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Relationship between working memory and learning method

Yukio TSUCHIDA, Harumitsu MUROHASHI

® B

HERAMNOTETH 2V —F 7 XA E ) ICEHIRS W FENFEL. FEEZHO L3 2 KA
BRELBART 2, KX T, V—F V7 XV FRICOW TOERWHFRZMEH L. PRETREF
NELREY—F2 7 28 ) OBRENCOWTHE LTz, £/, V—F V7 ATV BEBHFECBWTED
EIWCEEL S 200, FEHAWHGRICBI 2R EV —F 7 XY OBMRICO W THIBIL 72, Ri%
2. 7—F Y7 AE) EVIBUEERE 270 LT, SHROBECLEINIFHHFEICOWTHELZ L,

F—TJ—=F 1 U—Frrxx)RKm, FAE. TE.

1 T—F2FAF)ETIL

7—% > 7 A%V (working memory : WM)
ETEL 22 FHAREIE O X O R O RO R &
o120 T, KB THERAKNZ Tae
ZTbldicibn i Ths, WM IZIZZ
BOETNVDEET 20, ZROERLTLEH0D
I3 Baddeley & Hitch (1974) 238 L7z b DT
Hb, Woick s WM RHFHELV— 7, HZEM A
Ty Iy B, ZLTHRETREVST23D0D
aAVR—F ¥ TCHEEENTWS (Figure 1), &
L — 7 EHZERA 7w F o8y RIEHEIC L0
RERMEE SN TV D, FENV— 73RN %

FBRERAFARF B RN T RN R FRB . i

FETTR. RAIE AT

E 2

EMOHERF 21T O THEA N7 &, HEROBIERLT
IBH VNV SER SN TWS (Repovs
& Baddeley, 2006; Baddeley, 2007), fHZ[H A
7y F oy RIFHZERN R EHROMER 2175 1R
Fr v ¥ aREROBIEERTOA VT —R 7 T4
75 Logie (1995) IZ K DRI N T3, Thk
FANC, SR EZEHOY 7Y AT ACHEITE S
EWIFEZDEAEL TBY (Repovs & Baddeley,
2006) . KRICEMORMDID 5, Z LT, FRFEST
RIFFHN — 7 PHREMA 7 v Fo8y R EFET
LERN G BREEHSTwE EHFZ N TV,

IRER PR EEE AR T £ b FEZHRIE e > — MR - 2EHdR
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Figure 1. Baddeley & Hitch (1974) N7 —F > I AE) ETINAEREL-ETIL

2 WMZAE

WM IZIZ3 20 yR—2 ¥ 3B Thb
KB ZNTNEENFLET 5, INETCIDRE
BEE2HET 2HENFRAEINT WS, FIZIE. &
V=7 DRE L L TEREARERE T HVwS
LEIEM D5, FIEEZ, AHTHOBEFEZREZTH
SIOMEBETHY ., [AIfTETRZONDZDNE NS
T BZROHIRBEFEEL T b, FRICHRETRO
WMARZHET 2EL LT =T 4 ¥ 7 A
N> T A ND%H % (Daneman & Carpenter, 1980;
Osaka & Osaka, 1992 ; 5K - 5#BR. 1994),

2-1 WM BE & SRFBANHERE

WMAEEZNEST 2HETHL ) T4~
ANYTAMIFEEHR L CXEERETH LA,
Xk sy =7y biEEEZ D Ew) ZEHE
Thb, LROBIE L IZRE D [fAIrzELans
AP EHZTHEI LI EMREE - TE
D, BEHEA T AN ED WS, RNV T R
b OB . BB O RAE XD b SCE R
(Daneman & Carpenter, 1980) . #t3% (Kyllonen
& Christal, 1990). #¥& (Shute, 1991). [HEf#E
PeOCRIFR. 2000) &\ o 70 B REEAERE N 7 1 —
SR UAETHET 5, M, WM ARIT IS DR
& & IEOMBABIMRIC B 5,

