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TEHA 2 A A
TAE 23S o4 FAA gA) A+

ol #A-FANP-AEH
aegta Ael gt

ZAAA 2 Al(atent inhibition: L ZZ A conditioned stimulus: C5)2] AR :=Z0] o] %]
39} 27 A3 (unconditioned stimulus: US)2] A3HE A QA7) @A o2 Asigas =
o9 H¥2 ATt FEF 7otk £ A= o EAE AN U 4o
dojupeA] golinzt stgich Ho GE2 232 A1 AZ TEA G Aol
FAE 2188 ANAIAY G 22 AS2.8kHz, 80dB, 3 3, 350msec)0] 1, USE

- 4FH A71FZH(100Hz, 0.5~2.0mA, AFzta}, 100msec)o] Rl 28], 2133F 2+ & 250msecd) A
AxA3E AT L Y 12004309 CS AR xE Fo)) 213} Aajo} Sojzton,
SARGE AbxE glo] 2138 NS 2A3kE 103]7)800A #) 5t F st
Prg EMA4 3, BAAG vg L Aeke] 238H-8conditioned response: CR)2] 8582
S717F =2l e udsdel vebkdth 22y CrRel 7], R A7) S E #)§ 2lo]
7 Yeht] @3tch HE AT EZ A8 AE L AU E7] w8 o #E5HAN) 2
olng, th& FEFHAE o4 U A7 AAE vns B 4 e o) Aok E A
A #Hel wAE 2UE o] &3 U 77t Jbs e gleoh

Gormezano, Schneiderman, Deaux2} Fuentes response : NMR)-S-
(1962)%

g 2AH zARA ALl
& £7)9) £ We(icicating membrane  TAR &% 273k AT Awarch
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shaalelatsx) 42 A 42

E7Ee 2£% SEE ALY FE= v}
g3 glom, NMRS AdAog A9 dojut
A gkon Az} ZZAA}=Hconditioned stimulus :
oyl i gurgo] gk =, T
2{unconditioned response: UR)F} 2270 ¥H-8<{conditioned
response : CRIC 2 UEhte NMRe| 27 3t
ANE A& 23 & e 59 oA B
o] glCKFishbein, & Gormezano, 1966). Thompson
19760l st 1ol EXS 97l AY
FERd2 Ezlel NMRE AHS-3t) 7342
FAQ ATFE AAF of, A7 AAE
o3 NMR A3 zz7sle] 273327 A
8 B8 AT}H (Kim, & Thompson, 1997). NMR
o A Fde FAE g T vk
uH-2eyelid response or eyeblink response: EBR)OI| %=
EQ5A HgH, o] wgo BH U733
2% NMR#Y} Fddrthe Aotk (McCormick,
Lavond, & Thompson, 1982).

E71¢9] NMRe| 7HAe Aoz ET3l,
E7E dies de YFAAE 717t o
A¢oz, avoge] g FZE U
F7t REG ol Utk old W& 4¥YF
224 Fe tU Y5 Pl 2ol22 F
dg HAKE ¢ o] dehie oA #F 2
FEL vlws B £ don, AAHFRH
A77t ERslo, A& 71d] A¥E G9Y
3 ¥ F2EL ATl At

HE 0|83 ¥AE Z3= Skelton(1988)
o] #¢] 9+H Horbicularis ocul)ol] AL 4o,
H7t AFEA AT F de A, A
712AL Us2 ARg3laL T Selectromyograph:
IMGE Z43ld £AE Weg #dehe= ¥
¥e dstEd 2AsEAT Fe EBRE
E7] NMRe] A3 AYFEEAM Fo A

€ 2% 7IAH, o & 422 EBR
Az}e] g A K Stanton, Freeman, & Skelton,
1992; Freeman, Barone & Stanton, 1995; Mark,
Gregory, & Christy, 1998), 3lu}e] 7] W@
A (Christiansen, & Schmajuk, 1992; Schmajuk,
Lam, & Christiansen, 1994), &£HZ3} A+
(Weiss, Bouwmeester, Power, & Disterhoft, 1999)
gt 274 HhdE o] &3fd &M F3
33 wde] ANAEFE 71§F A7H(Freeman,
& Nicholson, 1999) 5 T4t A7} o] FiA
I Utk EF FHo] EBR ARPEL A
(mowse)o| A= FL3A HEHo, £4 #A
AE knock-ourAlZ] BFE W2z &M 7
59 ol R g Rddte AFTHARE o8
sl 9t} (Aiba, Kano, Chen, Stanton, Fox,
Herrup, Zwingman, & Tonegawa, 1994; Chen,
Kano, Abeliovich, Chen, Bao, Kim, Hashimoto,
Thompson, & Tonegawa, 1995; Chen, Bao, Lockard,
Kim, & Thompson, 1996).

