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ABSTRACT 

The purpose of this study was to explore the effects 

of various modeling procedures on the learning of preposi

tional phrases by culturally disadvantaged children. Twenty-

five boys and twenty-five girls of preschool age were 

randomly assigned to five treatment groups (four modeling 

groups and a no-model control group). A repeated measure 

was included, consisting of four experimental stages. The 

data for both a motor response and a verbal response was 

subjected to a 5 (groups) x 2 (sexes) x 4 (stages) Mixed 

Design Analysis of Variance. 

The Subjects were treated identically in Stages I, 

III, and IV but the treatments differed in Stage II. 

In Stage I the Subjects were presented individually 

with four prepositional requests and four prepositional 

questions to determine a base line level for all groups on 

both response measures. During Stage II, the Subjects in 

the four modeling groups were asked to observe another child 

emitting an appropriate motor response to a prepositional 

request (e.g., Can you put the penny between the block and 

the cup?). 

Each of the four modeling groups was exposed to a 

different procedure. In Group 1 the model answered the 

vii 
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prepositional question (e.g., Where is the penny?) with the 

appropriate verbal response. In Group 2 the model received 

verbal reinforcement but made no verbal statement. In 

Group 3 "the model again emitted the verbal response but re

ceived no reinforcement. Group 4 witnessed both the modeled 

verbal response and model reinforcement. 

Results of the Analyses of Variance revealed a sig

nificant main effect for Groups, Stages, and the interaction 

between the txvo variables. In order to clarify the meaning 

of the interaction, twelve orthogonal comparisons were made 

on both response measures. These comparisons revealed 

significant differences from base line to the pooled imita

tion and generalization stages for all four modeling groups. 

The motor response showed a significant decrement from 

Stages II to III and IV, whereas the verbal response showed 

no such decrement. Reinforcement of the model produced a 

lower frequency of responding on the motor response, while 

this variable had no effect on the verbal response. The 

model's verbalization produced no significant effects on 

either response measure. 

This study suggests that preschool children are able 

to increase appropriate motor and verbal usage of preposi

tional phrases through modeling procedures using a female 

peer model. 



INTRODUCTION 

The resolution of the current controversy over the 

effectiveness of various remedial education techniques de

signed to overcome problems due to socioeconomic deprivation 

may come from research in developmental and learning psy

chology. Recent research has indicated that socioeconomic 

deprivation results in linguistic differences between socio

economic groups which inhibits learning success among members 

of the lower class groups. Bernstein (1961) has summarized 

the findings on language differences between socioeconomic 

groups. He has indicated that the most important language 

differences up to thirty months of age are: (1) articulation 

of vowels, (2) articulation of medial and final consonants, 

(3) length of utterances, (4) the complexity of verbaliza

tions, and (5) recognition vocabulary, with lower-class 

children performing at a lower level in each of these areas. 

He also reports a negative correlation between family size 

and IQ scores as well as large discrepancies between verbal 

and non-verbal IQ's in children of working class families. 

The greatest concentration of language differences between 

socioeconomic groups was found to be at years of age, 

according to a collection of normative data on language de

velopment in Minnesota school children (Templin, 1957). 

1 
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Different socioeconomic classes apparently use lan

guage in different ways. It has been suggested that 

"cultural deprivation," the term used frequently today as an 

explanation for social class differences in school achieve

ment, is actually language deprivation (Bereiter and Engelmann, 

1966). It is possible that the lower-class child must trans

late the middle-class language of the teacher into his own 

language before he can comprehend what is expected of him or 

being said to him. 

The speech of the "deprived child," although gram

matically similar to that of the middle-class child, may be 

essentially different in the way he can use it. There may be 

less use of prepositions and structuring words so that the 

deprived child has difficulty in combining, rearranging, 

producing and comprehending a variety of grammatical trans

formations (Bereiter and Engelmann, 1966). While he may 

understand the teacher's request to "use the black crayon to 

outline this letter," he might become lost when the sentence 

is changed to "this letter is to be outlined in black." He 

also may not acquire words as units, again limiting the 

flexibility of his use of language (Bereiter and Engelmann, 

1966; Cazden, 1966). 

