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The Factoré and Effects of Satiation for ‘Social Reinforcers’

Kenji Suzumura* and Mineyo SEKI**

SUMMARY

A review of the literature about the factor and effects of satiation for social rein-
forcement was made. Satiation is generally definded as relative satiation evaluated by
comparison between responses.

The variables of the factors selected were the subjects, deliverers of social remforce
ment, and training proceduers. An attempt was made to evaluate them. As a result the
contingency in reinforcement conditions are revealed to have the most influence on the
effects of satiation. Further studies, however, are needed about other variables in terms
of the consistency of experimental results.
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FIG. 1 Mean number of correct responses of contingent and noncontingent
low-and high-satiation groups, for 5- and 7-year olds.
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B L 7= Gewirtz (1969), Babad & Weisz (1977) Cit & & KIGE % RTEDOHEH M7
EoTWBEL00, JRERWTEEEENRALREWGEWIREND -7, (FIG. 1)
LosLsais, $hiRedh il Landau & Gewirtz (1967) ¢ Massari (1977) T
2, ENBSARCs L TERRWEL T %, (TABLEL) %7, REXHOLRFELL
Gewirtz (1969) fid, HE/EERL (TABLE 2) Bh &b ic@MEd2b0LELDL
n, DTFLE—FKL Twigwy, 2EDh, 2hb 3 D2058MD, SRMOERRERCHI
%% CHMPATIIALh S, FOREDOENRDD, HRCETIAAMIEREEDL
DEIDBIT/NEND T EDZ L5, &R, $HELREOHER BV TOEIMAITTR
ERTTHBEND T LRV,

TABLE 1
Summary of Analysis of Variance of Verbal Conditioning
Scores During the Satiation Treatment

Source of variation df F

Between groups

Reinforcement levels (R) 3) | (2.23)
Limears 1 4.22%
Quadratice 1 1
Cubica 1 2.23

Error (b) 36 1334.51b

Within groups

Trial blocks (T) (4) (5.98%**)
Linears 1 18.75%**
Quadratice 1 1.00
Cubice 1 2.56
Remainder® 1 1.61

RxT (12) (2.18%%*)
R linearx T linears 1 | 17.61%%*
R linear X T quadratic® 1 1
R linear x T cubica 1 1
R linear X T remainder? 1 1
R quadraticx T linears 1 1.01
R quadraticX T quadratic? 1 3.69
R quadraiicX T cubica 1 1
R quadraticX T remainder® 1 1
R cubicx T linears 1 1
R cubicX T quadratice 1 1.95
R cubicX T cubice 1 1
R cubicxX T remainders 1 1

Error (w) 144 55.31v

s Partiton of the sum of squares by orthogonal polynomials.
b Mean square. *p<.05. **p<.025. ***p<.001.
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TABLE 2
Analysis of Variance of Test Scores
for Older Subjects from Experiment II

Source of wvariation = df . F
- Between groups :
Satiation levels (S) 1 8. 05k
Recovery intervals (R) 1 2.78
SxR - » 1 <1
Error 24 39.04b
Within groups ,
Trial blocks (T)» ‘
Linear 1 © 28.86%%*
Quadratic 1 12.54**
Interactionsa
SXT Linear 1 <1
RXT Linear 1 4.80*
SXRXT Linear 1 <1
Sx T Quadratic 1 <1
RX T Quadratic 1 <1
SXRXT Quadratic 1 1.55
Error (within linear trials) 24 7.94b
Error (within quadratic trials) 24 3.86b

2 Partiton of sum of squares by orthogonal polynomials.
b Mean square.
*<.05. ¥p<L.01. ***p<,001.

BLE T, 1960FERE CREFINCEFEREE L HELE D, 1970FER T
S>THBRF A THEENFEINTND, £TORT, TFDOEAEMNGEE L HFIX Ascione
& Cole (1977) WX BHEDR DB S BWTH B, BLERDOWLTOHIE, Barton & A-
scione (1978) 23T » Tk, AL I b VHER I - T HRUPIE LTV EBNTW 5B,
(FIG. 9) ZoBic2>2nTELDE, RIS MEROBEECK VW TOREIZ PR I

TABLE 3
Summary of the Analysis of Variance of
the Reinforcer Effectiveness Score

.. Mean
Source: of ‘Varlatlon df Square F
Boys vs. Girls (Sex) .0412 .524
Treatments (
Total ' (

.8031 | 10.200%*
0034 .043

Deprivation (D) vs. Satiation (S)2
Nondeprivation (N) vs. % (D4S)

Sex X Treatment interaction

1

2) | '

%) (.4032) | (5.123%)
1

Total (2) | (.0356) | (.452)
SexXD vs. S 1 - .0268 .341
Sexx N vs.—é (D+8) 1 0444 | .564

