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Do Non-Human Primates Speak?

Masumi Wakita

The vocal communication of non-human primates appears to have
some commonalities with human speech. Here, to investigate linguis-
tic abilities in non-human primates, two preliminary experiments
were carried out by using a common marmoset (Callithrix jacchus).
In Exp. 1, the marmoset was trained to discriminate pulse trains of
either 0.5 or 2 kHz frequencies that were repeated with intervals of
either 50 or 200 ms. Consequently, the marmoset successfully identi-
fied the target train out of four stimuli. In Exp. 2, the marmoset was
trained to discriminate patterned repetition of A (0.5 kHz 50 ms)
and B (2kHz, 200 ms) elements arranged into ABAB and AABB se-
quences on absolute and relative discrimination procedures. During
the absolute discrimination training, the ABAB and AABB sequenc-
es were presented for positive and negative trials, respectively. Dur-
ing the relative discrimination training, there was a transition from
the AABB to the ABAB sequences during the positive trials while
only the AABB sequence was presented in the negative trials. Con-
sequently, the marmoset could achieve relative discrimination but
failed at absolute discrimination. These findings imply that the mar-
moset’s ability to process auditory signals is sufficient for the memo-
ry of physical properties of sounds and the online segmentation of an
auditory stream but is not sufficient to build a representation of an
auditory sequence in long-term memory. Such restricted ability of
auditory sequence processing may be due to a less developed lan-
guage-related brain structures in non-human primates.
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BLZ6500 HAERNCHNZERBEIZRICHIL L. Y 420,
T—FLy PRZKRIFI, FURLTY— b MR 3B0 S L
S DERECEFRICEATI A —3a v e T 5 EDHRIRTY
L. b N CRABOEEEMNAGDOE LR E2EL Z &€, WU
HEEReXzEs. L2oL, e NUALOBEEHEHTIE, FEALOHEFII 2
=3 aVvPREOI -V hD. A VEMAEDELILIEIH D
B, FOFHN O — VIEBEIMWTH L. L72h->T, b MISOERH

, BRICE S TEZ BNBIHEMIZE N ST L WVEAH . ) LEEA
TEOENE, b &b I OREHEOMIZEVIAIE 2 ETEEAHEOE

WZHENDEEZONL, 22T, b NS OEEHIZBY A2 E51H5E

T ORI 2 FARD 120, 1fAkoaEry~—Fty FEHWT
ZOo0FERERTo7.

EE1 JEVY—TEtY MIBITBERFH
i
P Lo T, MEEIHAEELZ L L IR TLEFREMMZ
T, ZOEFEEMVCY VAR ZOMAEELZ R L7220 LX) 2ik5
Wb, BZIE, Ny bEYF— (Chlorocebus aethiops)
X, avh EORERY, VI REDESR, NELREICHLTRRLE
%3 % (Seyfarth et al, 1980a). & 512, TNHLDOERE 7L A
Ny s g hE, EERICIWHEBMSFEL 2V b b, AEEY
Mg i ERICED, NENOZRE IV E o TR TER
FL, BENOEMTIEHISEITAL L vwo7, ZNENOHAEEDNDS
KN DB HITENG | & &N b (Seyfarth et al, 1980b). EAED
T & F Y AN (Lemur catta) b FFRIZ, TEN72EREDTERT 2EE
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RREE L o HEBZON T T IR LR T A 2 EA S
Tw» % (Macedonia, 1990). 2%V, HREEZTICELE OV LI EZ
LR LTS,

