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dependéht measure.; All that veﬂained

' durati ns'to response probability measures._ If R stands for the ; .
; %observed duratior} or response r and T symbolizes the time during} o
uhieh r was accessible, then the. probability of r P(ra), is ff_‘ ,
'9_ i D o . H . * g o ER
- « . ‘/ “ ) o .
‘ : . . o . » »



e ;espo’ﬁses. Premac}c (1962




“way of" responding to.”the instrumental and
'contingent responsesab-“imposing 1im1ts on the

L contigulty was. the necessary”and sufficient fbrm of relationship.~ Pre- f;_g

mack (1965) argued thatJ"although Skinner 's procedure is weaker than

)

- contingeLcy, it is not yet a pure case.of:temporal cqntiguity"




'observe;"

‘_i“necessary to’ establish manipulations containing a reduction in contin-

5' ._-:gent response perf‘ornance relative to base performance. Such mnipu- .f’":

‘\lations were found to reliably increase instrumental responding. Thus

‘;ies of‘lS’min. sessions. Despite

s L R o
umber‘of times such response sequences occurred (x 17 u) the.

-,amount of running showed no- increase over sessions. As this result was

“ﬁ,was seen as insufficient.,..

This left response circumscription ,response reduction, or both as:

3 e
?fas the "heart" of a contingency, Premack also saw’ response circumscripf

ﬂp;tion as an unavoidable consequence of contingent manipulations. The

- b

aoniy condition that was free to vary withinra<contingency was the &

[

;?amount by running no’ more than the normal amount" (p. 170) In. "three

'“auch studies involving 19 rats" (p. 171) no increasejin running was

.~* Following this iine of reaSoning to its conclusion it -was. now.

Py

LI

\\

R

necessary,to reinforcement. Although the response requirement was seen u@i;.~«

_ amount of the contidgent response the organism could perform. Condi"‘:":

.-tions were established that alloueq the subjects to "drink the normal -




f“:recorded The operant period was immediately iollowev_"'by' lhe' ontin~:;

'ponse e
A was suppressecl relative to its operant level. The results indicated
,that the "probability dif‘f‘erential hypothesis" was not necessary to

.reinf‘orcement as both cbntingencies 1ed to increased instrumental

; -responding. Eisenberger, et al.,. concluded that response suppression

s

was the only condition essential to. reinforcement, response subpression -. ,

‘o

~-as expressed by the equation -
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R ﬁment. Response eprivation is a condition

a3 of the conéldgency schedule, and (b) the oﬁerant 1eve1 of each re-‘ f -

sponse" (197", p. 231) sueh that the organism cannot perform the con-“qdf

.‘/

response atnho‘more'than its'operant 1eve1 Mathematieally, this is.'

o . R . K ' (RN

expressed as

e @

where the symbols, identical to those of Eisenbergev; et al (1967)

indicate more than cOneeptual similarity, the two - formulae ape exactly

‘ equivalent. S 'ﬂ:'if; -_' I - = B - o :

Although Premack (1971) ‘never directly addressed the results of the

studies by Allison: and Timberlake (L97H) or Eisenberger, et al
(1967), his restatement;of?the probability differential position re-

trenched his‘theopy relative to thbse studies. Premack (1965, p.:lSB):"‘~

Y

,de"‘rivatioh as the 1r and only 1t' of Peiﬂf°"°e‘ L

"defined by (a) parametersl;,ff'“




©_operant provabilitics heid.! This is perhaps best

D ‘tlon (t 3) then rb ‘is more pt‘obable than r'a and 'che mome

«

.-:\

'tary probability statement would be, P(r ) > P(p ‘) Thus j_f the N

oper'ant assessment covered the en' ire pe' 4od. but the contingenoy re—




btz Ags,

'“fjfprocedures were reinstated Although total duration decreased witﬁ

}Q:deéreased access, Probabllity increased with decreased aocess. His 7J'1P '
. ; v . '. 'l . o

Tlilfindlngs support Premack's probab1lity-dlscont1nuity contentlon. -<d’?'

6

"_fomt any means of independently quantlfying the momentary value (Dunham,

Véi?'lQ??). Allisdn and Timberlake (197H) proposed that momentary response:7“'
v'- B e .o
" ;probability could be seen as elther a) the unperformed'amount of

N

‘7t‘;:operaﬁt level perﬂormance (0 - NI, 0 f— NC) or b) the PPOpOPtiOn

mof unperfonmed reSpond1ng relative to’ operant level (0 v_‘NI/o R fijf

f"

o NC/O‘) "vhere“N 13 the numbeg_of repetltions of the contin-;gf

' I e

gency unit.- For example, if I 50 sec.vand C 10 sec., and the

6.’ R

:.s"organism repeats the contlngency un_t,s times QN é'.) then hI 250 L

R “sec. and NC 50 sec. - A S _A- ,
: - The flrst means of quantifylng momentary response probabxllty was

'.fseen as inconsistent With the eV1dence in that it generated predictions' .