Bernstein (1961) has developed an entire theory 

around the social class language differences he has observed 

and found reported in the literature. He claims that the 

middle-class uses speech in a theoretical, abstract attitude, 
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while the lower-class is limited to a non-analytic and more 

descriptive language. He refers to this as "formal language" 

(used by the middle-class) and "public language" to which the 

lower-class is limited. The formal language is based on a 

great flexibility of syntax and structure, allowing sub

jective meanings to be made explicit, while the public lan

guage of the lower-class is typified by a rigidity of 

structure, preventing the speaker from elaborating on sub

jective intent. He points out that, although the public 

language allows for richness in emotional expression and 

colorful description, it severely limits the lower-class 

child in a middle-class school environment. 

Many programs for "deprived" preschool children 

have been instituted since the early 1960*s with the goal of 

overcoming cultural deprivation effects. There has been a 

general awareness among educators that the main deprivation 

was in the area of language, often subsumed under the rubric 

of "reading readiness." However, few of these programs have 

used specifically designed teaching methods and follow-up 

studies on language development. It has been largely assumed 

that mere exposure to a middle-class teacher and certain en

riching experiences which take the child outside his usual 

environs will adequately facilitate acquisition of the needed 

language skills. 

A general review of the results of "Headstart" 

programs found little or no differences in language 
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development between those in a preschool program and those 

remaining at home, unless there was a systematic program of 

intervention (Hodges and Spicker, 1967). It has been found, 

however, that where reinforcement contingencies were care

fully arranged to coincide with a well-designed program of 

language development, marked changes occurred (Hodges and 

Spicker, 1967). Gray and Klaus (1965), in a two-year study 

using rexvards with verbal interaction and training, were able 

to increase significantly the IQ's of disadvantaged preschool 

children. The understanding of the role of the teacher as a 

social reinforcer is now being put to use successfully in 

some preschool classroom situations (Harris, Wolf, and Baer, 

1966; T?eynolds and Risley, 196$). 

According to Staats (1968), children probably learn 

grammatical structures through some combination of rein

forcement contingencies and imitation. It seems apparent 

through everyday observations that some amount of modeling 

is involved in language acquisition. Indeed, the preschool 

programs for culturally disadvantaged children are to some 

extent predicated on the assumption that exposure to dif

ferent models than the child encounters at home will lead to 

changes in the child's language understanding and usage. 

Bandura (1969), who has done much of the work thus 

far on the problem of imitative learning, believes there 

are three main effects of modeling: (1) the acquisition of 

new response patterns, (2) the strengthening or weakening 
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of response inhibition, and (3) the presentation of discrim

inative stimuli which facilitate the occurrence of a response 

already in the repertoire. Involved in this process are such 

factors as the model's age and sex, perceived power or 

nurturance of the model, consequences to the model, and the 

verbal encoding of the imitative responses. 

Bandura (1969) has pointed out that in the same 

modeling experiment different children react in a wide 

variety of ways and to a wide spectrum of variables. 

Although a nurturant adult model is generally imitated more 

frequently than one who is non-nurturant, this finding does 

not hold across all situations. For example, when the child 

is placed in a competitive situation, the modeling effect-

may be altered (Bandura, 1967). Boys who received generous 

rewards from a female model in the presence of a neglected 

male tended to imitate the male more frequently (Bandura, 

1967). 

Most of the studies done thus far have used adult 

models. Although there are many statements in the literature 

to the effect that peer groups greatly influence the language 

and culture of children (Burnstein, Stotland, and Zander, 

1961; Rosekrans, 1967), there is little actual data on the 

influence of peers below the age of seven (Janis and Hovland, 

1959). It is possible that a model perceived as equal or 

similar in such attributes as age, status, or social back

ground will provide better response facilitation. Rosekrans 
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(1967) found that children tended to imitate more when they 

were told that the model was "like them" in interests and age. 

Hartup (1967) found evidence that children's imitation of 

peers depends on their previous experience with peers. V7here 

much support and reinforcement had been experienced, more 

imitation occurred. However, conflicting evidence is provided 

in several studies in which children are more imitative of 

adults than of peers (Bandura and Kupers, 1964; Hicks, 19&5; 

Jakubezak and Walters, 1959). In view of the tendency in 

this country to have community schools where students in a 

particular school are similar in social background and lan

guage, it seems relevant to further explore peer influence on 

language development. 

The differences between sexes in response to peer in

fluence remains a relatively unexplored area. It is also un

known whether boys tend to imitate boy models more than female 

ones and vice versa. The literature on the differential re

sponses of males and females to a female model has mainly 

utilized adult models (Bandura and \7alters, 1963). Although 

Bandura (1969) reports some facilitation or inhibition of re

sponses by same sex models, variables other than sex appear to 

be just as important in facilitation of imitation of an adult 

model. 

