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The relationships between internal working models of caregiving

— Care for child and care for partner —

Keisuke OKUBO

Caregiving behavior, the important element in dyadic relationship, occurred by activation of caregiving behavioral system.

Repeat experiences of such activation constructs a type of mental representation, as a terminology in attachment theory, internal

working model (IWM). It is said that such IWMs of caregiving are constructed for each recipient separately. The purpose of this

study is to examine the relationship between IWMs of caregiving for different recipients and these influences toward parental

sensitivity. From the results, caregiving IWM have high correlations between different recipients. In addition, attachment and

caregiving toward marital partner show unique influences on sensitivity.

1 FEEH/K
2 Tk
A GREZINE
B GRHENE

3 R
4 BE

A FT7FE L ZIWMR DR E
B Uit & 0B E M
C AMEOMEELSBDELE

T MELEH

F=BDHET TH 20, [FFBEOR TEREND
DZERLEDT DI &G, HEREREZL TNV D
AZTRINERWY, E0DU, fANE->THWD AT
RO TERLNIIH LU THEYRT Y 2igfit TESL 2 &
&, HFICLLEEZELC Y, TOBORERERIT
BIANEDRMNBENDHTHEHETHSHEINDS (eg,
Bowlby, 1969) V. #mn S Y 2RO B0, FAUTK
LT 72832 E0nD Tot A3 AMNIC ZHE
BOBMNTEL S, TOLI B _HEOBEREICIBNT
RINDIEHPR[EVELTOFTYFETIL, 7
HwF AL NERICBUSEERELZELTEZISN
T =7~ (e.g., Shaver, Mikulincer, & Shemesh-Iron, 2010) 2,

T F A NIRBEREFRN SN, FETFDH

DI, 77 ORMFITH L GEET2THOZETH
LOICRHMLT, ¥7FEVIZMEOU 2T ZHHd
5701, HFICHL T 7 22T 2178217,
Bowlby i3 E D KD 2 fTEI 2 A S BTV ER 2,
78> X 5 L (behavioral system) & WD #L& 2 B
TR AN S BRALU CHBEL LD &L, 78
AT LARHRERICEDOSANAR I ATATH O,
LB DEGFEBIHICKER D & LT
RWIZE S TERZIATLATHDHEZEZLN TS,
TE AT LAEERESNZEE BAE, HFEOARR
EWETHIE) BERTSHIEEBELUEEMLL,
frEEEExw5, LaLl, #lRIE BNy
TIMHFORL TOT TR0 bDTH D,
FERE U THFORLRER S NBANWEEDX DT,
5 BEEEZERL KD ETET AT LNEELLZIT
b 5T, TOEENERTERNWEDBEGEES
HB, FOXDIZ, BEZERTERWEEA, MRE
LTHABGDO 7 OR‘EEL L TOHEFEZ FIFTL
EDEIBDRMND, D LRBRBAEZ S
L, EHEOEIETIED E< Wi,
D RAVEERE (secondary strategy) 2VEININD,
Bbbs, GFEIZHFORKREZMZT I 7 2t L X
S EMBELL RIZT Y 2R L TUE D XD 7RI AYEL
5N5, TO&57, LWHISHEERT 7IZHFITES
THEFLWVWBHDO TR, ¥Y7ORMHEEFELEL TDH
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SHEOARZSEODTLED Z&ITDhND, T8
AT LADOBEENSIE, FOXDBEREICHFICEDS
KO BHEEIRIIITEI S X T L N#EIEME  (hyperactivation)
LEZEREI>TAERTEEEZENTNS, fTEHIY
AT L OMIEMEEERREY, BaNER L2 WBEE M E
LTHERT 572012, HFITBRICEOD, Wil
HEOBHEIETH D, HEZENRT DX T, BHEMIC
TEIS AT LABIEHIEHT 20, ZOLD Rz
EDOTH, BEATWEEDICHENER I NS Z &1
D, FERIICHSICDOWTARENEED, HFI
5 U TRIEHY THITEIN TR/ IR A, R
IRk % 7= 55 (Shaver etal,, 2010) %,

