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* #t 7 47 & (Regular Articles) ©

Ht

i SRR i3t 25 18) SATATIA R EHLH)

moE OREF OMAEE L #
I DA .0 T 5 7 R T AT S o 4 P A2 DB B, I 430079)

O E ARAFEAGNITF P BB KL, LAA ZRIBRTFEOERY, st TFAEfP ST SR
ATHBA MK GREAE A B RE I E TR FF~2 % )it T Fod = 8 JUAT 45 4 52 I 1k
EAE, PR EFRWERRHFAANAARGZHEZLEG] F~47 %), KERZE@G~5 ), AL EAZ B
5 H)F TR M, A TRERNmTR, WEBRFAREEURANFTFRHGK, KILKE T 69 A0 H -+
PRt REARMI P HERRAARER. BARmE, ARQEZRNITEREIMREEGEE. KEFAE)
WA F iDL E KRG K EBE K §i ot R AL, AR BATH GALTEE K §i 57 RAE; ARG 094
BALE G FIARBUNEEL R 7w, 22, BAEE—RHRFMERRREANT, F—, BRELD TS
FAAG AT R R L LA F =, AEB AR T FACP S R sk, LR AN e
L5 X AR REL, $=, BWEEXBSHRARE G b S H B SR Z RN R AN FBER,
v, EEXRFAREEREA RER HBABFELTARGFMOITAHZHRE RN RE, EAPIRITHRAE KN
L. B R AL L AR W S AT R AL

EEE DR, EEFAR, A AR, HEkLa, AN HT

HES B4

1 518§ ST R 58 R IR TR AR R, — TR
SNEBR AR R, LU oE | W se fIRwE 2k R, H
AR, T A B R R .
N P o o . HE XTI L R R 2, JLHEZSE R
RE 1, A HEFE B 5 AR M B HL T, Pt REUW e . .
R . SR AR 4 (Dahmani et al., 2018; Gori et al., 2017;
Wi, XFF AT, i h—A>Hb oS 305k ) — .
o A Hao et al., 2017, 2018; Sjolund et al., 2018; Zhou &
A by o5 A TR AT A R e T T AR S ] A = NI . ] .
N . . [ S Mou, 2019a), 55— Hi WIS &R, tin A3k
R, =% 8] S (spatial navigation) NS 34 iE L o
. . . 32 ) (self-motion) {5 & (Chen et al., 2017), 7E
N RS B A, R NS A A FE N Y e, = 2014 4R, PR AR B2 ok E 2 4% 2 T John
[8] S A 38 A P FE AS R B9 b o5 22 [ R s, 36 F Xt ' ) - o

. . O'Keefe, May-Britt Moser Al Edvard I Moser =17
A SR L R AWm AT IR AN R, B o o . I -
: , LAFR#EA BT L An e N
.65 2 UK RV SR, AL FReae, DIRIGILT TR A 7 {0 A

A% LA, s (A E RG B T LA, 2
PRI B . WML, 25 A Qﬁﬁﬁiﬁﬁ;ﬁg?ﬂﬁﬁ%
WA, 1R I 5E 3 0 DF 92 LA 2 B8 B AE S0
Wk B : 2021-10-18 R R WO SR SRR R b,
* b A AR B4 (2020CFB363) L H A kS B, MR IE e — St R B, X S ok

FREDFGEH 10 ARG QIYICI0005) 2SIy e e 2 ) 0 9 4 0 2 PEAR KRR I
DHUSAT R M A S A TR No. 2019A01) 27 B B ) )
R e A L & 1 G G 2021X7zx006) oo i i L2 (Hagglund et al., 2019 He e

v, al., 2019; Keinath et al., 2017; Krupic et al., 2015),
BEVEA: W2, E-mail: psyhaoxin@ccnu.edu.cn R B A SR 3 AT S I 58 Al R i S5t 2 [
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Wi B 42 7E B A 834880 (Doeller & Burgess, 2008;
Lee, 2017; Mou et al., 2013), HJ[E2s b 7ELERY
BEARER RAH LY, AR A I R R AT
R FUAT 55 v 7= AR 1 R R IR 25 B /) (Bullens et
al., 2010; Schuck et al., 2015),