Another important variable, particularly where the 

interest is in peer influence, is the consequences to the 

model. Does reward in the form of adult approval or feed

back of correctness affect imitative learning? It has been 
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demonstrated that in certain types of learning (i.e., be

haviors that are negatively sanctioned such as aggressive 

responses), the performance of an imitative act is affected 

by the consequences to the model (Bandura, 1965; Bandura, 

1967). However, in these same studies, a later interview of 

the Subjects revealed that the negatively sanctioned behavior, 

although not actually performed, had been learned (Bandura, 

1969)• Recent findings (Bandura, Grusec, and Menlove, 1967) 

indicate that when positively sanctioned behavior is involved, 

imitation is strongly facilitated by vicarious social re

inforcement. The majority of evidence indicates that vicar

iously reinforced behavioral changes are of the same 

magnitude and are governed by the same variables as directly 

reinforced behavior (Bruning, 1965; Kanfer, and Marston, 

1963). However, in a study of verbal learning by adults, 

imitation of the model alone produced as much learning as 

either reinforcement of the model or direct reinforcement 

(Phillips, 1968). 

Although interest in the development of language has 

gained prominence in the past few years, actual data on 

imitative learning and language is still sparse. Lovaas 

(1968) developed a complex program for establishing imitative 

behavior through a combination of modeling and reinforcement 

procedures. The program involved establishing the imitative 

behavior and then gradually training language in autistic 

children. After training the children to name common objects, 



a 

he established appropriate responses to prepositions and 

pronouns. Utilizing an adult model as a prompt, he began 

with four simple prepositions, on top of, under, beside, and 

inside, requiring the child to place an object in response to 

a prepositional request and then to verbalize the position of 

the object. The prompt was gradually faded and responses were 

directly reinforced. Peterson (1963) has successfully used a 

modeling paradigm to train language in retarded children. 

Bandura and Harris (1966) found that greater use of 

the passive voice could be generated in second grade students 

through a combination of modeling, reinforcement, and problem 

solving constructions. In this study neither the modeling 

nor the reinforcement alone produced changes, apparently due 

to the difficulty of the passive voice for second grade chil

dren. Utilizing prepositional phrases which were more 

familiar to these children, reinforcement alone was suf

ficient to increase the frequency of usage. 

Odom, Liebert, and Hill (1968) carried out a study on 

the acquisition of grammatical and ungrammatical syntactic 

constructions through the use of rewards, modeling and 

problem solving instructions. They, like Bandura and Harris, 

were able to increase syntactic constructions of preposi

tional phrases among second grade children. However, they 

went even further and attempted to train totally novel con

structions which violated the rules of English grammar, 

i.e., "The boy went the house to." Surprisingly, the 
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children rearranged the modeled new-rule phrases to fit good 

English constructions even though the latter were neither 

modeled nor rewarded. A second experiment was conducted to 

ascertain whether this response was due to a misperception or 

to an active process of generating a new response from the 

modeled "incorrect" grammar and previous experience with the 

English language. The "active process" hypothesis was sup

ported. Apparently, language acquisition involves not only 

the modeling and reinforcing of words and phrases but also 

some little understood internal processes which allow the 

child to perceive and interpret what is being modeled and 

assimilate it into his own existing cognitive system. 

Another interesting aspect of this study was the repe

tition of the modeled responses by the child in the second ex

periment. Verbalizing the incorrect grammatical construction 

did not increase the frequency of the child's reproduction of 

such phrases. Bandura, Grusec, and Menlove (1966) demon

strated that, in some cases at least, verbalization of 

modeled responses does increase learning. They had three 

groups of children exposed to a film of complex modeled be

havior. One group was allowed to merely watch the film, 

another to watch and count rapidly, and the third to watch 

and verbalize the modeled responses. The verbalizers were 

subsequently able to match more responses than were the 

other two groups. 
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The present study, utilizing disadvantaged preschool 

children as Subjects, was an attempt to explore several of 

the above-mentioned aspects of imitation. The model was a 

child approximately the same age as the Subjects and the 

problem for the Subjects was to learn to respond to four 

prepositional requests and to verbalize these responses, 

utilizing the appropriate preposition. The following 

aspects of imitative learning were investigated: (1) Con

sequences to the model. Does adult approval of model per

formance increase imitation? (2) Model's verbalization of 

the action. Does the child learn to verbalize his response 

or to imitate more rapidly when the model verbalizes the 

action? (3) Generalization. Does the imitative learning of 

a response to a prepositional request generalize to other 

situations? (4) Sex of the child. Do children of the same 

sex as the model acquire the imitative response at a signif

icantly faster rate? 



