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ABSTRACT

Through an experimental analysis, this study
demonstrates characteristics of both observer-produced and
punishment-produced suppression of cheating behavior. The research
procedure, designed to eliminate the interpretative difficulties of
prior, comparable research, is fully elaborated. Two delingquent,
retarded, adolescent boys served as subjects. Results indicate that
both surveillance and punishment decrease the rate of cheating;
however, while punishment produced more longlasting suppression, it
also resulted in a disruption of the subjects!'! performance, reflected
in decreased accuracy and bursts of responding, which surveillance
did not produce. Implications are discussed. ({Author/TL)
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Frank ", Ascione and John L. Burcharda

University of Worth Carolina and University of Veruont

In the past ten years, research on cheating and resistance to
veviation  in children has becoie wmore experiemmtal as distinct fiom
correlaitional in nature., The role »f punishment in suppressing
cheating has been given the wost attention., The typical procedure

2.

that is employed, for exauple in the studies by Aronfree (1963) and

Parke ana Walters (1967), consists of four steps: <£irst, the child
is presented with pairs of toys differing in attractiveness ané is
told that certain toys sinould not be touched, Second, over a number
of training trials the child is asked to choose one of the toys from
each pair and describe it, Third, if the child picks the more
attractive of the two, punishient is adiinistered in the forw of a
louc¢ buzzer and/or a verbal reprimand, TFinally, a test period
iamediately follows in which the experiiienter exits on a pretext
leaving the child alone with two or more toys. The frecuency and
duration of the child's manipulation of prcohibited toys are talken as

measures of suppression,

Then one examines the studies using such a procedure, factors

which 1liwi: the interpretation of results become evifent. In the
first place, wmeasures of the child's ability to discriwminate hetween

prohibited and nonprohibited toys are lacking. Secondly, the testing

1l This paper was presentec¢ at the Eastern Psychological Association
Convention in Mew York, 1971, The project was supporited by a liental
Retardatinn Project Grant @R 02083) and by liurdoch Center, a state
institution for the nentally retarded in Worth Carolina, The authors
express their appreciation to J.S. Birnbrauer for his helpful comuents
ans suggestions,
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period¢ is brief and is only aduiinistered once leaving open to question
the reliability and¢ <¢urabilicy of experinental effecits. Tinally,
although wanipulaticn of both prohibited and nonprohibited toys is
vecoraed, analysis of the latieyv, wanipulation of nonprohibitec toys,
is rarely includel, The present study employs a procedure cevised by
Burchard (1970) which eliizinates these interpretative difficulties
1) by assessing the subject's ability to discriwinate prohibited £rom
nonprohibitgd behavior, 2) by repeatecly acdministering ithe test conditionm,
and 3) by analyzing both prochibited and nonprohibited behavior, OCur
purpose was to determine how the suppression resulting from survcillance
compares with the suppression that may be produced by punishment with
specific regard to the duration of suppression and qualitative and
quantitative changes in the nonprohibited response,

The subject was brought to a rvoom similar to theocne cepicted in
Fig, 1 and was introduce” to the experimental task in the context of
a gawe, He was told that lifting the 1id on the box marked "A" would
reveal whether an enclosed light was on or off. The experimenter then
explaine-i that if he pressed the button on the panel warked 'C" while the
light in the box was on, a green light above the button would £lash
indicating that he had wa.e a correct response, If, however, he
pressed the button when the light in the box was off, a red light woulc
flash signifying an incorrect response., The schedule which controlled
the light in the box was a DRL 15 sec.,, 5 sec. limited hold. In other
words, after 15 sec. of no button presses, the light in the box came
on and stayed on for 5 sec. or until a button press was mace, The first
button press within this 5 sec. period always produced the green light
flash and reset the tiwer c-mtrolling the light in the box; thus, only

one correct response was possible during the time in which the light in
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the box was on, Duiccn pressces nriny te che wacet of the ligat in the
>ox, that is, incorrect respouses, also veset the tiner contvolliag the

D)
L

1t's onset. I ton presses were made

=}
Q
T
o
o
I

light and thus delayel the lig
¢uring the 5 sec, in which the light was on, the light went off and dic
not core on again uncil 15 sec, elapsec¢ without a button press.

Once the subject cemonstrated his understanding of the task, the
experiwenter brought to his attention a green and a yellow light, not
shown in the figure. These were mounted on the wall facing the subject.
The experimenter explained that when the green light was on, he would
zget a candy and a token, from the chute marked D, every ti.ie he male.

a correct response, LIf the yellow light was on,,however, a correct
response would produce a candy and token only ‘“once in awhile’,
Specifically, the green light indicated a schecule of continuous
reinforceizent or crf schelule while the yellow light indicated a

VI 4 or variable ratio schedule of reinforcement duving which reinforce-
went followed, on the average, four coireci responses.