71 7 (boundary) 2 #8 76 A I B b o5 P8 K
te i, H B 57 K40 J&@ - 1 (extended  surface) fiY
WGP, Lo UnsERE | 3B FIREALAE (Lee, 2017; Lew,
2011, — 5, frRWFR kM, AR LREE A
MO B AR AT AR A, SEE iR E N, Jf
HIEWRALKEESY), BB
PeBE i LA IR B LR B S (Lee, 2017). 53—
D, R s S BRI R B, RS sh
16 £ T FE (subiculum) 7 76 2 TR 1 i S0 B A7 [n]
Y31 5 1] & 21 il (boundary vector cell) A A PR i
PR 7 J2 (medial entorhinal cortex)ff7E & H X} T
HE B 301 FL0 N A4 321 2% 4B 0 (border cell) (Barry et al.,
2006; Lever et al., 2009; Savelli et al., 2008; Solstad
et al., 2008; Stewart et al., 2014), —F [ X JILTE
T % 20 0 50K A8 8 BEL AT 3 Y 320 S 5 A e
7 320 55 1) 2k 240 B XoF VT 386 P I -0 1 2 7 2 e i
(FL AN T BS MR 4% BR) (Bicanski et al., 2020), T %
B kB, 7E K B AR5 B )2 (retrosplenial
cortex). B WMSUIRIKR (dorsomedial striatum), J&
K7 JZ (postrhinal cortex). 5% th(parahippocampal)
FTAMI Py W7 2 (lateral entorhinal cortex)2: 77 1E
R A 1 Gt R 300 SRR X T B 3R 57 B RN 1) f 4
JL, 3 S 20 it e Y 55 3 i 44 O B 3RS IR 4
fitd (egocentric boundary cell) (Alexander et al., 2020;
Gofman et al.,, 2019; Hinman et al.,, 2019; van
Wijngaarden et al., 2019; Wang et al., 2018), %A
5% & BUZ AN A7 A2 T 5 288 w8 B R U A
MR S FR (Mao et al., 2021), XS8RI IREE TR 34
A5 B2 A RS R0 R4 Ll
TRARSIREN A RS BRANE S, HFihiES
KB T — 2 54 (van Wijngaarden et al., 2020),
HARE R, B H A A0 KN R
BT 0 F 0 2 i, R SRR — Wk R AE
Nature _F f9BIF 5% 38 335 76 9600 95 A 19 R i P A
Ak, EIRAENRESIW ST R s, Y
ASVRHS Bl 2 0 SRR s, G P 3 2 A
FU 0 Wk, AL PN ARG 10 & A AE W fih
N HE T % BE (1% 5 v (Stangl et al., 2021), %45 %

AL T M5 T N 2R 5 R 4B 1
S R R Y B 4 B 5 (Lee et al,
2018), Jf H & BLAE X B 3 LR Al B E AL
FAT 189 DA i 1 308 ik S R X T AE N
JE R Al 2 AR, 4 S 4y 1 9 B 2
18 33 Uy e Mk #E 3L R B 1% (functional magnetic
resonance imaging, MR RIEFTEET. #la0,
Shine ¢ A (2019)ib g 76 & 4 AR 1) 11 7
F18) K 00 B0 S5 B A5 v 27 o] A Y TR R 1 P L U A Uy )
R EE bR, ZJE BRI WUE MR B 1 B Bl
B0, TFAAE HhBUTE 1 555 i i) 2 R W AR e T
AEESROL T IZY R Tr A2, T E R RS
PRARANIR], PRI AT LA BT R S A B RS ) . A
5% % 2% 1 37 5 9] 1= #1 (support vector machine,
SVM) 1 5 125 e N2 114 TR L 1 2 it B 1 4B 11
Jri BR300 ) B ) e T REALKCFE, BE
YNSRI S22 R it R B Y AR T L i B
L AR UR r: Ol TP e € I NS E SR r 1
2 A AT HLHRAT I T — e 1, B8 T hR
LR B FHOPREZEME, EHE R, 3F
B e B R B 24 s o T DL At ] R B 5
T R T AR 23 R PR 88 2 B 3 R 2 IR Y
5B o AN SR 4 Ak 5 PR IE AR E
BB AT BT 4 At 59 23 )45 258 B AT HL 3l v A g
P TEWG TSS9 I A IR 2R R BT IR S
T8 f) B 44 1) 5 40 0 (object vector cell), 7E¥E A&
T bR ) 12 40 i (landmark vector cell) K 7E4k
Ry P IR R 2 e BT A 3R S BRI A Bl 1) 24 i
(egocentric object bearing cell) (Andersson et al.,
2021; Deshmukh et al., 2013; Hoydal et al., 2019;
Wang et al., 2018), AR AZET LA | HbrolE ¥k
F8 1o B 2 B 2 A A AR G — OB RL, AT S
i A 7T

BN, AR R ORI 22 1Y [ N b T M
IR BN T A T 25 ) Uk L 2R PR, R4S
BN 2R 1 & R AR i Uk H A R T —
FERIWTTE IR o SR, X LRI 2 00 BT AN [ Y
AR, 5T 30 L] g 4 2 ) S A ) oA R AR A
LR RGNV RS, . BT, A SO
T A 4E AR DG ST FEAT 1 A G 1] s 0 A 3L
53 N300 AR 3 s 18] S A 4 A RN i J aod R R il 22
il P12 T LR 0 T S ) A A A R R 2
HU . B Je, fECA DA AERTZ b, R
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*x1 LTHEZREHMMEHRITIIE

ek P AFR fif

i IX. Sl T B IX parahippocampal place area PPA
I R ZBA X retrosplenial complex RSC

/AU DAY occipital parietal area OPA

KR transverse occipital sulcus TOS

Jrik ) RE P AL PR W15 functional magnetic resonance imaging fMRI
SRR ] AL support vector machine SVM

2 15U transcranial magnetic stimulation T™MS

WEFE 7 ), LA AR ok B BIF 5 B o7 FH ik — 5 Y
2% . RICP LA XN AT LR 1,

2 BFRHZESMAANE RIRE

Cheng £ 1986 4F 2 {1} Ay JL faf B B 31 it
(geometric module theory)J& MR i1 FAHIN T ik
PRI W) 06 0 2 e A R e, BiS W
Spelke il Lee #£47 T #i & Flf& IF (Lee, Sovrano &
Spelke, 2012; Lee, Winkler-Rhoades & Spelke,
2012; Spelke & Lee, 2012), ZHiEIN A, TEAZL
N B R P AR — A T 23 T LA A J5)
AT B, 2L UG SR 0l AN 3R 5 A9 s
[E) A5 JR), A 32 HoAtl 23 (0] 28 2R 1Y 520 (Cheng, 1986
Cheng et al., 2013; Hermer & Spelke, 1996), JL{
RIS g NSRS (8 2 6] LA & T 5e

PRI, BA YR —BE (Lee, 2017; 973,

WEt, 2013), 38T U1 A0 23 (8] LA 25 44 i
TR ENM M E A Y T8 T A J1 M EE,
Bl & R BUFIE 1555 (Lee et al., 2020; Sotelo et
al., 2020).