METHOD 

Subjects 

The Subjects were 25 girls and 25 boys from a group 

of disadvantaged nursery school children in two community 

preschool programs. The children's ages ranged from 4$ 

to 63 months with a mean age of approximately 58 months. 

The boys and girls were randomly assigned to one 

of five treatment groups with 5 boys and 5 girls in each 

group. The model was a 5-1/2 year-old female, unknown to 
\ 

the Subjects and trained to carry out the propositional 

requests slowly and without error. 

Materials 

The stimuli consisted of three sets of familiar 

objects: Set 1 (a block, penny, and cup); Set 2 (a pencil, 

book, and shoe); and Set 3 (a toy car, small box, and a 

spoon). 

Design 

The combination of treatment conditions resulted in 

a 5 x 2 factorial design consisting of 5 levels of treatments 

(see below), 2 levels of sex, and a repeated measure con

sisting of 4 experimental stages. 

11 
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Treatment Groups 

All the Subjects were treated identically in 

Stages I, III, and IV but differed in treatment during 

Stage II. 

Procedure 

Stage I 

The Subjects were invited, one at a time, to "Come 

and play some games." The Experimenter accompanied the child 

to a room containing three small chairs, a table, and a box 

holding the familiar objects. The model was introduced to 

the Subject as another child who was going to play the game. 

The Subject was asked to be seated at the table opposite the 

model and the Experimenter was seated at the end of the 

table near the box of objects. The Subject was then asked 

to name each object as the Experimenter removed it from the 

box and placed it on the table. If the Subject could not 

name an object the Experimenter simply said the name of the 

object and asked the Subject to repeat it. Any child who 

was unable to name more than two objects was eliminated from 

the experiment. All the objects, with the exception of 

those in Set 1, were then returned to the box, as the Ex

perimenter remarked, "First we will play with these things 

and later we will use the other things." 

The Subject was then tested for the four preposi

tional requests using the first set of objects. The 



Experimenter placed the block, penny, and cup on the table in 

front of the child in a predetermined, random and constant 

arrangement for all Subjects. The Experimenter then asked 

the child: (1) Can you put the penny on top of the block? 

Where is the penny? (2) Can you put the penny below the cup? 

Where is the penny? (3) Can you hold the block above the 

cup? Where is the block? (4) Can you put the penny between 

the block and the cup? Where is the penny now? Regardless 

of the Subject's responses to these requests, no reinforce

ment or help was given. For each set of objects, four 

randomly chosen sequences were used to present the requests 

and the Subjects were randomly assigned to each of the se

quences for each set of objects. 

Stage II 

Treatment Group 1. The Subject was asked to watch 

closely while the model played the game. If the Subject 

demonstrated any lack of attention he was reminded once more 

to watch the model very closely to see how she played the 

game. The model was then given the first prepositional re

quest but was not asked to verbalize the response. No com

ment was made on the model's performance. Following the 

modeling of the response, the Subject was given the first 

request using the same set of objects. For four trials the 

model and the child alternated in responding to the requests, 

using the objects in Set 1. 
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Treatment Group 2 .  The same procedure was followed 

for this group as for Treatment Group 1 except that the 

model received a verbal reinforcement from the Experimenter 

with each correct response, in the form of "good" or "that's 

right." 

Treatment Group 3» The same procedure was followed 

for this group except that the model was asked to answer the 

question, "Ylhere is the penny?" clearly and loudly, using 

the preposition involved. No reinforcement was given. 

Treatment Group 4« The same procedure as above was 

followed with the model verbalizing the response and verbal 

reinforcement being administered with each correct response. 

Treatment Group 5 (Control Group). The Subject and 

the model were read to from a children's book for a few 

seconds alternately with the prepositional requests being 

given to the Subject. The time spent on the story was 

approximately equivalent to the time the model took to 

respond to the requests. 

