (& Smm, E—EHE 13mm) Tholo &
[X T 0 B BE A 9L (2 I3 BR F 5 em O A7 {EICIEAKIL (EE
0.5cm) 2BV, EFAIA FRA&BH vy ¥y —I12LD
BIPC & 720 BB 1 LD AN S I BBRAIL,
Y v ¥ —DHIRETH D L&, BARILOESREHRKED
Sedm/hL (B 1.5mm) 22 5KEARE BN TE /2, &
KFE EBiERE 4 MUNTE L2720, R 8 TLoMERfE
(CFEBRILE %0 L7z

US (X 0.5 BB OIRDSH OEET, TREL 0.5mA 1275
% & )25V & 50kQ OREIRILZ L C5 X 72
CSII3FEET, HiTMRIFICHEE LA-ZNTO R
(FKFIRIE T 72 lux), RIFFEREAE — 7 — 05 O
(1kHz, 90dB) BX U4 F (100Hz, 90dB) % % 10
PHERL. 2B, £y ¥a ryh@BEEoRas

(53 dB) % 1FE) & & CHMERT 2R L 720
Fhez

EBIIH1I Yy YaryEkl, oS 16T TOD
MHCFER L 720 B, REBRITFETSAE (KX OH 3
~14FH) OFEZHEE LCER/L 220, EBRER
WA H M) (P 2.2 B BEAERZE L6 ) 25
272

WMAHDS 1HARK, 1HB720 505MoNy Ky 7
T otze F72, NYRY Y ZEFFLT, WMIAHOE
HA 5 15 BRENZ 72 2 BAINBEZ 1T - 720 BARINFR
Bt v ¥ a VIR O & ARKE O E R 2T
ESsty a1 HS S THAE IZERE 1 mm
DO EIZEE L 720

FARINBRMEE OB HIZ, F&HSF THYS CS ~D
EHRBIEE T o720 5 M OEAKE Y ¥ 3 Y HIZ, CSa,
CSe, CSc % 1, T FLMEIZIR L. RITHM
fRIEFes i (HPH: 50~120%) TH - 720 & B,
HPJT ST (light, L), #i (tone, T), /N2 (hum,
H) O I)S CSa—CSs—CSc & 7 % 23 BEBR A IC &
DR 7% o foe BARMIZIE, L-T-HAS UL, T-L-H A8
PE, L-H-T 254 JC, H-L-T 254 CTH Y, TroDOMHEIC
P ORI 1T 72,

CS ~DOBIFE D H 25 GOl % g L7z, &
2 OMIEREE CHARHIEEICA 2 E2E 4T, 1H1 X
v a v ARAT, Fe2® (HiB :495~7958) O
AATHEIEIEC, H 1M 2 B, 52 WA 1 B % E
L7z %3, USIZ CS BERMTEHFIZEG 72, Th
5 DFIFRIZ & o T CS FFEIRIFOFA UL IR T AR
LM77z, CS BLUUS & 2R L7 WIRPL TR
WME 200 MATOEEYy Y aryE 1 HITo 2 0%
H, G003l L [ CETHHRET 4 8707 A b
Yty iarvk, US x5 23IW2E L7,

HIE

EUO, TabbEARTEHOMBOMEX CS 2
JRIEHT 10 BoKAROEEE X, CS ERPOKARDEE
Y ELEE, Y/(X+Y) TESNLIHIZR (An-
naul & Kamin, 1961) THGET L7z. 7 i, PSR
oL x0s5 WHkKDOEEZ0ERS,

& R

FOKABRMEHO 12y v a v (S4H) oo mEk
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AT

1 EBWE O CS 12 2 IR

O3 R L, HIREE T 1165262 [0, C+fil
BET 1110543 [{C, WEITSELIEBATETOR (<
Do

LIEEBHM P O& CS IS T 2HH=TH 2, B
FHIZB VT CSa, CSp, CSc (£ 0.3 FIADOHFIZETH S
A, THUIERMDT Tld 7z CHBoFH I HED <IEgk
PHEDOFTEINEI 2 7R LT b, CHEHIEED FIHEA R
LD, B Q) xH# (3) @ 2 BROEGM O E,
MESEB L OXREEHTEETIEILR L Fs<1), &
PO RN BT R VW E VR B,

# 1 #IZIHET CSa & B\ 13 CSc IZHAEED T 21T
J&, WL LEL HIHIERSMET L. B (2) x5 4T
(8) O2BERGESMOME, RITOoFEHE (FO,
154) =32.52, p<.001, np=.60) OHEET, HOERHE
BIOKEEHIAE TR o7: (Fs<1)o L722%
5T, HMEMEDTOMEERE SICHEET TV EVL
5o