B EAGTERAR L vz, BEEOT VIt TEFRI I
F=rYaYiIFIEETHS ). FRPIVOEEIIHEEON T I —
WCBES 57259 0. 2 aF<FWN (Cebus paella nigritus), 27 AN F
T4 54 (Callicebus nigrifrons) ©~<%5 %<1 (Saguinus fuscicollis)
Ry Fe sy <) v (Saguinus mystax) 7% EOIMFAF N TR L 25,
BEEICKHT 2 EFIIEEUI/OMEOMEE IO RE LN, WERYICK
T HEFRITAEEN TR VEESY MO 7V — T OMEEIZ D FEE LN T
Wo DFENEELNLERIE, LT LOREOMAR LR T 5B
ELTHEEL T ozt vz b, $72, MBILEEONLIEFE L
AN 7§ 5L, §RXTOFVPENERT LT 2 W05, WEBYIC
LTREONDERET I, 1BEALOF IV THFISEE T 2HEIE Ao
7= (Casar et al, 2012a; Kirchhof and Hammerschmidt, 2006; Wheeler,
2010). 2F b, MAFIH L CEELNLEFIL, LT LIMMARZIE
BRI BLICHEEN T EWnE WS, Lad, EHEL0ENEIER
ENTOHFWROBEM LN L o722 &%, Fil EBEREE25 L 72M
) oFxR22LT, ERUNORBEREETCHZ200H Ltew
(Wheeler, 2010). 2% 1), HERFVEHEEETIIERE b LWL
IZEBbis.

T O, HREZHENICEMEIELZETHE 0L
(Heffner, 2004), & ORI EIZ L o THE§ 2D ThH -
T, THEOFEREME L EEE OB IIRETIEIRZVOTHA I B, HbHW
W&, TV DT TR R R ] e & D e R I R R S R i e &
BORTOFHOMAGLETERINDLD, £ OFIRYF VL, Bl
X, TRESDOEEHD S PR DORTTIZ LABIE TR L, SR 0E
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WERHBTE VDS P

Z 2T, R VICTERE T OREDPIEL T E 20, TabbLIEREE
GREIFLREICIHFELES L) LERNTE 20 E ) peliRs kil
2. Fooll, FritREVvoarsv—%FtXy b (Callithrix jacchus)
#AWT, ZODOREBOMEE OO MM TRAE S 272l 5
24T 72,

Fik
WHERIK

EEBEOLWF 2D ax®r~v—TF+Xy b (Callithrix jacchus) % 118
Hvizz, Zofifkix, b MIBEEICL > TATHE SN fAFr—IC
&, FEEGE & HI2 2 R TRE STz, FEERBIGIEC 2 s T
EIX400g TH o7z, W HWTRELHKZHIRL 270572

I RS R B ERE & B X Ot k% B e s £
ROKBEHT, [VIVHEOFEEER T 2388 (E 3] 12
o TTo 72,

5

W

B
FrR A (L FEERE T (45 (h) x 30 (w) x75 (d) cm] (Fig. 1) & w7z,
FEANFBIZIE, RE25 5em OFE S, ek Hoffniz2RKoik$)
KDY, FIEEREFEHB O 72072, BT SR VICIER T2 &
10cm OFESICEE3cm OENFH D, #EEIIH LN TWZLS, o
BROBIZIZY vy =P E~—Tty NIz #EL Z L TE .
ET7 SRV OEIIIHE RO A Y — 1 =25 @ iz, @ BRTIzIEk
RMUAH Y, EEEFIEEBRICEKDTE 2, RIFTIEIRATHH T §ET
Hotz.
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Fig. 1.
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Fig. 2. Schematic representation of stimuli in Exp. 1.
%%

R, 05 kHz 2> 2kHz O 07V A (R 50 ms T
10ms DL H EHY &2 HTFH)ER) % 50 ms A 200 ms @ [ T HE
S7, FHAEEHO OV AT 2 H 7 S+iE, 05 kHz ORBEE OV A
% 50ms DR TERT L7209V A5 L L7z (Fig. 2).
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FrE

I1H1tv a3 100 84T (25 AT x4 M) 17072, SRS itk
THARTICIETORREING L9, HEUIENUT v & 4 2)HF CTER
L7

BATIE, v —Fk v MHIEERHOILFE ) A 3-5 BT 5 & B
L7, Z0%, 4RO S b ENPORED, ~—Ft v N AHICH T
HOIEE ) KICEEIT 2 (go FUS) FTRETSBHEERIN. S+
EORFICHBCHMT A O IR ) RICEBE)T 2 (HIT) &, MMORRE®XT
L, VPR 22 2 Losiisk7z. BEL 2 udns MISS & L7z,
S—OERPICHBCHRAOIEE ) RICEBE)T 5 & (FA: false alarm), XK
AT % SRR L7z, BEL 7 17 1 correct rejection (CR) & L7-.
CR FUS I IZ W % 2R Lz o 72, MISS & FA O RGO %1213 1
AATICBR Y FBIERIT & L CR—$0fr 2 KE L7275, BIERITTOR
IMEAE RO ED R o 72,

DR, S—FUTOED SHRHITORD 3HETH o727z, [(HIT
Hx3)+ (B &MDS—TOCREDOEF) ] 6 & LTHM L2 WifdhE
T A3ty aryTOOLLETH- %A IZHIBERT L.