.contrary to the observed data. Through analysis of observed and hypo-_ f

.q;;‘7thetical data the second means of‘quantification - the proportlon of - .g¢'

R T




h_e to become available.

=_interdependent conditions the Lerm ushdi;,j

g_Allison and Timberlake saw their results as oemposedfff”two dependent

. -

vff.“' L responses Mazur saw his results aa_one complex resﬁhnse.;f?:.

SYQVIN

The instrumental rqspoose is re-.'i

However, where 1;:'”

- ¢ c.

. s, Q

-




Sy

p(V) + (l-p)V
p(V ) + (l-p)v * _V

'-z~.

-,

of r' (T' = 50 sec ), then T' 100 sec. and p ,-5'.‘ An interestﬁlg

+d
prediction, given this analys;ls is that contingent responding will

decreas‘e velative to baseline responding 1f‘ T' T and T' ‘= Tr"..

s (I

‘sn;‘ . ""

Thus if‘ the contingency requires<50 sec of d (T' 50 sec. ) and 50 sec.

Sy

B

Y
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S

this combmation cannot Uevattained If the contingency dgcreases the

. /

highest possible un.der thé contingent Qonditions. This -new response

. -
. —". e

distribution can be predicted, given an act.ual value funct,ion (power,

~

the unrestr-icted responses f‘or tbe restricted response. The substit.u

a .




for- the '?'estri,cted rresRonse results in greater value..‘, N‘o change r'ela-

Yoo

o ,:.\tive to bper‘ant..responding occur‘s when tbe contingency allows f‘or the L

N S ..

1’_.-same combination of‘ responses ds obser'ved in baseline.-;.:'

Or the max;y points at which the above theories evidence disagree-."' |

_ment\ only two are o inmor-tance to the present study'i the importance‘

et

" - :of‘ assessmg changes 1n pro ability, relat'ive to f‘ree access, ahd the:

=
-

P e . . - L ," P
ot : PR

cedures ’oased on. average r-esponse probabili:ties. To an extent this

’ L “

T

concex‘n under'lies the position advanced by Tiinbeir"lake '(.N'ote" I)‘ '.i'n-:wbich‘ KN




1£-then function of a contingency is secondary to the operaxion of :'fwf}ﬁff

L response substitution., Hhereas Timberlake (Note.l) views SUbStitUtion

. ‘ .
e
_ :f' and Burkhard propose that this be tested by 1mposition of a basepoint- 5
j. proportion contingency.' Given their vieu Qf contingency, however, it
‘ ‘1 wouid seem that any proeedure that does not preclude basepoint nesponﬂ- e
ST T t;f~ L o

[



P light cycle.r They had 214 hour acceas to f‘ood and water except t‘or one K

»

'l'hey were 1ndividua11y caged and lna, ntained on a 2u~hour

cedur-es. .

Both experimental chambers (16 cm x 23lem X 13 em) were constructed

K

' _offacrylic plastic, mounted on wooden bases and had wire 5rid‘ floors *

"raised 2 5 cm f‘r-om those‘bases. _ The sides were opaque white, the

.r_._d,

_-,ﬁ'onts and tOps clear.- The: t.wo por'ts (2 cm) ih

".---wece centered approximately }?— 5 cm f‘r-om the f‘loo' ,_. .5 em apar-t and"ﬁ 5

. em f‘rom the sides.-' AT watt light was mounted on the top of" each !
'-".-chamber. R “ - ’ L o

Clear- acr-ylic plastic shutter-s were mounbed on the t‘ront contain-,.w »

R L

- . ing one or two ports (2 5 cm) Movement of these shutter's el]:owed or E

nemoved access to drinking tubes (0 8 ‘cm od. ) located 0.5 cn’ ..from the

.-

. »;inside of‘ the chamber- and 0 5 o below dead centen of‘ the chamber por'ts. '

o L ) . - . o . ;..'