A2 AAlatent Inhibition: L= CS9] A}
Axgo] olFol cs7} Ussh wiA=lel AAE
o CRY ¥YE AAATIE BRIt} (Lubow,
& Moore, 1959). LIt AE EF3He o F
o THFEL AT OU 48 g
oA FEREA dehde e, IINkE
(avoidance), 71 A(conditioned supression), u)z}
%) Q(taste aversion), H'H E<f(discrimination learning)
s A4 zAsh} =74 24se] g
whiog 3yt AgEo] Frhlubow, 1989).
azy oA e 47327 &4 9
A2 43tx, U 4L Adste o 2ol
= BEg 0y 49 AFA Rz ok
azez, gudit Fo AgeEedA o4 4
d Aty Agstd $£E8 U A7EC]
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T8

%2 BFOAM FHE THIE 0188 HME A o7

ZAslo] Le #A AR 29 ojEA M
23 & "garl o
e EAE 2U3E o83 U A7E:=
Schmajuk, Lam3} Christiansen(1994)2] A7} L
t}. Schmajuk} Christiansen(1990)2 2 & T34
2 F 27 csg FVRA USE AHE3tn A
g4 AXME Bl EAE S FHs= W
< st L, o} F dntE FUELT F
of £U% wWHo EBR ZUIE AF|HA
U #8448 #E3AY (Schmajuk, ec al, 1994).
a8t Schmajuk3(1990)9] WL HE 17
g e 2AZE AR HoA 2E
H2g F= Dol ok wEgA B A
Me TEA & HAE o8 wAE 2
A3lE o] &3, L @do] #H #AE =
sl &84 F A=A AFS HE3ith EBR
1A 2185 o83 U ¥ Aoy
Al g CrR¥} HE5&9 MIE AA
#&E & 9ok 1=l3, EBRY A3 27}
HE-E e o] A5 g ey A
29} uol| #BAqdts F2E @ Hwy £
g 7lEo] 7hsdtth B 48E Fo EBRS
B3 Lo} BAHF o F2E AL Yol
7] 3 ABATFEA HAEYh

2

k:

IyS=

Sprague-Dawley #1F (T HAFFE Al
B) 12vi2) & Ao ALL3HT BFA FE
& 83230~2509) 1, ¥ A4 FE A
AdlA 137 HgA F AFel AR

o AMS7I3E B ALSEANE 3~4 whEl¥
AR, Ale FREe 3 kel iE
AT Ale Ao U I, FAFIGeR
Y 5T FA uiAdAD AS7I B
Wk 2o e 12417 =HEE 9,
2 Fle 2F 1074 AFEEE 3t
Ag 7|HE<t B Hole AFEA HE F
J=E sttt

A

Az

Alg 24A3 A SR EEe] 3 HolE
wgAZth Alede FEY FFAE 33
dto]  50mg/kge] HEBME|E A H(pentobabital
sodium)& B7FALete ulHAZTh o)lF F
2o uiHAHE AHEEA Hagh 79
F7} oA E St wiEsE 85 @ 3o
A ¥4 oedgg ARl AA L, o
Q) 4|3 9] 4= | (stereotaxic instrument, Narishige)
o 22¢& nAAAHY FME HAAQstn X}
4 =82 FAZd 3~4 Y FHS Exn
IS Hiekot

A A7l F42 F3 289 &34
< ZAs] HEA gz 7S 43 2H
olgl A~ A" H(A-M Systems Inc, No. 7915, 3
7 0.007 inchy& AZo 2 Apgelgct Alaw
& Skelton(1988)9] WY S X3tk AF
o] 5% W YA sl EMGE 33| 9
?‘sﬂ 27H4 AT T N F9E B8 o
A FAZY Y oz AFAIF £
old AR A71FH S F7 4