2-2 EEFfEKEEE L To WM BE
ERGBHRELA BT WM AR 1T
252 Tw3, KVEEEPEDbS Twwn, LD
AR B B W T WM FmhswEr 5 2 €
WA ATREMEAMERI S TV 5, WM AR DOBHED
1DE LT, HIEPTENSORIICB VT HE
WAEMERED 2 VIR L, EY R RE 2175 f8

DG LT3 EF2 6hb, RELORIICE L
T b HiZHER: (goal maintenance) 2172 % 2 &
BWMBERICEERDOTH S, WM A RIZ KB
SN HREITROMEE L. EERIERRE L L <
I —RENCE T 2 &F 2 6 Tw5b (Engle
et al., 1999), Baddeley i X #1LiE., FRETRZ
NEEEIFECEDbLSTE 53, WM Ak
working attention 25V TH % LB RT3
(Baddeley, 1993), HRFEFTR2H S BERE & 138
B eEERE O TH 5 720, WM IXitE s
ATLZD D EWVD LD iF, L AEECHS
LEBDIZODY AT ATHDLEVWZEE5S
(Oberauer et al., 2007), ITHEOFHILEES X
OHERIFRIRIE Tld. WM EEE ORBIE IR )A <
BERDED ZEWREINTWS (Awh et al., 2006;
Postle, 2006; Gazzaley & Nobre, 2012; Diamond,
2013) e WM L ERIZ.FICERETH > TOEHT
ZHIEIZ & 5T, WM & 2 WIFHEROMEIC D
25 Z DI TS (BEHM. 2009),

2-3 WM BE &ERIER

WM L ERBEELBERICH D PRETRIE
HEOHIEREE L L@, ZOMEED 1 DL L
THREZRIIC B VT b BEMER 21TV, EEE
H#ET 2 2 L3 5 b, WM FREHILIKE
LD LEEEGIEL . FEIEREEER e T 5
CEMNTED ZEVMESHEERETIRE SN T
W2 (Conway et al., 2001), —AH C. [EERD/Y
Z 54 LA TH-> T bHEFBEEFRERD IS
ZERBERLIGETIE WM BRSO MK
FELD OGN RN Z EEE S T3 (Col-
flesh & Conway, 2007), #EFRF L T 2 F5RE HAE
W U CEELHIE S v, R et - s 70
NseFzond, 25 LIBERERORIFRIX
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TETR 2 JR L 7 B RS ORIEEI T b s S T
2%, Brumback et al. (2004) X, WM F&&
FEO T HMERE L U & FEBAERIEO 3 2 B D
B CTdh 5 N1 RIES K E ol 2 L 2
LCw%, —J. Tsuchida et al. (2012) TiZ.
Brumback & FEED /ST &4 2 B ERIEL % M
BIA A TR U Tzo FEBRSIE 1 ERIE A
T2 & 5RO IGE. WM FREEHO 5L
D b IHEFRPOIR 2 N 100 TERSIREASK & 2o
JeZ e 2WmEL TS (Figure2), 2D X
WM FEEHD AR DR S T, BEEEO R W
AR ERECN T 2R ARG TE o/
ZERRBLTWS, DD, BB LWERETY
WM BN EWE FZPIE &2 2RECT 3 5%
BEMHcE 20 L. WM A EMENFITZ
MT & T ERE LB EICHEES AN T
LEITENELRZ I EEERL TV,

WM i L BN R S h7-fioE & LTk,
7rFHyr—Vi#E (Kane et al, 2001; Un-
sworth et al.,, 2004). A bV— 778 (Long &
Prat, 2002; Kane & Engle, 2003). 7 & bFEAET
%, o OFfERIE WM FiEEEO 5 oMEEE &
DHYNRT 53—V ABRVEVI DBDTH DM,
ZIOLREIHBICRONTVWEDLITTIE RV, X
D HAEHER: (goal maintenance) MWER & L2 5E
BRGHIOATRND EWZL 51255,

3 WMZABRELHHE

i}
fim

3-1 WM BENEH

WM BRIZEARRNITIZED L S WO 7%
D255, NHOBEIANZFLEAERIZ T £ 2
(Y HNF =) ST wS (Miller, 1956) 6
WEDWFFETIX. U N—V IV DOFEE R iR
BALEREZ 4T I BEICHES T EREINT
W3 (Cowan, 2001), ZDZ &, A VT
AN EOZEHRELE ERTO RPN OHERFTE 3
THE e b—8T 2 2 LRSS L TW» S (R,
2012) AN OER L FURAEEIT 4 £ 1 RETH
0. BHEA N T A b OFEIERTEER L £ OB

