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Effects of Within - compound Association on Polentialion Effect in Taste Aversion
Leamning

So—Young Cha
Kyungpook National University

In taste aversion leaming paradigm, aversive conditioning of odor CS is stronger when it is presented with taste
CS than presented alone. This has been explained to be due to be within - compound association, ie. association
between CSs.

If it is true. the strength of association between CSs and the degree of potentiation will be related somehow.
Present experiment is aimed to test this relationship. In experiment 1, three pairs of CSs in which taste stimulus was
commontaste - tactile, taste - sound, taste - odor) were paired with sickness by injecting LiCl. Thereafter it was ex-
amined whether the degree of potentiation of each group was different. Experiment 2 was designed to test that the
degree of potentiation in Experiment 1 was in accord with that of within - compound association. Its procedures were
as follows. Three pairs of CSs were paired with sickness by injecting LiCl as in Experiment 1. On the next day,
taste CS was further paired with sickness in each group. On the fourth day all subjects were tested whether the
degree of aversion to tactile, sound, and odor stimulus was different.

Results indicate that the hypothesis is supported at least in taste - tactile, taste - odor group.





