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I. n1TRODUCTIOH 

Few would question that crine among young people is 

a major concern for both the general public and the 

treatment-research co~~unity. ~Jnlcy (1964) reports that 

apart from peace and national survival, Americans are more 

interested in delinquen~/ than in any other problem. The 

figures in the Federal Bureau of Investigation's annual 

Uniform Crime Repor'~ are often quoted as suggestive of 

the e>:tent of the problem. In 1967, for example, there ~lere 

more th~n two million arrests of pe~sons under 21 years of 

age. Arbuckle and Liblack (1960) estimate recidivism 

rates for juvenile parolees at from 43 to 73 p(:n:cent, ~'lhere­

as Attorney General Kennedy (1964) found the rate to be 

50 percent. Kennedy estinated the cost of keeping a youth­

ful offender in an institution at as much as $3,500 a year. 

The reported treatment of delinquents and youthful 

offenders gives little promise of success in lessening this 

national problem. The well-publicized Cambridge-Somerville 

project found no significant differences between treatment 

and control groups (1·!cCord, HcCord, & Zola, 1959; l?owers & 

Witmer. 1951). Psychiat=ic treatment of delinquents is re­

ported to have had no effect on number of subsequent court 

1 
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appearances (Teuber & Pm.,rers, 19!..>l). Gordon (1962) found 

the addition of individual therapy to a group treatment 

program resulted in less success than group treatment alone. 

One invest~gato:c (Beece,196l) even reported that t:ce;;.tmenl. 

did more harm than good in terms of anxiety, academic 

achievement, and reading skill, Results such as these 

suggest that new approaches to the treatment of youthful 

.criminal offenders are needed. 

Behavior modification and behavior therapy Clre 

recei~ing inc:l:eased coverage in the literClture. For ex­

ample, B,~havior R8nearch and Therapv hus increased to a 

circulation of over 1000 in sL~ years' (H. J. Eysenck, 

p~rsonal communication). A ne" ~ournul, the Journal of 

Applied ~ehavior Analysis, has just made its appearance. 

Several reviews of behavior modification and therupy are 

currently available: Bandura (1961, 1967, & in press), 

Gelfand and Hartman (1968), Grossberg (1964), Krasner and 

Ullmann (1965), \'lo1pe (1950), and Holpe, salter, and Reyna 

(1964). The emphasis in the conditioning therapy of 

children and adolescents has been either on the treatment 

of behavioral deficits or on the treatment of phobias 

(\-lerry & Hollershei.m, 1967). A number of studies are 

reported which utilize behavior modification and therapy 
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with juvenile delinquents. This circumscribed area has 

been reVie\'led in detail else\lhere (Stumphauzer. 1969). 

One p~rticularly promising behavior modification approach 

is the use of imitative learning, and that area needs 

more extensive revievl here. 

Psychothorapeutic Apolication of Imitative Laarning 

There is little doubt that observational learning 

takes place in L<dividual ~nd certainly in group therapy. 

Rosenthal (1955), for e;:{ample, found that in treatment caGes 

termed successful. patients changed moral values in the 

direction of those of the therapist. Ale~ander (1967) 

provides a case-study in support of the idea that the 

therapist is a model. Howrer (1955) oflers a1" extens~ve 

discussion of the importance of nodeling in therapy. He 

feels that typically therapists all but display the kinds 

of behaviors they "'!ant from their patients: 

What in conventional therc:py does the therapist do 
1I1hich. if imitated by the patient, would be partic­
ularly therapeutic? The therapist is silent a good 
deal of the ti;ne, and the patient is eJ.pected to 
talk. And \.hen the thera?is~ does speak, it is 
usually, in psychoanalysis, to ma;ce inter[>r~t=,cion or, 
'in Rogerian counseling~ to reflect and hopefully 
clarify ... ;hat the client has selid (p. 451). 

setting out specifically to implement imitative 

learning as a treatment regime is not a new approach, 
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but it only recently has received extensive attention in 

the literature. In a now classical study in the field 

of imitation and behuvior ther~py, Jones (1924) used 

modeling techniques for the elimination of children's 

fears. A subject who feared rabbits observed peers 

sho\'Ting no fear in the dreaded situation and subsequently 

the subject's OWll fear subsided. Some forty years elapsed 

between this report of the therz.peutic use of imitation 

and the ne}:t. 

By far, most of the recent interest in this area 

has been centered around t~e treatment of severe behavioral 

defic~ts, e.g., ch~ldhood autism and retardation. This 

may be due to the fact that one of the symptoms of these 

children is often a failure to imitate (Ritvo & Pr.ovence, 

1953). Baer and Sh8rman (1964), Hewett (1965), Lovaas, 

Berberich, perloff, and Schaeffer (1966), Lovaas, Freitas, 

Nelson, and Whalen (1967), and Baer, Peterson, and 

Sherman (1967) all report the use of operant learning 

techniques in the establishment of imitative repertoires 

in retarded, autistic, and schizophrenic children. Since 

the operant rates of imitation were either 10\,1 or non-

existent, imitative behaviors typically had to be shaped 

by successive approximation. Reinforcers, usually food 
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and social reinforcernrent, • .... ere used freely and gradually 
I 

faded out as behaviors became established. Some of the 

investigators (Lovaas, et al., 1967, p. 100) were so 

confident in their procedures that th~:f concluded: "By 

the use of imitation, we have been able to teach the 

q~ildren a number of behavior patterns which seem virtually 
\ 

irupossib1~ to train otherJise. The procedure outlined 

above has the advantage that it wcrks." All of these 

studies report the generalization of imitation learning, 

i.e., the development of initativ€ behaviors other than 

those spe:=ificallI re\·rarded. Data on the extinction of 

imitation and, in ~~o cases the reinst~tement of the 

imitation (Baer et, a1., 1964, & 196?), are also provided 

Vicarious extir.ction of phobic behavior, first 

reported by Jones (192~), receivee rr~re syste~atic study 

by Bandura, Grusec, and Henlove (]967). Children who 

sho',!ed avoidant behavior to-.... ard dogs indicated ~ubstantial 

improvement after observing peers in the phobic situation. 

Control groups, without rr.cdel e:<.pC>sure, did not sho,., the 

extinction effect. In an eytension of the previous study, 

aandura ~nd Henlove (1968) examined effects of one or 

mul tiple models in the observatiorlal extinction of feaJ:s. 

They found that exp0sure to a variety of fearless models 
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in the fear arousing situation resulted in greater fear 

reduction than exposure to only one model. 

Kennedy (1965) reported the use of symbolic model­

ing as part of a successful treatment program directed at 

the elimination of school phobias. A nu~~er of stories, 

such as one about hm" important it is to get right back on 

the horse after a fall \'lere told to children experiencing 

fear of returning to school. 

