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㸪Bࡋ ࡚ࡍ࡞⬟Ⅼ࡛ධᡭྍࡢࡑ㸪ࡣ࡛࣒࣮ࣞࣇ
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㧗࠸㈇Ⲵࡿ࡞ࡇࡿࡀ㸬 

 㔜㐣⛬⌮ㄽ࣒࣮ࣞࣇ .4

㔜࣒࣮ࣞࣇ⌮ㄽࡣ㸪ᗈ࠸ព࡛㔜㐣⛬⌮ㄽࡦࡢ

࣒ࢸࢫࢩ▱ㄆࡢ㸪ேࡣ㸬㔜㐣⛬⌮ㄽࡿ࠼࠸ࡘ

᰾ࢆ᪉࠼⪄࠺࠸ࡘᣢࢆ⪄ᛮࡿ࡞␗㉁ⓗࡢ✀㢮ࡀ

♫ពᛮỴᐃ㸪ࡸ⌮㸬᥎ࡿ࠶࡛⛠⥲ࡢㄽ⌮ࡢᩘ「ࡘᣢ

ᚰ⌮ࡿ࡞␗ࡓࡗ࠸㡿ᇦ࡚ࡗࡼ⪅✲◊ࡿ࡞␗ࡢ㸪

 & e.g. Denes-Raj) ࡓࡁ࡚ࢀࡉ㸪ᨭᣢࢀࡉᥦ❧⊃
Epstein, 1994; Epstein, 1994; Evans & Frankish, 2009; 
Evans & Over, 1996; Sloman, 1996; Stanovich, 1999; 
Stanovich & West, 2000)㸬✀㢮ࡢᛮ⪃ࡣ㸪┤ឤࣄࡸ

ࡓࢀࡉ㐃ⓗ࡛⮬ື࠺ᢸࢆ⪄ᛮ࡞ࢡࢵࢸࢫ࣮ࣜࣗ

ฎ⌮࠺⾜ࢆᛮ⪃㸪ㄽ⌮ⓗ࡛ศᯒⓗ࡞ᛮ⪃ࢆᢸ࠺ព㆑

A frame B frame

Positivity focus Comparative view
Non-symmetry in negation (Figure-ground framing) Symmetry in negation
Relevance mode Differentiation mode
D-cell disregard D-cell respect
Monopolar causality (null--effective) Bipolar causality (preventive--neutral--generative)

System Heuristic Analytic
Invasiveness Observation Intervention
Negation Explicit negation Implicit negation
Property Attribution Action
Dynamism Static Kinetic
Commitment Uncommitted (low commitment) Committed (high commitment)
Activeness Passive Active
Base rate Rare Non-rare (moderate)

⾲㸯 㔜࣒࣮ࣞࣇ⌮ㄽࡢࡢ࣒࣮ࣞࣇࡢࡘ≉ᛶ 
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ⓗ࡛⇍⪃ⓗฎ⌮࠺⾜ࢆᛮ⪃࡛ࡿ࠶㸬ࡣ࡛ࡇࡇ㸪ࡽࢀࡇ