Stage III (Test for Generalization) 

After the pre-test and training stages were completed 

with each preposition, the Subject was told, "Now we are 

going to try the game with some new things." The objects of 

Set 2 were placed on the table in a predetermined order and 

Set 1 removed. The prepositional requests and questions were 

then given as in the pre-test except for the changed sequence. 



Stage IV (Test for Generalization) 

The same procedure was then followed with Set 3« 

During the tests for generalization (Stages III and IV), all 

responses, whether right or wrong were followed by a verbal 

comment such as "good" or "fine" in order to maintain the 

interest of the child. 



RESULTS 

An analysis of variance performed on the base line 

frequency of motor and verbal responses revealed that there 

were no significant differences among groups on the motor 

response (F = 1.631, df - 4/45» ns) but that the groups 

differed significantly on the verbal response measure 

(F = 4- 235, df = 4/45, p<.01). A Mixed Design Analysis of 

Variance (five groups by two sexes by four stages) revealed 

a significant main effect for groups and stages, and a sig

nificant interaction between the two variables for both 

response meastires (Tables 1 and 2). No other main effects 

or interactions approached significance for either measure. 

In order to clarify the meaning of the stages by 

groups interaction, twelve orthogonal comparisons were made 

on each of the response measures. For both the verbal and 

the motor responses, the pooled modeling groups showed a 

significant increase in imitative responding as compared 

with the control group. 

Table 3 summarizes the orthogonal comparisons made 

on the motor response. In comparing the base line with the 

pooled modeling stages, reinforcement of the model produced 

significantly poorer imitative motor responses for both the 

model verbalization and non-verbalization groups. Again 

16 
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TABLE 1 

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF IMITATIVE MOTOR RESPONSES 
TO PREPOSITIONAL REQUESTS 

Source df MS F 

Groups (A) 4 9.33 8.702* 

Sex (B) 1 .32 .298 

A x B 4 .73 .683 

Error (b) 40 1.07 

Stages (C) 3 28.5 73.92* 

A x C 12 2.78 7.21* 

B x C 3 .60 1.55 

A x B x C 12 .66 1.72 

Error (w) 120 .39 

*p<.01 



TABLE 2 

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF IMITATIVE VERBAL RESPONSES 
TO PREPOSITIONAL REQUESTS 

Source df MS F 

Groups (A) 4 23.26 6.44* 

Sex (B) 1 10.12 2.31 

A x B 4 5.69 1.30 

Error (b) 40 4.39 

Stages (C) 3 13.33 29.03* 

A x C 12 1.09 2.37* 

B x C 3 .19 .42 

A x B x C 12 .39 .34 

Error (w) 120 .46 

*p<.01 
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TABLE 3 

ORTHOGONAL COMPARISONS OF IMITATIVE MOTOR RESPONSES 
ACROSS EXPERIMENTAL STAGES AND BETWEEN GROUPS 

AND TREATMENT CONDITIONS 

Groups Stages df F 

1-4 vs. 5 I vs. II, III, & IV 120 43.178** 

1+2 vs. 3+4 I vs. II, III, & IV 120 1.381 

1 vs. 2 I vs. II, III, & IV 120 6.218* 

3 vs. 4 I vs. II, III, & IV 120 7.298** 

1-4 vs. 5 II vs. III+IV 120 21.589** 

1+2 vs. 3+4 II vs. III+IV 120 1.081 

1 vs. 2 II vs. III+IV 120 .194 

3 vs. 4 II vs. III+IV 120 2.611 

1-4 vs. 5 III vs. IV 120 1.269 

1+2 vs. 3+4 III vs. IV 120 .518 

1 vs. 2 III vs. IV 120 .583 

3 vs. 4 III vs. IV 120 

C\ t
o U"
N 

•
 

*p<.05 
**p<.01 
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comparing base line with the experimental stages, the model's 

verbalization of the motor response did not produce signifi

cantly more imitative responding than the non-verbalization 

condition. 

A comparison of the first imitation stage (Stage II) 

with the pooled generalization stages (Stages III and IV) re

veals a significant decrement in the motor response for the 

combined modeling groups. The decrement in the imitative 

motor response is demonstrated in Figure 1. There were no 

significant differences among modeling groups in the mag

nitude of the decrement. 

Model reinforcement and model verbalization produced 

no significant effects in comparing the first and second 

generalization stages. However, in a comparison of Stage I 

and Stage IV, a correlated t test revealed that for all the 

modeling groups, except Group 4» a significantly higher 

frequency of motor responses occurred in the final stage of 

the experiment than in the base line stage (Table 4). 