Modeling techniques have been used in the counseli~g 

of high school students (Thoresen, 1966a; Thoresen, 

lCrulllholr7., &. Varenhorst, 1967; Thoresen & Krumboltz, in 

press) and college students (Thoresen, ·1967). Groups of 

stUdents \lere exposed to video-tapes .of students success­

fully working out academic and career choice problems in 

groups. They then began their own group sessions, oftc~ 

with the same counselor as in the tape. They were found 

to benefit greatly from \oJhat they harl observed. Such a 

simple and straight-fo~ward approach, one would think, 

could eas~ly be implemented in gro~p psychotherapy as well 

as in family therapy. Typical pro~lems and their success­

ful group or family solution could be vie-,/ed by beginning 

groups or families and a head-start effect might well be 

found. Thoresen (1966b) found these procedur.es also Useful 
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in the counseling of college professors regarding their 

classroom discussion periods. Inappropriate and approp­

riate clasnroom discussion techniques ",ere first vie"ed 

on video-tope und then discussed. 

Some support for the use of modeling techniques 

w:i.th delinquents is available. In ty/O behaviorally 

oriented studies which stressed manipulation of reinforc~­

ment variahlos (Slack, 1960; Filipszak, Bis & Cohen, 1966), 

it was found un~~pectedly that dclinqu~nt subjects began 

to imitate the experimenters. In the Cohen et al. study, 

subjects went so far. as to "spend" some of their reinforce­

ments to acquire clothing similar to that of the staff! 

Unfortunately, the acquisition of these imitative be­

haviors was simply noted, and the topic received no 

systematic investigation • 

. Truax, Warge, Carkhuff, Kod;nan, and Noles (19G6) 

and Truax, Shapiro, and .. largo (1968) have m<:.de use of 

imitative learning in group therapy with juvenile qffenders. 

By exposing groups about to begin therapy.to tape re­

cordi~gs of on-going group therapy, it was hoped that 

patients could vicariously learn what is expected of them 

:iJ1 the gro1:.p and that they would benefit from such a 

group eh~erience. Results, in the form of changes in 
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self-concept and l~~I profiles, suggest that the vicarious 

experience of group therapy did have positive effects. 

These measures were, hOl-leVer, indirect measures of 

whatever imitative learning did take place and no mention 

is made of behaviors· vicariously observed in the tapes and 

subsequently performed by the patic:mts. 

Sarason (1968) demonstrate:3 the use of modeling 

experiences in a delinquent treatment setting. s~~aRoP"s 

premise was that a good deal of juvenile delinquency is a 

reflection of inadequate learning experiences. His in­

terest in test anxiety led him to question what effect 

anxiety level might have on responsiveness to observational 

learning in delinquents. He focused on the vocational and 

educationQl plans, interests, and attitudes of delinquents. 

In two prelL~inary studies, he examined the effect of 

modeling experiences and traditional role-playing on 

subsequen~ behaviors as reflected in (1) subjects' self 

reports, (2) staff ratings, (3) the Semantic Differential, 

and (4) Wahler's Self Description Inventory. The sessions 

took the f:orm of demonstration, role-playing, and group 

discussion. Each session had a particular theme, such 

as "applying for a job:'. Results tend to sho\·/ that High 

Test Anxiety subjects made mor~ po3itive change than Low 
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'rest Anxiety sUbjects. Experimental subjects showed less 

discrepancy between self and ideal-self than did controls. 

Boys in modeling groups became increasingly dissatisfied 

with themselves the longer they stayed at the institution 

while controls became more self-satisfied. Hodeling 

experiences shoNed more positive results than traditional 

role-playing. Sarason is currently conducting a similar 

but more extensive study. 

It should be noted that ,.,.hile Sarason investigated 

the effect of modeling eyperiences, he did not study the 

acquisition of imitated behaviors per se, i.e., the in-

crease of a behavior due to exposure to models displaying 

that particular behavior. His dependent measures were 

only indirectly related to modelir.g e>:per.ience. 'rhere was 

no freedo~ to imitate or not imitate. SUbjects were, in 

fact, i:'equired to role-play: "!'1e want you to watch us and 

then talce turns in pairs, playing the same roles your-

selves." sarason's data also provide no information on 

the process of imitation learning in delinquents. What 

is still lacking, and what is the topic of the present 

research. is the controlled modeling and subsequent 

measured acquisition of a sociallj· relevunt behavior in 

young cri~inal offe~ders. 



10 

In applying the principles of imitative learning 

in such programs, it is of particular importance to 

examine current knov/ledge of the acquisition of imitative 

learning; i.e./what variables are important in learning 

through observation? 

The Acguisition of Behavior Through Imitation 

Although social learning, in the form of observation 

and imitation, had received attention earlier (Miller & 

Dollard, 1951; HO\'Irer, 1960), it remained for Bandura 

in his Ner,raska Sympos iU!:l oE r'lotiva tion (1962) paper, to 

offer the theory and systematic reGearch that set the 

current enthusiastic trend in the imitation literature. 

Bandura and !'Talters (196,3) added further disc'.lssion and 

research review. At least three main classes of variables 

are of importance in observational learning and the 

subsequent.performance of imitative responses: (1) model 

characteristics, (2) subject characteristics, and (3) 

reinforcement. Bandura (1962) su~roarized important model 

and subject characteristics found in the literature. t10dels 

Who are attractive, rewarding, prestigeful, competent, 

high status, and po ... ,erful are likely to receive more 

attention and therefore to elicit more imitative behavior. 

! 
I 
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Likewise, subjects who arc dependant, lacldng in self-

esteem, incompetent, and who have been frequently re-

warded for displaying matching responses are likely to 

be very attentive to the behavioral cues of others. In 

subjects with very lim!t~d bchavior~l repertoires or 

extremely low base-rates of imitation (e.g., autistic 

children), investigators have found it necessary to stress 

manipulation of roinforcement variables (Bner et al., 

1967: LovaclS et al., 1967). In these cases, imitation 

was shaped by reinforcing successive approximations and 

finally imitative behaviors. 

A particular relevant question here, and in light 

of the above information, is who would make a particularly 

good (efficient) model for delinquents· or youthful 

prisoners to imitate? He should be attractive, rewarding, 

prestigeful, competent, high status, and powerful seems 

an obvious answer. Whenever possible, these model 

characteristics should be considered. Suggestions corne 

from two other sources. Sch\1itzgebel (1964, p. 134) 

suggests using nondelinquents who are only somewhat older 

tr~ subjects and who are employed Ln some trade feasible 

for the delinquent to enter. UIn this way, the non-

delinquent serves as a role model \1hich the delinquent 

j 
l , 
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may imitate while learning for himself new patterns of 

behavior." Bandura (personal communication) further 

suggests that delinquents themselves might be used as 

models. Delinquents who have nearly completed the program 

in an institution, and ,,,ho are relatively near the tiPe 

of release, may be effective models for more newly ad-

roitted inmates. "Successful" inlnates rr.ay well appear 

competent, prestigeful, and to have high status. A new 

inmate, all the other hand, would tend to be relatively 

more dependent and seem incompetent. These variables 

were all consid~red in selecting the mod~ls for the present 

study. 

What remains is a discussion of a socially relevant 

behavior ,.,.hich has met with controlled study and ~d-

ification. 