 1㸬ࡪ㸰ࣉࢱ㸯㸪ࣉࢱ㸪ࢀࡒࢀࡑࢆ
ྛ⌮ㄽࡀࡿ࡞␗ࡸࡸ࡚ࡗࡼ㸪✀㢮ࡢᛮ⪃ࡀᣢࡘ

≉ᛶ࡚ࡋ㸪ࣉࢱ㸯ࡣ↓ព㆑ⓗ㸦๓ព㆑ⓗ㸧࡛㏿ࡃ

୪ิⓗฎ⌮࠸⾜ࢆసືグ᠈⊂❧㸪ࣉࢱ 2 ព㆑ࡣ

ⓗ࡛㐜ࡃ㏲ḟⓗฎ⌮࠸⾜ࢆసືグ᠈ᙉࡃ౫Ꮡࡿࡍ㸪

ከࡀࡇࡿࢀࡽࡆ࠶࡚ࡋᛶ≉࡞ᆺⓗࡀⅬࡓࡗ࠸

 ,Evans, 2009; Evans & Frankish, 2009; Manktelow) ࠸
2012)㸬⾲㸯ࡾ࠾ࡿࢀࡽࡳ㸪A ࣒࣮ࣞࣇ B ࣮ࣞࣇ

ࣉࢱࢀࡒࢀࡑ㸪ࡣᛶ≉ࡢ࣒ 1 ࣉࢱ 2 ࡍඹ㏻

 㸬ࡿࡍᏑᅾࡀᛶ≉ࡿ
㏆ᖺ㸪ᐇ㦂ࢱ࣮ࢹᑐࡿࡍ㔜㐣⛬⌮ㄽࡿࡼㄝ᫂

㛵ಀࡢ⪅୧ᛶ㉁ࡢ⪄ᛮࡢ㸪✀㢮ࡶࡿ࠼ቑࡀ

ᛶࡢ࡚࠸ࡘ㆟ㄽࡀάⓎࡿ࠸࡚ࡋ㸬➨㸯ࡢㄽⅬࡣ㸪

✀㢮ࡢᛮ⪃ࡢ㛵ಀᛶไᚚ࡛ࡿ࠶㸬㛵ಀᛶ㛵ࡿࡍ

ぢ᪉ࡣࡃࡁศ࡚ࡅࡿ࠶ࡘ㸬୍ࡣࡘ㸪ྠάᛶ࡛

ไࡢᛂ⪄ᛮࡽ㸪ึᮇẁ㝵ࡣ⪄ᛮࡢ㸬✀㢮ࡿ࠶

ᚚྠࡵࡓࡢࡌ⏕㸪➇ྜ࠺࠸ࡿࡍ (e.g. Epstein, 
1994; Sloman, 1996)㸬ࡢࡘ୍࠺ࡶぢ᪉ࡣ㸪㏲ḟάᛶ࡛

ࣉࢱ㸪ࡎࡲ㸬ࡿ࠶ 1 ࡀᚲせ࡚࠸⥆㸪ࡌ⏕ⓗື⮬ࡀ

ࣉࢱࡾࡼࡅࡗࡁࡢࡽఱࡤࢀ࠶ 2 ࡿࢀࡉ㉳ືࡀ

 ,e.g. Evans, 2007; Evans & Over) ࡿ࠶ぢ᪉࡛ࡿࡍ
1996; Thompson, 2009)㸬ࡢࡇሙྜࡣ㸪㧗࠸ㄆ▱㈨※ࢆᚲ

せࣉࢱࡿࡍ 2 ᛮ⪃ࢆ㸪㧗࠸ㄆ▱㈨※ࡢ㛵ࡋ࡞

㸯ࣉࢱ㸪ࡽࡇࡿ࡞ၥ㢟ࡀࡢࡿࡍ㉳ື࠺

ㄽ⌮ⓗ┤ほࡳ⤌ࢆ㎸ࡀࣝࢹࣔࡔࢇᥦࡿࢀࡉ (e.g. De 
Neys, 2012; Pennycook, 2018) ࡞㸪㏆ᖺ㸪ぢ᪉ࡽࡉࡣ

 㸬ࡿ࠶ࡘࡘࡋከᵝ

5. ᛮ⪃ࡢษࡢ࠼᭰ࡾ᪉ྥᛶ 

࣓ࣜࣔࢢ࣮ࣥ࢟࣡ไᚚࡢ⪄ᛮࡢࡘ㸪ࡣࢀࢃࢀࢃ

➨㸬ࡿ࠸࡚࠼⪄ࡿࢃ᪉ྥ࡛㛵ࡢࡘࡣ※ㄆ▱㈨ࡢ࣮

1 ࠺ࡼࡓࡁ࡚ࡋᣦࡀ✲◊⾜ඛ࡞ࠎᵝ࡛ࡲࢀࡇ㸪ࡣ

ࢸࢫ࣮ࣜࣗࣄ㸪ࡣ※ㄆ▱㈨ࡢ࣮࣓ࣜࣔࢢࣥ࢟㸪࣮࣡

ࢯࣜ▱ㄆ࠸㧗⌮㸪ฎࡋᢚไࢆ⪄㸯ᛮࣉࢱ࡞ࢡࢵ

ࣉࢱ࡞ศᯒⓗࡿࡍᚲせࢆࢫ࣮ 2 ᛮ⪃ࡢᡂຌࢆᕥྑ

ࡿ࠶࡛ࡢࡶ࠺࠸ࡿࡍ  (Evans & Stanovich, 2013; 