AFE 4% £9 9, okl ¥AE
1% 17 2AAHAK2E . 23

A7134¢ e A3 2
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ERA2I8ER  ME W ME

EMGJI% &

At TR n a2 s &2

a8 1. = =R

Z} 49 &7 s, &AL A3}E AR
EZ B3 23T ¥+ ANE FIE 8%
Bk Algel B F 7hioldl(KanamycinyE
Fostn, 289 g7 2FH AE FA
7t ol A% HEE Fo AHSA HE
ARt Aol AZE H7ix] 15de) 3

E713E Tk

AR

ZA3L A2 X20X25ecm)ye YHL BH
olzdE Uyux] 3WL HA&A of=ado|x,
A2 ulgdle 1.5em HAHoZ 2HQlEA
g Azl 2. HE2Y 858 715
7] 98 B2 wEd de &Y dAE
ZZ7/(DAM 80, WPDE A3l FZ3Hch
EMGE 300~3,000Hz9] ti¥iv} o#7]1& AR
2000812 A% FEHUCE FFE Aze
notch filterZ AA, AZAIEZ G
2% 10kHz, 12bir ISR AMEZso HF
El(Pentium PO A/D WEZ|(PCL 711s FIE,
Advantech Co)E %3 tiAgslslo] sty
Aol A=At

Eist it

¥ £&E AA3}7] A8 65dBe] W47}
< A AAFEA HANG AN
z75 FHE A & 2.8kHz, 80dBY
AP dsine wave) 2] AFOE 350msecFL
29#A 2 AAEHJT}. Pulsemaster(A300, WPDS}
stimulus isolator(A360, WPDE THE 100Hz9] A}
Ztat 05~2.0 mA2]l B F AF USE 100msec
%0t ¢tg o] 715t} Skelton(1988)0)) 23}
W Bx 5% ZA9UAE AEY S AxEE
Z737 2 HA getn gt mebA,
Use ZA=e FAT eANdS fEsin o
g8 &3] Eele ARE FIoH, 213
7 itk AAAEE B AEE AN
o}

e Py

Aste] Eoj7ly] 35 Ao EE HEYF
BEES & 37ld st ¢ sov B¢ =
A3 AN HeE AZg. ArnEt
& waRenl AR sy UsE AAEA
itk U e HS ¥ dgdiE AR
2 SAd Sojrta, BANEL =SS
g AGET FUIF ALES Ag 3o 24
3} gAlo] S0l

A =Z2GA 0 s 350msec®] €S9 A|AE
ol & 371E 100432z o]Fojct. A3
7t ZHH L 20~40% Alololx] Aoz W
0 g 3029k ZASISGANA & 37
£ oA golict 10 AlE T 7Yooz A
Hale, & 3rle s7gor FAHNL &
T8l g AP sy dEeR A
ZA Agolth. AP HH L AR =&Y
o} 2t 2+ AgS 350msece] CS9F 100msec
9] UsZ o]FojA| B, CSA|A] 250msec ©]F US

=2

- 54 -



TS

E2 BF0M EHE T3E 0188 AMA X o7

7b AAH, csg Us7h FAlOl Bue D
238 AM3Th wEd A 314
(Inter-Stimulus  Interval: IS 250msec’} ¥t}
Axg B 243 37 I 7Y 1Y
HAoh AP 12371(F 1200 AJF)), X
23 103)71(F 800 Alf)yEt JPch

N

TAENEES AD BMEVE B3 o 1
239 10kHE AEHE Z APd 2AH=
o YA8E vger EAHUT. preCSTIH
o Isigt FUF 250mseco|Z, CS7)7HECL
Vet 2Hxze W3 8§ #dsy] A%
NAMeg AMREHI. 7 AAE A%
7Smsecy= & &WFAKstartle response) FIHO.2 T
RAed, o] Fto] Yt 2HES HEle
Ao izt gukgo dFHeg, =du
S FESP At AHSIAT (Skeleon,
1988). (1% 2)

10kHzZ WZE LAFE tmsecd 107]2]
gAgstg g et o @EY AdAE
Falod ¢ oz ¥R AT 2
717b 3 4FA @gormz, uw Aguict

lo

preCS (250msec)

250msec®] preCSTZt F 2500719 FES HT
A%t EEBIK Mprecs.g» SDprecs., )& T3
et cs7t AAHER Us7E el AR
250msec, US7F AAEHZ] @ AlFdM=
350msecE9] 2B, €S AA] FHE Smsec
AHo7 FoAN I Xcs, )5 T3
ot preCSTREY] HFA G REUAE 7|E2
2 ST smsec A|ZHDSlel tig Zzte] z
AN Zsmsecna)E THardt ZE 2oz 33y
.