Delay'of Gratifie~tion 

The ability to work and -vmit for larger re-v;ards, 

later in time, is stressed in virtually all discussions 

of normal personality development (e.g., Freud, 1946; 

Singer, 1955; Bijou & Baer, 1961; V~chel, 1966). To 

learn to delay immediate gratification in favor of later, 

more valuable re-..rard is an :important part of the 

I t 
I 
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socialization process. The psychopathic personality 

may best represent a failure to so develop. Shapiro 

(1965. p. 157) suggests .. the psychopath is the very 

model of the impulsive style ••• his aim is the quick. 

concrete gain." Coleman (1964, p. 363) adds to the 

description an "inability to forego immediate pleasure 

for future gains cnd long range goals." 

Often. juvenile delinquents o:re also characterized 

by thic inability to delay Sjratification. !1cCord and 

f.1cCord (196'~. p.9) suggest the psychopathic delinquent is 

"like an infant. absorbed in his o,'m needs, vehemently 

demanding satiation. The average chi'ld ••• learns to 

postpone his pleasure the psychopath never learns this 

lesson." This trait of delinquents is evident even in 

playing games. Kessler (1966) finds-,lIhe is unZible to 

accept the rules. the competition, and even the elementary 

problem of waiting his tUr'1. He is so impatient that he 

excels at little. whether it is mental, mechanical. or 

physical,' (page 3'08)," 

Empirical support for the above view that de-

1inqucnts are inunediate gratiEiers is offered by f.1ischel 

(196lo.'J. Very simply, he offered children a series of 

real choices betwe~n something they could have imr.lediately 
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or something more valuable for which they would have to 

wait. He found that delinquents showed a preference for 

immediate, smaller rewards. Quick-gain orientations were 

also related to father absence in the home. Delay of 

gratification, measured by series cf choices, has received 

a good deal of research attention from Nischel and his 

colleagues (Bischel, 1958: Bischel, 1961a, & 1961ci 

Mischel & Metzner, 1962; Hische1 & Gilligan, 1964: Bandura 

~ 
& l1ischel, 1965; Bischel & Staub, 1965: l1ischel, 1966; 

Mischel & Grusec, 1966). The Bandura and Mischel (1965) 

paper is directly relevant to the present study. 

Using the series of choices measure, Bandura and 

Mischel. selected two groups of fourth and fifth grad; 

children, one showing a tendency to choose irrmediate re-

wards and the other a tendency to choose delayed r~Hards. 

Subjects frpm each group were exposed to live models, 

symbolic models, or no rr~dels (control group). The adult 

models, also in a series of choices. displayed delay 

orientations opposite to those of the subject. For 

example, subjects originally showing preference for 

immediate l..e·,.rards observed a model who preferred delayed, 

more valuable rewards. The model also gave a summary of 
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the rationale for his orientation. Immediately after 

observing models, the delay behavior of subjects , .. as again 

'measured to determine any immediate modeling effect. 

Delay or.lentations were measlJred four weeks later as well. 

so that temporal generalization could be examined. Re-

suIts clearly indicate a modification of self-imposed 

delay of re",ard using modeling techniques. The behavior 

of subjects, both preferring immedic.te rewards and pre-

ferring de1uyed rew:'!rds, ,',as chunged to the direction of 

the opposite orientation. Modeling effects were main-

tained t~ a somewhat lesser e~tent one month later. 

Rosenquist and Hegargee (in press) also developed 

an index of short-range hedonism and delay of self reward. 

As part of an extensive study of delinquency in three 

cultures (Anglo, Latin, and Mexican), they simply asked 

delinqUents und nondelinquents what they \'lould do with 

various sums of money (25 cents, 2 dollars, 20 dollars and 

200 dollars). As expected, nondelinquents were more 

likely to say they would save their money while delin-

quents in all three cultures were more likely to say they 

would spend it immediately on pleasurable items. This 

was true especially for the smaller amounts of money. 

For the large amounts, 20 dollars and 200 dollars, the 

j 
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difference bet\-leen the t\-IO groups "/ere less clear. 

1\ 

P~senquist and Megargee suggest that the spending of the 

larger arr.ounts ",as less realistic fo:= these sUbjects and 

so their responses tended to be stcrotyped into giving 

gifts, buying cars, etc. 

The Bandura and Mischel stu~y shows the modjfication 

of dela!T orientations using modeling techniques. Since 

delinquents and youthful offenoers tend to show imrned-

iate grati£ication orientations, as demonstrated by both 

Mischel (l96la) and Rosenquist and i·legargee (in press),· 

it ,</as decided to systemC\tically replicate and e::-tend 

the Bandura-l1ischel findings with a :(oung prison pop-

ulation. Live models Here used with young prison inmates 

indicating an immediate gratification orientation. Thus, 

the present study sought' to demonstrate the controlled 

acquisition of a socially relevant beh2vior, delay 01 

gratification, in youthful offenders through imitation. 

If this modeling procedure does effectively modify delay 

behavior, measured here by percentage of delay choices, 

will other measures of delay behavior indicate this Change 

. as well? An additional measure of delay orientation "/as 

neaded to examine this response generalization. A 

measure simil&r to that of Rosenquist and l>legargee "/as 
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developed for use as the additional measure. Thus. 

examinations of both temporal generalization and response 

generalization ~"ere mac1e. Follow-up measures. later in 

time. indicated the presence cf temporal generalization. 

An additional meusure of delay behavior, other ~ 

that displayed by the models and subsequently performed 

by the subjects providc~ an index of response general-

ization. 



II METHOD 

subjects 

The 40 subjects in this study were inmates of the 

Federal Correctional Institution for Youthful offenders in 

Tallahassee, Floric3. This is a medium security institution 

with a total of approximately 500 inmates who reside in 

four dormitories and range in age from 17 to 26. Tho 

subjects "ere (1) nm.,ly admitted inmates, (:?) from 18 to 20 

years of age, (3) Caucasian males, and (4) they had a 

sentence of at least three months duration. 'Nith the use 

of the Choice Lists, the 40 subjects were selected from 

groups of newly admitted inmates as preferring immediate 

gratification (more than 70 percent immediatc re\'l'ard 

choices). Of the 40 subjects, 20 were assigned to an ex-

porimental group, who were e~~osed to a model, and 20 were 

assigned to a control group \'lith no exposure to a model. 

Models 

~1 the light of the model characteristics and 

s~ggestion discussed earlier, two older, somcwhat 

prestigious inmates were selected as models for this study. 

£h~y were confederates and told what behavior to display 

18 
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for subjects to observe. In each case, relative to the 

subject, the model was older (ages 21 and 23), had been 

at the institution longer (several months) and had a 

prestigious Hork assignment (institutional photographer or 

x-ray technician). New inmates ar~ assigned initially to a 

low-prest~ge detail such as dorm-orderly or food-service 

worker. Each model had one "professional" contact with 

each subject, either taking his id~ntification photograph 

or chest X-rayon admission to the institution. To guard 

against contamination of the experiment by extensive 

contact of models and subjects, no model was paired \-lith 

a Subject who resided in the same dormitory as the model. 

