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in low doses is an efficient adjunct. The higher dose of 
amphetamine produced eithcr little or a great deal of responding. 
Perhaps, a higher dose of amphetamine would lead to a 
uniformly high response output. 

In general, it appears that any high doses of a psychoactive 
drug used as an adjunct to RP is likely to produce an increment 
in persisting avoidance. The state produced by the high doses are 
likely to be aversive and the result is to produce sensitization of 
anxiety fear rather than desensitization (Amit & Baum, 1970). 
All low doses of psychoactive agents, however, are not efficient 
adjuncts to RP. The fact that low doses of amphetamine are 
considerably more effective adjuncts to RP than fear-reducing 
agents suggests the necessity for fear expression before 
deconditioning can take place. The "relaxation" and distraction 
produced by most doses that have been tested as adjuncts to RP 
does not seem to hasten the de conditioning process. 
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Conditioned inhibition of the rabbit nictitating 
membrane response as a function ofCS-UCS interval 
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Albino rabbits received differential conditioning in either a simple differential conditioning paradigm 
(CS+ = light; CS- = tone) or a conditioned inhibition paradigm (CS+ = light; CS- = light plus tone) at 
CS-UCS intervals (ISIs) of .25, .5, or 1.5 sec. Combined-<:ue summation tests and the results of 
subsequent conditioning to the tone (retardation tests) indicated that the tone acquired inhibitory 
properties at the longer ISIs but was "tuned out" at the shortest lSI resulting in a loss of salience. 

The main purpose of this investigation was to assess 
the effect of CS-UCS interval on the strength of a 
Pavlovian conditioned inhibitor using summation and 
retardation tests of inhibition like those recommended 
by Rescorla (1969) and previously employed in our 
laboratory (e.g., Marchant, Mis, & Moore, 1972; 
Marchant & Moore, 1974). The specific hypothesis 
tested was that increasing a CS-UCS interval over that 
most efficient for simple conditioning would enhance 
the strength of the conditioned inhibitor, an expectation 
based on observations from both human and rabbit eye 
blink preparations that the CS-UCS interval optimal for 
differential conditioning is somewhat longer than that 
optimal for simple conditioning (Chisholm, Hupka, & 
Moore, 1969; Hartman & Grant, 1962; Vandercar & 
Scheiderman, 1967). 

This research was supported by National Science Foundation 
Grant GB 24557 to the third author. Requests for reprints 
should be sent to John W. Moore, Middlesex House, Department 
of Psychology, University of Massachusetts, Amherst, 
Massachusetts 01002. The second author is now at Westfield 
State College, Westfield, Massachusetts. 

METHOD 

Subjects and Apparatus 
The subjects were 48 naive albino rabbits. A detailed 

description of the apparatus is available elsewhere (e.g., 
Marchant, Mis, & Moore, 1972). Briefly, four animals were run 
concurrently in individually ventilated and soundproofed file 
drawers while restrained in Plexiglas (Gormezano) boxes. A 
"minitorque" potentiomenter mounted on the rabbit's head was 
connected by a small metal hook and thread to a nylon loop 
sutured into the nictitating membrane (NM) of the right eye. 
Movement of the right NM produced a dc signal which was 
amplified and recorded on a Grass 5D oscillograph. A 
conditioned response (CR) was defined as a pen deflection of 
1 mm (corresponding to an extension of the membrane of less 
than 1 mm) occurring within the CS-UCS interval. The UCS was 
an ac shock of 2 rnA and 50-msec duration delivered through 
two stainless steel wound clip (Clay Adams, 9 mm) electrodes 
attached to the skin of the intraorbital region of the right eye. 
Conditioned stimuli were as follows: (a) CSt was the onset of 
two 4.5-V incandescent lights mounted behind two translucent 
white plastic screens located on either side of the speaker 
directly in front of the animal; (b) CS 2 was a burst of white 
noise at 80 dB (SPL); (c) CSs was a tone of 1200 Hz at 85 dB 
delivered over a speaker located directly in front of the subject. 
On reinforced trials, the UCS overlapped the final 50 msec of the 
CS. 
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Initial Conditioning 
All rabbits were habituated to the apparatus for a period of 

30 min. Daily sessions of 100 trials each began the next day at 
an lSI of .5 sec. The intertrial interval for all sessions was 30 sec. 
During the initial three daily sessions, the animals received 50 
reinforced presentations each of CS, and CS, . The order of 
stimulus presentation was unsystematically alternated. Rabbits 
responded to the light CS on 49 .5% of trials on Day 3 and 95.4% 
:m noise trials. 