‘ : YI o l..
"-.determined ‘Fo‘fso seq then access to the obher DR
~_,f-solt,n::lon ﬁor’§0*’ec, and ‘80 on for the ent;re B T
‘ ;Session (alterna;ing access) .f‘i,:, S .

ce

' soxutions. BaseIIne termination eame when each su”ject demonstrated N
' consistent respOnse ordening,for IS sessions ith the. ast session of :‘»73‘5

‘ those 3 belns Paired access and not followed by a 2& hr intersession e

interval.n(

i
.4’




INSERT TABLE 1 ABOUT HERE
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 séssioh éréhplothed fn;§1ggrg,2.' ToESimplify'preseptation, the data .,%faﬁx'f”
e s - . Pl o, R SNSRI SN -‘l“f::;-- - : A B
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L hrFirst Baseline Period

';i;conditionsé Single Access (SA), Aiternating Aocess (AA), and Paired

';fAccess (PA);ivThe data rom each condition were first analyzed

The First Baseline period consisted of three different access

f_‘separately to insure that appropriate error terms existed for the tests

'f,of interest.. Similarly, the data for each response were first analyzed

' DA

.J;;separately.; This procedure yielded six overall analyses ) four single

'u-_factor (Groups) tests (0 RS and 0 2$ responding during SA conditions,Ai

'O ﬂﬁ and 0 25 responding during PA’ conditions) and two 3x5 (Groups X

'one of the ten F ratios given by this procedure attained*significance

'?;_}g”F(H 8&) 9 67,‘2“-,.003 Subsequent analysis was both descriptive

- the decrease ‘in- 0 2% licking was best described as linear, F(l Bﬂ)

“V‘SesSionsQ tests (0 ux and 0. 2% responding during AA conditions) Only S

-\ R

‘-fithe sessions main effect for 0.25 1ick duratidns during AA conditions, ";"\\gj

C

(trend analy31s) aqg causal (orthogOnal comparisons to determine the

N

- . e,

‘:@loci of the across sessions effect) : {he trend analysis indicated that

;

' 33 85 g .003 Orthogonal comparisons were performed using Scheffes'

’

) procedure and followed his suggestion to use a slightly larger error

"rFor these comparisons an error level of’O“Ol wa'g' employed These

g a-v.w,_,t»,;.‘n ,_..Q n.e‘”-.,., PREEE I

PN

-

: e - —-"' LU Cowm ey Ty T

”':'level to compensate for the conservative nature-of these procgdures.ﬁ_

A"’ .
s e e

comparisons showed résponding across the first three AA sessions tb”be

roughly equivalent and greater than 0 21 lieking during the last two AA

: sessions wnich were also statistically equivalent F(l BN) = 26 76

AR S o
|. TS ". '.:. ;
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‘\X\fé -

eé»haiﬁéﬁé were p ormed. For th SA and PA conditions.da

lated t tests were used.

39-“0 in 8PDPeciation of the previous results. These collapsed mea-'f"
sures were then enterediinto an analysis of variance for unequal n‘“

(Keppel 1873) -WConceptually,.the cdmparisons are related to the

notion of preference under differing conditions of comparison and
. - é . . ‘. N -

: competition.

When Competition was not possible betwéen ‘thé" two saccharin'solu-.‘;'W'”f

Lo/

: tion responses, “as under SA. conditions the subjects did notydifferenale

tiate between the responses, they spent equivalent amoun fiof time {512,
drinking both.A When the responses were presented wit;jn a; procedure 8
that precluded only direct competition as underipf
preference did emerge F(Z 237) = 21 24, K ;>105, but this preference

results from differenceswobtainl_‘a—’1§;:0 u; drinking overall and

0. 2; drinking in the last two (33 40)" KA sessions (F --31 79, E, =

13 83) In the Tirst three AA_sessions (36~38), oenx and 0: 2$ drinking

o o -q-

did not dirfer.; If‘we assume that there 1s some limit to the amount or

.- _- P

P 7

drinking that ﬁhe subjebts'couid perform'within the given time bound-‘ Qi it";f"

aries outSLde of the trivial limit of bounds -then the subjects nust
Q

Rt EEA AP

T

,x first Learn some\mannen of comparing responses presented in sequential

KR

. ' f‘ isolation. Only after this is learned can competition occur betueen

' those responses as to which will provide the majority of drigking time dﬂ-'

A

towards the limit.: The sequential isolated presentation accounts for

'S

conditions,‘a,#;; ek



sons within responses between conditions. Groups and sessions were Hs'f

this,competition 8 indirect'statu *i’unaer direct'competition‘ or

" simultaneous presenta'.on wi_hin=an undivided time period (PA condi- :'

tions) a preference for 0 ut licking clearly emerged t(23) 10 8

p:( 003

S

The last tests performed on First Baseline measures were compari-,
collapsed across as above. In some cases comparisons on response
duration and response probability measures were performed.' .