Also, s\~bjects "lere exposed to each model at a rate of no 

more than one subject per \-reek. Since there \'Iere blo 

models, each served as model for 10 of the 20 subjects. 

Choice Lists 

The four Choice Lists (A, D, C, and 1-1) ",ere 

developed for this particular population. Money is avail-

able to these inmates only in their institutio12l accounts. 

Inmates are pe~mitted to spend this money in the 

commissary on certain hours during the week. EY~ples 

of items available are: cigarettes, ,cigars, various candy 
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and food-snacks, m~gazines, and personal gr.ooming needs. 

Since most of these items are sought after by inmates, 

they represent a ready list of realistic rewards for this 

population. Noney may be used as a re"'TClrd by adding it 

to the in,nates' z.ccount. A pool of choices between 

immediate or dela.yed but more valuable re\'1ards ... ,as de-

veloped. As in previous research, half of the choices 

·were monetary (e.g./ 35 cents not·, or 50 cents in one ,'leek) 

and half "lere between small articles (e.g. small candy 

bar now or lz.rge one in one ~·leek). 'rhe item lists used 

by Hischel (person~l conununication) ,.,ere used as a model 

as far as the ratio of quantity 0:: re\'Iard for given delay 

periods and the length of delay periods. For each of 

four lists, seven monetary end seven small-article choices 

were selec~ed rc;ndo~ly froln the pool of 100 choices. The 

resulting four Choice Lists, consisting of 14· choice items 

each, were administered in a random order to 30 ne,.,ly 

admitted inmates as a preliminary study of the scales 

themselves. Cross correlations of percent delay choices 

on the four Choicc Lists are given in Table 1. All 

correlations, ranging from :87 to .94 \'lere found to be 

highly statistically significant (R( .001). It was 

decided that the list with the lowest cross correlations 
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TABLE 1 

CROSS CORREU,TI(;:~S OF PERCr::'lTAGE OF DELAY 

CHOICES ON Tn::: YOUR CHOICE LISTS FOR 30 IUl1ATES 

LIST 
A 

1.00 

.941."** 

.88*** 

.89*"'* 

LIST 
B 

1.00 

• 91*"'* 

.87*** 

LIST 
C 

f 

1.00 

.87*** 

LIST 
M 

1.00 

*** f<·OOl 
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,.,.ould serve as the Choice List for the model to respond 

to. That liot, Choice List M, along with Lists A. B, 

and C are found in the Appendix. For each subject, List 

A, B, or C served as the initial m~asure of delay orien-

tation or base-rate. List M ~~s used for the model's 

choices ~lhich 20 of the subjects observed. Lists A, B, 

or C were used to measure the subject's delay orientation 

'5nunediately after exposure to the model. Finally, List 

A, B, or C ~las used as the follo,·/-uP or temporal general-

ization measure one month later. Approximately one sixth 

of the subjects in each group received Lists A, B, and C 

in follm.,.ing or~ers across the three phases of the study: 

ABC, ACB, BCA, CAB, and CRA. 

Money Savi.ng r':C<lsures 

The Rosenquist and Hegargee (in press) measure 

of delay orientation, simply asking subjects what they 

would do with certain amounts of money, ~s developed 

into a forced-choice measure rather than an open-ended 

measure. By providing subjects with five choices -- (1) 

spend all of it, (2) spend ~ost (75 percent) of it, (3) 

spend half and suve half of it, (.() save moot (75 percent) 

of it, and (5) save all of it -- a numerical index of I 
! 

I 
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delay orientation could quickly be determined and be 

available for later statistical analysis. Since inmates 

~an spend no more than 20 dollars a month, the 200 

dollar item uEied by Rosenquist & H2gargee seemed unreal-

istic for this population. Therefore, three questions 

made up the Honey Saving Heasure for this study: (1) If 

25 cents ',lCre added to your account, what Hould you do 

. ",ith it? (2) If 2 dollars were acided to your account, 

what \-lould you do with it? and (3) If 20 dollars were 

added to your account, ",hat ",ould you do ,'lith it? The 

!-!cney saving l1ez:.sure, as it "ras used, may be found in the 

Appendix. Thus, a Choice List LUld the Honey Saving 

Measure were given at each of the three phases of the 

study to, all 40 sUbje.cts. 

, Reinforcement 

To make choices on the Choice Lists realistic, 

subjects were actually given one of their 14 choices each 

time a list was administered to them (after Bandura & 

Mischel, 1965). Since they received either an ~ediate 

or a delayed re"rard, this can be considered a differntial 

reinforcement of that particular response class. To 

determine any effect of this reinforcement, half (ten) of 

- 1 
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the e~~erimental and half (ten) of the control group re-

ceived only delayed re\'lards. The other half of each 

group received only immediat~ rewards. Each tLne, of 

course, subjects did receive one of the items that they had 

actually chosen. Since each subject re~ponded to three 

Choice Lists, each received a tota I of three re\'iards. 

'Procedure 

The procedure closely follm-led that of Bandura 

and Mischel \"ith the notable e:xceptions that (1) only live 

models '-lere used, (2) only with ir.mate subjects "ho had 

immediate gratification orientations, ~nd (3) another 

measure of delay orientation \1aS ;;.dded to examine response 

generalization. A diagram of the e:cperimer..tal. paradigm 

is presented in Figure 1. 

The first phase of the experiment (Pre-1-!easure) 

consisted of selection of subjects. One of the Choice 

Lists was administered to ne<.',ly admitted, 18- to 20-year-

old Caucasian inmates. These inmates \1ere called in 

individually and the experimenter read the foll~Hing in-

structions (taken in part from Mischel, personal communi-

cation): 

I am interestc-d in finding out ho\-, people choose ... ,hen 
they are offered different kinds of choices. I will 

I; 
f, 

I, 
~ 
I! 
" 

!', 
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be asking you to make some choices: the choices \lill 
be between two things both of \~hich you want, but if 
you choose one you can I t have the other. Ans\.,rer 
each question to show , ... hat you would really tal~e. 
This is not a test, there are no risht or wrong 
answers. For example, the choice might be ~O cents 
now or 75 cents next ' ... eek. If you took the 50 cents 
no,'" you could not have the 75 cents next weel< and if 
you wait for the 75 cents next Heek you could not 
have the 50 cents nO\.... I ,-,ill offer you 14 such 
choices. Choose very carefully and realistically 
because in one of the choices you ,-,ill really get 
wha t you choose. You \'Ion I t kno'''' \~hich one of your 
14 choices you'll actually get until the very end, 
so choose very carefully each time. 