Conditioned Inhibition Training 
The rabbits were divided into two groups, one receIVIng 

conditioned inhibition group training and the other receiving 
simple differential conditioning. Each group was divided into 
three subgroups (N = 8) that differed in lSI, .25, .75 and 1.5 sec. 
The subjects in all subgroups were matched for percent CRs 
given on the last day of initial conditioning. Each group received 
10 daily sessions of 100 trials. The conditioned inhibition groups 
received 50 reinforced trials of CS, alone and 50 nonreinforced 
trials of the compound CS, and CS3 • The simple differential 
conditioning groups received 50 reinforced trials to CS, alone 
and 50 nonreinforced trials to CS3 alone. 

Summation Testing 
On the day following the tenth day of conditioning inhibition 

training, all subjects were given 2 days of summation testing. 
Each day all subjects were presented with 50 nonreinforced trials 
of CSz and 50 nonreinforced trials of the compound CSz and 
CS3 • The test stimulus was .55 sec in duration, and CRs were 
defined within this interval. 

Reacquisition 
Following summation testing, all rabbits were given two daily 

conditioning sessions consisting of 100 reinforced trials to CS3 

alone at an lSI of .5 sec. 

RESULTS 

Differential Conditioning 
The left-hand portion of Figure I depicts the 

development of differential conditioning for each of the 
six principal groups. The most noteworthy aspect of first 
few training sessions was a suppression of conditioned 
responding in the .25- and 1.5-sec lSI groups compared 
with the last day of initial conditioning. This drop in 
conditioned responding in the case of the .2S-sec lSI 
groups was probably due to truncation of the CR 
latency distribution. That is, CRs which would have 
normally occurred at intervals longer than .25 sec were 
excluded. The drop in conditioned responding at the 
1.5-sec lSI was probably due to the transition to an lSI 
unfavorable for efficient conditioning of the rabbit's 
NMR (Schneiderman & Gormezano, 1964). 

Differential conditioning performance was assessed by 
analyses of variance of (a) difference scores (% CRs to 
CS+ minus % CRs to CS-) averaged over the last four 
daily sessions and (b) ratio scores obtained by dividing 
the number of CRs to CS- by total CRs over the last 
four sessions. The only Significant (p < .00 I) sources of 
variability in the experimental design was the main 
effect contrast between the two paradigms of 
differential conditioning, conditioned inhibition training 
vs. simple differential conditioning, with [F(I,36) = 

28 .19] for difference scores and [F(I ,36) = 22.45] for 
ratio scores. Figure I indicates that the simple 
differential conditioning procedure resulted in the 
greater separation between responding to CS+ and CS- . 
The main effects of lSI and the interaction of lSI and 
t ra i ning paradigm failed to approach statistical 
significance for either measure. 

Summation Test 
Figure I depicts the results of summation testing over 

two successive extinction sessions with CS duration a 
constant .55 sec for all groups. Noise and noise plus tone 
trials are plotted separately for each group. Inspection of 
Figure I indicates that the reduction of conditioned 
responding produced by combining the (presumably 
inhibitory) tone with the noise burst was greatest in the 
two .7S-sec lSI groups, somewhat less pronounced in the 
I.S-sec lSI groups, and essentially absent in the .2S-sec 
lSI groups, save for a slight (nonsignificant) reduction to 
noise plus tone relative to noise alone in the simple 
differential conditioning subgroup. Since the average CR 
rate on the first day of summation testing was at least 
20%, this relative absence of inhibitory summation in 
the .2S-sec lSI groups cannot be atrributed entirely to 
"floor" effects. 

Analyses of variance of difference scores and ratio 
scores (number of CRs to noise plus tone divided by 
total CRs) averaged over the two test sessions indicated a 
significant (p < .0 I) main effect of training lSI on each 
measure of inhibitory summation: [F(2,36) = 8.74 and 
F(2,36) = 6.06] for difference and ratio scores, 
respectively. Individual t test comparisons of ratio scores 
(deemed most suitable because of differences among 
groups in conditioned responding to noise alone) 
indicated that the .75- and 1.5-sec lSI groups with means 
of .264 and .277, respectively, did not differ from each 
other while each differed from the .25-sec lSI groups 
with a mean ratio score of .473: [t(36) = 3.14, P < .01] 
for the .25-sec lSI vs. the .7S-sec lSI groups and [t(36) = 
2.93, P < .01] for the .25-sec lSI vs. the I.S-sec lSI 
groups. No other sources of variance in the experimental 
design approached statistical significance for either 
measure of inhibitory summation. 