BREER

<X—Fty ORIy va rofEl L bIcmEL, 172y
va v THEERER L (Fig 3). FEIXFAD ) R A Fv 2o 7
BIThorzlzd, ~—Fty bPMEEOMEHIMEZ RIUEICH®L, €
ORI L CEYI 2R TERERINE 35, 3742 b BRI R A5 T
XL Lo

F 72, AW CHW RSB L <, BAEMIZIE, 50ms & 200ms @
B DL 05kHz & 2 kHz OJEEOZS EBIIEMICH 2 5<XE T
Hol2ThrH. LhL, tviaroBlogp szt se, S
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Sessions

Learning curve. The plots are averaged over three sessions to
eliminate the daily fluctuation of the results. The horizontal dashed
line indicates the learning criterion.

GO response ratio
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—@- 0.5 kHz/ 50 ms (S+)
-0 0.5 kHz/ 200 ms
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Fig. 4. GO response ratio for each stimulus.

+ LR RITER Z AT LV AFE ) LD go BUS O HBLE L [F]
FTHY, S+ & RERER O IH L 20/ O 250 go LD
HBRER OB, o72 (Figd). 250, v~—Ftv b5 JHEEDFH
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DELLPIZEVIKFT LT L%, MAEDRITEEFEL CUEL Tz
EDTREE NG, 7RIS SOV 25 O B PR TT & R BIRTT O FERY
BANITICRE L, RIED & DD T 5/ HlIEIC & o THITE
TLUEE R o7hb Lt

KIFFEORERESS, aTr~v—Tty MEEETZRITE 21350
T, HBOEREF R 2 e R &I MEIFRIZ, TR 4 S o

HEY) T4 SV LRGSO L o THLRITE & #IRT 5

%ﬁﬁ%%:ku%%#t&ot.Oib,:%yv—%%vb®;5&
PRV S, Ry MEYF -0 L) ITHEE IS L 72 BE I
LT, ZNEIITBINN 7% U2 EIRTE 5 W RMHSH 5 2 L1k 5.

FNTIE, BETEOH MRV, EER EOMEEIEEOLNLE
FOPRIAT LM EBE LB TH2ENE L LTRET 22 oTh, %
I EOREEWICHEEONLERITER S L L TRELZVOTHSH
n. FEOWRERRTH2EF LSOy PEYF—RT 4 F YA
VD LD el O VAL RE T, HiEE DS kNS L ERHAR
bMd, L7edoT, BB, LANL -0, BREE2%EL-EWD
S OHHEZ AV D BIEHUTZH T A 2 L1274 5T (Macedonia,
1990; Seyfarth, 1980), M EICL > CTHiEEDOH T T — 2 FETE S
HMEHMETEADPREV 2L Lev, —FT, FREF L0 L5 2
IO VOERE, MEEon T T80, fEESEICH LD
DB D D, ERE RS L EED> S EE £ TOMEER &I
L7858 EoEHRE & ATWw5b (Casar et al, 2012b; Wheeler et al,
2010). @ oY vz, wiEE > S AN SN D DM o, B
WKL & 570, FiEEZIERTLL0 S, LIRS 25 2 LA
TELERNEDOHBL O E Lt

L L, BE®ETH-> THIRERI VOERZ L, WEEOh T T —
FIRLTWS, 21X, vaiaaa 7 A (Colobus guereza) b F v
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YR)VE ¥ F— (Cercopithecus campbellr) & FFEHITHFEMICIEE SN
LB OEF R R H, HFELS— M) —OMAELEEEZD,
BN EEINAEEFT L N— ) —OHEEZEZ /2T 5 LT, HEED
BT T —RBRTAERE L L THEEEE TS (Ouattara et al,
2009; Schel et al, 2010). & 512, ¥ v Y NVEYF—TiIk a vHHE
MIZEREN/2E ELMREMICERSINI L ETIE, BEOLNLEFOHM
HREDLEDVRLEL. bbb, HAEEDOY A 7L FAMEE FRICEBITX
5. MAOEREZLRT 572008 L/S— ) — 2% {2 VWEIC
LoTlE, BEoEFRTMAGDE), FMUBEROKERELZZEZ72D
THZLITHAMTHA .