HEEME, JU MBS e AR &
BB T JG S8 247 N IERFIE I LR (W3 2), M
MR GRF, EE N1 DHR 55 ILE, L
BERE, B RAMNEL R, NLKREXk
FE, 185 K T E AV (orientation) 75 2 . B
T, FHE AL AR O T 5O AT AR 134
RATE T, kR R Iy 1 JE, AR RS 2s )
JUTR R EE AU & R (B S0 4% ik 2k T
4] T 9T RO P 4% ol e R IE B AR AL
fl X 55 A AR R LR G B E E R EH R
A A B LA 22 AR5 3 v T B ALK - SR
AN fie 7 B 2 T 23 1) LA AT 0 A T A6

Hermer Fil Spelke (1994)3R S FH 5 5 & 7 75 2%
18~24 A~ H M JLE SO A 47 T IR, R Al ]
FERRIR T 1) I, 764 S 1 08 BE U rp— [ 3 2
AR TIE BN SR ik, 2Rk
B, L AR IX WD S50 T 13 R E B AR RR SR A 1Y
AR Z R BT B2, TR — TR N
RN N WD) B A s 1 ok 1 BB = ML
1 %23 2 5 LI B AR T2 RR A% i o o FH 3
S 28 [B) LA 25 A6 30 A7 3BT 5 10, (R AT TE AR
BN —FE FHARRAE 2 R AT F BT E N7

UL SEAE T UMARE BE A T — S e P it
J&, FEE S R BA B SRS R 1 R A
AU BRI T RE R A 2 P M 2 1 G R R . 1)
N, Lee Al Spelke (2010)38 i #5220 B4~ A% B K
AN R M LA SRR 3 R 2 B 06 &, IR
IR AR R, 1F 3 WG LE AR
PIT ) Ja FHRMGAC, 2558 Kk BTG FE B A 1 /N
BB EETA, WAEEERSEEFE, RE
CAMKBE R (31 5t F, 28207 i 1 LB i 2l
PR EACAAT Ry LS AR 2 5 T REALK - o SR
AN A A2 S S AR B A AR ]
KN TR I, L3 ) 26 PUAR 35 K TRt bl
KT, XS SRR L A TR R R e, B
AR AR ST T A REAT SR 22E )L 3 X R 1
FREN I —, R HEK D THE B, X
T A G el B 31 S A 0 R T TR TT T IR A
7%, I EBILE R B gD S m R . KR
56 BE i1 (visual opaqueness)ZFJ@ P, Hi—, Lee #ll
Spelke (2008)i 1 15 & A [7] =5 B (3 A% 46~56
MHE 4~5 2HMILEMR K, A BRI %
1425 [B) JL AR 4544 A BEAT R0 #6851 L2 X ) Ak 1)
B A (BNl 12 5% BE A 30 em i), T2k BOIE I
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o530 %

TR E AN RETE 51 LA st e 7, X FE L
BEIE PR 32 S T R A A4 7 ] LA ok
AP IR B . (HASCEMJE, Lee A1 Spelke
QOIDAEIEE T & FHuIm 2 em B 1 K 2% 1 AY
WA RAETE, & 38~51 P H (Y 3~4 %)
P JLEE HA A A O FES AR i =178 W
FHE T REPLK Y, BB LB EE 20T LIRS T b
16 2 cm (7 B, O30 50 T2 B 25 (1] 45+ %o 4 1k
HENL . H ., Gianni Fll Lee (2017)i 3 29\ i1 7
B BEXT 4~5 & LTI, 455 A
JLEAE 100 em KAy#HAPHEMRIADE ST
BEHLK S, TFE 50 em KAYLA R EMEINE
BEHLAK- AN R E S, RPJLEM IR K
BESEAT TN T, I H 5 B30 AR BT BB R A
oA AR, PTG SO A S AT L, BE
WYY R, JLTE X i A v R A B AR R B
T—E B En T, LN A B A Ak
JRARLSF- B L % 31 S BE A R SRR i — 2k,
=, WFFEE i A0 3 BA TR B EA T T A N Y
5% - Gianni 25 A (2018)BIEE T i AN 1% T A B 18
75 W B B 38 LA TR 5 4 5 22~95 A~ H (2 2~8
WL AT, BER AT 2R 2% T 1) J5 TR R
TR A TE NS, SR EMILER 2 FHE
FEAS 5 B 2 A o 2 7 R B L 4 i 3 T RE ALK
I, B A, LEFEXD] 5 % AYRHE
Hog R A G B = TREVLKE, XulilLE

