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ABSTRACT

- The purpose of this study was to investigate the
effect of being imitated on behaviors of preschool children. Each of
24 subjects was given a choice of three responses in a
marble~-dropping task and was required to make one choice, after which
an experimenter either imitated or did not imitate a subjec*'s
behavior. The results indicated that when a response is imitated by
an experimenter, the response frequency is maintained; however, when
a response that was previously imitated was no longer imitated, the
response frequency significantly decreased. These results were
interpreted as providing evidence that behavioral similarly produced
by an experimenter has positive reinforcing properties. (Author)
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"IH;TATION IN CHILDREN: THE EFFECT Of MEING IMITATED"
Gregory T. Pouts

University of Denver o :

The imitation paradigm typically involves a subject obsgrving
and subsequently imitating the behQCTbr bf:a,modek. Imitative
behavior results in&behavioral simi@ari%y between the model
and observer. énother situation in which bagavioral'similarity
oceurs 18 one in which a person is imit;ted by znother; for e&ample,
parents are imitated by thei; children a person agrees with anoéher‘
The result of being agreed with, identified with, or being imitated
ig often posftive aifect. This §Efedtive.state may indicate that

being imitated results in positive reinforcement -to the person

being imitated. It is gurprising that this situation has received

®
= 4

no research attention since there may be mwany instances in which
peopie and children are infiluenced by being imitated. The pUrpose
of this study was to investigate the effect of being imita:zed on
behavior . . .

In order to determine the eifect of being imitatéd the
following sgituation was employed. A subject wus given & cholce’

L

of three responses and was asked tc make one after which the ex~

, perimenter either imitated or did not imitate the subject's be-

havioxr. The focus of interest was whether a subjoct would repeat

R
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the responge which was imitated or choose a response different
from that wﬁich wag imitated. Baér atl Sherman '1964) suggest
that hehaviéral similarity has positive ;e;nforcing propertieé
and main®gins imit%tive’behaviora. Pafion and Fouts !1969)
-suggest that similarity pezr se has a reinf?fcing function ;nd
that behavioral similarity produced by imitation is a subclass
of situations ;n which similarity may occur and influence be-
havior. Accordingly, it‘was predicted that bshaviors of a sub-
ject foliowed by similarity produced by an experimenter w&uld
continue to uccﬁr or 1ncreasevin frequency. On the other hang,
when behaviors which were previousty followed by similarity were
nc longer followed by similarivy, it was predicted that the be~
haviors would decrease in fragquency, since the removal of simi-

larity woulad constitute an axtinction p:ocedure.

- #gthod
- * ¢ .
Subiegts '

\

Twenty-four children :10 boys and 14 girls; CA, 4.2 years)

were randomly selected from a cooperative nuwsery school. The
» ~ °

children came from middle-class white families. Subjects (Ss)

were randomly assigned to six experimental conditions which

counterbalanced the particular resgponses and the order of

\
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responses which would be imifated by an experimenter 'B). There

o
.

» \ s
ware four Ss per condition.’

*

Procedure

A female adult B with whom Ss were familiar escorted each

S to an experimental roo@, explaining that they were going to

a

play a marble game. The game apparatus consisteé of a small
gray box with three holes in the top s;;face; the holes formed-
an isosceles triangle. Identical instructions were given all
8s. Each § was told (2]} to dirop a marble in any of the three
holeg that he wished, {b) that E would then drop 2 marble in
any hole that the E wished, and 'c¢) that this altermation of”
responding was to be repeated several times., At a signal froim
E. 8 picked up a marblie and dzopped it into one of the boleé:
E then either dropped a marble into ihe sawe or different hole.
At the completion of both responses {irial), E recorded the
resvonses and signaled the keginning of the next trial.

In the first half of the experiment 30 trialé}: 2 hote -8
designated as that which would result in imitation if an S were
to dfop a marblé in that hole .Imitation conditior}. In the
sacond half 130 trxials), an S was imitated at another hole, with

r
responding at the originally designated hole now resultirg in

nonimitation by E "Nonimitacion condition}. In ordexr
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to eliminate the possible effects of position preference, 8ix
experimenéal.groups were constituted: 1-2, 2-3, 1-3, 2-1, 3-2,
and 3-1. The numbers represent the holes at which E imitated 3
in the first and second halves, respectively. The duration éf

each half was approximately five minutes.
'3 s.tiation, it was possible thac an S may imitate

the 2 Lo ’'ust previously imitated him (reciprocal imitation),

with the E serving modeling cueing) function rather than the

agent ox reinforcement ‘behavioral similarity). Thus, any sub-

~

sequent increase in responding at the hole at which an S was

belng imitated could be the resuit of similarity serving a

!