Simple Novel
Distractor Distractor
CZ [\‘E .
.5“\} v
0 L‘—‘— —— High Span
0 200 ms — Low Span

Figure 2. Tsuchida et al. (2012) (Z& (T B HhEHE
IZ%49 % N 100 B>

FIBE R 100 ms ICERE L 72 N 100 OHRIE 1% 8l T

75 A ERE T O A WM FRAEFEO T3 mHE L D

bREMo T,

FErupB Bz TS 2008 WME
BIIRMENIERETDHL EHF 251D,

3-2 WM & REFREE

N DFEARR) 75 FUE A = S L RA 2D %,
LoL, bitbdFEECBWTiZ4+ 10D
HHZ, K22 TR L, ATV, Ih
B EHEESES L Twb 556 Th b, Baddeley
(2000) 1 Figure 1 WRL7cERE R Z2ET VI,
B33 R—2 Y NTHEZEY =R NNy 77
ZBIMLEETVERELTVS, ZEY—F
Ny 7 7 IFHIRETRORE R Z T T, RIFRCIE
EXZDMO WM a2 v R—2 Y b E2ELY AT A
DR 3 HiFH 2 & HfiE S NI IEHROMER 25 &
MESIN TS (Repovs & Baddeley, 2006) , %%
BBV TFIOIEY =Ry 7 7 DEEHE
BThbEEzoNb, ZAETEHEIEES
NRETUPRBESNTE Y, TRETRPOFH
BV — 7 LA v Fo8y R E ORI OEER
NI ko TCw3 (Baddeley et al,
2011) IBIE S N1z & TN TIRHRETR D & EHE
VoI BH5DIETEY RNy T77DATH
D, TEY =Ny 77 Z2@L O 2 R—*
VR EAT S EAMEESNTV S (Figure 3),
WM EHFREFR, ZFLTIEY — RNy 77D
FBERESBAMRIC D W TR EHET O ERFE IC D D 544
DODWHFEDNLEENLD, WM E¥E 2% 2 5 L TR
HIRCIROBISI3EE - X 5 2320,
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Figure 3. Baddeley et al. (2011) M7 —F>J AE
JETI

FREFTREZDFD3I DDAV R—F2 Y IR T—F > 7
A€ T, RIAEE L OBGBEES LTV D,

4 WM &ERIETIEG

WM 2535 O A2 13 R EAT R OBERE & [
L. BfRM72BEE L U CHEER? (goal mainte-
nance) b o> T3, 25 L7 WMAERIZH
HORZ ZHETHS LT, FIcFEgize->
THEELEREZD S5 2 BB/ LIED
THb, WM EFEFIZOWTOEE LT, Ei
W72 RS 21T > T 2 RAIA T ER O 5E 1 b 2
(K DEELIF., - =5, 2014 221), 24
BB EROEME L 2 2 E L LT, MR, BOEE
B, EE. WM. % L CEHRERE o e EHEN
RSN D, FHC WM IZEE &% 2 o1, FEEE
WAL D BRMARSHEAT 22 ETWMOD
BaEnfHiasn, FECEEERIZT EFZ0N
5, T ZTIE WM & F8H1E 7 B3 O B4R % BB
L7z,

4-1 WM ETIL ERAATTIER
RHARERIZ WM &R E D Wi
WMTH D, METEINVF AT 4 7 ERWIEY
WOWTHL DWIRERTTOR TS, 2 TR
Schweppe & Rummer (2014) 12 & % ¥ F X
T4 T FH BT 5 WAA R & WM 3
LIFF 2 RTWE T2, A S 3FBRI AR E R I
B % Baddeley ® WM € 7V ORES %2 U,
Cowan (1999) 1k 2 WM ETFTVEEMRL TWw