Retardation 
Figure I indicates that acquisition to the tone at an 

lSI of .5 sec was retarded on the first conditioning 
session following summation testing in the .25-sec lSI 
groups in comparison with the other groups. Analysis of 
variance of percentage of CRs on the first day of tone 
acquisition verified a significant main effect of training 
lSI [F(2,36) = 4.92, P < .05]. No other sources of 
variance in the design approached significance (Fs < I). 

DISCUSSION 

The principal findings of this experiment were: 
(a) Conditioned inhibition training at ISis longer than that 
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Figure I. Differential conditioning, summation testing, and 
acquisition to the tone (T) as a function of lSI during 
differential conditioning and training paradigm. CI = conditioned 
inhibition; SD = simple differential conditioning, N = noise 
burst . 

optimal for simple conditioning (.75 and 1.5 sec) resulted in 
greater inhibitory summation in a combined cue test than was 
obtained following training at an lSI of .25 sec. (b) Groups 
which received differential conditioning at the .25 sec lSI were 
retarded in subsequent acquisition to the tone in comparision 
with groups trained at the longer ISIs. (c) There were no 
differences between the inhibitory potential of the tone, as 
assessed by summation and retardation testing, following simple 
differential conditioning in comparison with conditioned 
inhibition training. 

The finding that conditioned inhibition training at ISIs longer 
than that optimal for simple conditioning was necessary in order 
to achieve an inhibitory summation effect in the combined cue 
test is generally consistent with the hypothesis offered by 
Hartman and Grant (1962) that the longer ISis favor inhibitory 
processes while shorter ISis favor excitation. The pattern of 
results in summation and retardation testing suggest why this 
may be the case. Specifically, the failure to obtain inhibitory 
summation in the .25-sec lSI groups together with retarded 
acquisition to the tone in these groups in comparison with those 
trained at longer ISIs suggest that the tone lost salience through 
an habituation-like "tuning out" process during training with the 
.25-sec lSI. Such a "tuning out" of the tone would be consistent 
with the low level of responding to CS - under simple 
differential conditioning as well as the rather poor differential 
conditioning evident in the .25-sec lSI conditioned inhibition 
group. The observation of retarded acquisition in the final phase 
of the experiment is consistent with a loss-of-salience 

interpretation, as is the failure to obtain inhibitory summation. 
The fact that the "tuning out" or loss of salience was robust 
with respect to the disinhibiting influence of the summation and 
retardation procedures (e.g., the switch from a tone duration of 
.30 to .55 sec between the training and testing phases) suggests 
that the "tuning out" process may not resemble reflex 
habituation, but rather involve poorly understood higher 
processes like those invoked to explain latent inhibition (cf. 
Lubow, 1973). With tones of longer duration, as in the two' 
other lSI conditions, the tone appears to have developed active 
inhibitory properties, hence the summation effects apparent in 
Figure 1. At the very least, the tones in these groups did not 
appear to lose salience through systematic nonreinforcement. 

It is therefore suggested that the advantage of longer ISIs in 
the development of differential conditioning lies in the resistance 
of a CS- of relatively long duration to loss of salience so that it 
may acquire active inhibitory properties. Whether there is any 
particular advantage in instilling active inhibitory properties by 
increasing the duration of CS- beyond a certain point remains 
an empirical question. In the present experiment, there did not 
appear to be any noteworthy differences between ISIs of .75 and 
1.5 sec in terms of summation testing (ratio scores) and 
retardation of acquisition to the tone. 

Failure to observe differences in the inhibitory potential of 
the tone, assessed in terms of summation and retardation tests, 
in contrasting the two paradigms of differential conditioning 
raises questions regarding the validity of Wagner and Rescorla's 
(1972) theory of conditioned inhibition. According to their 
model, conditioned inhibition training should have resulted in 
greater inhibition to the tone than simple differential 
conditioning to a light as CS+ and a tone alone as CS-, because 
nonreinforcement of the tone occurred in the presence of an 
excitatory CS (light) in the former case, but alone in the latter. 
The difficulty here may lie in our use of white noise as the 
reference cue (CS 2 ) utilized in summation testing. As Figure 1 
shows, conditioning to white noise in the initial, predifferential 
conditioning phase resulted in some generalized excitatory 
strength to the tone. Extinction of this generalized excitatory 
strength to the tone under both training procedures might have 
resulted in so much inhibition that our testing procedures were 
insensitive to any additional increments in inhibition reSUlting 
from nonreinforcement of the tone in the presence of the light. 