Table 5 summarizes the orthogonal comparisons made on 

the verbal response. A comparison of the base line with the 

pooled modeling stages reveals no differential modeling 

effects on the verbal response. In comparing Stage II with 

the pooled generalization stages, no significant decrement 

of the verbal response was found (Fig. 2). Similarly, 

there was no significant decrement of the verbal response in 

comparing the first and second generalization stages. 
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Fig. 1. Mean number of motor responses to 
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mental groups. 
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TABLE 4 

COMPARISON OF PERFORMNCE DIFFERENCES BETWEEN 
STAGE I AND STAGE IV FOR EACH OF THE 

MODELING GROUPS 

Groups 
Motor Response 

t 
Verbal Response 

t 

1 5.26** 3.7S** 

2 2.69* 1.00 

3 4.10** 3.39** 

4 0.00 3.50** 

*p<.05 
**p<.01 
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TABLE 5 

ORTHOGONAL COMPARISONS OF IMITATIVE VERBAL RESPONSES 
ACROSS EXPERIMENTAL STAGES AND BETV/EEN GROUPS 

AND TREATMENT CONDITIONS 

Groups Stages df F 

1-4 vs. 5 I vs. II, III, & IV 120 13.675* 

1+2 vs. 3+4 I vs. II, III, & IV 120 1.993 

1 vs. 2 I vs. II, III, & IV 120 3.262 

3 vs. 4 I vs. II, III, & IV 120 1.772 

1-4 vs. 5 II vs. III+IV 120 .065 

1+2 vs. 3+4 II vs. III+IV 120 1.302 

1 vs. 2 II vs. III+IV 120 .337 

3 vs. 4 II vs. III+IV 120 3.054 

1-4 vs. 5 III vs. IV 120 .542 

1+2 vs. 3+4 III vs. IV 120 .000 

1 vs. 2 III vs. IV 120 1.356 

3 vs. 4 III vs. IV 120 .433 

*p<.01 
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A correlated t test performed on all four modeling 

groups reveals a significantly higher rate of responding in 

Stage IV than in Stage I for all the groups except Group 2. 



DISCUSSION 

The present study has successfully demonstrated that 

modeling processes can increase the appropriate usage of 

prepositions in preschool children from disadvantaged cul

tural backgrounds. The model in this study, a five-and-one-

half year old female, did facilitate the performance of both 

the motor and verbal responses, demonstrating that even at 

the preschool level, one's peers are able to elicit imitative 

behavior. Since the model was from a middle-class background 

(both parents being school teachers), a similarity of socio

economic position between model and Subjects does not appear 

to be essential for imitative behavior to occur. 

Although modeling studies have often produced dif

ferential effects on the imitative behavior of males and 

females, the present study found no sex differences in 

imitation of prepositional usage (Bandura, 1 9 6 5 ) .  

The finding that model reinforcement was actually 

detrimental to the acquisition of the imitative motor re

sponse is in direct opposition to much of the literature on 

vicarious reinforcement (Bandura, 1969). However, other 

studies have found vicarious reinforcement tends to produce 

a response decrement (Hanson, 1971). In addition, Bandura, 

Grusec, and Menlove (1966) have demonstrated that inter

ference with rehearsal activities of the Subject can inhibit 
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observational learning. It is, therefore, possible that 

vicarious reinforcement interferred with the Subject's re

hearsal of the modeled behavior by focusing the Subject's 

attention on factors other than the modeled motor response. 

In contrast, vicarious reinforcement had no significant 

effect on the acquisition of the verbal response. This 

latter finding can be explained by noting the procedures 

employed in the present study. In both the imitation and 

generalization phases, Subjects were given a prepositional 

request (e.g., Can you put the penny between the block and 

the cup?). They were then given the relevant question 

(e.g., Where is the penny?). In order for the Subjects to 

increase their performance over bane line, it is necessary 

that they be able to reproduce the modeled sequence of 

actions. In contrast, when they are given the question 

(e.g., Where is the penny?) the major components of the 

verbal response are again modeled. Therefore, it is unnec

essary for the Subject to be able to retain the verbal re

sponse over time and consequently, one would expect rehearsal 

during modeling to be unessential. 