                                                  
࣒ࢸࢫࢩ 1 1/2 ฟࡳ⏕ࢆࢫࢭࣟࣉࡢࢀࡒࢀࡑ㸪ࡣᴫᛕ࠺࠸

࡛ࡇࡇ㸪ࡵࡓࡿࡍពࢆࡇࡿ࠶࡛࣒ࢸࢫࢩࡿ࡞␗ࡀࡢࡶࡍ

ࢱࢆࢫࢭࣟࣉࡿࢃ㛵ࡀ⪄ᛮ࡞ࢡࢵࢸࢫ࣮ࣜࣗࣄ㸪ࡣ

ࣉࢱࢆࢫࢭࣟࣉࡿࢃ㛵ࡀ⪄ศᯒⓗᛮ㸯㸪ࣉ 2  ࡪ

(Evans, 2009, 2010)㸬 

Stanovich, 1999; Stanovich & West, 2000)㸬ࡕࢃ࡞ࡍ㸪᥎

ㄽࡸពᛮỴᐃㄢ㢟ࡸࢫࣂࡿࢀࡽࡳ㠀ྜ⌮࡞㑅ᢥ

ࣥ࢟㸪࣮࣡ࡋ㉳ᅉ⪄ᛮࢡࢵࢸࢫ࣮ࣜࣗࣄࡣࡃከࡢ

㘽ࡢᡂຌࡢ⪄ศᯒⓗᛮࡣࡉ㧗ࡢ※ฎ⌮㈨ࡢ࣮࣓ࣜࣔࢢ

 㸬De(e.g. Stanovich, 1999; Stanovich & West, 2000) ࡿ࡞
Neys (2006)ࡣ㸪୕ẁㄽἲㄢ㢟ࡓ࠸⏝ࢆ᥎ㄽᐇ㦂࡛㸪ᐇ