552 WIFIEIL CSa & CSe DAL TH 5, [
IEBE TS 1 IFIBRC CSaA ISR N T Wiz
728, EEATTIHIERIZIZIZ Th oo CHEHIEET
A E S RFEBETH o 7275, 1 W TR L2
CSc 76 DRALD 7= 70, HREEOHIHIAE 1 HITH0 5
FEFEE N Tzo 25 2 3T B I HIHIZRIZIZIZ 0 & 7% o 72,
B Q) x#IT @) O2BHRGESIT MR, HoEs)
BO(FQ, 22)=231, p=.143) BB TEL, RMroE
wH (F (3, 66) =3.01, p=.036, pp=.12) & X HIEH
(F (3, 66) =2.89, p=.042, ;3 =.12) RSNz, Hifl
FRPRMEORER, C+FEHITEIC BV CHRITO HALER)
ERBO SN (F(3, 66) =585 p=.001), Mi-#TIZ
BREHREAON P o7 (F<1)o &P, KiEHH
EEAHWCEBIT CORELEREL/ZLIA, Fls
7 (F(1, 22) =279, p=.109) =&LTXCORITCTHE
EIIHEE TR 572, Y EORENS, Wite AL

o IFRBEEE TR INIE VR D,

T A ME 1~2 AT TR & b CSp 1 ZEAITHI % 13
ESEA I L 722, P TS 3~4 3T 1Bl A°
FEoTHY, BMGKESTOWMED I DA D, B
(2) x#AT 4) D2BERGHASMOMR, BHOEHE
(F(1, 22) =770, p=.011, 5z=.26), K47 D L% &
(F (3, 66) =12.42, p<.001, 73=.36), ZXHAEJH (F(3,
66) =5.07, p=.003, 7p=.19) DT RTHEFETH o7,
H R EREOREE, LRI BV CGRITO FRED
DB (F(3, 66) =16.58, p<.001), C+#xhl#TiX
HAFHREAON o7 (F<1)o &b, KM
REAACTERITCOMEERELZLZA, H1R
17 (F(1, 22) =172, p=.203) CIEHEIIEETELL->
7278, 2 AT (F(1, 22) =475, p=.040), % 3&4T
(F (1, 22) =420, p=.053), #4347 (F(1, 22) =711,
p=.014) TIIAEEIHEEKREIIHD TEWEEED
BOLNT, TNOLOFERNG, HIEEIL C+ I X
DHECHEELZEVWZ D, NS, HIE T CSs DS
B DI 572 L RRIBEL T, DF D, CSa D
HELE (B 1) 12X > T, FE2838T CSs
NOEMDTHRIE SN EAERTE %,

£ =

AH, LHEEE THHEO G (replication crisis) |
M ZTCWwW5Ewbitb (Pashler, & Wagenmakers,
2012 5 Kk + =i - 814, 2014) 0 WGBR L 72 GEE ORE
BEDHH 60% »ERTHHTE Zaho/zt OMmED
& % (Open Science Collaboration, 2015), L %L, Fif&
2B 2 RYINE#E (Bigham, 1894 ; Murdock, 1963)
AR BT A Stroop ZIH (Stroop, 1935) D X 9
LHROFEEMEE S b DIEv 7 (Bloom, 2017)
9 L 72T F A 10T DO EEREE OFFE 12 D IBI
ENTHBY (eg, BH-HH 2009 & - I
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2017 5 LEREER ) — MEEZRHES, 2016 ; LHAEE
BRAREigE S, 1985), FERICREE LTI CHwHR
Twa (FHH, HRlF). 29 LABEKRIERICEKRT
LIEDPEFEFRORLSLTHALD . Lo L, RVIMEMNRE
(Crowder, 1976) » A F )V — 7% % (MacLeod, 1991 ; li§
[H, 1994) 2 FSFLEROEEL S TS, 2F 0,
29 L7HERBRTT &, AN#b) 2 BRI T3
ENHEVWZELHNEL, L, BHEEINEWEAED
HHIPHEVST, BREZFDOLDOIFIEEEE) DILFEE

Td 5o Bernard (1865/1970) H3\9 L )12, [FHEMSH
FIIMb DR DI L 2VEh Y T, FRLTE

EWHEZWRIET LI EDNTE LV (p282)] D TH
%o

Jeilo &9 12, Kamin (1968, 1969a, 1969b) DI,
L7zBHIER R, B ERREL B TR oS —
B CTHBELBIRTH B0 KRGS0 THE L 7295135
FHEOFERFEERPEL L UTo720 7 v M ilo 7245
DR CNFEDS, FEERIREHT Of— b EVIRILT, 1F%
FHLTITo 2 EHRETH o 72720, S F 85 2HEFEL
BRPFEBRIRA L2 THS ). Z9 LIBEER I,
FHIERD RO 2 WEEIC T 2. 2RUZb b b, 1
BECRHIERD R AR S iz 2, HIERIEIEETH
BEWV) U EMHET AL DTH S,

TlI74, Maes et al. (2016) 12 15 b DFEEEITW4
W5, AR HERRE F 572 ERTE LD o7207
BIM? A b FERT LERS~10IZ L T,
HHZEMET E D205, 7 A M EHFETULHIE
MEPHERTE2DOTIE RV DILONOFERTY,
T A DB 1 BATICIERE & SRRV, BT E
RN THIERE TR R 2 5 (R BUE O
FhD) ZeT, HIbMREMRTE .