REFERENCES 
Chisholm, D. C., Hupka, R. B., & Moore, J. W. Auditory 

differential conditioning of the rabbit nictitating membrane 
response: II. Effects of interstimulus interval and cue 
similarity. Psychonomic Science, 1969, 15, 125-126. 

Hartman, T. F., & Grant, D. A. Differential eyelid conditioning 
as a function of the CS-UCS interval. Journal of Experimental 
Psychology, 1962, 64, 131-136. 

Lubow, R. E. Latent inhibition. Psychological Bulletin, 1973, 
79,398-407. 

Marchant, H. G. Ill, Mis, F. W., & Moore, J. W. Conditioned 
inhibition of the rabbit's nictitating membrane response. 
Journal of Experimental Psychology, 1972, 95, 408-411. 

Marchant, H. G., III, & Moore, J. W. Below-zero conditioned 
inhibition of the rabbit's nictitating membrane response. 
Journal of Experimental Psychology, 1974, 102, 350-352. 

Rescorla, R . A. Pavlovian conditioned inhibition. Psych(llogical 
Bulletin, 1969, 72, 77-94. 

Schneiderman, N., & Gormezano, I. Conditioning of the 
nictitating membrane of the rabbit as a function of CS-US 
interval. Journal of Comparative and Physiological 
Psychology, 1964, 57,188-195. 

Vandercar, D. H ., & Schneiderman, N. Interstimulus interval 
functions in different response systems during classical 
discrimination conditioning of rabbits. Psychonomic Science, 
1967,9,9-10. 

Wagner, A. R., & Rescorla, R. A. Inhibition in Pavlovian 
conditioning: Application of a theory. In Beakes, R. A., & 
Halliday, M. S. (Eds.) Inhibition and learning. London: 
Academic Press, 1972. 

(Received for publication October 21, 1974.) 



<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /None
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Gray Gamma 2.2)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (ISO Coated v2 300% \050ECI\051)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Error
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.4
  /CompressObjects /Off
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Perceptual
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.1000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /sRGB
  /DoThumbnails true
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams true
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts false
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages true
  /ColorImageMinResolution 150
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /Warning
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 150
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.40
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.76
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages true
  /GrayImageMinResolution 150
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /Warning
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 150
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.40
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.76
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages true
  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /Warning
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 600
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /PDFA1B:2005
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /CreateJDFFile false
  /Description <<


    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065876863900275284e8e55464e1a65876863768467e5770b548c62535370300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200036002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002>
    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef69069752865bc666e901a554652d965874ef6768467e5770b548c52175370300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200036002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002>
    /CZE <>
    /DAN <>
    /DEU <>
    /ESP <>
    /ETI <>
    /FRA <>



    /HUN <>
    /ITA (Utilizzare queste impostazioni per creare documenti Adobe PDF adatti per visualizzare e stampare documenti aziendali in modo affidabile. I documenti PDF creati possono essere aperti con Acrobat e Adobe Reader 6.0 e versioni successive.)
    /JPN <>
    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020be44c988b2c8c2a40020bb38c11cb97c0020c548c815c801c73cb85c0020bcf4ace00020c778c1c4d558b2940020b3700020ac00c7a50020c801d569d55c002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200036002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>
    /LTH <>
    /LVI <>
    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken waarmee zakelijke documenten betrouwbaar kunnen worden weergegeven en afgedrukt. De gemaakte PDF-documenten kunnen worden geopend met Acrobat en Adobe Reader 6.0 en hoger.)
    /NOR <>
    /POL <>
    /PTB <>


    /SKY <>

    /SUO <>
    /SVE <>
    /TUR <>

    /ENU <FEFF004a006f0062006f007000740069006f006e007300200066006f00720020004100630072006f006200610074002000440069007300740069006c006c0065007200200039002000280039002e0034002e00350032003600330029002e000d00500072006f006400750063006500730020005000440046002000660069006c0065007300200077006800690063006800200061007200650020007500730065006400200066006f00720020006f006e006c0069006e0065002e000d0028006300290020003200300031003100200053007000720069006e006700650072002d005600650072006c0061006700200047006d006200480020>
  >>
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [595.276 841.890]
>> setpagedevice