XCSSM;,. - MP"-’CSM
SDpreCS.”

ZSmsechZ% =

preCS 73t EFHAE 10 o] ojAY 2
Fo| Wi & Azt e Ay, AFEFEo|
AstAl 394 A= 298 AolmE,
BT 2RER Fs AN A3t
Aot AL A3 Y2 2HE e
Azt A5 Csoll W g3 HgojnE o
Ay EF AN AdE s ANF
75~250msec T 75~350msecUS7F S Al3))
Atele] smsec kA Z M7t 3014810 Ftol

CS (350msec)

e LAat (i ~hrapadpon Tt

Startle Response

US (100msec)

{75msec)

18l 2. BM8 Y8 72k preCS, Startle resposne, CS, US T7hH
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BSAEsEX| c HE Y Me

) o138 ¥ F HEY 20msec FRAY 2
AE AF7} pres FIHETG & F$E RE
A 9J3tgic.

2 3

2 d¥Xe wl Jdeiger A3
A8 AHHx=Z A3 glo] 2AFAY FAA
@ AF xS o 2AA7 U Pder 3
vtk 4 A9 73 379 & R

&, R A71E Yee R ZAE F
X9} CR WA, CR 7HA] ZA7)(onset latency),
CR AlAA] 2AZ7t HaAe Edsle 2
7l(peak latency)®} EFWALE HQl A F
< A3

CR Q = 0 0

=g

371 [FO,

90)=43.991,

100 1
90 +
80 4
704 -
60 4

50 4

CR %

4oﬁ
30
20

10 A

p<0.01}, A 2t [K1, 10)=6.400, p<0.05}, 3
719 A T AZFHE FO, 90=3214,
p<0.0119A foujg ztol7} Uely ¢
Fa7 FHZAT 43)7] (K1,90)=9.18, p<0.01],
5317] [F(1,90)=21.81, p<0.01}, 73]7] [F(1,90)=
36.77, p<0.01}, 837] [F(1,90)=7.65, p<0.01},
93}7] [F(1,90)=6.30, p<0.05}1%} 1037} [F(1,90)
=12.86, p<0.01}91X {Ju|g =fo]7} vbehyt
o U FdelMe 54 Jad 22, r F
ol AAHE U #4o] Jehgse & 4 9L
Atk U JAEe FARAG] 730719 70%2]
R 5&L 7153 Ao Hl3), 1035]7]) ]
EYUNE R Y580 0% =9stx] 28
thad 3).

CR9| EMG H 17 E(peak amplitude)oll ] %
9 Aol YehdA] gdgkont (K1, 10)=1.269,
p>0.051 7 A BT 2rld we} folulst

—@— Con (n=6)
—{+— LI (n=6)

N

5 6 8 9 10

Session

a8 3. CR #S& (Mean + SEM)
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TaotK %2 #FM FHE ZHEE 0|88

M A 97

s 8 & 8 8

S

CR peak amplitude

13

—o— Con (n=6)
—0— LI (n=6)

o

1 2 3 4 5 8 7 8 ] 10

Session

38 4a. CReY EMG #3XZF (Mean + SEM)

A Z7V4T} (KO, 90)=11.481, p<0.01} (13
4a). CR9) WA EF A T+ Zolg YERA
Fgto} (K, 10)=3455, p>0.05], ¥]7]] w}
g foulstA F7HEIET [FO, 90)=16.201,
p<0.01] (L8 4b).