Maes et al. (2016) DEERITEIIAMA D o 721 ek
bbb, COMADEREZIREL 2D ITRBEEED
Tom Beckers T 5o MRITSAMEIIHIFETL L OFHL
%3832 L T\ 5% Ralph R. Miller #% D78 = L
B2 HO, HIERZWET 2mLOAL TV LA
(Beckers, Miller, De Houwer, & Urushihara, 2006 ;
Wheeler, Beckers, & Miller, 2008), & LTk M x5
L L CTHRMEROER 1T CELMEETH DL, 2D
720, BENIRIIM- TEREZER L VoThH, F
MEETFICHATE L0700 Ltk v, E,
W& ORI ek % WD & AT & 135875 5 R E
PHWLNTWE,

FHLIERD R EE I Cf 2 R 7205, S S %N
DB EZT Do PRI, TREEOT ORERY
7 (e.g., Mackintosh, 1975; Miller & Matzel, 1988 ;
Pearce, 1987 ; Pearce & Hall, 1980 ; Rescorla & Wagner,
1972) Ti, £ 1 HIEME CGEMSGD)) oBITED S

Wi E, CS BBREER US M R IT &, BHIER AR
RKEL BB LE2TUMT 5, F2HA BEEMED
V) OBATHR US M, CS BIBEED, BLIERIROK
& SITHIME B A T T T o Maes et al. (2016) DIFEER
T, OB LEAWIETHIUL, T A MEHICFHIER)
eI TETHEELG S %,

ETAHT, F1HFEA S E 2 WA O RATR I
US 22 b5 &, BHIERIRIZIEES 2 v LIZTHEE
9 % (e.g., Dickinson, Hall, & Mackintosh, 1976 ; Holland,
1984, 1988 ; Mackintosh, Dickinson, & Cotton, 1980), =
& BHIEf#ER (unblocking) & W2\, US GEZELIC &
STHUEEN CS NOEEXEIEIEL Z EHER
72& &5 (Mackintosh, 1975; Pearce & Hall, 1980),
Maes et al. (2016) DFEFEERTD, %5 2 HIFHIEEIC CS
NOEBEXEEIETLED) L) REBRIESEALT
WD TR VTES I

FHIERIRIZ, BESRGDITHTHST A M E TIThRE
WM %3 % (Batsell, 1977 ; Miller, Jagielo, & Spear,
1993 ; Pinefio, Urushihara, & Miller, 2005), 7 A FHijIZ
US % ¢4 2 % (Balaz, Gutsin, Cacheiro, & Miller,
1982 ; Schachtman, Gee, Kasprow, & Miller, 1983), FHik
9 % CS % {H 73 % (Arcediano, Escobar, & Matute,
2001 ; Blaisdell, Gunther, & Miller, 1999) &\ 7-4LiE
IZ&oThbh s, 29 LoFFEE, HIERRIGSEER
IS DEREE TIE R CEREEZ L 0FR Miller &
Matzel, 1988 ; Miller & Schachtman, 1985) % 3¢#§3 % b
DTHbo bLATDHE, Maes et al. (2016) DFEFER
W2 PUBERMZFTIRRESHFIE L 720D Ltk v,

BHIERIRE, /IS8T 2 EWNGEIR O EES 2T
Bo BIZIE, N PEHWZZERTIE, RIS L2 BUSH
HINZHBFE TITE L 0 b, mEEEHTIIORLD B
FA5E (Foree & LoLordo, 1973), Z D728, A=
BTIEFIOEEHIETE S, [EEEE TIOBIE & ik
T &7\ (LoLordo, Jacobs, & Foree, 1982), Maes et al.
(2016) D EKHIE, €S & LMY Ml % #INCT & 24
Mol Z I BDML L,

CoE,ICh, REEEE R Y, HIERIR OB & 1
FR2ERIZISFTEEEZHNS (Soto, 2018 ; Urcelay,
2017)0 R THEI L o TRIZLL %\ ] (Ber-
nard, 1865/1970, p.286) Z & % % z 111X, Maes et al.
(2016) 13 EMFERZE 15WED THERT LD TIEZR L,
KBDFEHREZZEZZ LD TH S, HIERIROBLIER % E %
FTRETHo7,

pES
1) R, @EHEOMIEZE, >F 0 Hiligkto
AR A DT EIT) S L TEL S
NEFTRHIE (forward blocking) 22V THK ) 2%,



14

el s N IR LY S ST

A ILAT LTI T & THE L 2 FEFRHIE (con-
current blocking : Wagner, 1969) &, NEfTFHI: &
[ U BRI TR T E 5 2 e n, FM—H%
REHRBTONERTH L, db, BEEEHOT
AFRER (AL T AR 24T 5 & & THRES 3%
WATRHLE (backward blocking) 13, 4F8k7 %
HwZzw e BENFRPE N0, HBk
EEOMmmODLMETH D (B - EE, 2014),

51 R
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