RS0 T B R A LA AR AR B T RN T,

It LA A 0% 1) 32 W R A RE A RO A JH 325 B
ST A A 2 ) JUART A T AR 1) 5 AL

BRib =z 5k, 058 7E B B A IS R0 T
FATT AT FRAE 3 FEAG WL S RLAT, FF 42 TIE
R4 ER Ui (shape-segment hypothesis), ZRVLIA
R, AR R R AR, S AR X i FB AR
(R RAE, B 5 S VAR B8 48 200 5 04 R 38 B i H A
YA 44 E (Zhou & Mou, 2019b), ARSI
7E Mou 55 A (4 BN TAE PR3] T — R A A HRHIE
140, Zhou F1 Mou (2018817 T Kz 0L i) L 55 1 5%
TER A 52 B A BE LA 2] 4 SR AL
Z 5 R BR I P S R BORAE 25 & — R A 1 0
T, FACH AR R E L 5B B A S
B BESE . U BIUE i — BB sE, I B
TEH A IO 5 24 2 ok B B 5 o 5 Y47 8 el
R A B, AR A, BUR R T B0y SO iR

26 W 3R T U B al — BB S, i D B A — B
TE i 2 A 3525 5, U R s R AT T
X453, IF HAER M S T RIS AT, R,
LR AR N —FE R A B AR HotE AT
I3 EIVE? KT AR BRI ST A TER AT

gi bk, FATIN R B S A Y TS
A B ARG 2 [ A Ry, T8 RS ] LA .0
BURAE, Jf HAS B A8 PR 055 2 R M e Ay
OB E], AR R KB R .
WEWNE, FEIILERW0 ZE~2%), NHEMEFL
TN ST W 28 R LA 4548, JF BB 25
FHB AR EFRQG 2~47 2), KEGE
(4~5 Z) . IanPAR RS B.(5 255k A e
AMER S B /AT R . A, BARILEC LR
F 0 55 B HEAT & AL, (BT 09 2
G A B 45 7 T R TSN, X AR SR I A i
FH1 75 B RE ) 7T BE B 20 H B I A 2 i
(Bullens et al., 2010; Glockner et al., 2021; Hao et
al., 2021),

3 hSREE = 8 AT A 2 B A

AR S0 T30 506 4 (] JUAR] 2548 %o 4 1k 2tk
TTE N, A2 K2 el FAE S A, X anfaf
2] 530 SR SRE PR S e BT A 2R
AT (W2 3) ARG 3, IR Z @5
A IMRI J7 5 & B A 4 A5 it R 5T i X
TE i 5 T A A A R RS ) AE AE A (Julian,
Keinath, Marchette & Epstein, 2018), BT &, X
S0 23 a) JUAn] BB 3 2Bl R v i 25 1 S o
' [X (parahippocampal place area, PPA)., /5 )2
Bt A IX (retrosplenial complex, RSC)H el T,
A7 F AT 067 B [X (occipital parietal area, OPA)
TN T, P FAHSE R 2% > iR 5 (hippocampus)
TTTN T,

31 BRMNZEILABENHERE

1 5% 23 8] JUART B A Al B 28 (s A1 s
BE R BEAIA ) F 2 RNk P Y PPA R RSC 1
BURAE, FFH RSC X2 [AJLAT B AR 1) R0 m] BE L
PPA AR, T PPA XHE W4 IR JLA] fr 22 3
HN L RSC AU, 5 DIFEAE S8 1 2R FH i ) 235
P52 LI X AS], PPA il RSC 48 T U gtk 2
SUBIX, B 5T 25 6] W 5 A9 1R B (Bpstein, 2008;
Epstein et al., 1999), H1, PPA v T 5% n|
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(parahippocampal cortex) ¥ J5 #5 3 H — EL 2E fd 3|
W [ (lingual gyrus), T 0 M H < 8 35 00 & 4
(collateral sulcus) i H. %E fi F| 42 Ak [ (fusiform
gyrus), 1M RSC i FHEJGEZ, J&5H T3] T
4 (parietal-occipital sulcus) (Bar & Aminoff, 2003;
Epstein & Baker, 2019; Epstein & Kanwisher, 1998;
Zhen et al., 2017),

Kamps 55 A (2016) TR &, 1ENLE T
1% 35 BE A Jm FVET L 8 RE A R 1 IR, wal Y
PPA I RSC 7t 5¢ HAfi J&y b i 30 .35 R TAEAT L
A Jry S /K7, BEWT PPA R RSC X321 B I
B 2S [ JLT ¥ 34T T n T, AR, Harel 5§ A
QO13) MBS th B IR T 2RI 25 2R, DFo 8 4 bk
REN TS BSOS R U I R, &
WAL T s U 60T, #liy PPA FI
RSC WG &, H 44 sl 2 A S AT
YR E R, & PPA FEALE WA b (T
W23 T AWK 2645, T RSC 7EMIFP A
TREE R WA 2, X U] PPA AT ISR
fEZS U454, I HALRIEYIA, 1 RSC X3
fiF 23 [E) JLART o R b, RSC X 23 (8] JLAA] 9 R 531 P BE Eb
PPA T H ARk