TWw3, REARHER EBESN S WM E 7V
DRI F R H 5 53, W WM € 7 v I3
THY, FLCbDOEEL LA S R772 0
ExnweFEzonb (Soemer, 2016), AFETIE
Baddeley et al. (2011) ® WM £ 7V 2% L C.
FHARTERBIER L CO 3ROV TR Y
ENRH

4-2 FRFRIAFHOMR

WM DR & N7z BRI L CRAIAR D%
RBEL 2, 2 TEZDRRICOVTEEIES
TRTWEZW, FEBEWZIE (split-attention
effect) 1. 1EMOERFEICE T 2 RERIRYZZ [R5
RThHD, HESNDERE 2 OOERNFERD 5
WILEFICERE NS Z T, AMEtES
2LHEZH5NTWS, BHIRVENLTATI ST
BB RINC 75 5 L FRETROATIE £ 5 &
FZoNTWwWb, Y 748 % (modality
effect) FERAEICEHT 2HWES ) 74 D)
RThs, WERZEREHEMARERE VS
RREDZESVT4EBFEHE. ARTF AL
RO XD B THRE T 52 €5 7 4 165
DFEID RN THLETEHDTH 5,

TUEMEZIE (redundancy effect) X277 515
RONFCEAEL R TH 2, Rz
ZAEFERERIC X 2 BR) CRIABOE#HR % 2
FERT 5 &, TURAEIRO~ v F > 7 A
X0 WM &RBEEINT 270 2 &2 0w
I ZETH 2. FHENFHOEIwZFH T 2K,
TET 2 EREHEATE L VRICRICRE: &
%o WEITHILFHZIE (seductive details effect)
bEIEHRONBCEEL R TH 5, HEIE
B2 DEIR R WERITEZ 2T 5 £ w5 b D
TH b, M EFEMERIZFEEEOBEK 25| <
FEEUTERNEFEZ o0, FEEYT S
ERE DRV D %, B, TR 2 wEE
HTRARTH#HP B FEELD BRI L
FEZonTnd,

V7Y v IER (signaling effect) 1%, HiE
POBECEE2FBND 2V 7 IV ELTERT S
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T, BEERCERRAD 2 HETHL, B
BREEBFEL» D 2 L OEE, FEEOEEN
BNTLEIBEZNNDLRCEEFZoNT
W53, AEWEERE (expertise reversal effect)
. BEDEL TR ETHEN S WEEHET
E. BATHRRD D2 B L 3R, InZ
TORPYWEET 2 LI bDTH D, FITHR
B OCBEZE I FEM T OEANA TV R %
ToTHIREERSTLEDIS I,

4-3 PBHETE WM BENEAZE

RHARERTHEZON TV AIRRICDOWTIHE
PBE->TRTE 2, 2o DREIE WM L EH
RO BB b > T b, EEENTRIR LR
PR AR BRI ) 7 VR RE (Hh ST R RE)
ST RAERIC X > Ty S T 4 BhERIZ
Baddeley ® WM 2 > i R—*% > M2 & D FiEH AT
REThdLansd (FE-=5%. 2014), #Efbi
AR b RIEESI Y — PNy 7 7 2HE L
7z Baddeley et al. (2011) D& 7 )V CHERATFET
H>9,

SRS e TR X, WM FROMAZEI X -
TR Z T 5 2 ePHE SN TS (Schank
& Wiley, 2006) , k77025 [ 1 X e TR B H G
EEWHIZ B2 LN TE B, 23 TRIELI T,
WM & & & BRAEFEBE S o #1328 72 B 1R
Nhb, Flz. TS DHRIZBIT 2 WM EFED
EAZE L. EEEENZIROMAZ LBhE T 5 2 &
WIREE Z L TWw 3 (Schweppe & Rummer,
2014), HIRIZ. ¥ 77 ) ¥ ISR IE WM A& s
BWFEHEOEE - HEMR 2/l 2 FR L L
L eFEzoN D,

WM ZFEHHICB LT L EELEEY RIT
T BUR TR AT I B 1) 2 SRR
WM BRI D 2 EF 2 o, FHIFEICB LT
FZhoDBEREMR 22 2 RN s725
9o 5K WM €7V & WM BEDMENZE% B %
Z. &0 ERSZBHMAREROMALEEN 5,