The 14 items of a Choice List \.,rere then displayed on a 

desk for the subject and his choices ,-,ere recorded. Next, 

the Money Saving Neasur.e was given. If the subject was 

indeed to receive an imtnediate reward, he was given one 

of his immediate choices at that time. If he was to re-

ceive a delayed reward, he was given one of his delay 

choices after the specified time period. All subjects 

received a reward \>lithin four weeks, four \>leeks being the 

longest delay-period. Number of delayed re'.lc:rd choices 

for each subjC'ct ','las t~bulated and only subjects choosing 

less than 30 percent delay choices, four choices or less, 

continued as subjects in the study. Forty subjects \'lore 

selec~ed in this m~nner, .20 were assigned to the exper-

imental and 20 to the control group. subjects in the b ... o 

groups were matched with regard to number of delay choices 

on this first measure. As an exumple, for e·/ery subject 
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in the experimental group who chose three delayed rewards 

there was a subject in the control group who chose three 

delayed rewards. 

Appro:~imately four weeks .after Pre-11easure, control 

subjects were administered another Choice List and Honey 

saving !1easure, and again they received one of their 

choices within the next four weeks. Experimental subjects 

individually observ€.d a model \Tho showed the opposite 

delay ori8ntationi i. e.1 the model consistently made delay 
;" 

" of self-r~.ward choices to Choice List 1-1. The subject was 

led to believe that the model was also a subject. Both 

model and subject were called in at the same time. In 

order to make the difference between model and subject 

explicit to the subject, a short joint-intervie"1 was con-

.... ducted by asking such questions as "Ho\>I old are you? HON 

long have you been at F.C.I" ho'" momy months? nhat is 

your '-lork detail here?" Next, the experimenter read the 

instructions and turned to the mod~l saying, "Let's start 

with you." The choices of Choice l,is t 1-1 were displayed 

for the model (while the subject "las observing) and the 

model's responses recorded. Rather than summarize his 

delayed orientation rationale, as in the Bandura-Mischel 

study, the models we.re instructed to make bolO side comments 
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while they were making 'their c,hoices. For on~ money item 

they'said, "That's pretty good interest, I'll take the 

in \·,eeks." For one of the small article choices, 
~ 

the model said, "I can wait for thc,t." Next, the model 

was given the l10ney S<'ving [·leasure on a clipboard and in 

such a W2y that the subject could ~ot observe the model's 

responses to this measure. The moc,el was then excueed 

with the pretext, "You can go now, you probably have 

things to do." The items of ~.noth~r Choice List ",ere then 

displayed for the subject and his choices recorded. Again, 

he respond~d to the Money Sz.ving Heasure and he received 

one of his choices, depending on ... ,tether he \.,as in the 

immediate or delayed reinforcement half of hi3 group, 

within fou:c ",eeks. The results of this Choice List pro-

vided the Post-Exposure to [·lodel measure of delay orien- r 
I 

I tation and indicated any immediate moceling effect. Tha 

responses to this second Money Saving Heasure indicated ! 
any immediate response generalizz.tion effect. 

Four weeks later, for: the final (Temporal General-

ization) phase of the study, each of the 40 subjects was 

. administered a third Choice List and the Honey Saving 

Measure. For the 20 e~(perimental subjects, the results of 

this Choice List determined the stability of any modeling 
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effect, over this period of time. If there was a modeling 

effect, the Noney Saving Heasure provided an index of 

response generalization to a second measure of delay 

behavior not observed directly in the model. For the 

control group, results of the three Choice Lists and the 

three Noney Saving Neasures indicated any chango in dclllY 

measures just as a function of differential reinforcement 

and not as a function of exposure to high-aelay peer-models. 

! 
t. 
I 



III. RESULTS 

Delay Choices 

The major dependent variable in this study l-:as the 

percentage of delay choices on the Choice Lists across the 

three phases of the experiment. The two independent 

variables ~"ere exposure versus no exposure to a high-delay 

peer-model and immediate versus delayed reinforc~~ent. 

The mean percentage of delayed rew'ard choices are graph­

icaliy pre;ented in Figure 2. A repeated measures analysis 

of variance ~ms computed and the results of that analysis 

are given in Table 2. With 1 af an E value of 108.29, 

the modeljng effect ~'laS found to be highly statistically 

significant (E.'" 001) . No other source of variance 

reached a statistically significant level. The within-

group error term ,-laS found to be particularly large in 

this analysis. This may ~lell be explained by a high 

degree of individual variability. Examination of data for 

individual subjects revealed, for instance, that all 

subjects liTho were exposed to a model did increase their 

percent d(Jlay choices on subsequent measures, but for some 

it ~s an increase of only a fm'l percentage points while 

30 
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Fig. 2. __ Y.ean percentage of delayed reward choIces as -

function of modeling condItion, reinforcement condItion, 

·and phases of the experiment. 
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Source 

Modeling (N) 
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TABLE 2 

RI~Pf..llTED l1EASURES ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE 

OF PERCENTAGE OF Dr::U,n:D REl';'IRD CHOICES 

df MS F 

1 30752.01 108.29*** 

Rc:l.nforc em em t (el) 1 795.68 2.80 

.M X R 1 216.01 '1 

Error (b) 36 283.98 

Phases (P) 2 339.91 (1 

PXH 2 203.76 <1 

PXR 2 399.23 (1 

P X M X R 2 77 .41 (1 

Error (w) 72 704.56 

***.2.(.001 

,., 

if 

t,': 
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for others a gain of as much as 9Z percent was found. 

Further comparisons by the ~ test of pairs of 

means across ey.perimental phases (Table 3) sho\'.' that both " :( 
li .' groups \~hich "lere exposed to the model significantly in-

creased their delay of gratification beh~vior regardless 

of \'Ihether they actually received delayed or immediate 

re\'lard choices. Furthermore, this modeling effect Has 

maintained to a significant degree four weeks after ex-
J i 

Posure. to the high-delay peer-wodel (Temporel General-

ization). 

f.ioney Savincr Neasurcs 

As a measure of response generalization, i.e. 

generalization to a second measure o£ delc:y of gratification 

Which was not directly observed in the model, a series of 

three hypothetical Noney Saving I'le;lsures "las administered 

to, all subjects at all three phases of the study. Three 

amounts of money ",ere used: 25 cents, 2 dollars, and 20 

dollars. Percentage subjects would save \'/<;13 tabulated at 

0, 25, 50, 75, or 100 peI:cent due to the forced-choice 

nature of the measures • 
... 

Figure 3 shows the mean percentage the subjects 

would saV£l of 25 cents as a function of experimental 

phases. 1-. repeated measures a~alysis of variance \"as 
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TABLE 3 

COMPARISOH OF PAIRS OF HEAHS ACROSS EXPERIHEtITAL PHASES 

FOR DELAYED REHARD CHOICES 

Pre-Mcasu:::e Pre-Heasure Post-Exposure 
versus Versus to model 

Post-E}:nosure Temporal versus 
to model Gencraliz3tion Tcmpor<31 Gen. 

Treatoent· 
Conditions t t t 

Delayed 
:reinforcement with 
model 8.21*** 6.72-1.'** 2.11 

Irn:ncdiatc 
rcinforc ement v1ith 
model 5.13*** 3.46-1.'"* 1.68 

Delayed 
rein:::orc cmen t v1ith 
no monel 0.48 0.51 1.38 

Immcdi.3tc 
reinforc ement \dth 
no model 1.59 0.02 2.25 

.: ~* 2.<.01 *** Eo <..001 

[' 
I 
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computed and, as in the Delay Choices measure, the modeling 

effect was found to be highly significant with an E value 

of 31.71, £(.001 (Table 4). Again, no other source of 

variance '~s found to reach the .05 level of significance. 