Je SIS 3E— 25 XF PPA I RSC Wil U531 321
P 23 ) J LA 454 J F T IR AR . —Jr i, F
JEH KB PPA I RSC nf LATRUAN 2 5 i JE
Ferrara Hl Park (2016)i# 11 25 X0 E F A [] i 1
(930 B i 2 [ U 1 30, #0 PPA 78
WL G B 7 SRS AR B, 5 em BRI
(curbs)YK 22, T 7K V- Fe AR A 2 7 S0 ) ~F- T
(mat), =FhARAFT RS 22 5P 2%, RSC 7E
BRBESAF T ABOE E ST 5 em MUBRZA LA
i BSOS, ABTE S PR A F T B0 AR
25, XK W] PPA R RSC X1 i) g BE = )
H— 2 R URPE, R PPA AT RIERRIR B AR
[Fi) i BE 22 [) ) il N 22 5, T RSC 7 S B v 4
T — 5 R A I A2 KR S RO AR A
Jri%E, Ferrara %5 N (2019)45 45 fMRI H AR FIE B &
A PPA KGR S B4t 1 S AT ) IE
Wi o WFTEH R A SO . G BERERY
B EETE th, TE 1A AR RE A2 1 Dy b S5 B X
PR FBTE 7, HR AT ORI 25 i YA L E
) T itk B X 0y A R S 6 il AR B A SR R W
TEH AN PPA 75 =R 58T B8O 22 57 90 740 &k

F, MR ZE A IEA A PPA {UAE 33 BE 25 A (1)
o CCTTE N M =2 SR | AR L N (0 82 ST S
- T SCHR v (R TG 20 A B 25 5, UG IH e
Wi A EANA Y PPA (W T RE 7T RE A7 16— 22 1) 3Z 404,
TS B AT JC RS AN A TR 0 R DL S B
Wi 7 —J5 i, BF5E & il A B BE R =B
FA) A RE A p 22 SR AT TR ER . Dillon 58 A (2018)
B, SAPAk 2 Pk sE AN . Hop—
kAR b 8l RE A TR R RE (R0 A . PR SE AN
W] B9 B 18] (&1 i, PPA 75 P AR S5 18 B JchG 7A8
UATE N o R R e S UL NN SRR (e
LT AESE AN A B3 [ 5, 10 RSC 7E 48 1k
S S A8 Ak 5 AH ) 2% A SO TR) S5 i
WAL B 2ES, WA K ERE R
] B fA BEAS AL Bl PPA #EATFRAE M A& RSC,
HUL e AR BE B A BE RS, PPA &7 A B K
WGk, T RSC A4, iz, PPA X T i1 745 [H]
JUAT B R B AS 40, T RSC XT3 i as &) LA
THGIAE RIS — 26, PPA 33 1R 150 0
B LOREE A AR R R 0 ) TLART 45 R 1
AT ARRIHAS Ak, T RSC U2 i 3 YR 50 0
R Wi 2 [R) LA S5 4 (9 A8 Ak . SR T H EiER X
RSC WBFRAT A A RT3 D, TR X RSC Anfa] Jd 1
A [ Ul AT i — 25 AR S
32 BMRMBEITHERHEERM

AT 28 LR AFF 5T 3 2 56 1 700 A 1) ) B £ 7
Pk, 405 A a] AT RN AT AT A T, H AR
AT 3E AT 7E ROW 0 AT Sk BIF 5T Ay BE A
(blocking), W5t LA ERETBE
PRI R AT B K TP OPA g hin T,
5 PPA F RSC &1, OPA )& F L BE: i S X,
LT 935 M (Dilks et al., 2013), B TRk
{4 (transverse occipital sulcus)fff T, HL4% Y45 TOS
(Grill-Spector, 2003). — i 5 % R B 57 & FA,
M HE 037 s b e o) 5 0 R E0E AR E 11
YR BB, SR FH 2 /iR ] i (transcranial magnetic
stimulation, TMS)HIHJIL OPA [XHf, AT ih
B0 0 B R B R R, I T AR Y A
RIMAEA . E2 Ak, W OPA 5A T30 7T
Wi Z [B)AEAE SR 26 & (Julian et al., 2016), %, #F
T K BUAE DU A R S8 K (14 05 50, AR B
5 R BB 10 2 RIS, H2 I oPA 5,
B AR 57 s B 3 AR K, HE IR ST D OPA
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AT BE 2 38 O T AR 38 AT M U 3 B
(Julian et al., 2016), Bonner F1 Epstein (2017) A9
R — L IIE T iz M, 1A 2I T A
FMAEENG R R, JfEa AR s 5
T iR S AT BEME (navigational affordance), 4%
BRI OPAXT T & T TR % 5 Z Al Y
FAF AT L)% (representational similarity) B4 @ 3
FIAHSE P, BEEH OPA X i Bt i) S ml ik p= A T
TAE, I —25 R, AR L T
Y i, OPA [RIFERE F 2l TR 51 32 5L BT 28 it
SR o FreBT Y FMRI BFSE % B, OPA 78531
P FGEAT MR IR b, RAELL A RASIRA AT
JEATIE B (BD R PT LM R E £ . Park 55 A (2020)
ZORBORUAE BA ARIKEEENE NG R E R,
MRYFEE WA FR SR E iE . . mss,
FEH T @ AT (30 5 (GE W50 A5 ) 5O 7T DL AT 134
PG WA B35 ) 8 AR 3 R 3 s b A W) A
ZJa R P e m E AL 75U 25 OPA X T35
XA, 45K, OPA X TS BB AT .
375 1Y XA R A F REMLK T, (EX)F 33 B 86 45
B3 R A S X 3 R B 2 T R ALK S, Ui A
OPA XF i1 A AT @ AT e AT T I A SR 3. /e
T =M S BT EST, =R Eeh i
AEATEE RS AR, (R OPA Joik X 43X = 28855
B AT A B 1 @ AT AR OPA £ = Fh o &
TERRTEATIE BN [A], TR OPA BEAE IX 43 1 4%
WSS, ZRER S Z R R4 OPA
] PN T A &2 MK I ES (egocentric distance)AH
—%{(Persichetti & Dilks, 2016). Ak, HA WS
K, Mol WE L — ARRIA 2 NS
G U RS s B 7 i, OPA TE3IA G5t
LA B TR & Y 300G (Kamps, Lall & Dilks,
2016), FIt, OPA MlRELE M T AR NS HA
HRAE, BI3E iR 5 A s AT f IR BRI S 5
H IR Z B A BE R AR Ak, I R S ] S A A IR
#H17 .