Cs AAF 75msecHE Us7t AAH7] AU
250msec7tA| 2] A1ZHE 25msec ¥ 77HS] F7H
o2 YeF, 10875t Cre HAFA7
(onset latency) & FIHHE EXM3F A3, CRY
oF 45%7} CS AAF 150~200msec A}e]ofA

msum Con (n=6)
| D Ll (n=6)

Onset latency %

75 100 125 150 175 200 225 250
Time Bin (msec)

12| 5a. CR HAIERZ| (Mean + SEM)

CR size

—e— Con (n=6)
—O0— LI (n=6)

T2 3 4 5 6 7 8 % w
Session

1% 4b. CR @X (Mean + SEM)

A2 At CR AAAA7IE JAD 2ol zle]
7 JERA] eksith (K1, 10)=0.000, p>0.05]
(23 Sa). CRY} EMG7} HnZE Yehd o
o] AZFE 9uste HAZ ZA|7)(peak
latency) = CR 7HAI A7) 9L FL3HAl £33
A, RY oF 55%7F CS A A1F 200~250msec
Atolol Al EMG7F HuZo zgglon, of
T e Aoyt JehlA &gt
[F(1, 10)=0.207, p>0.05} (¥ sb). $<] A}
Ee U J2H FAIGo R Y5&odMe

wmmm Con (n=6)
30 Ll (n=6)

Peak latency

7% 100 125 150 175 200 225 250
Time Bin (msec)

23 5b. CR HIZE &X2| (Mean + SEM)
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BayEatsx] 42 % 48

o}z UehAIgE, R FA o2 Ao]7} gl
=< 9|t

cs7} AANE HFHE 75msec Alolo] A
/b dehte B3 Age 0% 9
o 12 FA el wojrt vehiA Fgrt
[F(1, 10)=1.616, p>0.05)}. W&}A F <] EBR =
Aol gL, & gk AA EAl
7} HA g Aoz AdEUh

=

L

= 9

4927 83 EBRAA GSE AHH =2
AL ol ANAHE L ddo] YeRsiTh
E7)9] NMRe vla] #3#e| EBR 2713te] 7
< 71273 UsE <& EMG &3 Us A=
wolz7t A UR ARE 47 ¥, F
7} AdA £3d de EAE 99 &
259 EMGZ} AdA BERE o] oF
e Byo] Atk 2y Hed bk 2
o] E7A¥H vud AE AT 4¥Y o
3 447 v¥o & d¥FdAe e EBRO|
$48 49 dgedsle] B # g HAF
Ak

L7t RAEG AT Fo8 71E0A @
v AL gt @Y E FEHHLobow,
1989), Lg] Aslle FAAF AFE FAA
ot AARAZe 347 dBHd wh
B4 pdze 5B 29 M Aed &
Ues A AL HLubow, Weiner, Schlossberg, &
Baruch, ; 198;7.; B@ch, Hemsléy, & Gray, 1988as;
Baruch, Hemsley, & Gray, 1988b; Gray, Feldon,
Rawlins, & Hemsley, 1991). LI7} H4AI¥LF

Z4g fasre o8 M EP amphetamine

of osl AgAa, olH @ Aie FHIWY
AANZ EEde dde W ZAEEFY
FE =g X8%EY AL /&¥E A
2] EHcKSolomon, Crider, Winkelman, Turi, Kamer,
& Kaplan, 1981; Weiner, Shadach, Barkai, &
Feldon, 1997). 38 AAEEZ #AE dde
2 EBR ZUE ol&3ld 2¥7%oldE
] ATSE 9ltKSears, Andreasen, & O'Leary,
2000).

Lid] #ode ABFZEY dF I+E
AR RY, oz F2E F vk (hipocampal
formation)®} Z(nucleus accumbens)©] FEL
dol gtk dlube 89 AFHL| Aitolut
ey Fo9 7l5e BIe TREER F
2uko pB}(Moore, & Solomon, 1980; Moore, &
Stickney, 1980; Buhusi, & Schmajuk, 1996), LI¢}
Bage Be A7t olRolgnk 2719 A
danEe W2 svtel Aald £ o5k A
Aol FY&del ug WHFdxn sid
(Ackil, & Meligren, 1969; Solomon, & Moore,
1975; McFarland, Kostas, & Drew, 1978; Kaye, &
Pearce, 1987, T4, A, A714, 1993). 1
2 Honey9} Good(1993)2 3fimke] Hejz of
2 &z 17t vehdoin shaA, ofd A
oA wrt $3€ AL #obA|hippocampal
formation) W5-9] 7] &M 719 A
o] ohg ashilE Ave e FE 249
&4l A 7198 FFSHH Tk Reilly, Harley,
Revusky (1993)2} Purves, Bonardi, Hall (1995)%
o] ¥& A% oY FA4E ATAIHAG