For 0 u% duration measures, two of the three comparisons attained :

significance. Performance during AA was significantly 10wer than SA

- performance, F(l 138) 90 83, p}< 003 AA performance was also

A
reliably lower than PA performance, Fél 138) 32 28 p'< 003 This

' suggests when combined with the rough equivalence obtained between SA

and PA 0 U% response durations, that duration is a. function of access

-- as access is reduced responding is reduced .

This picture changed when probabilities were examined - The . average
{

probability of 0 #1 drinking (P(O HS))’ under SA and AA conditions,,;

o 0.324 and 0.360 respectively, was not~significantly different. The:

average probability of. 0. uz drinking under PA' conditions
( (0 US]PA)) 0. 267, was also equivalent to that obtained under SA
conditions. However, the average probabilities cf 0. H% drinking under

" AA and PA condi%gzgs were significantly different F(l 138) =.13. 89,

'R'< . 003. This result serves to qualify the above access/response .

'relationship. Although responding decreased as access decreased the

.
subjects reacted to decreased access with increased probablity, they

drank for more of the available time. . - e



'f: mean: duration of o 21 drinking during AA was signifieantly greater thane'f'w

- ’under PA F(l 1u1) 26 187, g <. 003 Subsequent orthogonal eompari-

-

'3_0 2% responding to be greater than AA 0 2$;respond

ﬂi3q-38 F(l 1h1) }109 97 P 1& 16.' The overall‘analysis f e

.p:son showed AA 0 21 drinking on sessions 39/H0 to be greater than duringij“ﬁﬁ"'“
pA FQ, 1u1) 1u .76, r = 14.16.. Given the relationship between ?'_:;'1-fm
1‘duration and probability measures (Eq l) it was assumed that average

iresponse probability of 0 21 drinking during this subset of AA sessions -fify;ﬁ

would be significantly greater than that obtained under PA conditions

l
L

1t ¢P (0. 2$/PA) = 0 b7) ’ It was further assumed that any eomparison of l :f':'f'_i
0. 2$ measures between SA and PA conditions would be significant. For '
'this response (0 2$ drinking) there again appears to be. a directly -
'proportional relationship between access and responding. However forf
'.~ 0. 21 drinking this relationship is qualified not by probability but by"z
. competition.' As access was increased (AA ‘to PA) uhile a preferred
'response was introduced within the response set allowing direet
competition both duration and probability of 0. 2$ drinking decreabed.:'
. In summary, the results of ‘the First Baseline period suggest that

responding is funetionally related to response aecess and competition,x

or, . responding is related to time constraints and the characteristics



,\...4.

interactions,‘ A separate

A

- anession h6 wag: also insigni- i

11¢ ﬂficant., This indicates that the groups' initial performance remained

.-'0.

period manipulations.Tailedgto‘h ,: i y effect on behavior

Comparison between*o h% and 0 21 responding was not performed ag'

'“:\ N L the access conditions during the Contingency périod were designed so." . T
that operant performance was signifioantly modified. Any such compari—’
" son. would be trivial for this reason. -

Second Baseline Period " 3 f.‘u o : B

No signif‘icant results were obtained with ‘0. 4% drinking uration or
probability measures. The groups again, were statistically similar in -
their perforuanee and maintained these perf‘oruance level over t_,h.e*

A v :

SecondzBaseiine;period;_.i

"For O;2$,response’data; a'significantisessions main effect was

ootained. F(3‘63) = SLSS;'E,E :003. Descriptive (trend) analysis 7

showed the decrease in 0. 21 drinking duration measures to have both'




. between AA and Conbingency perf‘ornance was significant F(i 30ﬁ)

H \

,.compariSons perf‘ormed on the 0 ll% drinking durait.i 'n meaSures “Oh y'fthat

.

N

'107. 29, R < 003. Again, this indicates that the reduced access xo

N

‘"0 us drinking under AA condit.ipns served to reduce the amount of‘ 0 M

'drinking 'rhe lack of significance, especially between PA and . _'ﬁ , o ;

.Contingency pert‘ormances f‘urther highlights the’ ineff‘ectivenesq of the o

contingent, manipulat.ions., Reinf‘orcement, or instx‘ument.al perfornance, Ce
did not obtain e —
v. : . 2 e - CET s