—HT, HANEDX SR 7Z2EHELTH, HF
WENEZEZLBVOTIRRBVNEVSHTEADARE
s, 77 ORMEEAERZ O TL £ 5 XD 7RI
AiEME  (deactivation) #ElE &SN D, fTEIZ AT LD
ANIEPERERRIE, BHEMNEZER IR NI ETRRU 55
RER, FREMTD2012, T8 X7 L0WEMHL
ZHlHT HHIETH D, —KEIEORENFEIEINE
DBDOENBN OV TEHEIIRBEICI>TEDX
SIRFIEHIEREINTLE S, NEREKIEEZELZ &
T, MERMICHENEHFHOMARERICEEED I EER
0, WHRMNCEERHEEZERTERI ARSI LD
o> TV &EXND (Shaveretal, 2010) ),

—REVEEIE THNRIVEEIE THN, fTEIS AT L
DIEMEAL ORI, BARKDODEIITAZ Y T RELT
REEN5, LT, LHEMABRESR TROBENBE
#¥%5 )l (Internal Working Model; LL'F, IWM &9 %)
ELTIRE N, EERENICREFE NS (Bretherton,
1985) ", BlAIE, HHOBI XS ICHEITr 725
ABDZENTERNWEIBRBMNERD, ¥ 7FE
T AT LADOBIEEEIEE DR LIRGNS Z &1
EoT, F7ORMEEL TOEDPNDODARLEH>
7=, HFITH LU TRIETAEY) R 7 7 2RI FE ik
UL25EDBIWMMBEREINSD, K2, HFEORK
RICHEL TWiaWTr 7 &g L TLE > 2B, =FH
TATRT A= RN I NEHZETLEHYT A -0
TR E R T 572012, BT b 7FE TR
T LEEH LS R NWE D IR E VIR LIS N D
ZEITES T, HEAOHKBENER N, 7 EHX
5 Z EITBILAYRIT 7=, IR A] O 55 W IWM 23 Bk
INsdEEZLEND,

TEwF A MIANBRIN S DEFITHAEDITE
VATLTHD, BROEEMNSREETLOIIHL T,
FOEIRTTFELTIZONTOIWMIE, HEAR

WCREHIDIKE, R0 7 2RO DIENS, GEn
W7 2R T 5N EBITL TWBRNT, KB
IR EIN TN EEEZINS (Solomon & George,
1996) V0 7% v F A > N IWMIHENA W ABI R DL
DERICHELSDHZEMS, FIlor7FE Y
3757 v FANDIWMZERBEEL TRINSGHOD
D, REHILIEOMBFADT 7 DR EMAENRD Z
ET, KEICHEOERETERS EEZONTNS
(George & Solomon, 2008) °’, @I ICEBIC ML 7=
BB LN 2 &0, BEDT 7FE
7 IWM OEIE MR, AAEEEm EEE T 2 &b
RINTND (KA, 2018),

INETOWREDRINT, 7V F AL NDIWM
IZBI LT, FL7z B I E R Okt gzt LT HME O TWM
ZHRL TWDE I EDRBENTWDS (eg., Fraley,
Heffernan, Vicary, & Brumbaugh, 2011) ¥, & 51z, #
DL BEARMEL NI OEBMEN D Z2DH2 5T, 7
HyF A NIWMISHEEMIZHERINTNS &F&
ZH5NTW5S (e.g., Baldwin, Keelan, Fehr, Enns, & Koh-
Rangarajoo, 1997) 7, 3725, BIRERIIZIWM D
KO EALIC— MR IRIRA WAL E 1209 2 IWM AR AR
IN TS EZHS (Bretherton, 1985; Collins & Read,
1994) %, BEMRE: B2 IWM & —f% L XL D IWM
13, BRMEORIFEIRETH L TRRLZE N Z2/RT
ZEMm5 (e.g., Cozzarelli, Hoelstra, & Bylsma, 2000) 9
BRH5RB{LTHDHIENRINTNVDS, TH Vv F A
P HIWMICBE T2 20K D Ia—E#HOMICEA S &,
FYFETIWMBHER, =L THEERIIERS N
TWAA[EEENE Z 515,