The evidence concerning the generalization of imi

tative responses to new sets of objects was not entirely 

consistent. The motor responses, in particular, showed a 

rapid decline from Stages II to III and IV. Successful 

performance during Stage II requires only that the Subject 

be able to reproduce the modeled sequence of behavior while 
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successful performance in Stages III and IV requires that the 

Subject abstract the relevant prepositional rule. The de

crement of the motor response from Stage II to Stages III 

and IV may thus be attributable to a failure of many Subjects 

to learn the actual rule of prepositional usage during the 

modeling stage of the experiment. 

On the other hand, the verbal response showed no 

significant decline from Stages II to III and IV. The better 

generalization of the imitative verbal response may represent 

a simple mimicry of the Experimenter's usage of the preposi

tions in the requests given both during the modeling and 

generalization stages as described in the previous discussion 

of vicarious reinforcement. 

The modeling procedures resulted in a higher fre

quency of motor and verbal responses in the final stage than 

in the base line, although under two of the modeling con

ditions (Group 4—motor response, and Group 2—verbal re

sponse) this increase was not significant. 

As noted earlier, there is evidence in the literature 

that the Subject's verbalization of a modeled response will 

facilitate the imitation of that response provided that it is 

not a previously non-sanctioned behavior (Bandura, Grusec, 

and Menlove, 1966; Odom, Liebert, and Hill, 1968). Lovaas 

(1963), in a design similar to that of the present study, 

successfully used the Subject's verbalization to train 

prepositional usage in autistic children. In the present 
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study, however, the model and not the Subject, was asked to 

verbally respond, using the appropriate prepositions, in two 

of the modeling groups (Groups 3 and 4)» It was thought 

that the Subject's exposure to the modeled verbal response 

might result in greater response facilitation on both the 

motor and verbal response measures. In fact, all four 

modeling groups showed significant improvement in their 

verbal responses in Stage II with no effects attributable to 

the presence or absence of model verbalization on either the 

motor or verbal response. 

Lovaas (196$) used operant conditioning procedures as 

well as modeling to train the use of prepositions with au

tistic children. Although Lovaas' Subjects began with 7 ,p to  

prepositional usage while those in the present study did have 

a mean base line level of one, it is noteworthy that the 

latter were able to increase the appropriate usage of prepo

sitions without using contingent reinforcement, fading or 

shaping, and with a very brief observation of a peer model. 

In summary, it has been demonstrated that foui'-and-

one-half year old children are highly influenced by a female 

peer model, regardless of sex of the Subject. Positive 

social consequences to the model's behavior resulted in a 

lower frequency of imitative motor responses, but did not 

significantly affect verbal imitation. The motor response 

showed poor generalization possibly due to the failure to 

abstract the appropriate prepositional rule. 
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The findings of this experiment point to the need for 

further exploration of methods of enhancing generalization of 

prepositional usage through longer training periods, the 

modeling of a wider variety of objects, and the use of atten

tion focusing instructions. However, the conclusion can be 

drawn from the above data, that culturally disadvantaged pre

school children are able to increase their use of preposi

tions through the observation of a peer model. 



REFERENCES 

Bandura, A. Influence of Models' Reinforcement Contin
gencies on the Acquisition of Imitative Responses. 
Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 1965, 
1, 589-595. 

Bandura, A. The Role of Modeling Processes in Personality 
Development. In W. Hartup and N. I. Smothergill 
(Eds.), The Young Child: Reviews of Research. 
National Association for the Education of Young 
Children, 1967. 

Bandura, A. Principles of Behavior Modification. New York: 
Holt, Rinehart and Winston, 1969. 

Bandura, A., Grusec, J. E., and Menlove, F. L. Observational 
Learning as a Function of Symbolization and Incentive 
Set. Child Development, 1966, 37, 499-506. 

Bandura, A., Grusec, J. E., and Menlovc, F. L. Vicarious" 
Extinction of Avoidance Behavior. Journal of Person
ality and Social Psychology, 1967, 5, 16-23. 

Bandura, A., and Harris, M. B. Modification of Syntactic 
Style. Journal of Experimental Child Psychologv, 
1966, 4, 341-352. 

Bandura, A., and Kupers, C. J. Transmission of Patterns of 
Self-reinforcement through Modeling. Journal of 
Abnormal and Social Psychology, 19o4, 69, 1-9. 

Bandura, A., and Walters, R. H. Social Learning and Person
ality Development. New York: Holt, Rinehart and 
Winston, 1963. 