Further comparisons by the ~ test of pairs of means across 

phases revealed that both groups exposed to models in-

crensed the percentage they '-Iould save and th<lt the effect 

was maintained 4 weeks later (Table 5). 

Mean percentage subjects vlouJd save of 2 dollars as 

a function of experimental phases is presented in Figure 4. 

What appeared to be substantial differences bet\,lcen groups 

at the Pre-Heasure phase ,,,ere noted. HOTdever, a simple 

analysis of variance w~s computed on,these values and the 

K ratio did no~ re~ch a statistically significant level 

(Table 6). A repeated measures analysis of variance was 

computed and revealed a significant modeling by phases 

interaction effect (£ (.05, Table 7). No other K value 

reached the .05 level of significance in this analysis. 

To further identify the sources of variance, t,,,o sets of 

t tests behleen means were computed: between pairs of 

means across phases (Table 8) and bet\'ieen the groups at 

e~ch of the three phaoes (Table 9). Results reveal that 

no t value reached the .05 level of significance. Thus, 

•. 1 

! 

I: 
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Source 

Hode ling . (H) 

Rcinforc e:ncm t 

MX.R 

Error (b) 

Phases (P) 

P X H 

PXR 

PXHXR 

Errm: (>-1) 

***.2.(.001 
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TABLE 4 

REPEATED l-lEASURES ANALYSIS OF VARIM1CE 

OF PERCENT.iGE HOULD SAVE OF 25 CENTS 

Eli MS 

1 16333.33 

(R) 1 1687.50 

1 187.50 

36 515.05 

2 1343.96 

2 ·880.21 

2 765.63 

2 1234.38 

72 773.73 

F 

31.71*** 

3.28 

<'1 

1.74 

1.14 

(1 

1.60 

t: 
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TABLE 5 

COHP.ARISJN OF PAIRS OF r·lF.ANS ACROSS EXPERIHEN'rAL PHASES 

FOR PERCENTAGE HOULD SPVE OF 25 CENTS 

. Pre-I1easure Pre-!1e"lSure Post-Exp0.3urc 
versus versus to model 

Post-Exposure Temporal versus 
to model Generalization Temporal Gen. 

T,eatmcnt 
CO:Jd:L::ion s t t t 

Dclc~~7ed 
reinforcement ~vith 
model 2.90* 2.94* 0.36 

Immediate 
rein£orc E::l:m t 
with model 3.75-1:* 2.28* 1.86 

D~le""ed 
reinforcC?lIlent with 
no model O.CD 1.00 1.50 

Immediate 
reinforc 0.llen t .Iith 
no model 0.00 1.00 0.43 

* £. (.05 ** £.<.01 
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TABLE 6 

ANI.LYSIS OF VARIAl~CE OF PHE-NEASURE W1LUES 

FOR PERCENTAGE ~'IOULD SAVE OF 2 DOLLARS 

Source df MS F 

Bebleen Groups 3' 303B.33 1.B2 

Within Groups 36 1670.14 

I Total 39 
,-
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TABLE 7 

REPEATED I£ASURES At:ALYSIS OF VARIl,NCE 

OF PEnCE1ITAGE HOULD Si,vE OF 2 DOLU,RS 

Source df MS F 

-
Modeling (m 1 1880.21 1.98 

Reinforc c:rmm t (2.) '1 l~21.88 (1 

MXR 1 1880.21 1.98 

Error (b) 36 950.81 

Phases (p) 2 583.33 (1 

PXN: 2 3083.33 3.91* 

P X R 2 1187.50 1.50 

I 
PX!1XR 2 895.83 1.13 

Error (,~) 72 789.35 

*.2.<.05 

; I 

i i 
J i I ! 
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TABLE 8 

COHPARISON OF FAIRS 0:: l-Cl.NS ACROSS EXPERIHENTAL PHASES 

FOR PERCENTAGE HOUW SAVE OF 2 DOLLARS 

-------
-~ - -- ----_ .. -. ~ .. -

Pre-Neasure Pre-I1(}C~sure Pos t-E};posure 
versus ver.sus to model 

Post-Exposure T(:ruporal versus 
to model Genc:ralization Temporal Gen. 

Tre<'1tment 
Conditions t t t 

Delayed 
re1.!lforcement with 
modal 0.36 0.36 . 0.00 

Im[;l(;diate 
reinforcement ~,'ith 
model 2.20 1.86 1.00 

Delayed 
rein£orccoent with 
no model 0.43 0.00 0.43 

Immediate 
reinforcement ~~ith 
no model 1.31 0.61 1.00 

i 
'I 
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TABLE 9 

COMPARISO~S OF PAIPB OI:' !-ZlINS BET·7::EN TRJ-:ATIlENT CONDITIONS 

FOR PERCEn'!'AGE l-10ULD SAV::' OF 2 D,)LURS 

Pre-Heasure 

Comparisons t 

Post Er.posure 
to .nodel 

t 

Temporal 
Generalization 

t 

j: 

f 
,f 
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modeling, reinforcement, and phases were found to have no 

statistically significunt effect by themselves; modeling 

and phases did have a significant interaction effect on 

this 2 dollar measure. 

Finally, Figure 5 shows the mean percentage 

subjects would save of 20 dollars as a function of ex-

perimental phases. Table 9 gives the results of a re-

pea ted measuras analysis of variar.ce on this measure. In 

no cases did an E value reach the .05 level of statistical 

signific~nce. Thus, no modeling, reinforcement, phases, 

or interaction effect \,"as found for this 20 dollar 

measnr.e of rC:3ponse generalization. 
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Source 

Modeling (H) 

Reinforcement 

MXR 

Error (b) 

Phases (P) 

PXM 

PXR 

PXMXR 

Error (tv) 
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TABLE 10 

REPEATED J.llEASURES ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE 

OF PERCENTAGE HOULD SAVE OF 20 DOLLARS 

df MS 

1 630.21 

(R) 1 880.21 

1 1380.21 

36 717.01 

2 67.71 

2 880.21 

2 884.95 

2 1098.95 

72 463.54 

F 

(1 

1.2;3 . 

1.93 

(1 

1.90 

1.9l 

2.37 
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IV. DISCUSSION 

In this study it ",as found that not only did ex-

posure to high-delay peer-models Urunediately increase 

percentage of delay choices, but t~~t this effect ~s 

maintaL'1ed one month later as well. Further, this change 

in delay of gratification through ~nitation did generalize 

to bro hypothetical l'.oney Saving Heasures (25 cents and 

2 dollars). No effect on the 20 dollar measure ~s found. 

The 20 dollar measure may have been unrealistic in this 

population since, as noted earlier, inmates can spend a 

maxtmum of only 20 dollars each month. Actually, very 

few have this large an artOtmc in th::!ir accounts. Rosen-

quist and l·:egargec (in press) also found the larger amounts 

of money unrealistic in their three delinquent populations. 