F7FXETIok BETHOY Ty b THS
EEXNTWAED (Cassidy, 1999) ', Hazan & Shaveer
(1981 LA, 74 v F A > NHFFEA T4 HI LA D
E7BEBRENRELEZHDOEL THEL 20 & FEE
2, F7FECTHETLNIVOERBBRTH DA%
BRPRmEBERICBNWTEERBERZD D THDHEE
ALNTER, L0DIF, FRHOKREIZHBNTII,
FEBANDT T ENN— N F—ADOF T NFRIFMITIR X
N>3, TITAMETIE, ¥7FEFIZDODNWTOD
IWMMAKHRZEICEORERBEL TWLDOMEND
ZEEHSNCT D01, BRMICBISFEDA
DT 7 FETEN—= N F—=ADF T FE T DREHE
EIET 5,

Tz, EFESEENEERYT Y ORMEE (Quality
caregiver) THDZ &L, FEBDTY VY F AL ID
L LI FEIC DA% (Bell & Richard, 2000) ', %5
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I, FEBNOBBMENE W Z &1F, Quality caregiver
ELTORIERRBERTHD, £, TOXI7MH
BENE N &, BETFOROYZ vy F A O
HMEDRIZH 5 (transmission gap) % H HFEEH D
5HDTHDERENTND (Verhoge et al., 2016) Y,
ZDEIBIRTIE, FEOBNOBRMEIIBBEEDY
FYF AL MO TOLIENEERDEEEZITS
BOTHZEWSHFEDTT, ZOREEENIRFENT
Z /= (e.g., van Ilzendoorn, Juffer, & Duyvesteyn, 1995)
W Ul, BEBIETE Y F AL MOV TN
MRBRERZLEFIEOHDELT, F¥7FESFIZDON
TOLERERZERL TWEEZZENTNDS
(Shaver et al., 2010) *, =D 7=, HEOEKKDPI
FINERMNT 2 TS, 7y F A
MZBETBHERHLODD, DLATTERHET LI &I
DNTOREDHEZ L VEENIIZITTVWSEEX
5N5, RWFFETIE, FEBANOBEMEIZHLT, &£
DL NIVDIWMPREDREZEL TNHDMEND
ZEZEHOMIZTAHIEDHMET B,

2 Ak

A BESmE

BRA U A MRPRETZ2EZSY—DS5, 05
MELEETOTFEDZH DBELI2004 25 EL
TwebiEZITo /2. 12006 DONRIL, #LUT5TE
HHEM200%4 T DT, 20086055 BLI04TDE
Lize LT, HBHEEBEORMNIS > Y LT 2 &
WCHELR TR, 22 TOEMIEH %% 15 A
FLKEATICEE L] EWHHBIH L TR#EY
A& (THETALE) 2L E8ME 20129084
BOMOMRE LTz, ikt 5E OFEEHE1Z36.35
T, FROEERFAEIIS8TH - 7z,

B HAEANR

1. ¥ 7FXETIZDVWTOIWMEZHIET 5720
2, BABmRY 77XV 2 XFLRE (BT,
CSSIETB) 2z CRAR, 2018)", CSS-JiZ
7 RE 2T OEEEEN & ANEEEA 2 EET DR
EThD, FNFNIEHON0EENS2DRETH
5, SENE, 77 2T B RITY - B E D Otk
%, RIEELTEALEZCMD TEEICRS [FE
b [REONK—FF—] 02007 7xtHE [—Bm
] WAL THATSHIET, B 0H8A0
TYFETOMEERE LR, 7B, TEBIIDON

TIREHNDHETORED 1 ADFEBITDNTOD
TFYIZDOWTHEZRD R, FEIL T HETKRD =,

2. 7HIYFALPRZDWTOIWMZHIET 57
OIZ, EA - AL - FE (2016)0 12k o TIERE N
7= ECR-RS (Fraley etal., 2011) ©’ @ HAGE 2 1 /=,
TEYTF AL NDOMRICH =285 % [BUED/X— K
F—] [ EHELTHELE, 7H v T A
> hOARZEMEERHEMZRET HDRETHD, &
FFOEEMN ORI NG, 77 FE T LRI
B CHEZ ZRD Tz,

3. FEOBANOHEMEZRIET 572012, CECPAQ
(Comprehensive early childhood parenting questionnaire;
Verhoeven, Dekovi¢, Bodden & van Baar, 2017) " ® 5 %,
BEEOREICEDZ 4 HB 2z AWz, FEBADE
IR BIRIEIC K D HENER CTH > 720t (eg.,
Ainsworth, Blehar, Waters, Wall, 1978)'®, = #llE 1 2
FEZEL CTHCHERATIEH 250D, EFEHEDHE
B ZHIET 2 REMMERIN TS, CECPAQIZD
WTH, THETOREZERDZ,