Bereiter, C., and Engelmann, S. Teaching Disadvantaged 
Children in the Preschool" New Jersey: Prentice-
Hall, 196O7 

Bernstein, B. Social Class and Linguistic Development: A 
Theory of Social Learning. In A. H. Halsey (Ed.), 
Education Economy and Society. New York: The Free 
Press ofGlencoe, 1961. 

31 



32 

Bruning, J. L. Direct and Vicarious Effects of a Shift in 
Magnitude of Reward on Performance. Journal of 
Personality and Social Psychology, 1965, 2, ?7]E-?J&2. 

Burnstein, E., Stotland, E., and Zander, A. Similarity to a 
Model and self-evaluation. Journal of Abnormal and 
Social Psychology* 1961, 52, 257-264. 

Cazden, C. B. Subcultural Differences in Child Language: An 
Interdisciplinary Review. Merrill-Palmer Quarterly, 
1966, 12, 185-221. 

Gray, S. V/., and Klaus, R. A. An Experimental Preschool 
Program for Culturally Deprived Children. Child De
velopment, 1965, 36, 8&7-&()o' 

Hanson, P. G. Imitation of Model's Self-denial. Unpublished 
M.S. thesis, University of Arizona, 1971. 

Harris, M. B., Wolf, M., and Baer, D. M. Effects of Adult 
Social Reinforcement on Child Behavior. In Teaching 
the Disadvantaged Young Child. National Association 
for the Education 01 xoung Children, 1966, 112, 7-16. 

Hartup, V7. V/., and Smothergill, 1*3. L. The Young Child: F.e-
viev;r. of Research. VJashington, D. C.: National 
Association for the Education of Young Children, 1967. 

Hicks, D. J. Imitation and Retention of Film Mediated 
Aggressive Peer and Adult Models. Journal of Person
ality and Social Psychology, 1965, T, 97-10TT7 

Hodges, W. I., and Spicker, H. H. The Effects of Preschool 
Experiences on Culturally Deprived Children. Young 
Children, 1967, 23, 23-44. 

Jakubezak, L. F., and Y/alters, R. H. Suggestibility as De
pendency Behavior. Journal of Abnormal and Social 
Psychology, 1959, 59, 102-1077 

Janis, I. L., and Hovland, C. I. (Eds.). Personality and 
Persuasibility. New Haven, Connecticut: Yale 
University Press, 1959* 

Kanfer, F. H., and Marston, A. R. Human Reinforcement: 
Vicarious and Direct. Journal of Experimental 
Psychology. 1963, 65, 292-296. 



Lovaas, I. Establishment of Speech in Psychotic Children. 
In H. N. Sloane and B. D. MacAulay (Eds.), Operant 
Procedures in Remedial Speech and language Training. 
Boston: FToughton Mifflin Company, 1968. 

Odom, R. D., Liebert, R. M., and Hill, J. II. The Effects of 
Modeling Cues, Reward and Attentional Set on the Pro
duction of Grammatical and Ungrammatical Syntactic 
Constructions. Journal of Experimental Child Psy
chology, 1968, 6, I3I-I/4I57 

Peterson, R. F. Imitation: A Basic Behavioral Mechanism. 
In H. N. Sloane and B. D. MacAulay (Eds.), Operant 
Procedures in Remedial Speech and Language Training. 
Boston: Houghton Mifflin Company, 1968. 

Phillips, R. E. Vicarious Reinforcement and Imitation in a 
Verbal Learning Situation. Journal of Experimental 
Psychology, i960, 76(4), 669-670". 

Reynolds, N. J., and Risley, T. R. The Role of Social 
Material Reinforcers in Increasing Talking of a Dis
advantaged Preschool Child. Journal of Applied 
Behavior Analysis, 1968, 1(3), 253-262. 

Rosekrans, II. A. Imitation in Children as a Function of Per
ceived Similarities to a Social Model of Vicarious 
Reinforcement. Journal of Personality and Social 
Psychology, 1967, 7, 307-3171 

Staats, A. \I. Learning Language and Cognition: Theory, Re
search and Metnod for the Study of Human Behavior and 
Its Development. New York": Holt, Rinehart and 
Winston, 1968. 

Templin, M. C. Certain Language Skills in Children. Min-
neapolis, Minnesota: University of Minnesota Press, 
1957. 