reinforc?ng function an&/br £ serving a cueing function. TIn
order to decrease thé“likelihood of the cueing function of E,
an additional restraint vas piaced on E's behavicr. When not
imitating S, B would never place the marble in the hole designated

for imitation; thus responding at the hole designated.as that

~

to be imitated was alwaye initiated by §, not E. PFor example

5\

under Condition 1+2, the first half, if S responded to hole #1,

E would drop a marblé in #1; if S responded .to #2, E wopld
respond to #3; if 8 responded to #3, é would respond to #2.
Results
The responding of E was éiamined fixst in order tec detex-

¥

mine whether her behavior differed at the designated hole 'the

1
|
g
|
|
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hble,initially producing imitation. thon nonimit;tion) under

the Ss' Imitation apd Nonimitation cond.tions. This analysis

wag8 nocessary in'ordar to interpraet the S8d° data because 1f there
were a difference in E's behavior between the Imitation and
NMonimitation conditions (@.g9., more responses at the designated
hole during the Imitation than Nonimitation condition). the dif-
ferencs betweenﬁihese conditions for Ss coulé then be arguea to

be due to the modeling effect of E - rather than the similarity

produced by E. An analysis of variance was performed on the

frequency of marblesdropping; the two within~subject factors were

‘Congequence {Imitation and Nonimitation) and Trial Blocks ‘2 trial

blocks of 15 responses pax txial hlock}. There were no signifi-
cant effacts {p > .10} for Congequence, Trial Blocks, or Con-
gaquance X Trial Blocks. There were alse no significant differ-
ences amcng any of the pair-wise compariscnsof Trial Blocks

across the Imitation and Honimitation conditions (Tukey in Hayes,

1963} . The absence of any gignificant differences in responding

of E .see Table 1 for the mean performinces of E and $s) indicates

that since zesponding at the designaled hole was similar through-
out the experimental session, i.e., the modeling was similax., any
differences which may appear in Ss’' behavior cannot be attributed

to the modeling of E.

~I
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It was predicte§ that {a! responding £$llowed by initation

«

would either be maintained oxr increase in ffequency, and {b) re-
*ponding which was previoﬁgly imitated and subsequently nonimitated
would decrease in ﬁ;@quencyo An analysis of varlance on che °
freqUe;cy of S8’ marble-éropping was performed with the two within-
subject factors being Coﬁ%equence and Trial Blocks. Therg were no
significgnt effecty (p >‘.05) of Consequenpe or Consedquence X
Trial Blocks. ?%ere was'a significant effect {p < .025) of Trial
Blocks, {F fl/é3) ='5.87.‘ Pair-wlge comparisons across Trial Blocks
Tukey in Hayes. 1963) revealed the following 3ignifiéant ‘p < .05}
differences: 1less respoqding in Trial Block } of the Nonimitation
condition than either Trial Blocks 1 or 2 in the Imitation condition

_ and more rasponéing in Trial Block 2 than Trial Block 1 in the Non~
imitation condition. The first prediction received support insofaz
as the response fraguency !sece Table 1} increased from Trial Block"l )
to Trial Block 2, althouwgh the increase was tongignificant. The

-

second prediction was supported by the signifiéent decrease between

Trial Blocks 1 angd 2 in the Imitation condition and Trial Block 1

Lo

'in the Nonimitation condition. The increase in responding from

I

Trial Block 1 to 2 in the Nonimitatiod condition was not expected.

Riscussion

' [y

The purpose of this study was to investigate the effect of
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"Nonimitation condition’ and the statistical analysis reveal a

being imitated orn preschool children's behavior. t was assumed

that the similarity produced by E imitating an S would gerve asg '

.

a posigive reinforcing event, the delivery of which woulg'main~
tain or iacréase responding and the removal of which‘woulé decrease
responding. &n examinagionfaf Table 1 a;d the statiatical analysis
show a nonsignificant increasg in respohding wheh imitaéed by E.
These results are consistent with the first p;edictiop‘ It
was'pxgaicted th%t there would be a.decrease in responding when

similazity was no longer contingent on Ss' behafiors. An exagm~

L]

ination of change in responding of Ss from the two trial blocks

undeyx the Imitation condit15n|t6 the fifst~trial bl?ck,under thg

s

significant® decrease in responéing, This finding'ig_conéistent

with the predictionwanﬂ'pxovides evideﬁ@e that the zemoval of -

similarity produced by being imitated may serve eithe& ag an

extinbtion or’ ounishment procedure. The latter ‘would seem moze

\ ‘ L]
[y

’ plausiblé since the deécrease was quite sharp ag bpposed to a

.

aradual dqclina normally found un@er extiuctson procedures.