INFETEH, H—FFOTLANY 7128 oTHIERI S5 % 8
BLIHR, TR LVOEFRPLT LIMEE 2R L2nwEEZEL LN
TE7. LdL, FitFEF VO 2=/ —3 a v b EFHOMAE DRI
Lo TITbND 2 EDghoTwah,. BizIX, 7ualtrT4 74 TidE)
PODOFHEIIH LTHERELNAHERIL, RIZILT->T0E TV ERZE
X, VVoOEREGLE AIPVERALERE BEEOE S
IGCT, BYNCEENLEEDVEL b, £72, THOEWIIH L THEE
ONLHEFOEEDL, A 212 E L, YA IZIFEvy (Casar et al,
2012b). 7O ARFFNOFETLERICOFA LI LAFE 25 (Wheeler et
al, 2010). L7z25oC, AP LIEFREZMAGOE TEREEHELT
WL HIE, BETERLENZ T LANYy 7 LT, TOEREFIZHT S
IS5 &EZA9. L, aEry~v—Fky bR EOHHREIL

EREaEill LTHRLTWRELTY, EBRICE&hE2ET L LT
HRELTWENE ) NIEIAHTH 5.
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X2 JFY—EtY MIHITEHEIFRA
=4)

b FERRIE, RONZHOEHRE— I 2MAaGbEL LT, B
HERZEY IS, S50, TOHFREMAGDEL L THEELZ L
MHTE&L. 2D, v FNEBRAROEEZRNIE, THEKICERDZ W
HEZORVMEZIT\, HEEZHETHI L THAHH. TR, FL
BEEPEENTOTHOIEFEPEL 2 H5VIIGE ) BRET AT 5. Bz
E [Ty Frsy (bL, NvF72) ) & [T F~xv v (il
)| ETIEE) BT MET S, S0 aFITIE, v ME, 278
OF L 2HHORMME A HAGHLEL L TE-NVABFIZL 2 HFED
TELELHNTESL. LAL, b MUAHOFEES, v MAROEFIA
HEd20E) PIEHLA TR

BLT v MNMMOEREOEFRII 22— a VidBEFOI— L
fLI—VORETITONLD, WODPDI—VifAabENs L
bdhb. BlziE, 75Ky~ (Saguinus oedipus) DT Y 71—
N7 ENE, TNETNOEFEIINT 2 PUS & EFIEEIT LT8R % 5 UG
5| &# 23 (Ghazanfar et al, 2001). L2°L, R OMAEDLEHIL
ERTH Y, AUERZLER T, E) BRPAESNE LD 2k
THTHL. ¥ AF 17474 (Callicebus moloch) 7 3 VT F A
)V (Hylobates agilis) \ZB\WT, ROV T 5 EFONEF % FERIYIZ
TTVANy 7 L2 2, FREZIZEINE, H7zhdbRMO+ A
PRIRDIZED W20 X9 s %7~ L 72 (Mitani & Merler, 1989;
Robinson, 1979). 2%V, INHOFETIEEFIOFHNNTE S Z & 52iR
L Twa. L2L, Arnold and Zuberbithler (2012) %5, # 4/} 1
71 ) v (Cercopithecus nictitans) DEINIEINAEHEOEHEEZE 2
TTVANY 7 LIzl h, FV—TDRAN—FEOFEFRINISF L
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IV BRI ER LIz, 2F ), IANFIUT I VIFEVIOE B
ThwI ezl Tws