㝿࣮࣓ࣜࣔࢢ࣮ࣥ࢟࣡㧗࠸㈇Ⲵࡼࡇࡿࡅࢆ

 㸬ࡓࡋ♧ࢆࡇࡿࢀࡉ㜼ᐖࡀ⪄ศᯒⓗᛮ࡚ࡗ
 㔜࣒࣮ࣞࣇ⌮ㄽࡓࡲࡶ㸪ศᯒⓗ࡞B ࡣ࣒࣮ࣞࣇ

ࡍᚲせࢆࢫ࣮ࢯࣜ⌮ฎ࠸㧗ࡢ࣮࣓ࣜࣔࢢ࣮ࣥ࢟࣡

ᐇ㦂ࡓࡋド᳨ࢆࢀࡇ㸪ᐇ㝿ࡋࡋ㸬ࡿࡍ௬ᐃࡿ

㸪ᅉࡣ㸪Hattori & Hattori (2017)ࡵࡓࡢࡑ㸬࠸࡞ࡣ

ᯝᖐ⣡᥎ㄽࡢ୰㔜ㄢ㢟ἲࢆ࣓ࢢ࣮࡚ࣥ࢟࣡ࡗ

࡞㸪ศᯒⓗ࡚ࡗࡼࡇࡿࡅࢆ㈇Ⲵ࣮ࣜࣔ Bࣇ

ᐇࡿࡍド᳨ࢆ࠺ࡿࢀࡉᙳ㡪ࡀ⾜⛣ࡢ࣒࣮ࣞ

㦂ࡓࡗ⾜ࢆ㸬ㄢ㢟࡚ࡗࡼ㧗࠸ㄆ▱ⓗ㈇Ⲵࡅࢆ

㸪DFHࡣ࡛௳᮲ࡓࢀࡽ 㸪Aࡃ㧗ࡀࢺࢵࣇࡢࣝࢹࣔ

ࢃ࡞ࡍ㸬ࡓࢀࡽࡳࡃ㧗ࡀഴྥࡿࢀࡽ࠸⏝ࡀ࣒࣮ࣞࣇ

㈇Ⲵ࠸㧗࣮࣓ࣜࣔࢢ࣮࡚ࣥ࢟࣡ࡗࡼ㸪ㄢ㢟ࡕ

㸪ㄆ࡚ࡗࡼࡇࡿࡍ㊊ࡀ※㸪ฎ⌮㈨ࢀࡽࡅࡀ

▱ⓗ㈇Ⲵࡢ㧗࠸Bࡢ࣒࣮ࣞࣇษࡀ࠼᭰ࡾ㞴࡞ࡃࡋ

 㸬ࡿࡍᨭᣢࢆぢ᪉ࡢㄽ⌮࣒࣮ࣞࣇ㔜࠺࠸ࡿ

ࡢࡘᛮ⪃ࡢไᚚ㛵ࡢ࣮࣓ࣜࣔࢢ࣮ࣥ࢟࣡ࡿࡍ➨

㸰ࡢᙺࡣ㸪࣮࣡ࡢ࣮࣓ࣜࣔࢢࣥ࢟ㄆ▱㈨※ࡣ㸪≧ἣ

㸪ࡋᢚไࢆάᛶࡢ㸰ࣉࢱ࡞㸪ศᯒⓗ࡚ࡗࡼⓗ┠ࡸ

ࡅຓࢆࡢࡿ࡞ඃໃࡀ㸯ࣉࢱ࡞ࢡࢵࢸࢫ࣮ࣜࣗࣄ

ㄽ࡛⌮࣒࣮ࣞࣇ㸬㔜ࡿࢀࡽ࠼⪄ࡿࡍ㛵ࡇࡿ

ⓗ┠ࡸ㸪≧ἣࡣࡉ㧗ࡢ࣮࣓ࣜࣔࢢࣥ࢟㸪࣮࣡࠺࠸

㸪B࡚ࡗࡼ ࡢࢺ࢛ࣝࣇࢹ㸪ࡋᢚไࢆ⾜⛣ࡢ࣒࣮ࣞࣇ

A ࡇ࠺࠸ࡿ࠶ࡀሙྜࡃാ࠺ࡼࡿࡍᣢ⥔ࢆ࣒࣮ࣞࣇ

➨ࡢ㸪ඛࡣࢀࡇ㸬ࡿ࡞ 1 ወ࡚ࡋ┪▩ᙺࡢ

ጁ࠸࡞ࢀࡋࡶࡿ࠼ࡇ⪺㸬ࡋࡋ㸪㐺ᛂⓗྜ⌮ᛶ

ࡢࡇ㸬࠸࡞ࡣወጁ࡛ࡣᙺࡢࡇ㸪ࡿࡳࡽほⅬ࠺࠸

 㸬ࡿࢀࡽࡳ✲◊Ⓨ㐩ࡢ㸪㏆ᖺࡀぢ▱ࡿࡍ၀♧ࢆࡇ

6. ฎ⌮㈨※ࡢቑຍᛮ⪃ࡢ↔Ⅼ 

McCormack, Simms, McGourty, and Beckers (2013) ࡢ
▱ぢࡣ㸪⤒㦂ࡸᏛ⩦㸪࡚ࡋࡑⓎ㐩క࣓ࢢ࣮ࣥ࢟࣡࠺

࣮ࣔࣜᐜ㔞ࡢቑຍ࡚ࡗࡼ㸪ὀពࡢ↔Ⅼࡍࡸࡌ⏕ࡀ

ࢢ࣮ࣥ࢟࣡ࡢ㸪Ꮚ౪ࡣࡽ㸬ᙼዪࡿࡍ၀♧ࢆࡇࡿ࡞ࡃ

࣓࣮ࣔࣜᐜ㔞ࢆ ᐃࡋ㸪ᅉᯝᖐ⣡᥎ㄽࢵࣟࣈ࡚࠸࠾

㸪ྠᏊ౪ࡢᖺ㛗ࡶࡾࡼࡶᏊࡢ㸪ᖺᑡࡀຠᯝࢢࣥ࢟

ࡾࡼᏊ౪࠸࡞ᑡࡢᐜ㔞࣮࣓ࣜࣔࢢ࣮ࣥ࢟࣡ࡶᖺ㱋࡛ࡌ
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ከ࠸Ꮚ౪㸪ࡾࡼከࢆࡇࡿࢀࡽࡳࡃሗ࿌ࡓࡋ㸬ᖺ㛗