As 0 21 drinking was lowest under PA conditions these measures
were first compared witﬁ contingency performance. If‘ insignit‘icant AA'
pert‘ornance on Sessions 39/110 would have been compared with Contingency

period 0 2% drinking, and so. on’ should this test have been insignif‘i-—‘

“ o . - o . K oo




| -can't.. Given the heterogeneity of‘ ariance between PA and Contingency

0 21 drinking, a’ conServative F test (Edwards, 1972) was perf'ormed.' » »

L 'I‘his test was significan‘t F(l lll) 316 “29, p_< 003, and indicsted

el
v &,

: operant 1eve1.- No f‘urther comparisons of“ 0. 25 respondingr.wer made‘

. . <
."“/tingent pert‘ormance (0. 2% drinking) without. having -produced increased’.’
instrumental perf‘ornance (0 241 drinking) | P
«First Baseline- and Second Baseline Period Comparisons —. ;
o Collapsing the 0 uz measures in the same f‘ashion as above,”the '
o "';i"';dif‘ferences betwe o _
‘ "\.-".if-obtained under SA
- ‘_ T parisonibetweerrAAO :““f

f,was signif’lcant F(l 210) 38 33, 2( 003._‘””0nce again, this

- fferaleseindleates the reliability.with which o uz drinking could be_ decreased e

by alternating access.,\l. ‘.; AT e o

T For the 0. 21 response data comparisons involved t‘irst collapsing

across groups and equavalent sessions and then proceeding in the step- ‘

»

N ',wise f‘ashion indicated previousI" A0 overall comparison of‘ First

'.,,Baselme PA 0 2% drinking with Second Baseline 0"21 drinking€ was. sige s
RETTE et - _,'x; I
‘ -’nif‘icant Ffz li“l‘) =. 7 81~ < 003 Subsequent orthogonal‘ compari- B

sons, again using Schef‘f‘es' criteria indicated that the f‘ocus of‘ this

.ssignificant result was the difference betueen PA and Sessions 51 53 Ll

e iy Sl

0. 2$7drinking (duration measures) F(l 1157) = 15. 19 F 4 9 58.

b

: From .
‘ : 'these results, it was assumed that AA 0 21 respondmg was signif‘icsntly

) "greater than Second Baseline 0 25 drinking. In summary, the s_ubjects'



VA w e
‘.37o~~,

. .QContingency,,Session 50, and Sessions 51 53 data eoalapsed across

N
. . I
:1evel By the second sucn sessioq 0 2$ drinking decreased to a level

- - e "'-. 3 _(‘..;:.
For the G uz drinking meaéhres,’é&nparison was pe

-‘For 0‘2& measﬁres ‘anloverall eomparison.was“performed between

»«-""."

.;fgroups. Measures from all three groups were included;in.the Second _i*

-‘.-‘aw - -4.'-. U]
- .,.—a.-.. Pl L

‘Baseline period.~ The overall analysis, again a Conservabive F was

'A”c'sons showed this outcome to result from the difference between Contin-:ftf'

. “ . :
s

'zzigency and Session 50 0421 duration measures, F(l)jl) £ 70 1u F ;?’.‘

21 Zh , When freed from the constraints of the Contingency period _'

'manipulations, 0 2% drinking regained its pre-Contingency performance ;'

‘4~._

s

- significant F(l 71) = HO 13, g < 003.: Subsequent orthogonal compari--f‘» ‘

The numerous statistical resuIts - both significant and nonsigni- c

_ficant - and their associated~suggestions can be reduced to athH

:general statements using the response pattern from Session u1 (PA -

- FPRI
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P

Ef;ﬁ; {3"?'aanceh. Reinforcement was not-obtained ~$eddndl§, wheFE'dinerences *f‘"”’

f}sféyﬂerfg 3 ihat reihfbreement was not obtained*is*an obvious impediment to

a?d, de,pite a significant re uétion in

"also failed to prpduea instrnmental.perfbrm-

& . .
*-\‘ L

9;vg77}*f~' were obtained,,the direction.;f that change depended upon the response o

[ sr ~

,..~"‘-
v o . . e~ ;

Tl e .-

_“,___.’- _under considerat*ignl the measure ed@lployed&formoompari’Son, and the con- v_,' B

P
awis | ~....a--

ditions of competition. Lastly, there,is the deerease in'O 21 drinking

over the present study, the possible function of which will be dis—

- . . Lo . . : Tl
. .. . . Ll . e L PO S
P . -
P
v
‘-

" -_l»cy e

‘A‘;;;;;,5*~ discussion of reinforcement w'thin a résponse based framework‘ It is,v

perhaps,’even a greater imp viment to a discu551on of the aocuracy with

\«G-
B T Trad . M

which the var ijous models of reinfbrcement predicted the obtained re- -

L]

;|
;_ sults. It is difficult to.come to resolution about predictive accuracy

: when that which was to’ have been predicted did not occur.f

e .

