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In this experiment, we analyzed the effects of preexposure to either a compound taste stimulus
or its separate elements on the strength of the conditioned aversion resulting from pairing the
compound with LiC!. All animals drank the same amount of liquid during preexposure and con
ditioning. Compound preexposure producedmore latent inhibition than did element preexposure
with both a short (4 h) preexposure-conditioning interval and a long (48 h) one. These results are
interpreted as reflecting generalization decrement.

Exposure to a flavor before aversive conditioning at
tenuates the aversion conditioned to that flavor. This phe
nomenon is an example of latent inhibition (Lubow,
1973). Several theories have tried to explain it without
complete success (for a review, see Lubow, 1989). Some
attempts to analyze latent inhibition have used a proce
dure in which, during the preexposure phase, another
stimulus is presented in compound with the stimulus to
be conditioned. For instance, Kaye, Swietalski, and Mack
intosh (1988) found that the presence of the distractor
stimulus decreased the latent inhibition effect (see also
Best, Gemberling, & Johnson, 1979; Honey & Hall,
1988).

It has been suggested that when a compound is pre
sented , a unique cue or configure emerges (see, e.g.,
Kehoe & Gormezano, 1980; Razran, 1971; Rescorla,
1973). If a compound is indeed more than the simple sum
of its elements, preexposure to both elements ought to pro
duce less latent inhibition than should compound preex
posure when the compound is conditioned, because of
generalization decrement. That is, the strength of latent
inhibition will be reduced if the stimulus used during
conditioning differs in some way from the preexposed
stimulus.

Holland and Forbes (1980) found that preexposure to
the elements was more effective in producing latent inhi
bition to a compound than was preexposure to the com
pound itself. Their outcome is compatible with an associa
tive point of view, in which stimuli in compound compete
to acquire associative strength. If we assume that latent
inhibition is the result of the acquisition of an associative
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conditioned response of inattention (Lubow, Schnur, &
Rifkin, 1976), then on the compound-conditioning trial,
the total amount of such associative strength when the
stimuli have been preexposed separately will be greater
than when they have been preexposed in compound, be
cause separately presented elements do not compete.

However, Baker, Haskins, and Hall (1990) obtained the
opposite results in two experiments, one of which repli
cated Holland and Forbes's (1980) Experiment 2. Pre
exposure to both elements produced less latent inhibition
to the compound than did compound preexposure.

L6pez Ramirez and Aguado Aguilar (1992), using
fewer preexposures to the compound or elements than did
Baker et al . (1990), also evaluated the effects of the in
terval between preexposure and conditioning. With a long
interval of 48 h, they found no difference between the
amounts of latent inhibition produced by preexposure to
the compound or to the separate elements, but with a 4-h
interval, they found more latent inhibition following com
pound preexposure, a result similar to that of Baker et al .
(1990).

The objective in the present experiment was to gather
more data on the relative effects of compound preexpo
sure versus preexposure to the separate elements on latent
inhibition of the compound. Unlike earlier experiments,
preexposure and conditioning access to the solutions
was limited so that all groups would consume the same
amount. Rats had access to 8 ml of the appropriate solu
tion for 30 min in each preexposure and during condi
tioning. The design included six groups of subjects. Two
groups (COM-4 and COM-48) were preexposed to a si
multaneous compound of two flavors (coffee + vinegar),
and another two groups (EL-4 andEL-48) were preexposed
to the separate elements (coffee/vinegar). Two additional
groups (CON-4 and CON-48) served as control groups
and received water during preexposure. For each type of
preexposure, the separate groups received preexposure
conditioning intervals of 4 and 48 h, respectively .
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The results of this experiment indicate that, with a taste-aversion learn
ing paradigm, taste-compound preexposure produces more latent inhi
bition on compound conditioning than does preexposure to the elements .
These results agree with those reported by Baker et al . (1990) and Lopez
Ramirez and Aguado Aguilar (1992) but are contrary to the results of
Holland and Forbes (1980). These results are not consistent with an as
sociative account such as Lubow's (1989) conditioned-attention theory,
which predicts greater latent inhibition from element preexposure than
from compound preexposure. Instead, we could maintain that there is
generalization decrement of latent inhibition in the group preexposed
to the separate elements because a unique cue present on the compound
conditioning trial has not been preexposed. In the present experiment,
the differential effect of compound and element preexposure was ob
tained with both a short (4-h) and a long (48-h) interval . Lopez Ramirez
and Aguado Aguilar (1992) found such an effect only with a short in
terval , whereas with a 48-h preexposure-conditioning interval , the two
preexposure treatments produced equivalent latent inhibition. We have
no ready explanation of this discrepancy.

hoc analyses (Newman-Keuls) showed that control groups
CON-48 and CON-4 drank less than did the other groups .
Groups COM-48 and COM-4 drank the same amount ~nd
drank more than did the EL-48 and EL-4 groups, WhICh
did not differ.
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Procedure
The animals were progressively adapted to a water deprivation sched

ule , during which they had access to a bottle of water in daily periods
of 10 min for 10 days. The subjects were divided into six groups dif
fering in preexposure procedure (elements, compound, or no preexpo
sure) and duration of the interval between preexposure and condition
ing (4 or 48 h) . Animals of groups COM-48 and COM-4 were given
two 3Q-min preexposure trials with 8 ml of a simultaneously presented
compound of coffee and vinegar. Groups EL-48 and EL-4 had access
to 8 ml of coffee or vinegar, each for a period of 30 min , with order
of presentation counterbalanced. Control groups CON-48 and CON-4
drank 8 ml of water during each of the two periods . The interval be
tween the first and second preexposures was 5 h. Conditioning was done
4 or 48 h after the last preexposure for half of each group. Condition
ing consisted of access to 8 ml of the coffee-vinegar compound for
30 min, followed immediately by an injection of LiCI (0.15 M, 6 ml/kg).
On the next day , all rats drank water for 10 min , and on the day after
that , the test was done. During the test, the animals had access to the
compound of coffee and vinegar for 10 min .

Subjects and Apparatus
Forty-eight male Wistar rats with a mean weight of 402 g (range

317-463 g) were used . The rats were 100 days old at the beginning of
the experiment. The animals were housed in individual cages (27 x
27 x 15 ern), with food available ad lib. The solutions were presented
in glass bottles with stainless steel spouts. The stimuli used were vine
gar (I % wt/vol) and coffee (I % wt/vol), and the compound stimulus
was a mixture of both . The toxic agent unconditioned stimulus (US)
was a 0.15-M solution of LiCI, administered at doses of 6 mllkg body
weight .

Figure 1 shows consumption of the compound in the
test by the different groups. An analysis of variance per
formed on the consumption data yielded a significant ef
fect of the preexposure procedure [F(2,48) = 50.8, p <
.001], but there was neither a significant effect of inter
val [F(I,48) = 0.44, P > .05] nor a significant inter
action ofthesefactors [P(2,48) = 1.432,p > .05]. Post

• Compound Element • Control

Figure 1. Mean consumption of the compound on the test day. (Manuscript received June 21, 1993.)
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