5320 5 1) ) BEE AT P (R B ) AT 5 B Al
I, Lee I BAGNHTPE R 2325 50 AR AR08 8 1 o It
e R, (YR I IR AR (AT A7)
(131 5452 oAl B (looks like boundary), HLU
RE SIS i B a1, I HAA i S
JE M LB E M, XA AL R zS RV AT A
B R RAEERVER . 7E Lee BIBARY—TURFSEH,

2T B E JE T AN B YRR T AR e L
52 MR, i B i A ELRT B AR AT 30 A
(plywood) . R 5 i A H Jo B 7% 17 8l 2% 14 (pass
over/pass through) Al b 55 1 (cones) %5 ki 461 Al 5L
PR&h & B SE B0 SRR b AT i, 455 B, 7R
AR AT, Y PR PR S T PR SR 2
(], AT AT A 0 A R P s 2 R W 3 22
5, AP 5 AR A 1A LLER A 25 A [R] 9 5 7 g
2, UL AR 4 i A Sl AT, T AEY
@ AT TR 47 2 1 (Negen et al., 2019),
SR, DAAEXT T S A7 v 9 i 2 BRI 5, (X
KW A B AT M, 2 T AW AT
OPA J& 75 [RIHE FRAE I AL B AT PE R 7 Rk
WEFE ] LI R TR T o
33 HARMERZESINH

ZUWH R RW, AT )R FMBR¥ES
(incidental learning), ¥ & A B¢ A2 > A%
L X (Bird et al., 2010; Doeller et al., 2008),
Doeller %5 A(2008)R HIst = VR FF K,
ik 2] 5 R0 YRGB I, R Y
A 5 N T 2 B 2 I R, T MO
BEARGE A2 1 PR B, B I 9 SOHR R s B
WO, X R 5 3T AR Y R B g SR
ICMLAFERE R R, ORI 58T B0 1 1 14
PB IR E R R . E—TUR RIS
WAFE] 7RISR, TR AIE T FRH A
41, JHfiiF Doeller (2008)%F A7 A S5 50 AT
W, GREMERALE D R EIH R TELL,
T TG TR B T i AR AR B AR ) th R
P R 4, SO AR 9 3006 2 B 5 R (Schuck et al.,
2015), X LW E D) REAY 1R (4F ) AT RE 5 | i 5
F il 02 33 525, O U B 3 2 () AT BEAE AR
—EMRELER, BJE, Julian 55 A (2019)TF 5
KB, A A BRI 25 A A A AR 3 B2 ST A
BRI EZAMILE, oA MR R Z
PR LI 0 i T T RE & S 5% (Meyer-Lindenberg
et al., 2005), F-RFMHNF 2= 5150 6e
AIRBAEFE R R, Aok B HIX I i e = B8 i
HEHERIESS . BRI Z b, Guderian (2015)% A&
W, G S5 5 ih B 2E S Z TR SRR Y
PRI R, B #FRFER T Doeller (2008)1 9
303108 X Vg A R 47 19 R R T 8 A MR i A
B, FEOH RIS R AT Sk E8, SRk
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SRR R LAYy Ay R N T S N S e o i
ZHH R SRS NI, IS D RE A A R
ASPREE T 1 o o] B IR 2 kAL, A2 A, A
PR BEKE T 5 A7 R ) P 0 S R4 G B R AZ )
LA

4 BEEFRE

g b, AR R R T2 R AR —
DB RPN AGE TR . AR SR AR oY 2255
F2 L X il A0 25 (LA B IA L, 56 F DAAE i BF
g%, AT MILERQ 22K~2 DHELRRIEHN
30 BTG ) =5 8] LA 4544, I BLRE A AR 1Y
KRG ESF DR EREGL $~47
). KEFB@~5 ). MG RS )%
SEPLZS [A] 00, PR 2R AL 7 T R SY EEAE AR
BRI AT 5, AR A A (B LA B
Fag )8 2 2 K R 9 PPA T RSC R AE, Jf-H PPA
FRSC St 25 8] JUARI A [] 7 T ) R AT A 5 A [R] 4 D
I R PLEATYER OPA TSR gmid; MAYE
R 2 52 33 Fie s Py A for B A 32 piy PN AR
S0 5E . B2, LRG3 T0 50 S0
AT TR MR R, F& T ROIDZ S A AR
FHfF D, ZRT BRI oK R E 8, of
VP2 8T 2R AT IR AR 58 2 . B
PRI LT 71