Before considering, in length, what did. not oocur some discussion

. OF, what did occur seems timely as-the process of reinfbrcement is only

.,....‘. s ‘_‘“_‘,._ L. £

a

'éné aspect albeit the dominant aspect of response based theories of

“ s e e
_,.'.";.»«~- ...4_,.

R £:5ren
cation of‘ behaviow patterns as as older argument_s (Premack,, 1965)~

. dey e ,,..,"' ,-_

.

et R

. L 2
b et

and newer arguments (Timberlake, Note) conoerning appropriate operant

procedures. The most general statement here is that any change 1n the
conditions of aecess - including the number and probabilities of *l'” B

accessible responses - can serve to alter the. "operant" levels of ‘the

-

target requnses_. With higher probability responses o6ne can increase S ~f_

[

BTEEY B

cussed 1ater.,‘”f J."l_ N AR o -", SRR

behav1or.‘ The present inVEStigation .can’ address non-contingent modifi— f_j;“}*



R N ;:.‘ -.1 _- . . . 3
PR .

. .;¥~?~ “the failure to obtain reinforcement in;the present study.u--=

And competition appears as a -

w T

- -,.‘_,1 Ce i r,'-'»

one-sided phenomenon,

4.»‘,}

S

:;it seems to decreaseionly 1esser5probability

L -

responses. Timberlake (Note l) has addressed these sorts of effects in

v

much greater depth in his investigation of operant measures.; Tﬁe-, f

present outcomes suggest relative to that research that the order of

A3

access conditions may have effects that are of as yet unknown.duration ,_,.5.;

.
o .o g I

ve e ‘w 'u« ",q"a.“

.....

. so that attempts to obtain baseline 1evels arter the contingency period

N may be even more problematic than such attempts prior to contingent

e :" N 4

. manipulations. o .' " {i}

P

L The‘operation of order effects is one possibility fOr the present B

L -failure of contingent manipulation effectiveness., During AA'conditions i

: the subjects may have learhed that access was response independent and S

. N Tl
""~a .._'....—.@.A...-- '; 'v ,,,‘ N f‘"'ﬁ .

: "‘ .‘
(\tions the subjects were somehow, surreptitiously reinforced for not S

- engaging in 0‘2$ licking and that this l/arning worked against.sny

S L.
v /‘» - v“"

s ~

‘“. .‘..~.--~"'

A second possible reason fbr failing to obtain reinforcementlis the
apparent instability o: 0 2$ drinking over the course of‘the present

- investigation. «The decrease in 0 2% drinking seen “over the First
‘Baseline period may have been in line ‘with; the oontingency schedule

° o . = o .

4

A

“Cpor” extinction of‘ this condftioning. It may be that ‘under AR’ co‘ndi- e

subsequent conditioning based Qn D 2$ deprivationr- It is impOSsible to.Jb

assess‘order-related effects or eliminate them as a possible reason fbr -

' that the brief pre-contingency PA” condition was insufficient to. allow 45'_--"7'

[ TR



several measures, was insufficient., In other words, the contingency

- served to impose temporal controls on the subjects responding But a:

not fully meet the requirements of Eq. 3. ,;,A"
One result that supports this argument is the comparability oflO 2$
N LT drinking obtained under contingent manipulaqgons and at the end of the‘

‘ Second Baseline period "i ';: o
u ’ : AP o ' . o ,. ;
Counter arguments are the signif‘icant decrease between Eirst

~

Baseline, PA and Contingent period 0 2% performance, and that 0 2%

v responding as proJected by the regre531on line for Sessions 36 Hl

I 107.49 = 10.37 X, e - (10) o

':_where Y % Ozzz‘drinking and-x sessions, exceeded obtained 0. 2% drink—

ing 0ver the first four Contingency sess1ons. It is also true that ' '°';

o

statistical analysis did not indicateuany differences in O H% drinking.:'.

-swl,hu
-wyo-z»“-
,,,m..\

“over, the Conting%ncy period However, the absence of appAopriate con-j'

.
P

s e -

o trol subjects - rece1v1ng'pa1red aocess conditions during the Contin—ij
gency period ——.makes it impossible to eliminate‘this criticism.