㸪㣗ࡣᏊ౪࠸㧗ࡢᐜ㔞࣮࣓ࣜࣔࢢࣥ࢟Ꮚ౪㸪࣮࣡ࡢ

≀A ࡿ࠶ࡀຠᯝࡍࡽ㬆ࢆ㡢ࡏࡽගࢆ⭡࠾ࡢࢺࢵ࣎ࣟࡀ

≀㸪㣗ࡿ࠸࡚ࡗ▱࡛ࡍࢆࡇ A B ྠࢆ

≀㸪㣗ࡶ࡚ࡋほᐹࢆࡢࡿ㬆ࡀ㡢ࡾගࡀ⭡࠾࡚࠼ B ࡶ

ຠᯝࢆᣢ࠸࡞࠼⪄ࡣ࠸࡞ࢀࡋࡶࡘ㸬  
Ⅼ↔ࡀᅉᯝ᥎ㄽࡢ≀ືࡸ㸪ேࡣຠᯝࢢࣥ࢟ࢵࣟࣈ

㸬ࡿ࠶ዲ࡛ࡢࡘ୍ࡍ♧ࢆࡇࡃാຠ⋡ⓗ࡚ࡗࡼ

ᡃࡣࠎ㏻ᖖ㸪X ࡿࡍᏑᅾࡀ Y ࢆ㛵ಀ࠺࠸ࡿࡌ⏕ࡀ

ሙྜ㸪Xࡓ࠸࡚ࡗ▱࡛ࡍ  Z ࡁࡿࡍᏑᅾࡶࡀ

 Y ࡊࢃࡊࢃ㸪ࡶ࡚ࡌ⏕ࡀ Z  Y 㛵࡚ࡵࡓࡽ࠶㛫ࡢ

ಀᛶࢆぢฟ࠸࡞ࡋࡣ࠺ࡑ㸬ࢇࢁࡕࡶ㸪X Y 㛫ࡢ

ᅉᯝ㛵ಀ࡚ࡗ࠸ࡽࡿ࠶ࡀ㸪Z  Y ࡞ࡀ㛵ಀ㛫ࡢ

㸪Zࡋࡋ㸬࠸࡞ࡽ㝈ࡣ࠸  Y ࡿ▱ࢆ㛵ಀᛶࡢ㛫ࡢ

ఱࡢࡽᚲせᛶ࠸࡞ࡌ⏕ࡀ㝈ࡾ㸪ࡣࢀࡑ↓㥏࡞ሗฎ

࠺కⓎ㐩㸬⤒㦂࠸࡞ࡋ࡛⌮ WM ᐜ㔞ࡢቑࡣ㸪

Ꮚ౪ὀពᛮ⪃ࡢ↔Ⅼࡋ⬟ྍࢆ㸪㛵㐃ᛶ㸦㣗

≀ A ࡃ⣲᪩ࢆ㸧ࡿ࠶ࡀຠᯝࡍࡽ㬆ࢆ㡢ࡏࡽගࢆ⭡࠾ࡣ

ࡶࡘᣢࢆຠᯝࡶሗฎ⌮㸦ࡢవศ࡞㸪↓㥏ࡋ▱᳨

 㸬ࡿࡍไᚚ࠺ࡼࡿࡍᢚไࢆ㸧࠺ࡿ࠶ࡀࡢ
Gopnik 㸪ࡓࡲࡶぢ▱ࡢ✲◊ࡓࡗ⾜ࡀࣉ࣮ࣝࢢࡢࡑ

⤒㦂ࡸᏛ⩦㸪࡚ࡋࡑⓎ㐩కࡢ࣮࣓ࣜࣔࢢ࣮ࣥ࢟࣡࠺

ቑຍ↔Ⅼࡓࡋᛮ⪃࣮ࣔࡢࢻ㛵㐃ᛶࢆ♧၀ࡿࡍ㸬

ࡍࡽࡓࡶࢆࢫࣂࡀⅬ↔ࡢ⪄ᛮࡣࡽࡕࡇ㸪ࡋࡔࡓ

ࡿ࡞㸬ᙼዪ୍ࡢࡽ㐃ࡢᏊ౪ࡣ࡛✲◊ࡢ㸪ᚑ᮶ࡢⓎ

㐩◊✲ࡢ▱ぢࡾ࡞␗㸪ᗂ࠸Ꮚ౪ࡢ᪉ࡀᖺୖࡢᏊ౪ࡼ

 ࡓࢀࡉ♧ࡀࡇࡿ࠶ࡀሙྜࡍ♧ࢆ᥎ㄽ⬟ຊ࠸㧗ࡶࡾ
(Lucas, Bridgers, Griffiths, & Gopnik, 2014; Seiver, Gopnik, 
& Goodman, 2013; Walker & Gopnik, 2014)㸬Ꮚ౪ࡣࡕࡓ

୍㐃ࡢ㇟ࢆほᐹࡓࡋᚋ㸪௬ㄝ A  B ㄝࢆ㇟ࡕ࠺ࡢ

᫂ࡿࡍᛮ࠺௬ㄝࢆ㑅ᢥࡓࡋ㸬㇟ࡕ࠺ࡢࡵࡌࡣࡣ௬

ㄝ B 㸪A࠼ࡳ࠺ࡼࡿࡍᨭᣢࢆ᪉ࡢ ࡃࡋࡽࡶࡗࡶࡣ

௬ㄝࡣ㸪ᐇ㝿ࡋࡋ㸬࠸࡞ A ドᣐࡓぢࡀࡕࡓᏊ౪ࡣ

㸦㇟⣔ิయ㸧ᨭᣢࡿ࠸࡚ࢀࡉ㸬ᖺᑡࡢᏊ౪ࡕࡓ

࡚࠸ᇶ࡙ドᣐࡣ A 㸪ᖺ㛗ࡀ࠸㧗ࡀᛶ⬟ྍࡿࡍ᥎ㄽࢆ

௬ㄝࡓ࠼ぢ࠺ࡼࡿࢀࡉᨭᣢࡵࡌࡣࡣࡕࡓᏊ౪ࡢ B
 㸬Gopnik, Griffiths, and Lucasࡓࡗ㧗ࡀഴྥࡿࡍᅛᇳ
ࡀ᪉ࡢࡕࡓᏊ౪ࡢ㸪ᖺᑡࡽぢ▱ࡢࡽࢀࡇ㸪ࡣ (2015)