4. ZOMBIEICEATSHE S LT, EEHOFER
=Y AV

3 #HR

FNTNOHRICETET 7Y FEL T (TED,
JS— b F—, —fth#E) oKkt GEIEM, RIEM)
&, THIUFAE OS—=bhF—, —ffth#F) Ok
gt (RZz, [EE), T & & DOBUEMEDRRHEE %27
9 (Table 1) FEBANDOAREEMEAIIAM & LR L T

Table 1 Descriptive statistics of variables

Mean SD o

CSS-Child Deactication 270 95 .90
CSS-Child Hyperactication 350 .84 .83
CSS-Partner Deactication 299 1.05 .93
CSS-Partner Hyperactication 338 96 .87
CSS-General Deactication 336 .86 .90
CSS-General Hyperactication 339 94 88
ECR-Partner Avoidance 315 1.15 .86
ECR-Partner Anxiety 3.19 135 .83
ECR-General Avoidance 4.14 90 .77
ECR-General Anxiety 3,50 1.28 .88
Sensitivity(CECPAQ) 457 87 .78
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SEHEEMENEE R 7205, T OMISEEERED
BOTHYRIERES =,

ZLT, FRNENOIWM DA, & DR
LTWaNEND ZEERHNT D201, HEARK
ZEHE L, &Y TN EFRFCHHTLEZDD &
BIZ (Table 2), FEB DM T LITHBAREERL
7= (Table 3 ~Table 8), AWEDEETH D7 7 F
> 7 OiEtEER, AEEEEICEET S & (bold
letter in tables), 77 ¥ E > F@IGFHEEIC D W T
Y IINEETH r=55-T0EFWNETH D, FEHT
EICRTH 7 = 4A7-76 & BRI R TR WA
RENTZ, 7T FETREREBNIC DWW T H R

2, BN ERTH r = 48-61EENETH D, 4F
BYZEICRTD 7 = 42-68 & AR R TE WM
BEAURI Nz ATEME, BIGE & BITFEm T & OFEE
REFZRSNEhS T,

BT, TEDDEBITEIC, TEDBNDOERMEIC
FHLUTENETNOBEROBEEDREEZBRINT 2729
12, TEBNOBBRMNEENEBAELE L = EHREIRHT
ETEHDERHRTEITHTTITo7 (Table9), £D
R, 2K, TEBITHTETTFE ST OARE
D, FEDBANOBBMAEICRKE<EEEZEZ T
HZENHSNERDE, — AT, HREHOKLES
ICEMZ EITOTNRENNR SN TN < D

Table 2 Correlations between variables (all age: n =908)

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11
1 CSS-Child Deactication 33 %% 61 FF 26 *%F 48 ** 29 xx 37 Rk 3D %k (8 * 21 ** - 44 x*
2 CSS-Child Hyperactication 9 ¥ 62 * 26 % 55 R 14 % 41 % 14 % 4D % 14
3 CSS-Partner Deactication 2 %% 53 %k 22k 67 ** 36 % 08 * 22 %% 26 **
4 CSS-Partner Hyperactication 20 %% 70 ** .06 ST R 12 % 49 R 16 **
5 CSS-General Deactication A1 28 % 28 29 kx ]6 Fx 27 **
6 CSS-General Hyperactication A5 A5 ¥ 04 63 ¥ ]
7 ECR-Partner Avoidance 35k 17 (15 R .29 **
8 ECR-Partner Anxiety A3 R 44 %% (17 ¥
9 ECR-General Avoidance 10 ¥ - 14
10 ECR-General Anxiety -.09 **
11 Sensitivity

Note. ** p<.01, * p<.05
Table 3 Correlations between variables (age 0: 7 =149)