- p.»?;?f’ A third possible reaSOn for the failure to obtain 1nstrumenta1
| perf‘ormance may stem, in some fashion; from response bias -introduced‘by

fixing the solution ggsitions past Session Hl. Prior to this ses51on,

2

golutidg position was randomly deteﬂmined it happened that the posi-'
i tions for Sessions'§9—ul were 1dentica1 It was over these sessions
that baseline termination criteria were met. Given the tendency for

some subjects to reverse their response preference with reversal of



"constant and o 0 varied The nncessary

as it is unclear that Eq 3 was satisfied. One ean advance the pre-_;'

vious arguments concerning the trend and various comparisons in O 21

l

responding for both sades of the question. And as before, these argu- '

ments are-insufficient to resolution.‘ Timberlake and Alllson (1974) do

~ ¢ . " -l e

not address respOnse modification outside of ccntingent access condi-j,(

) tions and so this aspect of the present study offers nothing in terms

. of their position.. For all these reasons, the theory notion of ne-

sponse deprivation cannot be meaningfully evaluated here. i

Such is not the case with Mazur s (1975 1977) model which yielded
quantitative predictions for each CA subject's asymptotic level of
instruﬁental performance. This model predicted instrumental responding

significantly below its obtained 1eve1 t(7) = ll 05 g .01.. This

. under-prediction is an acknowledged problem (Mazur, 1975) and the later

Pnd
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NI, ,-j

el

R

o e .

_responding that waS(nbt indicative of. reinforoement' a result seemingly

-"group similarities during theICOntingency“pefiod
~re1nforcement was not»obtained this point is not crucial"'“

'dmmee&mwﬁmumismmeﬁmmmnWimmweyeleM

incongruous for a model of reinforcement.. This serves to émphasize the'f'

’”However, given‘tﬁat \.”

"i

4 o : w

'predicted 1nstrumentallperformance was consistent with obtained s

nw oy

it point mentioned by Rachlin and Burkhard (1978) that reinfbrcement must

w?[;entail increased duration, proportional increases are insufficient”i~

be f‘air. Rachlin and Burkhard (1978) and Mazur (1975 1977)-'ad? .ess

‘ different sets of contingent aocess conditions so that the different

:means of quanti%g reinf‘orcement may be ml,ly justit‘ied relative to '

those access conditions. . f;-;._f;‘-”f“F;:f

”position._ The predictive process becomes immediately demanding as a

given "basepoint? is consistent with a number of mathematical func-f '

B

. Predicted - obtained relationships are more difficuf% to evaluate

'“within the model given by Bachlin and Burkhard (1978) as they only ."‘;iﬁ=44

&specify the conditions a theory must meet to be consistent with their

e - LT




B [
[ 4 N

dnv:jaxn-+ b) or hyperbolic f‘“

':<fore, is spe01fication of different function sets - in the absence of

‘.'g:fother determining criteria - such that asymptotic performance isAﬁi
restricted to as many points as there are possible functions.< Here,

St the ;correct" prediction could only have been determined with both

‘:fqge- and hindSight.’ PR ;'1,3’ S fi"ff»J ﬂ'nf DT

la T, o § e L wm s e, e s '? ’ . A . A e
- Use of a linear'theory consistent with the gerieral model, -

et TV aCemIE N v e e (s

o T . ' = N . St

N y.“ly_where a; b and c are constants and N symbolized non-target responding,.
:Q yielded sets of coefficient values for mean CA. group performance with

'\.; ST L‘best basepoint approximations at, a s 0 15 0r a = 0 17.. At these values

we

substitutability of I for C was greater than that of N for C leading ‘

. . - st vy S litwes
o WL

“to- the prediction that I would substitute for the reduction in C.,ﬁ
. .il Again, this was not the case.
. A secondary issue addresSeq by the present study is this model's
assumption that basepOint responding reflects the maximum value to be

obtained within a given® response set under certain conditions of

- »ﬁ;'
i access.. One implication of this assumption is that basepoint

'proportionality should be ogtained under conditions that do not'

".

. -".'preclude this proportionality Alternating Access'represented.

7-.,~*f"Q,‘ conditions that differed from unrestricted,ppa&red access without

' A .
precluding basepoint responding. Basepoint proportionality was, not'” N

v, . . . . . o . [
P .