85—, R E D AR 23 (B A B A
BB R E R R R, UAEXTH
SO R 25 8] JUAR (i S DT R A A — sk
i, FIREZMS T — 2R E N R A b sz,
Lb A & 25 P (salience) . LAFERIF ST AP T 2% FH 6 71
ZRRKBWEIE S KRN F, B SRR
TR Y 0 2 b At ) 25 [ R R TE 45 5 5 R A A
FIE R, DTS B ATT B & Hl 22w At 4 2 2 i
PEPEN AT S Mi(Bulckly et al., 2015; Newcombe
& Huttenlocher, 2007; Wang & Mou, 2020), K#k5~
R AR VR FJP 2R A gl e & 34
SR I BREE P ) MR R AL, 2 S AR DA
SN H R Rl Ar, 28R R, BERAR
JE A AR F I S B, RS R B S B R
WMINEA RE R ENE, B 56 T Ll
R T PR RER, A AR A B T A
MEERIEAT PR E AL, BB G R i ir s
B3 i R I WA I 3 Y A2 45 (Doeller &

Burgess, 2008; Honbolygé et al., 2014), i~k
X 321 5 ) J 2 M R DU 2 R e il i L R
T, Ait, BARA VIR0 AW H AN
AT AR (Ll An i 50 ) X T 2 ) S5 A Y B
H3 5 T Y SRR SR AT AR LA 5, TR SRt R
W AT, BRbZ A, H1 AR 325 B S0 A
HERTTREAE T L L &, Wik, &
K L 25 FEAR HE— A2 A I AT X 2% 1 5 T SRR
X LA A R A R R, R A
A ARAE B T30 A T AR AR

5, R MR AR R 2 W i Tz
T B 1 i 2y R R il (U HE I 1 X 1) 19 ) BE B,
KO ILE M RN AR &2k, —Jrm, Senimt
5% 22 48 h 4R 58I AL B8 38 % 1) P9 s 5 i
FMZBPCR, Z8 T WA T4 6 T
DU AR 5 3 B A G DX 7R T RS i AR
It H R Z 850 R BT AT 55 25 109 £ 32 25 8 i —
ik DX B4 T BB BTG IR, 25 i X AR FE F 71 R
F) Ik AR Aol BARSZ R L el B S8 O T AR
TR B 25 () R 5 1o AN WA M SR B, DAAEAF
% R BTN X R B2 5 T %5 (8] % i (Freedman
& Ibos, 2018; Zhang & Naya, 2020), F HEHAY
PR 5 0 38T S A A0 o 3 i 5 400 o
% = [8] 77 78 % 3 BE 2¢ T (Pitcher & Ungerleider,
2021), T Kravitz 5 A Q2011)FF B ¥ 8 75
A5 308 B8 1) S5 T 5 000 R i 3 3¢ 194 A9 A0 -
22 [B] AT B A7 A £ 57 25 6] AL A T g E B, TR,
AR HIBIESE AT DL AR ST B T i A A rh e
ot it 25 g DX AR S AR B0, 78 G Al Tl e
T f B R, PR AR A ] A0 P ol
W5 JE T 22 [ A DI REAC BN O, DL 4T i s
AR AT EMLE . S — T, R
& HE S AT Y PR 28 FE R 9E 2 ZE LU 8K, TG
7 Y NE <Ny (1K 951 B7A RN D22 B B 3 W )
SR RIE . O I B R B S
S #EEAE S S % 2R R RIEEE L
TR BT 301 AR 08 2 1) S o 1) i 22 SE Tl JRR 3
W, FEHEANZ L, REFERA . TAMEN LW
i 0 35 8 R TR At N N w2 B 2 B AR I 25
RIT I G D T2 TR 55 40 G IXC ] 1) PR AR 5 &R Al
AR T B A R T )

5=, QTR R 37 b it R 3 P SR AT
F O BB A 22 RAE B X TN AR R . Hih A &M
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X, BB B U] s £ (RE 3 b rp ot ) 76 25 T
LA RE A7 H AR B R 19 A (Gallistel, 1990
LaChance et al., 2019), LaChance 55 A (2019)i&# i3
LR RBREET X AR BRENHEES K
PR, KR AYJE WK JZ (postrhinal cortex, XJ i A&
1) 55 18 T X ) FEAE B L TT 4G H 38 S IR0y 7 b
DA, A 3 G S AR F B 5
B 0 01 2 fifd (center-bearing cell) . T8 5 Fu0 45
5 B %) AP0 R B 40 it (center distance cell), LK
P45 2 PR Sk ) A, 3 18 A 3 b rh o T e
i SRR S R AILE S 5REE F AR, LUK
INFTHLIE . 340, W5 & 30 24000 9 A 7 HE S B0
573 (] vh Y 25 1F 7 T8 G R B B e A
i, PRS2 A B AR AT (path cell) A7 4tk 35 YT
HL 5 3l (Jacobs et al., 2010), X °] BB 5 #bh A0 1y
RAFAHWTEMNERR . R KR KA T 3 it
HpC AL U A5 A B T BE SR AR e A ST Y o
SR AT A S i oL g b i 5 22 (8] 9
ANEEAED E 8k F1E 43 B (Alexander, Robinson et al.,
2020)., AT, M AR R A A E R,
A PAAEAR X0 58 5 b 1 0 5. AR T b A
BAEMZAE ST, Gbrbo RERLE T —4
w70 Y B OC R, JUHAE X R 19 3 Hh =S
) o T B AT 10— o T 5 7 3 Ml 5 g b o> —
FHIRR LA TH R K. 8 7R
9g AT A HL AR, R LR B T i SR AU
WP AT Y IR EICCAT 55, R R AE S
Jifi DX BT R AE AR X T8 3 A R e 20
(anchor cell), XLy & BEA e S, HRE
TG A, AR, Al R 4 AR R E PO
R IEA E A R B B3R5 4 (Kunz et al.,
2020), X Z& WM XT T3 AT SR B RAE
AT REAEAE G AT 8, RIS —ENBER, B
HErx o7 WA R B A, BARAE R RTE A 3
SHAMHE . Ft, KA HZEHBH KX+
Yy b FR g b o0 AR BRAE R X BB R, K
Fohnfar7e LAl b HEAT B IR S AL S 2 ]
ShEE N