ᖺ㛗ࡢᏊ౪ࡶࡾࡼࡕࡓ㸪㏻ᖖࡿ࡞␗ᢳ㇟ⓗ࡞ᅉᯝつ

ࡢ㸪ᖺᑡࡾ࠾࡚ࢀඃࡢࡿࡍ⩦Ꮫ࡚࠸ᇶ࡙ドᣐࢆ๎

Ꮚ౪ࡢ᪉ࢻ࣐ࣥࣥࣉ࣮࢜ࡀドᣐࢆぢࡿㄽࡓࡌ㸬 
ᙼዪࡣ✲◊ࡢࡕࡓ㸪࣮࣮࣓࣡ࣜࣔࢢࣥ࢟ᐜ㔞᥎ㄽ

㸪 Ⓨࡀ࠸࡞ࡣ࡛ࡅࢃࡿ࠸࡚ࡗᢅࢺࢡࣞࢲࢆ㛵ಀࡢ
㐩క࡚ࡗᛮ⪃ࡢ↔Ⅼࡋ♧ࢆࡇࡿ࡞ࡃࡍࡸࡌ⏕ࡀ

Ⅼ↔ࢆ⪄ᛮ㸪ὀពࡀ᪉ࡢࡕࡓᏊ౪ࡢ㸬ᖺ㛗ࡿ࠸࡚

ࡁ࡛ࡀࡇࡿࡍᙧᡂࢆ㸪௬ㄝࡋ⌮ฎࡃ⣲᪩ࢆሗ࡚ࡋ

 㸬ࡶ࡚ࡋࡿ࠸࡚ࡗࡀࡕࡲࡀ௬ㄝࡢࡑ࠼ࡓ㸬ࡿ
୍᪉㸪 ᖺᑡࡢᏊ౪ࡣࡕࡓ↔Ⅼࡓࡋᛮ⪃ࡔࡲࡀ༑ศ

ࡋ⌮ฎᆒ୍ࢆドᣐࡢ࡚ࡍ㸪㏫ࡵࡓ࠸࡞࠼⾜

ࡢᅉᯝつ๎ࡓ࠸ᇶ࡙ドᣐᯝⓗ⤖ࡀࢀࡑ㸬࠺ࡲࡋ࡚

Ⓨぢࡓࡗࡀ࡞ࡘゝࡿ࠼㸬࣮࣮࣓࣡ࣜࣔࢢࣥ࢟ᐜ㔞

ᛮ࠺ࡑࡣ࠸ࡿ࠶㸦࠸῝ࡳ㸪㥆ᰁࡣⓎ㐩ࡢ⬟▱ࡸቑຍࡢ

≦㸧ࡿ࠸࡚ࡗᛮ࠺ࡑࡣ࠸ࡿ࠶㸦ࡿ࠶ࡢ㸧▱㆑ࡿ࠸࡚ࡗ

ἣ࡚࠸࠾㸪ே↔Ⅼࡓࡋᛮ⪃ฎ⌮ࡉࡃࡍࡸࡾྲྀࢆ

 㸬ࡿࡏ
࣮࣓ࣜࣔࢢ࣮ࣥ࢟࣡࡞ࡁᐜ㔞㸪ࡣ࠸ࡿ࠶↔Ⅼࡋ

࡞࠺ࡼࡢ㸪Ὕᐹၥ㢟ゎỴࡣࡃᑟᯝ⤖࠸ᝏࡀ⪄ᛮࡓ

ᣑᩓⓗᛮ⪃ࡸ࿘㎶ሗࡢ⏝ࡀᚲせ࡞ㄢ㢟ࡼ࡚࠸࠾

ᶵ⬟ⓗࡀࡅᶵ࡙ືࡿࡼ㸪ሗ㓘ࡣࡃ㸬ྂࡿࢀࡽࡵㄆࡃ

ᅛ╔ࢆ༷⬺ࡢࡽጉࡿ࠶ࡀ✲◊ࡓࡋ♧ࢆࡇࡿࡆ 
(Glucksberg, 1962)㸬ࡓࡲ㸪࣡ ࡀᐜ㔞࣮࣓ࣜࣔࢢ࣮ࣥ࢟

 & ぢ (Beilock▱࠺࠸࠸ࡃࡋฟ⬺ࡽ࠼ᵓࡀ᪉࠸ࡁ
DeCaro, 2007; Ricks, Turley-Ames, & Wiley, 2007) ࡸ㸪㏫

ࣄࡀ᪉ࡢ㸧࠸ࡉᑠࡀᐜ㔞࣓ࣜࣔࢢࣥ࢟㸪⪁ே㸦࣮࣡

 & ,Kim, Hasher) ࠸ࡍࡸࡁẼ࡙࿘㎶ሗࡿ࡞ࢺࣥ
Zacks, 2007) ࠺࠸▱ぢࡿ࠶ࡶ㸬㛵㐃࡚ࡋ㸪⏕άࢬࣀ 
(Mehta, Zhu, & Cheema, 2013) ࡸᑡ㔞࣮ࣝࢥࣝࡢᦤ  ྲྀ
(Jarosz, Colflesh, & Wiley, 2012) ࡀ㐀ᛶࢆ㧗ࡇࡿࡵ