Since modele displayed delay responses only to choices 

between items ranging in vulues less than a dollar, there 

would be reason to expect less generalization to a measure 

so different in value. 

The two models used in this study possessed at 

least: three important characteristics: they ",ere older, had 

been at the institution longer, and had prestigious work 
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details. Hhich characteristic (s) were important in affect-

ing the behavior change? As they were used only in com-

bination here, no more can be said than these model~ with 

all three characteristics ",ere very effective in changing 

this behavior in younger, newly admitted inmates. It 

remains for other studies to focus on specific model and 

subject characteristics in this kind of population. 

Indeed, such study is probably required before an imitation­
f 

behavior modification program can be carried out with 

institutio:1alizcd delinquents or you~ful offenders. 

One ethical point needs discussion through "lisdom 

gained in retrospect. As in most of the i.rnitation lit-

erature, this study made use of social deception. Hodels 

were instr~cted as to what behavior to display for subjects. 

At a time when civil rights, credibility gaps, and human 

experiment~tion are all important social concerns, the 

"lying" to young prison inmates fUl:ther endangers their 

already untrusting view of established society and of 

psychologists in particular. This could and should have 

been avoided through the use of oldzr inmates who were 

mdeed "delayed gratifers". There were a few individuals 

who chose a high percentage of delay choices: they were 

excluded from the st'~dy as subjects', but could \lell have 
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served as models. The potential lo~s of close experimental 

control may have been made up with n gain in credibility. 

tr.hile there is no evidence of disbelief in subjects that 

the models were responding as they normally \-'ould, such 

could have been the case and could have been completely 

avoided. 

It is the psychoanalytic vie\-! (e.g. Freud, 1946; 

Singer, 1955) that the beginnings of the delaying mech-

anism signal the errergence of the reality principle, and 

further that determinants of the "mechanism" ore sought in 

~~othetical internal events -- ego organizations and 

energy systems. In contrast, both the Bandura-Nischel 

findings ar_d the present st~dy support the social-learning 

view that self-controlling behavior is determined by 

external, social-stiwulus events. Another alternative 

theory of the development of self-control is offered by 

Bijou and Baer (1961). Their view is that self-control 

is learned as are all other operant responses, through 

reinforcement. The findings of the present study do not 

support such a view since differential reinforcement was 

fOUnd to have no affect on delay behavior. If a rc-

inforccment effect .. laS p::.;!sent, it was more likely to have 

been a vicarious rcinforc~ment effect (Bandurn & Walters, 
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1963, p.4) with subjects observing z~inforcement of the 

model. Models, like subjects, were instructed that they 

would indeed receive one of their choices. Since they made 

all delay choices, they ~~ere excused at the end of the 

session with the implication that a delayed rm'lard ·..,ould 

follow. Nodel-exposed subjects did vicariously experience 

this sequence of events • However, 'the present study rnade 

no provisions for an excmination of vicarious reinforcement 

effect versus just a rr.odeling effcc:: and a further study 

would be needed to differentiate thr:! bID or combined 

effects. 1.1so, extrinsic reinforce:nont \-/as found to have 

no effect as it was used here. Indeed, .even when effect 
-, ' 

of modeling and effect of reinforccmen~ '-Ter'e at odds 'N"ith 

each other (e.g., '''hen these initially low-delay subjectz 

were on the one hand reinforced for immediate r~dard 

choices but on the other hand were exposed to a high-delay 

modei), only an increase in delay b8havior ,·ms found. This 

is not to j~ply that delay behavior cannot be Controlled by 

manipulati<l!1 of reinforcement variables. The. point is that 

in this st\ldy extrinsic reinforcement was not a necessary 

condition to achieve the change in delay orientation. This 

tends to support Bandura's (1962) discussion of imitative 

learning, that a behavior may be ;.cquired through observation 
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and without practice. Reinforcement variables may then 

play a role in subsequent performance of the learned 

responses. 

Ge\oTirtz and stinglc (1968) have made a strong case 

for the learning of generalized imitation os tho basis 

for identification. Baer and Sherman' (1964) see the kay 

to understanding imitative learning in the closer ex-

amination of generalS,zed imitation. The present study 

did find generalization to a second series of responses 

within the larger response class, d~lay of gratification. 

Low-delay l.n.'T.a tes \olho \Olere exposed to h~~~l-delay models 

not only ir.creased their percentage of delay choices, but 

also their hypothetical money saving aclivity on a rr.easure 

not directly observed in the m::;del. This generalization 

of imitation effect, especially when considered in its 
't· 

extreme (identification), is very important when looking 
, .1 

l. I: 

fOr\'lard to the USE: of imitation in behavio:;:al psychotherapy 
. i 

," '11 
j i 

: ' 

programs. If the imitation were only of the specific re-

sponse displayed by the model, and there was no hope of 

generalization to other, some\Olhat similar responses, then 

imitative learning \Olould probably have little future use 

as a behavior modification rcg~~e. The present study did 

find the general~zation and the effect was ma~ntained one 
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month later. However, before the~e findings rr.ay be a,pplied 

directly L~ a treatment program it would be helpful to 

examine more closely genernlization to real n:oney saving, 

to less im?ulsivity, to planning for the future, etc. It 

is suggested, within the social-learning Vie\'l supported 

here, thnt genernlized delay of gratificntion is achieved 

in normnl personality development through repeated modeling 

of delayin'3" behnvior by several ll".oae1s (parents and peers) 

and in man:! different situations. Further, it is likely 

that imita~ion of delay behavior tLen meets with both 

social approval and extrinsic reinforcement. In certain 

delinquents and adult criminal offenders these particular 

socialization agents may not have been present or, indeed, 

the o?posite may have been the case mode1L~g and re-

inforcing of impulsive, tcdonistic, and anti-social be-

havior. Witness His~he1' s (1961a) finding tha t i.r.u'nedia to 

gratification orientations in delir.quents were related to 

father absence in the horne. In keeping with the above 

discussion, it is suspected that a behnvior modification 

program aimed at an increased gelay of gratification in 

delinquents a~d youthful offenders would require repeated 

modeling of high-delay behavior by several models in 

diverse situations. FurtherI"~re. reinforcement variables 
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I could be w~nipulated to help achiove the generalized 

delay of gratification. This line of research, whether of 
, 

an experimental-personality nature or ultimately as be-

havior modification, warrants furtr.er judicious study 

because of its potential social significance. 
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V. SilllNARY 

'1'he ability to Hork and "lait for larger ret\lards, 

later in t~~e, is stressed L~ virtually all discussion of 

normal child development. 11any di!)cussions of juvenile 

and adult criminfiL hoha?iUL" center on an inability to 

delay gratification. Bandura and ].Jischel (1965) were able 

to change delay orientations of children by exposing them 

to adult m~dels who displayed delay orientations opposite 

to those of the subjects. In the present study the 

Bandura-Mi3chel findings ',mre e.J:tended to a young prison 

inmate population. 