Error (within groups) 96 .0787 —

& Due to regression.
b Due to the deviation of the N mean from the regression line.
*<,01. **p<C.005.
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FIG. 2 Mean number of correct responses deprivation and satiation
~groups tested either by the same or another experimenter.
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Babad (1972) 13, fafiiiE s TREBOEE LS M58 LT EEMO HAERGETH S
EBEL TS FIG2), hid, PV —bP AV LEETFA N CHEELELD L
Lo THEBROFEY DX, BXRWI ETHEIRDE VB rE - T 5, L
BEXADTEC L - THAYEIIAVWISRTEEW)S DT, A—AYC X 58505
ROERZHEL T B, —F, McArthur & Zigler (1969), Miller & Kirschenbaum
(1979) 2y BBEFEAL T, Fil=v &7 + L LT positive /a1 £ — o DfF{FE, nega-
tive ig 4 2 — SDFEHEDOThhr e RETHS 3 BECHARDELTE I 525, Wi
NVERBELL TRbhT, EBE2EATHILOIREHEL T A~-2RH D LBEL
Tw3% (TABLE 4, FIG 3), c DA\ TE, ROFERXELHZ LT, Lo EEE

TABLE 4
Mean Rate Scores on Criterion Task
Valence
Relative Positi ] ,
Satiation ositive Negative - Stranger
| Base rate |Rate change| Base rate |Rate change| Base rate |Rate change
Low 22.5 | 42.59 19.3 +3.84 21.5 +3.55
(N=10) (N= 9) (N=10) (N= 6) (N=10) (N= 8
High 25.3 +1.46 21.9 4+0.60 21.4 +2.26
(N=10) (N= 9) (N=10) (N= 8) (N=10) (N= 8)
sy : 22.00p
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FIG. 3 Mean proportion of correct responses and mean response rate
for base and experimental periods.
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AR ELLI—FHMBF LD AEDTHBZ LXELRWEL, CORBR L BENE
BexDREOETHHEYBHECTAZLELSBUBELLLDTHA I,
b. E#¥F R b

ERELZAN, SARLERNCRETHIHRELL T, RO2EBEOFEN LI FEH
XhTuwb, £hiE, MITH (marble-in-the-hole) & Xi¥h 3 % — A L78DH ~ F & H
WieRRRIBETH D, AL DERIDE THERED, BHO1~5RTTCOREEDORAT
HAELAEA VY P EBOTWAIZ END, BEELL TOREMEVLIZRD, WThRAT
B - bR ANOEFEIEY TN S D EELDIB, LHL, ZWEBLHR
ARLBEINT-RARAREBOBERLIINSGLDELTLETHENLS Liv, ZOFHK
EFORPUHEBBT OV TORLLLHRER /RO TEHERX TERVA, REARLL TR
RTCEZLDER LB,

@ BILuEZTHERE

R - b AV I ERTARELLT, REERLERMAMEEFMLE LS 3ED
Wi IhTE T\ 5%, RERERIT Babad (1977) & Hieser & Rosenbaum (1980) &
X230 THBD, FEFICRERZEL L CHORBREORBEAEL WS> HE LD it
LRRAEERB D, HiETE, REERIBAMNGHELLLAVWLIOLL THESH
(FIG. 4), ##F 1k, REBERLEBEORBRLFACKRETRN, ZToMoFERHFCL - T
RERMHRE Lo EAREIhTW B (FIG. 5), WE COMIGE L OBV, &+
)=+ AV DORENRCBENIC2ETHBEHOFERRRCIZIDE, I —FEFES
e — AR EBHDTHY, IRV, XoT, TORBCOFEHELHE TIXw
», REZBROBEDHICOWCTRBLRNSZ L3 TFhLlv, UL, REERCL
THBILDEFINF B EWIBEORENER L Lo el b, HFIRBREORE &
LT W EERILSIDENTTLBI5Ebh5, 2%0, ZOBERRSWTH, &
DEHMITIENADLETH D,

BRI s\ T, Babad (1973, 1974) RWEHRE DD, %, EL\W5 30DEBEER
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GIG. 4 Mean number of correct responses
of experimental (vicarious) and control
(nonvicarious) groups in the binary dis-
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FIG. 6 Pattern of discrimination test per-
formance of the nine groups.
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FIG. 5 Mean number of correct responses
as a function of frequency of reinforce-
ment during the preexposure phase, role
performed, and level of contingency.
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FIG. 7 Mean numbr of correct responses
as a function of frequency of reinforce-
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Thb,
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MR 52 BT hic o TOEMEE LT, BMLEE, BboftE BIEHWIRENTH
Fohba, 2hboRCLEAELAMBEMER, LA EDOMEENL Y BT T 5, Landau
& Gewirtz 231967 SR L 1ohicid, HEORE LD BT, HEDE-H D3 LM
EIENELTHB, 1970FERMEL D, 3EAETXCOWEENHHEECERL
XL, BEDOXRTELL AHEECHEVFEELTLTHIDOEL TELLRII LD,
FULTHEDOMRIT, K2EINTELNPIIBED Perry & Garrow X5 &, HRED
178, FTEEDTEHOVTRIIL THHAEL T 5% b OREL TfaMma R, &
LARIEHEE oz 1505, FEMBEEILIE DV TRRBW AT R I EDL R T % (FIG. 8),
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17¢
164 Ss
~