v NN OBEFIIFEE S ) 7 4 OFRAREIAME L, & CICTEREE
DEBEREN L THOND (F 282V —, Pan troglodytes, Hashiya
& Kojima, 2001; =7k ), Macaca fuscata, Kojima, 1985; 7 71 7L,
Macaca mulatta, Wright, 1998). 7z, 7HZ7 PNV TIX, AJTENFIZ
BT A ICRES T &L (Scott et al, 2012), L) A M ER SN
ThH 2B RS, REBEICERSNIEHH L2FRESINT (Wright
et al, 2000), 7HF<FHI (Cebus apella) &, FEHDOT-H3H 0 2572 \»
Yialk, B TIER L, REOEOREREZEVIFRNOT0S2) & L
Tw7z (D'Amato and Salmon, 1984). 2% ), FidkOFITIE, HKEOH
FDFREER 2 85 &3 D FHNIFRBIATRE (FAF A T AT A ETINT
FAFNOGE) T, EHIORMOE b wEOEH b E CEFNIFHIA
Wig (FANFYRrr ) Y ORE) Tho 2 REFTETE 2w,
Fitch and Hauser (2004) 13BIML —BiBIfbiEic ko T, oKy ¥~
)~ #ABAB & AABB RIIEFRITE 20 L) pE i~ R
ABAB RFNZEIML L 724 <) v 1%, AABB RVIDSERS A &, Bl
WOERENTHEL ) QRS AY = —OFICEE Tz (FBIMEL
7z2). LA L, AABBRFIIHIMLL7-% <) »id ABAB RFI ORI E
RENTHRAE = —DF AR b ol (BBMLIZES 5 7%
ol = viddEfE L EY O R S HRIED B ARG & T &

EAEoE, FMICCEE OB ERREI I ELTWw E2AD, Bl
ABLAB, % A ABB, 1B 2 A-B), ArB, DM OB 28 E L, HT T
U= h 7T —NOEHEOR (212, A-B, & EUAMNT A-A, & EOF
B DR SITW 7z, 5 O W RFHIE ABAB, % AdBiAB,
LEDRGLWIES S Lo T, OISR oOR 2l Z L icid s
v KRTIE, 2O, ESA [V RV O %2 X721 &R
L7

(115)
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% Z &5 (Tincoff et al, 2005), it L7-BRR5] &9 L& 412551
TELRWIEETRIEL TS,

LA L, bR OBIZERE R O BIEM 2 S OBIERIZHEI W TWw S 7
W, IEOBERNEL BNEFE THEALZFVOECEER L TVL00, 7
HTELVONPEIAATH L. BWEINHT L L TENERBITES &
W% BZHH)H. £I2T, v NISMNOFEREPIBOERZ NS % 5 EF
DFBDTREN &) e AR 720OI2, TEYT—FLy M2 HWTEY
OFRIAFZAT S . IFRIATHS T B HE & A R Z 179 . b
OFRE, B ARTAEZ Y (Elliot and Trahiotis, 1972), #ikf IR
T, 1RTIC0E2oRlE L 2ER SN, UTHICITIEO 2R &
N W2 S 2720, flE LS L720D0F0H 0 230w, L
WoT, TOFETIE, L) LOBENEZR#RT A7 TIE R, Hli
* RURLRICHE L CBARERH L. —F, HApliEE T, 2R
NTOVLRIBOZLII ST I X Wiz, ZALR ORIEE D720 0
FHEMPDIZTEL, Thbb, INOHOREIIBITLREL KT L L
T, ¥ty MPEFIEOEZEFTHAITETH Y, E20oh Wz
DIPERNDLZENTED.

7k
BRI & B IIFERR L LRI L TH - 7.

%

FpldlEciE, LB 2 BERZOMY 0D FH % w7z (ABAB &
AABB). ## A (05kHz/50ms) & %HE B (2kHz/200 ms) WHL 725k
EIX[E—Tdh o 72728, MHKE (Osmanski and Wang, 2011) & E:Rihns
EEETHE, v—FLy MIIEEBPEFEA L) b 10-15 dB &
MolzbEZONL, ZBEEHFDOIVL LAY L7 5TF A0 KL 10 ms
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Absolute discrimination task @ element A @ clement B
S+ trial G o o oD h
S-trial @@ D D [ [ ] D D )
Relative discrimination task

reference period : detection period )
S+ trial @@ D e E.- o
S-trial @@ - o0 -

: J
1s

Fig. 5. Schematic representation of stimulus sequences in Exp. 2. The
vertical line in the lower panel represents the timing of the stimulus
change.