Forty newly admitted, l8-20-year-old ~~ates 

served as sUbjects. In a pre-mA2sure condition, they all 

demonstrated an immediate~ratification orientation with 

about 15 percent delay choices in a seriee of 14 choices 

between so,U(~thing they could have immediately or somethin'J" 

they would have to t\lait a fet'/ t\leeJcE. for. The 40 subjects 

were then divided into an experimental and a control g40UP 

of 20 subjects each. Two older inmates, with prestigious 

worl~ details, served as models. One month later ex-

perimental subjects observed another "subject'l. actually 
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one of the models, make a series of choices. The model 

made all del~y choices. Dmnediately afterward, the subject 

was given another choice list to determine any change due 

to exposUl:e to the high-delay peer-model. The 20 subjects 

did ShOVl a statistically significant increase from 17 

percent delay to 70 percent delay. One month later they 

were administered a third list and the change in behavior 

'did hold up over that period of time. The subjects·in 
f 

the control group ",ere simply E;dministered the three lis!;:;, 

a month apart, each time, and their percent delay choices 

remained at about 15 percent. This increased delay of 

gratification in the e}(perimental group did generalize to 

b.,ro other measures of delay behavior: Hhpt would you do 

",ith it if 25 cents Here added to your account? If 2 

dollars were added to your account? The generalization 

effect ",as not found vith a third measure, w'hat would you 

do if 20 dollars \>lere added to your account. Results are 

discussed in terms of the development of self-controlling 

behavior and with regard to the behavior modification 

treatment of youthful criminal offenders. 
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CHOICE LIST A 

Name ______________________ __ 

1. 1 can of mixed nuts today 
::::: 2 can3 of mixed nuts in three weeks 

2 70~ today === 95~ in t~~o weeks 

3_ a large bag of potato chips in 2 '<leeks 
_____ a small bag of potato chips today 

4 _ 5C¢ in 3 weeks == 25~ today 

5 ___ 2 packs of Kool Ade in 1 week 
1 pack of Kool Ade today 

6 30~ today 
::::: 65~ in three weeks 

7 1 mechanics ma,sazine today == 2 mechanics- magazines in 2 weeks 

8 70¢ in one week == 5S¢ today 

9 3 packs of cigarettes in 2 ~~eeks 
::::: 2 packs of cigarettes today 

10 60¢ today == 75¢ in 1 week 

11 2 issues of Time magazine in 2 weeks 
::::: 1 issue of Time today 

12 20¢ today === 30e in one week 

13 2 Snickers candy bars today 
::::: 4 Snickers candy bars in 3 weeks 

14 95¢ in one week == 70C today 
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CI10ICE LIST B 
Name __________________ --__ __ 

1 40¢ in 4 ~Ieeks 
:::::: 15¢ to~ay 

2 small jar of instant coffee today 
- larger jar of instant coffee in 2,weeks 

3 65¢ today 
:::::: 80¢ in 1 week 

4 3 packs of cigarettes today 
::::: 5.packs of cigarettes in 3 weeks 

5 3C¢ today 
::::: 45¢ in 1 week 

6 ___ 3 l1ilky Hay candy bars in 3 ~'1Ceks 
___ 1 Hilky Way candy bar today 

7 30¢ today 
:::::: 60¢ in three weeks 

8 2 sports magazines in 3 weeks 
----- 1 sports m~gazine today 

·9 25¢ today 
:::::: 55¢ in four weeks 

10 2 cigars today == 4 cigars in 2 ~',eeks 

11 55¢ in 2 weeks 
:::::: 30¢ today 

12 large jar of instant tea in 3 weeks 
------ small jar of iQstant tea today . ------

13 . 90¢ in two Hecks ::=::: 50¢ today 

14 1 ba~ of pretzels today == 2 bags of Fretzels in 2 m:eks 

I 
I 



· i 

59 

CHOICE LIST C 
Name ____________________ ___ 

1 _____ 2 cigars today 
5 cigars in 3 weeks 

2 50¢ today === 90¢ in 2 Heeks 

3 1 car magazine today == 2 car magazines in 3 lveeks 

4 35¢ today --=-_ 4?¢ in 1 week 

5 a can of peanuts in 4 Heeks == a bag, of peanuts today 

6 70¢ in 2 weeks == 45¢ tod.:!:; 

7 3 packs of cigarettes in 4 l1el:ks . == 1 pack of ci£arettes today 

8 45¢ today == 90¢ in 3 Heeb; 

9_ 1 Had magazbe today 
2 Had magazines in 3 weeks 

10 __ 60¢ today 
75¢ in 2 "leeks 

11 ___ a large package of cocoa in 3 'tveeks 
___ a small package of cocoa today 

12 80¢ in 4 weeks == 40¢ tod3Y 

13 a large package of cookies in 2 weeks == a smelll package! of cookies to:lay 

14 35¢ today == 75¢ in 4 1veeks 
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CHOICE LIST 1'1 

1 25~ today == 40:;: in 2 weeks 

2 ____ small Hershey bar today 
_ large Hershey b.nr in 1 tveek 

3 80~ in 2 \>1ecks == 55~ today 

Name __________ _ 

4 ___ 2 paeks of cigErettes in 2 weeks 
____ 1 pack of cigarettes tOday 

5· 35~ in 3 '=-leeks == 15<;: today 

6 5m311 box of cheese cr.nckers today == l.nrgc box ':':: che.!.se c ... ackers in 1 ~leek 

7 70~ in 3 ~'leeks == 35<;: today 

8 1 James Hand parerbnck today == 2 James Bond paperbacks in 4 '='leeks 

9 60~ today == 90<;: in 2 weeks 

10 3 packs of cigarettes in 1 week 
:::::: 2 packs of cig.n~ettes today 

11 50<;: i!l one week 
==·30~ today 

12 1 motorcvc!e magazine today == 2·motorcYcle ~~gazines in 3 weeks 

13 85~ in 2 ~leeks == 65~ today 

14 3 packs of Kool llde in 4 weeks 
:::::: 1 pack of Kool Ade today 
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MONEY SAVING HEASURE 
Name ______________________ ___ 

.!lli!.TRUCT!m~s: For each 8;nount of money, circle ~hat you .. :culd do. 

(1) If 25¢ Here added to your account, Hhat ~ou1d you do with it? 

1. spend all of it. 

2. spend most (75 percent) oi it. 

3. spend half and save half of it. 

4. save moat (75 percent) of it. 

5. save all of it. 

(2) If $2. OU were added to your account, what "lould you do t.-lith 
it? 

(3) 

1. spend all ofit. 

2. spend most (75 percent) of it. 

3. spend half and save half of it. 

4. save most (75 percent) of it. 

5.~save all of it. 

If $20.00 vlere added to your account, \'lhat .. 1Ould you do 
with it? 

1. spend all of it. ._-,-...... 

2. spend moat (75 percent) of it. 
". 

3. spend half and save half of it. 

4. save most (75 percent) of it. 

:a save all of it. <#' 
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