157

47 S

Mean correct responses in test
/
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FIG. 8 Mean performance scores for children in
each frequency and contingency condition,
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FIG. 9 Mean number of correct responses made in the discrimination test during
consecutive blocks of 25 trials. (Experimental conditions are indicated at
the top of the figure. Data represented by open circles are for children in
the low frequency of reinforcment conditions; data represented by closed
circles are for children in the high frequency of reinforcement conditions.
The triangles and squares show the means averaged over the three trial
blocks for the no reinforcement and no pretraining control groups, respec-
tively.)

COEMB LB LI, ZRIIAFHEEZT TR, SHE L AEEORME L L T
BRPABZ DT EB L%, 2F0, ZO2OIIHEEERND B DT
LEXLDRD, TD200% M, HBAMHRCEIBEREL N3 EEL bhb AT
WBPEDBLERLT v » 7 RE M e, FIG. 9 DX 3 35 HEDBENE]
EHINTL D, T2 TELDNDT LI, AAMRCEETZ »FL L C—EEEL]
DRIMPEETH D L2 b, EOWMEBMEC L »Th, MR TIZREL D RRIT
W ENBEETELTHA D,

Bl L 5SRO W TORMPAN 5 H b, BWLSNOELLEEL
HEL Co®END B0 (Erikson, 1962), MEEICIIA X 7@ 37w (TABLE 5),
Massari (1971), Babad & Weisz (1976) & Flffic, A DFR + — 7 v&#(b e LT
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W, BBl X AR & 2 h A o SRRIEREICERG W ERRNTn B, Th
EFCOWRIE, tEmmEb (EERIL) &L TRIATE LD TMliOAALL kS
RBILE DHBCRS W THRERINDLENRD Y, THESBEREORFME] &L T 2R
RBoTwBII3REX S, Co o
BEROBEREEANDIEH 2T, 8D I — FREHT HHEET A b 2255 TF>D3 7
Ry ZRGTTITS 7R o 279 RBLEUT D4 AT T 5%, Gewirtz (1969) 13, K
EDHEELTET Ry 7 10b 7Ry 7 20/ TRELSELL, ZOMR T2, 7R L

TABLE 5
Means and SDs of Number of Correct Responses
for Individual and Combined Groups

Correct Responses
Group Deprivation Satiation Combined
M SD M ~ . SD M SD
Social 36.10 6.49 25.30 5.93 30.70 8.23
Marble 24.60 6.42 26.70 4.65 © 25.65 5.72
Combined 30.35 8.64 26.00 5.40 28.18 - 7.53
21F Satiation level for the stimulus 21 ¢ Recovery interval between
treatment test

g | g

‘2 8

5 19¢ 2 Prior 2 19¢

8 presentations : 8 Minutes

[+ Q

Bt 2

6 8

et =

z 17F < 17

2 B

g r 'g

E 5

= 16 Prior =]
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g a

= S

13 13+
1 2 3 1 ‘ 2 2;
Blocks of 25 trials " Blocks of 25 trials

FIG. 10 Mean numbei of correct (reinforced) test responses of older subjects
in 25-trials blocks in Experiment II for subjects receiving the stimulus
word good noncontingently in the satiation treatment 2 or 16 times,
regardless of recovery interval (at left), and for subjects with an 8-
minute or a l-minute recovery interval between treatment and test,
regardless of prior satiation level (at right). '
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7 R DYEDT I &k~ T\ B, Barton & Ascione (1978) 1, <°i%» Babad & Fikt
DERERL, 7r .y 2R3 R 5 (FIG. 9), Hieser & Rosenbaum (1980)
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RELTEDY BT ORI Dic 7o, BB TERND, 203 HEE2>nTikk
DRI RTNETH S,

@ MEEHICDONT, KERFELLELTLORMMEETH B LD & LB HA
ig ote, Efe, BB L BHEMMILIE, FEHLREIEE OB E COE
DABRINT Edbh ol £ LT, BANOEEIR OV TITEE A e BEOHEN D
D, THRAMOBELGTE LD DT LHELTILENDS S,

CNRECOWEELL L ELDLEERRIP O LS HETAZ L8 TEBHR, WFhd
REREL TRBRNBZDORIIFEL, EHRMIEHELTTDHCNLLERDZZ Eab
Mol i, E0FOo20bRTWEVWERL Y, LBibofsainc st o5
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& xDEE - IHEOHWEZERT L, FORLORMEAET S LREELR
ThH, SHEOPRETFL I,
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