EL7z Y, BEHEEFvy SR LICHERE L, AA, BB, AB ® 325
fED, 2512 ABARYI%E 1 Hz OHETRE S5 Z LT ABAB H51H
WMAEVER L7, $£72, AA L BB ORI AKX HIZ 1 Hz OMETRIESE
% Z LT AABB HHIHIEM 2 EH L7 (Fig. 5)

L7255 T, &R E—NVABEFOHMED L HIZ, N5 OFHIHIEHD
FRNNLEERONEF D  BEHVEOREII 2 TNON5.

FmZ

Y —FEt vy MIE2HBEOINMEEAT o 72 GRS 77 51 FRE & AR 7151 7R
M), YE503EY, 1H1 vy v a v 60347 (30 BT X2 M) 170
72, OO 10FATIE 7 + — a7 v TEITE L, RO ST L
72, SHRAITE S—RITOMF L, b0 2 TR CEBEL 2w
LB v F LI PE LT

9, v—Ft v bEAMITHIEIED MG, i\ THXS 7B ERE % 17
9 B3, AR AR DR S IR OB 2 MUY B < 720012, #Exd51)
PR A EEAT S M RREEE T, v—Fty M % S+E4] (ABAB)
WIEIEE D REBE L, S—&%] (AABB) ICIZIEEF W AREBEIL 2w &
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HNZHFEL 72 (Fig 5). 371k, ~—F+t v FHAUIMERHD LT ) KIZ
3I5MHMWEET A LICL o THIIA L. 0%, S+7 S—DEFID,
Y—Fty PARBECHBAOILE DRICBE L 2V E ) RETS B
ERENTC

MR RFRECTIE, ~—FEX vy 2SR (AABB) 2 5 BEAHIEL
(ABAB) ~OZALABIT 5 LA L 72, 3T, ~—Ft v 128
FIBERHOLE Y KRICTELZ EIZIoTHIELZ. 2, 4, 6OV Th
MO RS OZRFME RN TSI EER L2, 20RO S
21E, SHEAT TR 2 LAE SR U723, S—3AT TSI b
SR A SR L7z (Fig 5). BUSEIE~—FX v M 2SflgeHk A o
EFORIEHLZWNE)RETS BE LA b L, SRIBER
W, RUSHICRATT AR~ —F Xy MRS RHOIEE ) KERED
7eWiE, FADLDRMOREREHT L, T80 R L7

EHH0HES, ABAB B O BIRHIZHIBCH B O 1k F ) RICEE)
FIUL (HIT), RO ERE#T L, 1WHEMEZEL 2 LT 7.
BB L 2 iUE s & MISS & L7z, AABB &5 (HHRE A IR RE C 12
WCHIWTER O AABB &%) ORI, FIBCHIBA O 1L £ ) RICEET 2
& (FA: false alarm), KIHIST% 3FMELT L7z, BEHL %2130 correct
rejection (CR) & L7z, CR RIS IZEMEENIZER L2 h o7z, MISS
EFA QRIS 1T EATIZIR Y 5@ 51T & LTl —&Fosfr 2 R L 72
B3, EHEAT TORISIIR RO GHTINNLEZ O R o 7z, FISHERL, #Hixt
FERFGE TR O IR, MR FRRIEE IS O RG2S 1k E ) R
BEIE TORR L L7z,

AR O RATIE HIT & CRBITHOAF ORFETIHIH T 285G LT
FHE L7, BENEBT A3y v a ryTO070 DETH - 2HA il
ARET L7z BUEPA R L 2o oA, 30y a v (flEEso
BEOFEERCANIMOETICE Ly v a Yo 2f5) TITH
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Yo7z,

HREER

Ao ih# % Fig. 6 1R L7z, A OMFEEIZ 30ty ¥ 3
VCER L Do 720, MR FREREIE 2l by v a TR T L Ly
L, FFEEA L2 FRRiE S BT E oz, Lzt T, Mxf It

Absolute discrimination task Relative discrimination task Absolute discrimination task

e
3

Response accuracy
o
o

o
»
T

0.4 L1 1 L J oL 1 L 1 L J
1 10 20 301 10 201 10 20 30

Sessions

Fig. 6. Learning curves. The results are averaged over three sessions to
eliminate daily fluctuations. The horizontal dotted line indicates the
learning criterion.
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Fig. 7. Distribution of response latencies during the criterion sessions. The
number of trials in which the marmoset moved to the response
perch (ie, HIT and FA) in the identification task (a and ¢) and the
change-detection task (b) are shown. The rightmost columns
(> 55s) indicate the number of trials in which the marmoset did not
move between perches (i.e, MISS and CR).