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11
1 CSS-Child Deactication 37 % 59 %% 15 54 % 24 %% 42 %% 30 ** 08 A7 % 235 **
2 CSS-Child Hyperactication .09 .61 ** 30 ** 58 ** .04 29 % 16 * 42 213
3 CSS-Partner Deactication .16 .60 ¥ 24 %% 73 % 56 ** 07 25 % 11
4 CSS-Partner Hyperactication 19 * .70 *+ .07 54 %10 A48 ** -.07
5 CSS-General Deactication A8 * A8 *x 36 % 27 20%* - 19*
6 CSS-General Hyperactication .10 A48 ** .02 71203
7 ECR-Partner Avoidance A3k 17 * A7 % 220 %
8 ECR-Partner Anxiety .06 38 -11
9 ECR-General Avoidance .04 -.09
10 ECR-General Anxiety -.07
11 Sensitivity

Note. ** p<.01, * p<.05
Table 4 Correlations between variables (age 1: 7 =155)

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11
1 CSS-Child Deactication 32 %% 540k DD o 43 %% D] % AL ** 31 % -04 .09 -.47 **
2 CSS-Child Hyperactication 23 % 57 %09 52k 26 % 36 %% 22 %k 39 % 19 *
3 CSS-Partner Deactication .02 S50 %15 70 ** 25 %% -.09 13 -.26 **
4 CSS-Partner Hyperactication .09 .65 ** .09 S2 %16 * 36 %+ - 17 *
5 CSS-General Deactication .03 25 %% 23 % 12 .07 -.26 **
6 CSS-General Hyperactication .14 38 %15 A7 212
7 ECR-Partner Avoidance 37 % .00 13 =30 **
8 ECR-Partner Anxiety .10 34 w23 **
9 ECR-General Avoidance 19 * -5
10 ECR-General Anxiety -.09

11 Sensitivit

Note. ** p<.01, * p<.05
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Table 5 Correlations between variables (age 2: 7 =149)

11 Sensitivity

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11
1 CSS-Child Deactication 31 56 %% 32 48 %% 30 ** 30 ** 27 ** .09 26 ¥+ - 5] **
2 CSS-Child Hyperactication 34 %% 59 ¥k 33 xR 47 ¥ 23 %k 50 ** 04 27 ¥ -12
3 CSS-Partner Deactication 32 %% 56 %% 27 % 66 ** 38 ** 11 23 Fx 37 **
4 CSS-Partner Hyperactication 30 76 ¥+ 13 54 %% 12 S 214
5 CSS-General Deactication .04 26 ** 27 %% 2509 =36 **
6 CSS-General Hyperactication 15 43 ** .00 .67 ** -.09
7 ECR-Partner Avoidance 29 **+ 11 12 =36 **
8 ECR-Partner Anxiety .14 44+ -.08
9 ECR-General Avoidance .06 -17 *
10 ECR-General Anxiety -.03
11 Sensitivity
Note. ** p<.01, * p<.05
Table 6 Correlations between variables (age 3: 7 =140)
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11
1 CSS-Child Deactication 20 * W68 ¥ 23 kx 47k 3] kx4 %k D9k (6 22 %% - 49 **
2 CSS-Child Hyperactication 11 67 ¥+ 38 56 ** .01 39 ¥ .07 S -1
3 CSS-Partner Deactication .08 AR *Fx 27 ¥ 65 ¢ 26 % 02 20 % =31 ¢
4 CSS-Partner Hyperactication 28 ** 67 ** .03 .56 ** 16 50 ¥+ -16
5 CSS-General Deactication .10 29 *x 34 %% 36 %% 29 % 3] **
6 CSS-General Hyperactication 24 ** 46 ** -.08 .64 ¥+ -16
7 ECR-Partner Avoidance 36 ¥+ 18 * .08 -.43 **
8 ECR-Partner Anxiety 24 *F% 40 *F 226 **
9 ECR-General Avoidance .01 =27 **
10 ECR-General Anxiety -.13
11 Sensitivity
Note. ** p<.01, * p<.05
Table 7 Correlations between variables (age 4: 7 =153)
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11
1 CSS-Child Deactication A3 %61 ** 44 %% 50 %* 44 %% 32%% 40 ** 10 30 ¥ 44 *x
2 CSS-Child Hyperactication A7 * 65 ¥ 32 k% 57 x5 A48 ¥ 17 A5 19 *
3 CSS-Partner Deactication 13 52 %% 22 %k 59 % 31 (12 A7 231
4 CSS-Partner Hyperactication 26 ¥ 70 ** .06 74 ¥+ .05 SR 226 **
5 CSS-General Deactication 22% 15 22 % 38 *%* .08 -.24 **
6 CSS-General Hyperactication .16 S8 ** 10 .64 ** - 16 *
7 ECR-Partner Avoidance 30 ¥ 22 11 -.33 **
8 ECR-Partner Anxiety .06 56 ** 33 %
9 ECR-General Avoidance .03 -.09
10 ECR-General Anxiety -.14
11 Sensitivity
Note. ** p<.01, * p<.05
Table 8 Correlations between variables (age 5: n =162)
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11
1 CSS-Child Deactication 33 %F 62 k% 29k 4D Rk D7 ek DRRR DR xR [T * 22 % 50 **
2 CSS-Child Hyperactication 25 % 64 %+ 15 56 ** 16 * A2 %% 21 % 45 % - 10
3 CSS-Partner Deactication 12 A7 R 23 % 67 ¥ 36 % 22 %k 33 k% 3() **
4 CSS-Partner Hyperactication .16 .69 ** .03 54 %% 19 * 54 %% _10
5 CSS-General Deactication .09 23 % 25 %% 34 25 %% .00 **
6 CSS-General Hyperactication A7 * 38 ¥+ .05 .66 ** -.08
7 ECR-Partner Avoidance 33 % 20 26 % -20 %
8 ECR-Partner Anxiety 18 * A5 % -.06
9 ECR-General Avoidance 26 %% -15
10 ECR-General Anxiety -.08