S0, 22N R E T 00 B 5 4 R g
S IR 25105 BRAERER o Bt 4 BR BT /R 2%V SR 8
R A PR G, 0] 38 33 2 [a] S0 A 45 ) Bl
IR %% Vg R A B L R N R R AT 0B A 1 L
YR 23 8] 5 0T 40 35 1 #4535 8T (Coughlan et al.,

2018, 2019; 5K %, 2019). M MHFIELIHE
7 BT IR 2% 18 BRE By S TR (APOEA) i1 A R A 5E
X4, R AT T 0 A A B I RE I T
] 500 AR 18 AN T B8 g 1 5 g 12 1R)
(Coughlan et al., 2020), {Ta i B T Pl /R 2% 15 BROAE
HETLRNSMZ B FIEE BV KR AN,
W5 2 Wk R I 390 ) BT 7% 2% 13 BRE R A 22 L T 19
WELRZJZ VR D A DX B2 AR, T K G X £ B
F T30 5T A S 82 /% [X.(Coughlan et al., 2018),
I, R FRAT LIZE G istfes . A
I S A% 25 45 4 T T TR\ ML ER 5 48521 o SRRk IR L e
e A 7 408 £ BT 7% 2% v JBRRE A Ak o B T i L A e
TIREE SZZ B DL, R 2R UR RS A T )y A
A S AT A L

SR, NS A 2 ) R A ] — B R
AT BPIRAS, I, X T30 SR 558 i R BR
TR RS A AERE o ROk AT LU 31 S A 4 i 3
WAL . I TERNSE . R8s ) | A5 19 24 46 H Al 45
3 (Brunec et al., 2020; Julian et al., 2018; Pellencin
etal., 2018), HLanEF{4:341 5 (event boundary), DLA:
PR R, HRABCIZAEFE 4R, 48
Bl K % 22 5 R I FH AR Dy — A B, Tl
FURT LR Ry R A S A AT O R, M
e A2 A LA (Horner et al., 2016; Jeunchomme &
D’ Argembeau, 2020; Logie & Donaldson, 2021; #f
B, K, 2019), H T A A e S B
AR5y A [ R PE T, PR, 20 AR ) e i 4
B AT B2 AL T340 A 25 [ o g oA 0 o 2 R i 22
Ll (Brunec et al., 2018), M1 T HAjbHR=Z RG1ME
MIBIEFE, PRI 4 S5 BRI AS W s 4 B R AR
AT, OISR 30 Bt T3 ie 12 %A R
AR Y R M SO 2 B, 2P I S e s )
3T 2 LR I LA Fe A, IR 320 A B R R A
li] VR T ) 53R

2% 3Tk

P/ uk, WEURERL (2013). L A A) FE 5T I BE 0K R LI
Z G PRI HE, 21(2), 252-262.

o, AR (2019). SR BATWM R L2 H
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KR, WRT, 4R (2019). A% 1) ST I R E
INHIAL TR IR . O L E P RE, 27(12), 2019-2033.
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Cognitive neural mechanism of boundary processing in spatial navigation

HAO Xin, YUAN Zhongping, LIN Shuting, SHEN Ting
(Key Laboratory of Adolescent Cyberpsychology and Behavior (Central China Normal University), Ministry of Education;
School of Psychology, Central China Normal University, Wuhan 430079, China)

Abstract: Boundaries are obstacles with extended surfaces in the spatial environment and contribute
significantly to the spatial navigation for humans and animals. Cognitive developmental studies found that
children could reorient successfully by using the geometry of the boundary when they were disoriented at
the age of 1.5~2 years old, and gradually using the vertical information until they were 3.1~4.7 years old,
length information until the age of 4~5, and visual opaqueness information until the age of 5 years old in
navigation. In addition, neuroimaging studies in adults have found that the medial temporal lobe and parietal
lobe play different roles in boundary processing. Specifically, the boundary geometry and constituent
elements were represented in the parahippocampal place area and the retrosplenial complex. Furthermore,
the navigational affordance for a boundary was represented in the occipital parietal area. Finally, encoding
and retrieval of the boundary-based object’s location were associated with the hippocampus. Several issues
are unaddressed that should be investigated in future. First, future studies should explore the comprehensive
cognitive processes of boundary-based navigation and its development trajectory. Second, further research
could explore the functional interaction between the medial temporal lobe and posterior parietal cortex.
Third, we could pay attention to the distinctions and associations between the cognitive neural mechanisms
of the boundary and geometry center encoding. Forth, further study could investigate specific behavioral
impairment of boundary-based navigation in individuals with at-genetic-risk Alzheimer’s disease. Finally,
we could about the boundary influence mechanisms in long-term memory, time estimation, visual space, and
social networks.

Key words: boundary, spatial navigation, cognitive development, functional basis, medial temporal lobe