L7} =3 dopamin) WA FHEL
d8 BIdn =Rl AdAd dEdAHE
(baloperidol)ol] 218}  FF = ™(Solomon et al,
1981), EaRlol} dzFEY HAe AR
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733

Xl &

e BFUM EHE TUAE 0|88 T AHH AT

k& QAU ofd 23 dAdA FAFPE
gt Lo 932 FQUtHWeiner, Feldon, &
Karz, 1987; Weiner, Lubow, & Feldon, 1988).
Young, Joseph &} Gray(1993)v= CS9} £&37} uj
e de QX =gl PEo] FIEHA
g S AMHxEFo ZUIE AFHE de
=3 o] 718HA geve 2%E B]’
o2, 249 £ou +39 Wap} IS
G Bdlth Weiner £(1997)2
3 Ful] P AFE wROR, Lie
A]| ZHventral subiculum)o]A] 3o 2 7l
A 23des oEevt uel A9y
wiching RYE ALHAG. Aokl e
T Y80l E3A4g B3l S8 9 49
Ghell area)®] &3 2] FHYH(core
area)?] 2913 71AE BAEH, FA dHo]
&8 AT FHIAE 2Hske 7wl &
450l F¥9 Tyl Wao] FriEn o}t
A w7t A RAoldh AAEFH AT
o3, sntet Y9 ddRe ESALGH
F U1 3} (entorhinal cortex)°] YSHATH QLopes
da Silva, Arnolds, & Neijt, 1984). 2311«]- H=
79 due Fohus] e, B2 Ao
2o g 7l B2 X Ffimbra fornix)S &
33 Agdne HITER] Ude FFol
njX)A] gttt BndpAA EE AZ4ERUE
T Zee) AA2E U GAFZe
1 A|SFE}H tHWeiner, Feldon, Tarrasch, Hairston
& Joel, 1998; Pouzet, Veenman, Yee, Feldon, &
Weiner, 1999). FUlH 3, a0l 2|z+& M3
og ok&E £A4% Coutureau, Galani, Gosselin,
Majchzak ¥} Scala(1999)9] A& FUHE &4
gho] U @S wWedtie 2H3E uEgez
Lidje FWgdo] Fa3tx o Fid

Aol uel BAFENE BT} Y 8] 9
& #° EBRE olgdld FTAL Mz
oz EAEAY, AAVEL Ve
F&A77) e

%.O

nz‘.z

2EY

#29, A8, A7 1993). 23 7)1 S0 A
Uehte A AACAM e sfint
28 9. x5 Jelg3x YE
Ae] Ha] 5, 48-58.
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Study of latent inhibition in eyeblink conditioning

of the unrestrained albino rat

Taekwan Lee, Minjung Kim, and Hyuntaek Kim
Dept. of Psychology, Korea University

Latent Inhibition(LI) is a phenomenon in which the preexposure to a conditioned
stimulus(CS) retards the subsequent association between the CS and unconditioned
stimulus(US). In the present study, LI phenomenon was investigated with the eyeblink
response conditioning of the rat. To record the electromyograph of the obicularis oculi
muscle and to deliver US, 4 electrodes were implanted in eyelid muscle. The rats were
classically conditioned in a Pavlovian delay paradigm with a 350msec tone CS (2.8kHz,
80dB, sine wave) and a 100msec periorbital electrical US shock (100Hz, 0.5~2.0mA,
square wave). After 1200 CS preexposures, LI group were conditioned. The control
group were conditioned without the preexposure to CS. The conditioning continued daily
for a total 10 sessions (800 trials). LI was observed in LI group compared to the
control group. The CR size, CR latency and other results were not significantly different
between the both group. The study of LI with rat eyeblink conditioning has advantage
since it can be compared with the LI results of the other behavioral tests. The present

result verified that the eyeblink conditioning of rat can be applied to LI study.
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