5 WM &REfs=E

WM 3 HEAEA 2 h 7 AREE, ADHD, 2L
THFEREL WO HEFEED X ) =X LCEE
B L Tw % (MG, 2014), Fric, FEEE
ERFRIBES I IZRIED VWb DD, Fidk.
Ex FLTEHEL W BRI ZEEICO AN
HARFRFOFKERETH S, 2 I TIE WM LFE
BEZLTEBICOWVWTRTWLE 20,

5-1 WMBE:FEIF)

FHEECIRRNZFEAF VOO E T EN
HRoh, BRRZFERPEZEZ SN TWED, Z20 1
DL TWMEAs»rDRERD 2 EFEZ N
%, WM AR LFEEAFNVOBRZRTHIZRT
Hlzv, LH < BE RFER) T R¥4d - K
HBetk 53 %4 (FH4EHS 23.5 . SD=3.5. &tk
27 4) B2 WM Fit & LDI-R OXEBERFT)
HHOMOBREZHRE L2, 2O CldthRE
TROWMEB=RZMEST 57 AL TY—
T4 Y7 AT AN (FERR, 2002) &, HE WM
KEZHET 27 A b LTiE WAIS-R #ED
JIENE % Fv> 72 (Wechsler, 1981), fillZ C. LDI-R
((RB7f, 2008) DERERFSIHE D EE %KD
720 LDI-R 3 EEEDF v 7 VA NTh %,
LDI-R 35 B EECHME L 2 250, H< . 58
T rwosREBEMA, ¥EBHCHEE 20
PFTVLEL, BT HERT 2 Lo EENE &
NTW5, WREBODRAFNNY —ps, FEREE
KRONIBEFEBOOETE L EOBRE—FL
TV 0% 4 BETHET 5, ARIIREEOH
B ENWRe %2 RELZFHET 27-01fibih
%, COWRTRERSINEBSOTF L bR
IR okrzRE RS HEFHI21ThbR 72,
REDEWIE ERERBCHEERAD L ek
%,

Table 112 WM & & LDI-R Do €7 Y ~
OHBEREE TR T, V=T 4 Y TARVT A E
NERE DRI IZIEDOMHBIN RS LT 225, FefER
FNEE LR RN DR —T 4 v T AN
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Table 1 WM &£ & LDI-R O1EEIFREL

LDI-R 350952738 E

JIEng, M < EEl L &< HET HWmT S
285 F 2 b .36 .27 .34 .29 .08 .08 A1
JERE —.14 .07 —.16 —.04 —.19 —.24

Note. n=53, *p<.05, **p<.01

YT AMDHBTH STz BRNE S - HH 137
ey Wz T "EET, OWEETH -7, V—7+4
YT AT A M OFFEMEW & TR TEET
DF xy Z7HEBL VW E WS AOMHBENE S h
7zo THe, OHEHEHO T = v 7HEHEIK, U5
RPTRT EDXFEFHOERIC, 72 EDFAIL
K5 R ERIITETH, NEEHEMEL T
W EWD DT EDERW I RGO ERT
W I TWws, T5Ed ) OHEHEIE, YL
CEET R " WEEDL DT B2 D 2 ENR
HThb," % E QIR RFETERETRHERINT
Wb, Eb60DHEHELEHEL b O o HRETR
OEENFRINLIFEZHEBE THFENLTW
%o ZORERIIKFL « KEFEAE E R ICTEE S
RORSETOHTDHETHY . H FTSF
T WRE R, FEEE TRE L &5 EHEN
FrvZa&NTw3EI XD, BLAHEANT
DEFEHERKML TnEEFEZONDL, L,
WM BENFEEAFNVICHERLEZ TVWE I L
BRI AT TEbb WV LD, FEEE
ETO BT, RAMAREROSIR LR E 2 T,
WM A ROAR LB ST 2 L EE LK 5,