’

Informal obaervation during the eitper inent supports the PUIlShmﬁg

X

aqpect of rémoval of a;milarity., In general, thé ﬁirsﬁ-trials

immediately following the removal-uf similarity contingent on

-

9 .
the‘deshgnated holeapyoduced emotional behaviors in the 88, e.g.,

. *
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frowning, asking g_whah 8 did wrong, “puzzlement." This reaction

to the removal of similarity'contingent on responding was similar

»

fto that found in a previous study Parton & Fouts, 1969)., in
which a butto?-pushlng’responsa was followed gy either similarity
or disaimilazity.z
The vnefbecied finding oé an increase in reéponding dyring,
the non;mitation'qondition nay bhe gxplained by any one or con-
binatien of ﬁha'followibq hypotheses., Firgt, informal observation

suggested there was an increase in boredsu which increased the

variabilit} in responding,‘resulting‘in behavior at the desiagnated
hele, Secgpdu aimilarity as a conditioned reinforcer may be

relatively weak and may have begun,to loze its reinforcing prop-
Lo l ) : : .

erties in the absence of occasional association with ocher rein-

forcers.> Thizmd, there may have been thae satiation of similarity

v

as a reinforcer,, through being imitaled at the other hole in

e second half ;f the experiment. This would havé resu)ﬁéﬁ in
decreasgd r@apondinq at the imitated hole, the;eby increaring

l 'fesponding at the nénimitaged holes .

e '_ These findinéa appear tc support the aséumption that behav;oral
* . -

éiﬁ%larigy ig a positive xeinforcer in a situvation in which be-

haviers of ¢hildren are imitated. Thus the effect of being imi-

tated.ié to maintain that behavior, and the effect of no longer

1

t
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being imitated is to reduce responding.: It is unlikely tbat

these findings can be attributed to Ss imitatioh of E because
!

E modeled similarly throughout the experiment; and in the ab-f
|

sence of differences in modeling. the differences in 88 be~ |

havior would appear to ﬁe‘due to reinforcing stimuli rathé¢r than

of the experiment Ss' behavior was due to modeling and this
éffect was not evident because similarity reinforcement was alég
otcurring. It may be the“case that it is exper;mentally im-
posgible to compleéeiy separate the effect of modeling la cue-

ing function) and similarity :a reinfoxcing ancéioning) sing2
/

. |
they usually qecur simultaneously. Nevertheless, research iB
} : / .

presently under way which attempts %o bettex separate/the two

t
’

processes by using various schedules of similarity as

a rein-

[
X imep{t QZJ
S i

|
forcer and by performing a séquentiaf omalysis of e
' /

and /subject behaviors. ' //'
i

/ ./ f'

!
modeling stimuli. It is possible, however. that in some segment)
3 . . ;
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Footnotes
1. This study was supported by a Faculty Research Grant
provided by the Gra@uQZe School University of Denver. Denver,
0 Colorado.‘ The author wuishes to express his appreciation,to-Dra

tarxry Fenson for his help {n che preparation of this manuscript.

%,

. -
. 2, The emotional behaviors occurring in the Parton and Fouts

athdy were not repb:ted in the article although they were infor-
mally observed by the second author. .

— —— —— —_ - 3 et

1

v 3. It could se argued that during the Imitation condition,

there were two, types of pimilazity-sthat which resulted when E

imitated an § and that which resulted from an S imitating E. It .
L -5y t, r?"ﬂ

8 possibie that the latter was maintained by the former; and

*. when B no lopgan dnstated §. the reinforéing properties. in S-.
produced simila) ity »&! luly extinguished, as would be expected of

2 higher order conditioned reinforcer.’

. B .
: N —_— “‘ S :'_*.J_ U
* .
) v - Y -~ 1
' ! *

-
o
— .
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Table 1
Mean Performances of éFand Ss under the

Imitation and Eonimitatlon anditions

S

Imitation Nénimitation
Tziai Blocks 1 2 1 2 S
£ 6.08" 6.21 ' 5.52  5.33
ss 6.08  6.21 ‘ 4.25  5.79 '

tResponding at chance level is S;OO respoﬁseé par Trial

SV S,

Block. ;

— - —— ———— - e e - P [V,
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