 㸬ࡿ࠸࡚ࢀࡽ▱ࡶ
᪉ྥᛶࢆᣢࡘ↔Ⅼࡓࢀࡉሗฎ⌮ࡣㅖลࡢ࡛ࡶ

ࡓࡗࡲࡋ࡚ࢀእࡽ㸪↔Ⅼࡣ⪄ᛮࡓࢀࡉ㸬↔Ⅼࡿ࠶

ሗ㸪⮬ศࡇ࠸࡞ࡽ▱ࠕࡀ ࠖࡇ࠸࡞࠸࡚ࡌಙࠕࠖࡸ

 ,Birch & Bloom) ࡿࡍࡃࡋ㞴ࢆࡇࡿࡅྥࢆὀព
2003, 2007)㸬ࡵࡓࡢࡑ㸪࡚ࡗ࠼ドᣐᇶ࡙ࡃ᥎ㄽ

ᮏᙜࡀ௬ㄝࡓࢀࡽ㸪ᚓࢇࢁࡕࡶ㸬ࡿ࠶ࡀࡇࡿࡆጉࢆ

⪄ᛮ㸪ὀពࡣࡵࡓࡿࡍド᳨ࢆ࠺ࡢ࠸ࡋṇ

ẚヲ⣽ࢆሗࡢ࡚ࡍ㸪ࡋ⦅ࢇࡓࡗ࠸ࢆⅬ↔ࡢ

㍑ࡿࡍศᯒⓗᛮ⪃ࡀࢫࢭࣟࣉᚲせࡿ࡞㸬↔Ⅼࢆ⦆

ࡋ㸪ศᯒⓗᛮ⪃ࡋ⾜⛣㸪ࡢࡑฎ⌮ࡀᡂຌࡵࡓࡿࡍ

ᚲせࡀᐜ㔞࣮࣓ࣜࣔࢢ࣮ࣥ࢟࣡ࡢࡃከࡽࡉ㸪ࡣ

 㸬ࡿࢀࡉ

7. ศᯒⓗᛮ⪃ࡢ⮬ືᛶ 

✀㢮ࡢᛮ⪃㛵ࡿࡍ➨㸰ࡢㄽⅬࡣ㸪ྛࡢࠎ≉ᛶ

㸪㔜ࡣᯝ⤖ࡢ㸬Hattori & Hattori (2017)ࡿ࠶࡛࡚࠸ࡘ

ࡀࡇࡿぢࡓࡋ♧ࢆᑐᛂ㛵ಀࡢ⛬㔜㐣࣒࣮ࣞࣇ

ὀࡇࡿ࠸࡚ࡋ၀♧ࡶࡇࡢ㸪ู㸪ྠࡀࡿࡁ࡛
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ពࡿࡍᚲせࡿ࠶ࡀ㸬Hattori & Hattori (2017) ࡧࡼ࠾  
Hattori et al. (2017) ࡢᐇ㦂⤖ᯝࡣ㸪ྰᐃࡢᑐ⛠⾲⌧ࣇࡀ