Voo D s T - e T : S : : ct



Lo

:1«access conditions., But givenrthe findings of Prémack (1965), Hazur

i .(1977) and the present study, the validity or this assumption is "“

‘because of its conoeptual similarity to the present inVestigation.. It\ :

::‘functional and topographical similarity" (. 3). On the. whiole, e

' '. 'signif'icantly so t(7)-- 0. 96 2 > 05 | '

'_""problem acknow.l&ged by Timberlake (Note l) .as there "is o provision.‘l"'
' in the model L for the’ possibility‘that a subject will Lick lessﬁ

ﬂ(p. 16) ’I'his theory at present is limited to response modif‘idations-',-"-
N within contingent access manipulations, it does not address the :

' noncontingent modif‘ication found here._ -

' "f'or any number of reasons' in the main the lack ot‘ rei.nforcement was;

obtained under Alternating'Access. It is the case that respond'in

' r-questionab-le. Timberlake 'S . (Note l) theory was: additio“nally examined

. ...'-. .---o-_.'i e i; »~

should be notéd that this theoryvdeals w‘ith' 'le‘ar'ning as evide’né’ed lﬁ/ ."‘: R

' perf‘ormance while the previous theories and models are concerned only

with perfornﬁnce. As mentioned earlier, Timberlake attempted

»~ ~a ek % -

0 B - . B ‘
separate associativ? and non-associative performance increments when
. L

- the target responses evidenced high substitutability or “unlearned

P O E
‘..h i.C_.A; R

: subjects predieted perforuance exceeded obtained perfornance but’ not

K

I'here are problems despite the agreement between predicted .and

obtained perfbrmance.' Most important here is that for some CA subjects
o ¢ o

instrumental perf'oruance decreased durirzg contingent manipulations,

=

-

G

. And so the attempts to explain the present results are hampered

telling But at this point it is also noticed that the focus hss\ b en -
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a -

.
®

o-r)

g .

‘llo Pa consistent with probability duration translations.

S

el b le ,-.__»'.-,-’«--o o e oc‘l@ s

o

Snse :'.-importance as it is implied to SN

- exist given any evidence of‘ 1earning. But rec t studies'have -shown ’

el R e e

“3- - LR om— -nf R T

.‘.‘,‘.....q o e @

.'s

effects. ..

R '..410- o'n' a_o?o',"-'.' "’"9".‘ e “"---'!p ""'-"' LT A R

we-o .
o ’1 may also be necessary for that theory to: expand its conceptions'

of the conditions that contribute to reinfbrcement effects. If Premack

R T

(19622 is taken as the originator of response probability theoryJ than. -

subsequent investigators have focuseq on the necessity of the proba—

(4] .
bility differential hypothesis and the nature of contingent access.

conditions required to produce increased instrumental responding.,

%%

: other major surplus condition - response circumscription - has not

.v..c.. B

SN ..,_.:.r‘,,a .

. received similar attention although it ‘has been investigated as "free- ;k*

domt’of choice" (Mazur, 1977) e B B S
One argument for a theory premised on response circumscription )

(Dunham 1977), consistent with the retredchment of Premack (1971) is7i

that cumulative measures, however valid do not provide a fine enough pl

analysis of behavior. OK from another pergpective, information is

lost w1th cumulative measures and theories based on . cumulative measures

are therefore limited in their analyses.. As an - example assume P(r )

= 0;“3. This leads, tc the generation of tuo related expectations for

~'Rtv" v . .,, )

- ! v

l) that R, on the average, occurs fbr 43 of 1ob .

i sec., and - C ~
2) that r_.has a 0. UB probability of odcurrance at AR N
any gi en time ! 1 . i . LT S



o

<4

£ '

-

oy .‘"_.1-0 Hpu L. - q_-a._, ' . ’ ,,. “4)' .

extension of‘ tﬁis 'argument at this poiht is 'that some method. ot‘ qusn- “ - '-";-.,_" --,

ti f‘ying momentary probability, outside of‘ restrictive assumptions

-

| be .im;e'stisated i-,_ -’Fi ':h: 'e-“ ;‘.
.?,. '- "1 The'second exten'sion;oﬁ the above pers;;ect‘ive ;s_ that previous |
» ffheb‘ries by’ use ot‘ gr'oss .measures in tjhe &analysis of .one as;eﬂb‘tiof; ,
be;avior nave been good ﬂbut needi’essly 1imiteds'mwithout su f‘icientl{vym
broad foeus;'n 'And such focus seems necessary; given .the results »o%f‘.g_

h . '~reséarqh &hat.fhas Jfound no - conneotion between dif‘ferent measures of' a.
ST , a S e 1)7:’3" . \’“3 ,){rg»\ . g, [
Fimrsr Ry, fif

P AR

. response system (Miller, 1956) or has pr‘,,__‘ided evfdenee""‘of compe‘nsation

(Y

within respense systems without investiggtion of’ the mechanism(s) of

Eh’at compensation (Coliier‘( Hirsch & Hamlin,»1972' Allison, 1976)..

8 is only by i

- be’ understood. o

S e,

w
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