5-2 REBEEIZSIT2HFB LR
FHEEELZT TR, HEEARZ b7 AFH
® ADHD i BW T b FHEOMEITR S . WM
OREPBERL TWE EFEZz 65, WM Z LT
FEEREOMERFA. HS FHHICL LT,
RIS FEGHRTORMEE LTENLD, FEHOW
HMIIIWMEBROTO 74— VEBELTWS
ZEDPFEINTWS (Alloway, 2011 &%
R 201D, d4hbb, BEH (B2WIEERH . #i
72, FRETRO WM FROBFAEFIC L

DEFLREALERLZY, IROFTHELED > T
b EHEZOND, WA TR TS 72/
ROHZ 6T, £ DFEEHEDOREICIC U7 @R
TRLETH B,

5-3 WM BEHAFVI LIEFEICRVLW . L Hor

g TWMARDMEANE %R 7 BATHIE
DIF & A ED, WM FEZDIMEOF I S 5 O pfE
MENEWIFERTH-2, Ll s, TE

BN 2 72 DR 2 R BN T v 205, Al
T 75 PR WM FRICIKEFEL Tk wniz
| T 5 T O FIH S £ T b SRR O 1 1)
W25 ENIMENTFLET 5 (Wiley & Jarosz,
2012) 2O Z ki, LA WM EFEMEWED
TSRS s R AR L T 52 eb 5 2
ERREL TS, Fic, FEEE® ADHD %
DHD S HMEEI L B BN, AREESE VO
T Rwhewd REEEEL Tws (L8,
2003.2006) c WM FEAMEN Z EFFICT XY v
M3 BRSO TH S, FRGH L ET
X WM BESER SN2 BENIER IS  FHE
T M, 5o RFORE 2L, &
KOFFORN RS EHT e 2 HB IRk LN
LZ2ETHAS,

ANMIEEL 2 ATREME 2R > T 5, HE T
FOHREEZFEBRLMIEL T 2 kv on
BEVZ LS, INETWM OERM L HRZ
BEz, WMSEBICE 2 2B RTE, #
BCTAOAREEZHITL T Iz, w2
ERVEE D, T EFH Z LB WM 23
ZHIZOEDDOFHIT LD S 2D TR VWD
EEzZoNnb,
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6 F & &

AFSLTIE. WM OFEARIFREES WM A& 0D
AZEZ DD THBIL 720 WM BROHAZ L
B ETIRERBERERY S 5, HinTFE
TREOB R, S RAAR B & WM OBAfRIC
DWW L FR LTz, HELHEOILHIZBWT
X, ChE THEORERFVEERL T&-HES
LIRS AT 2 B I > T d b Lin
T, L L, FEIBEEZFE 2 21Chiz> T WM
EWIHERRREZ 5 LBEETHY, LT
WL ODPDEERTRT,

1. BEER 2SR & HERRERE Vo o 52
RLESVT 4L FEHRE, HETFA b ik
B &S LR THAET 2 €Y 7 4 HHROF
BE LR TH 5,

2. FEHEPFHOEREZE T 2, IR
B e EETE 2RI T, FEENEN S
TREED D B

3. OB TR E O 25| < H
FBEL RN EEZ oML, FEEG T 25
Wb 52, FriC. BATHRBD Y s vwyEEE
T, FATHBSEVEEEL D KN D L
FZo6Nb,

4., Y77V IR E, WEPOHEICLZF
Y RERT 252 T, BEEHRICER AT
5 TETH %, HEREWNT NN 5 LOBE.
FEEOFENHENTLE I BEZNED HEHTH
MEFz o b,

5. FE b L T3 BITHERS S W E
TlE, BITHRL D WEEH L ZRZY, Zh
E TORRPWERT %, FEATHERD S WAEEIC
WIEHBA T DEALA TV ARIT>THINEL
ToTLE D,

5| FI3ZHk
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Abstract

Working memory is a memory for goal-directed behavior with limited capacity. Working
memory capacity related to various cognitive functions including learning. In this article, we
reviewed fundamental research on working memory capacity and examined the role of working
memory focusing on the central executive. In order to examine how working memory can function
in learning method, we also summarized the relationship between working memory and the effect
in cognitive load theory. Finally, in the light of the perspective of the working memory, we

discussed what is hoped for future education.

Key Words : working memory capacity, individual difference, attention, learning method, cognitive

load theory