Note. ** p<.01, * p<.05
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Holze 2EDTEHESRDT EDNDBURMELD,
ObIMNTEDEIDN LI NBEELD bEL LB &
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WU EBEEFICHEEL TWBE &b REIN, T2,
IN—=RF—=DTH v F A NEGHERSE N &3
SEBZBLT, BUEEICADEEEZEZ TN E
BRI N,

Table 9 Regression coefficients of sensitivity from attachment and caregiving

age 0 age | age 2 age3 age4 age 5
B SE B SE B SE B SE B SE B SE

Parent sex (1=Male, 2=Female)  0.03 0.05 0.06 0.1 0.14 * 0.25 0.06 0.11 0.1 0.16 0.25 *** 045
ECR-Partner Avoidance -0.23 % -0.18  -0.19 -0.15 -0.26 ** -0.19  -0.37 *** -028 -023* -0.16 -0.13 -0.11
ECR-Partner Anxiety -0.08 -0.05 0 0 0.09 0.06 0.01 0 -0.13 -0.08 0.13 0.09
ECR-General Avoidance -.020 -019  -140 -138  -.077 -084  -.149 -141  -.007 -.006 .003 .003
ECR-General Anxiety -127 -084  -012 -.009 .087 065 -.073 -049  -.031 -019  -.042 -.029
CSS-Child Deactication -470 *x o412 -418 *** 378 -443 *** _44) 501 *** -473 302 **¢ 341 532 *** 528
CSS-Child Hyperactication 061 066 .039 .041 .064 073 -.009 -.009 .084 .083 .023 .024
CSS-Partner Deactication 403 ** 310 110 .097 092 082 289 * 237 .091 071 .054 .049
CSS-Partner Hyperactication -.093 -082  -.069 -069  -.061 -061  -.020 -018  -119 -.104 .024 021
CSS-General Deactication -.038 -037  -079 -089  -127 -126  -.026 -026  -.052 -.047  -.083 -.097
CSS-General Hyperactication 172 154 .032 033 -.019 -.018 .052 .049 .189 169 .008 .007
R square 187 214 379 381 .286 339

*** p<.001, ** p<.01, * p<.05

4 E=

AT, BHIr7FE7OIWMIZERL,
FORIG GETENE - REMS) ORABS LX) TOR
HEZHOMZTEHIE, TEBADEBEEENSE
BIZWHT 52N 5 DIWM ORI O EOREEZH S
MIZTBHIEEZHMELEZEDDTH T,