(119)



FVAEREGE 55

HFRE T ORI, Mot Rl % #EBR L 72 2 L1 X B FEBREEOR R 21
TIEHATE v, IEEREIC L 2R 0@ L, ZOOFEICLE AR
HBEOENZRIELTWDEEALD .

A% 3y ¥a YIIBIT S RIBEBREO i % Fig. TR L7z, HAYRT
L9102, FUSEROEMIETNTORET 1-2 BIcBnTcwz, 2%
L AEDRITT, v—Fty MKIET % F TICHIEETIIO 4 5 %
Tl el b, F72, AXRHREIC BT 2 FUNERO G D/85 —
Y6 h, Y—FELy MBI ERL TV I EATRENT WA, S+
AATD60% TIEL K ILEF Y REBE L T2, S—ilfT0 88% TEH)
RIHITE T REIC, MR RIERETIE, SRR 5 0 /%
=L, 2RO TELRZH, L0 IZBWTY, SHRITE
S—F T TEDP B VWEIICRZ L. 2F ), HRHFEETIE, o0
TR ORI, IEF D RKOBETIEFFMICE v X ) RIBEN 2 2% 7o
T2 2 Eidkeror.

EEOWER, ~—Fty MPERONEFICE S THEIORINE T 512
X, FU)PUETHLIEPHL N E o7 2F ), BRI 2T
WA IEHE S5 5 ABAB % AABB 7% E OFF OHHIE % 3 sk 5
7%, ABAB % AABB 74 EOEYI = EWFCEICHE CE Z2WI L 2R L
Twh, F/, v—%tvy b, 05kHz & 2kHz OF#5%° 50ms &
200 ms OEEH AR EETH o722 s, ANPBOEZEDOEL
5 —H o TAUT D DEFI OIS T H ST RE/Z 0 7213 T TH 5.
SR, BEPIIEY—FER Y FAE RSOy — 2 L LTH
HLTWEIEIlhh.,

~—Fty MIFV oM TH 72, LarL, SHRTTO
60% 12 LA HIT MG A /R E S, HIT KUSD 80% 7%, SRR D & B
WANOBAL, S 2HUMICKR I o TWw, 2o kik, v—Ftky b
HIT RUG % &5 01k, FEFIAZAL L7z m T, RO &
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AT TV ZIBEONL EEZONS. ZhUL, BEIORSE TR/ -7k
Wiz, HEHOZLEMELT L, ZORIENNE TH S ABAB HY
WERINHTTH, TOEVNEZRETE Lro/2bEZ 6N,

v NS OERBETREFHEOREATENC LT Mens. A
DA MIHEENZWVIIEZEL CHMTE 212800 b 56 ¢, BA) X b
WE I, BIEHHOR S X o CRYMEO RN AREDE L
PIEL S HRETE R D o7z (Wright, 2002). [EkIZ, Z2DF5 O]
ZREET, ZNENOEVIPEEDOEFE L ZATHTY, EYORMN IR
BOBEETVP2LNIZTEIEPHAOLN TS (D'Amato & Colombo,
1988, D'Amato & Salmon, 1984). 2 £ 1), H LV idEsx e LT
TERWIEZEZRLTWSD. —F, Wright 5 (2000) &, Y232 u
TA—=DF 77 —=TALER L 22 s, FHOWREMET S & FiR
L7z, UL, WVIZABEBO EATRZ &5 L) LM BERE BH#E T
& % (Brosch et al, 2004; Izumi, 2001) IZb b 53, fD#EH 2 0
TA—IIBRH LA 0T 1 =123 Ib L 2oz, 2%, i, e b
DEHNIATT A —OFBEEE AT, FEER & ORI K
FLTENZHML TS ZEPWLDTHL. <7 7 FIVOEERHHE
DNHREDREE~Y—T Ly FOBERAMENICETRIIL0EIAHTH S
2, =ty ML, BV EDOEEPEEN T el TE L
LChH, EONFE TR SN TV E TIERIRT 5 2 L IR EER 02D
LIz,

