Preverbal Infants’ Third-Party Imitator Preferences
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- Imitation promotes prosocial behavior (Chartrand & amiiliarization - -
Bargh, 2012; Carpenter, Uebel, & Tomasello, 2013). Dlsplays DISplayS
R nder ndition Initiators Condition
* Preferential looking tests suggest 4-month-old infants eS_F_)O ders Condit O_ — ,
orefer agents that imitate (Powell & Spelke, in prep). The Initiator performs an action Initiator 1 performs an action, and
and Responder 1 performs the the Responder performs the same
* Newborn infants process schematic and real face stimuli same action (imitating) or a action (imitating) or a contrasting
similarly (Farroni et al., 2005). contrasting action (not imitating). one (not imitating). Then Initiator 2
Then the Initiator repeats her performs the contrasting action
. action and Responder 2 does the and the Responder performs the
Questions opposite of Responder 1. same action as before.
* Do children learn that imitation is positive through Characters jump and Actors say “ah” and produce
extensive social interaction, or do even young infants Preferenti a| LOOking TeSt produce a sound an action modified from

prefer imitators? (high or low). American Sign Language.

After four rounds of familiarization, we measured the

*  Will infants still demonstrate an imitator preference if amount of time infants spent looking at each character
actors are used instead of animations? during a 20 second time period.

Participants
« 97 four- to five-month-old infants (4,00-5,15).
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