A TT7FEVIIWMREDREE

AT OFRTIE, 7 7TFE 7 —ihEL X)L
DIWM EBIBRERL NV (FESH, N—khF—) ©
WM DZNZFNOMICEWHBEARENZ, ThiT,
A (2016)'® % Fraley etal. 2011) % THRS5N 3 Z
ERBDBWBANDT H v F A2 MNEOHEALD BEND
DTCHoze ZOITEMS, TEBANDTTY E)N—|
F—=ANDT T EVWSHLENIHERDDS, TDTY
LT IEBEL TOFr Y FE SV IWMOHEE I
PTWBHDEEADMND LAWY, Tikbb, /)8—
M —IZ U CRENCAE Y /27 7 22 L TLES
KON, FEBITHLU THRBRICHED LD Y
ERBELTLEDIORMEETHEEE 25D, Bk
xSz Bblan—KH7s L )LD IWM & DFEBE S
BWZENS, FT7FECFIBELTIE, Hc x5
ANDIWM ZHMEIZER L TWb—F5T, thigi)dtm
UEMEZEDEENDH S EBETHIEHARETH

%, BEECH->TH, FIMBANDTTY TH->THTT
IR U TR AL 2 IGEALIZEEMI L TN D T EDQVURS
NTWDZENSH (Swain et al., 2012; Brown, Brown,
& Preston, 2011) 9%, HBEL=—DDOHMEEEET S
FHRHZEITL > TIRETN S Lz,

M7=bid, —RIARL NILDOIWMZ HMEE LT,
il # DBIRIEIC BT 5MO KD ILN TRIZZMEE O
IWMZHbEd, MBIRERSE T, Lo
T, 0ROFEDBANDT T FE DT IWMIZ— Y7
TF7FETIWM EIEFITBHEDO D DT,
FEBDOEMD LBz oN, FOMHBEOEA/NE L
BHEEZON, Thbb, HEEBROTEHAD
T7 ERRT, 5mOTEBANDT T DA, B
EDEB DT 7 EBREREL TWa5, fEHoME 2z
FoEEZ6N%, LirL, SEHOERENSIE, 20
EORBEMIRSNT, EOEHBDOTFEBITHLT
B, LNV OTFrTFETIWMET EHITHT
277 FETIWMOBEEIRBRETH> . HE
EWVNDTATANTNBEERD, N sEEEDZE L
Z&HT (eg, Kinsley et al,, 19992, 7 Fr >
DIWMIZKEREED S THREENEZ AL 5N T
W% (George & Solomon, 2008) ', Z0D 7=, HE%E
Bizb &, FEBANDTTOHEIIRESELE
WEWSTHEEE D ZEZ 5D, ERTOHO—KL N)L
DT FETIWMEFEREDTFEHANDT T DIWM
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DI & T 2 Z ENREZEEZ BN,

B UL DBEEN
BEMICBITBHBELEMRELT, FEBADYT
TFE T ORE RN K E < BUEEICEEE 52
T, TEBANDTFT7FETIWMITFEHAD
T7ICEDLLHENBREBTH D20, BlEEERE
SHEHETHZEEIHESINSERTHD, TO—K
T, X0—\RZL NI DT T FE ST IWMIEHMD
BEE—FBTETIICHEAT D &, TEBNOBUEME
EVS ZEIZEL T, BEERIAN S, S
RICBFT 27T b ALICEAL T, ZORREERN
IWMDENLDREREE T Z2HDIELITI VT
A2 MREDBRNTHERINTED (eg., Cozzarelli,
Hoekstra, & Bylsma, 2000) *, AHFZ2 & [F14E D5 5 &
o7,

£z, N—=hF—A"DOT7 % vF A EGEETD
w3, MREFHOFEDITHT HHUBRMEITH L
T, BOFEZRLTWSL I EDHHIND, Thb
5, N—bhF =T L CEENTH 255, FEBA
DHBBED RS BD LM TE 2, EHENRIER &%
FOEGE (=HEEOKST) 2NBEEL RS 2
5B, N—brF—IZH LT, 77 2RO
MR L7209 5 Z EICEMTH 2855, /N—h
F—NEDYR—2EDZENHL WERETH
0, KIFTOHBHEZGIFL TLES 2D (Schoppe-
Sullivan, Settle, Lee, & Dush, 2016)”, FE b7 7 %&
T 2720 WM - R ERERNSAE I7kab
B5FEDBNDEBEMENME< 125 Z &IDRNBD TR
BANEEZEZ OGNS, £, KREBEFRIZBWTHTFEA
DT E vy F A~ EHEEEAE N Z &322 OBIRIED
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