T2, ¥x—Ftv FOEVIFOEMHIECOIZL P e FUSOEERE
HTo [MERESHE] R OEVWTIHITE20b Ltkwv. b NS5
VATATBE I BEE R oM [ %, ISR, AEETH L. BIRIE, HFE
WD CHFEOSHALICIZI TR & LT & oEE& S E D 5
(Cunillera et al, 2009; Saur et al, 2008). & 512, HFEO B THEEO
PRIR\ AT T MIBRET & FEsr 2 K9 2 P IEAE & o EME A DS (Saur et
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al, 2008). L& L, =727 NTid, SIREOTHIEHE > 5 Ok FE
CREMIITHEHEECH Y, F o230V —Tb HHTEE & 0EKIEH L DD
O, FREBEFICE TIEF TV L4313 & A X%\ (Rilling et al, 2008).
L7235 T, b PRUSOREHE, £ UTHEEL SV OEFILE R
LIRELRONPS LR, 78 ET Yy <) VITHEEO X 2 E5F 055
L& B ZEDHMENTWAEDS (Tincoff et al, 2005), b b PALOTEELH
ICIEEFROEEGLE L TOHFEOBRPEB SN EEE 7220wt &
& BEHREICERK CTE L VwOTHSL ). &I, HEFDIEOERTH
WENTVEEEEFFIS Vo2 ) RETHA ).

SIREIE e PR THRARTH S (Perani et al, 2011). b FALRIL
HEED L) oMz Emil 2 502 0METE5 2 Wb ro T3
(Friederici et al, 2007; Kudo et al., 2011; Lew-Williams and Saffran, 2012;
Saffran et al, 1996; Teinonen, et al, 2009; Nazzi et al, 2006; Yoshida et al,
2010). N5 ORFFRIAERH S 2 VAR TH-TH [7908] ® [~
G EDOGHIEREENP OB TEL L EZRIELTWLA, ENEDEKRD
FENE 12 2 AL S W EARTRETHL. 2%, HILVERLT X
e MR D, EHE A T A Y THEILT 572D DRENEDH 5 25,
FHORFIIF - LIk b,

RIFZETIE, 1fAko~—FLy PLPIIBTE Lh o7 5%, M
BEEHEPL, ~—Ftv bdbbvide MOMOBRE—KICUTIEE S
THVLBRE N 2B L L) EEZTwA. ZD LX) RIbwiizeid, v ML
NOBEEFOBFEFRII 2= —2a VICHT2HRAZIET20A% 6
t MNAYROETEREIIOMMBICL HHT 57259 .

F&H
v FUSOEEHEIEZ, L FEECBTAEEO LIV ORESTRET
b, THNRBUETHEWE D TH L. FH EREFE) OFEWICA D &Ik
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LTHEFNZRET 2L TEY, BT EKTTEHINL, HF
BEREZOTVTY, BROBOUEZHARL LRV, /2, FLEF 80T —
ETIEBEICEITIH LA, b M CHBRLEILH R ATEHEE & AIEHSE L o
3 HFIREARIEET, b b THRERETOEWRLIIZE DL - FHIEH
BEDS, HREAEICEDbL. 2% ), b MUAOREE TR ICB
DBLMWHBRES NS Z DS, BWHEEOKEI S LI LR LT ED,
t P OWEBHGEN L ORVOERTHL LEZ LMD, Thbb, b
BREIZ B D 2 HHR AR R O L R E A D B b Ltk w
A, b MEASEICLHERIBERMENE, v b MSORRETK
ERB2V DB L) THLH., WERMIELT, b MIoERETHE
BHCED N & 05, NSRBI, 500 TEERNIZF vy Y=okl
7o, B MOSHAET BB CTES LRI ZOTHS ).
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