㸬ࡓࡋ♧ࢆࡇࡘᣢࢆᙳ㡪࠸ᙉ࡚ࡋᑐ㑅ᢥࡢ࣒࣮ࣞ

㸪Xࡾࡲࡘ ࡕࢃ࡞ࡍ㸪ࡢࡶ࠸࡞࡛ not-X 㸪Yࢆ ࠺࠸

ࡗ࠶ᬒ࡛⫼࡞࠸ࡲ࠸࠶㸪࡚ࡗࡼࡇࡿࡍ⌧⾲࡛⛠ྡ

ࡓ not-X 㸪Yࡀ ࠺࠸ X ⪅㸪୧ࡾ࡞ࡢࡶࡿࡍᑐᓖ

࠺ࡼࡢࡇ㸬ࡓࡋ♧ࢆࡇࡿ࡞㇟࡞⛠ᑐᚰ⌮ⓗࡀ

㸪༙⮬ືⓗࡀ⌧⾲ࡢၥ㢟࡞ B ศ࡚ࡋ㉳ືࢆ࣒࣮ࣞࣇ

ᯒⓗ࡞ᛮ⪃ࢆច㉳ࡿ࠺ࡋ㸪ࡣ࠸ࡿ࠶㸪ᑡࡶࡃ࡞ B ࣇ

ࡇ㸬ࡿࡁ࡛ࡀࡇࡿ࠼⪄ࡿ࠺ࡋ㐍ಁࢆ㉳ືࡢ࣒࣮ࣞ

ࢱ࡞ࢡࢵࢸࢫ࣮ࣜࣗࣄ㸪ࡣ㸪㔜㐣⛬⌮ㄽ࡛࡛ࡲࢀ

࡞㸪ศᯒⓗࢀࡉព㆑ⓗ㸦๓ព㆑ⓗ㸧↓ࡀ⪄㸯ᛮࣉ

ぢ▱ࡢࡽࢀࡇ㸪ࡀࡓࡁ࡚ࢀࡉព㆑ⓗࡣ⪄㸰ᛮࣉࢱ

㸪Bࡣ ࡶࡃ࡞㸪ᑡ⪄ᛮ࡞ศᯒⓗࡾࡲࡘ㸪࣒࣮ࣞࣇ

୍㒊ࡣ↓ព㆑ⓗ࡛⮬ືⓗ࡞㒊ศࢆࡇࡿ࠶ࡀ♧၀ࡿࡍ㸬 
ࡍ㛵࠼᭰ࡾษࡢ⪄ᛮࡢࣉࢱࡢࡘ㸪࡛ࡲࢀࡇ 

᥎⧢₇࡞ⓗྂ࡞࠺ࡼࡢ㸪୕ẁㄽἲㄢ㢟ࡣ࡛✲◊ࡿ

⌮ㄢ㢟 (De Neys, Moyens, & Vansteenwegen, 

 Ꮫၥ㢟(Deᩘ➼ึࡢ࡞㸪ᇶ‽⋡↓どၥ㢟ࡸ(2010

Neys & Glumicic, 2008)ࡀࡇࡿࢀࡽ࠸⏝ࡀከࡗ

࡚ࡗࡼ㸪ၥ㢟ࡋᏑᅾࡀṇゎࡣၥ㢟ࡓࡗ࠸࠺ࡇ㸬ࡓ

cue 㸪ṇゎࡋド᳨ࢆᛂࢡࢵࢸࢫ࣮ࣜࣗࣄࡓࢀࡉ

㸬ࡿࢀࡉᚲせࡀ⪄㸪ศᯒⓗᛮࡣࡵࡓࡿࡍ㐩฿

⪄ศᯒⓗᛮࡽࢡࢵࢸࢫ࣮ࣜࣗࣄ㸪࡚ࡗࡀࡓࡋ

⌧㸪ࡋࡋ㸬࠸ࡍࡸࡾࡓᙜࡀගࡾࡤ᪉ྥ࠺࠸

ᐇୡ⏺࡛ᡃࡀࠎ┤㠃ࡿࡍከࡢࡃၥ㢟ࡣṇゎࡀᏑᅾࡍ

㐺࡚᭱ࡌᛂἣ≦ࢁࡋࡴ㸬ࡿ࠶࡛⛥ࢁࡋࡴࡣࡇࡿ

ࡁ㸪ࡣᛂࡿࡼ㸬┤ឤⓗつ๎ࡿ࠺ࡾࢃኚࡀゎ࡞

ࡿ࠶ࡶࡇࡿ࡞ཎᅉࡢุ᩿࡞⌮㠀ྜࡸࢫࣂ

࡞ศᯒⓗࡣពᛮỴᐃ࡛ࡸ᥎ㄽࡿࡅ࠾⏺㸪⌧ᐇୡࡀ

ࣉࢱ 2 ࢀࡑࡣ࡚ࡗࡼᗘ㸪ሙྜ⛬ྠᛂࡿࡼ

௨ୖຠ⋡ⓗ࡛ṇ☜ࡿࡍ⬟ྍࢆุ᩿࡞

(Kruglanski & Gigerenzer, 2011)㸬ேࡣ㸪ၥ㢟ࡸ≧

ἣᛂ࡚ࡌ㸪㐺ᗘࡉ㏿࡞ṇ☜࡛ࡉゎࢆᚓࡵࡓࡿ㸪

㐺ษ࣒࣮ࣞࣇ࡞㸪ࡣ࠸ࡿ࠶ᛮ⪃ࢆࣉࢱ㑅ᢥࡿࡍᚲ

せࡿ࠶ࡀ㸬ࡢࣉࢱࡢࡘᛮ⪃࡚࠸ࡘ㆟ㄽ࠺ࡿࡍ

࠸⪄ศᯒⓗᛮࡽ⪄ᛮࢡࢵࢸࢫ࣮ࣜࣗࣄ㸪࡛࠼

༑ศࡣ࡛ࡅࡔࡿࡍ㆟ㄽࢆࡳࡢ࠼᭰ࡾษࡢ᪉ྥ୍࠺

࠸ᢚไࡢ⪄ศᯒⓗᛮࡣ࠸ࡿ࠶᪉ྥ㸪ࡢ㸬㏫ࡿ࠶࡛

ࢆ㸬㔜㐣⛬⌮ㄽࡿ࠶ࡀᚲせᛶࡿ࠼⪄ࡶࡽほⅬ࠺

㸪ࡋᢚไࢆ⾜⛣ࡢ⪄ศᯒⓗᛮࡀ㸪ఱࡶ࡛࠼࠺ࡿ࠼⪄

࠺࠸ࡢࡿࡏࡉᣢ⥔ࢆ⪄ᛮ࡞ࢡࢵࢸࢫ࣮ࣜࣗࣄ

ほⅬࡀ✲◊ࡢࡽᚲせ࡛ࡿࢀࡽ࠼⪄ࡿ࠶㸬 
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