Up to tuis poinz the subject coul<n't do anything wrong; thus, a
prohibition was intvoduced; the subject was told thatwhen either the
green or the yellow light was on, he was not tc use the 1lic but rather
had to guess when the light in the box was on., The only time he was
perizitted to use the 1id to look for the light in the box was when both
schecdule lights were ¢ff, Therefore, anytime the subject raised the lid

of the box when either the green or the yellow light was on, he was

making a prohibited or ‘‘cheating' response, This assumes the subject
has understood the instructions., We will exanine this assunption later
in our discussion of the results,

Following these instructions, the experimenter left the subject

telling hin to go ahead and play the game., Programming and recording

3
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equipwent was locatec in a room adjacent to the subject's, During the
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course of this study, both surveillance, in the forn of a hunan observer,
and punishment, in the fovi: of response cost, were manipulated,

Two boys residing in an institution for the mentally retardecd
participated in this study. Both were involvel in a special training pro-
gram based on a token econouwy. Subject 1 was 18 years old and had an
I0 of 64 as measured by the WAIS, He was functioning academically at
the third grade level and had a history of antisocial behavior which
included assaulting peers, theft from staff and peers, and numerous
unauthorized institution leaves., His perfovmance is shown in Fig. 2.

The ordinate incdicates the number of trials, that is, the number of
correct and incorrect responses that were wade with the lid raised.

The numbers on the abscissa refer to consecutive schecule components.,

The schecdule cof couponents: for each session began with a training
couponent, incdicated by squares, <uring which tiwe both the green and

the yellow lights were cff and lifting the 1lid was permitted, Following
this training cowponent, a crf component, shown as triangles, alternated
with a VR component, shown as circles. Crf and V2 components were in
effect twice per session. Although crf and VR components are cepicted

as occurrring simultaneously, they in fact occurred in sequence, for
example, crf, then VR, then crf, then V2, Trials with a lid response
during crf and VR were designated as the cheating responses since lifting
the 1id during these components had been prohibited, Since VR components
lasted 6 wmin, while crf and training components lasted 2 min, each, the
values for crf and training were multiplied by 3 to facilitate comparison,

Components 1 through 3, representing & sessions, show this boy's
baseline performance following two initial practice sessions in which the

prohibition instructions we:'e repeated., Characteristic of this subject's

4
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performnance is a ranic acruisition of a high rate of cheating with little

it £ turing training,

differential effect of the two gschecfules of reinforcement.
an average of 20 trials involved 1id responses. The subject used the 1id
during crf and VX almost as often as during training even though using
the 1id curing crf and VR had been prohibited. During the 9ch conponents,
marked ”01”, an observer who was a staff member familiar to the subject

gimply sat with the subject during the first half of the session. The

retionale for this manipulation was to establish the cheating response as

cdeception on the part of the subject. If he cheates when the observer

was absent but dic. not cheat when the obsevvey wWas present, it would

be established that the subject was choosing to violate the prohibition,
The inzroduction of an observer resulted in complete suppression of cheating
in VR but only a wniocerate reduction of cheating in crf. The possibility
that the boy had not comprehencied the instructions led t¢ a repetition
of tHe original instxuctions anc. the introduction of a second¢ observer,
“Go''s The data Cemonstrate this to have been effective in clearing up

any nisunderstanding; the boy cheated when the obwerver was absent but
cheating was completely suppressed in both crf and V2 when the observer

was present, The observer manipulation was performed 9 tiues., The overall
effects can be seen iu Fig. 3 which shows, for crf, the average percentages
of correct and incorrect responses which were macde during the S baseline
seven components with an observer

components, bar graph A, cduring the last

finally furing the first through f£ifth components

present, bar graph B, an.
following the removal of the lasi seven observers, bar graphs 1 through 5.
The left bar in each pair represents the percentage total correct
responses with the smshaded area indicating the proporition of that
percentage involving cheating. The right bar represents the percentage

incorrect responses made With cross-hatching indicating incorrect responses




vith interresponse tiwes, or INis, greater than 5 cec, Thisg arbitrary

differentiation of incorrect resmcnses with ITs less than 5 sec, frow
those with IXTs greater than £ sec. separated bursis of incorrect responses
from wore spaced responding, spacec responcing being rnore efficient in
a DRL schecule. Thus, Juring Loseline, bLar graph A, 94 percent of the

involve: cheating. Looking now at perfor-

a

al

=

responses were correct anda

rmance during surveillance, bar graph B, therc is a markec decrease
in correct responses to 23 percent. 4ll these responses, however, were
wuade without cheating. Gf the 77 percent incorrect responses wuring

surveillance, approximately two-thirds of that percentage involved IRTs

O 0

oreater than 5 sec.: thus, spacel responding predominated, Looking now
O 3 3 o

at the last five pairs of bar graphs, during the first component following
suveillance, var graph 1, cheating recovered to 50 percent of the baseline
rate anc stea ily increased through the-fifth component following suveillance

to about 75 percent of the baseline rate. In addition, the proportion

Fa

of correci responses without cheating remainec relatively stable, moreso
than the interresponse time for incorrect responses. Data for Vi are
redundant in all respects an? will not be presentec.

Fig. 4 show basline <ata for Subject 2. This boy was 16 years ol<
anc had an I3 of 79 on the WAIS., He also functionex acadenically at a
third grade level and had a history of antisocial behavior similar to
Subject 1's, This figure indicates that the crf and VR schedules controlled
differential rvates of cheating for this subjeci, with cheating in crf
more frequent than in VR, A similar misunderstanding of instructions also
became evident with this subject and was corrected in the same fashion

as with Subject 1., Fig. £ shows that following the 33r< component

cheating gradually decrease: in frequency. The limited holcd of the DAL

schedule was shortened from 5 sec, to 1 sec, at compenent 45 thus increasing
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he difficuliy of the task. Following ihis ..anipulation, cheating increased

in both crf ani V. althiough the vate of crf resained higher, This graph

also incdicates the tesporary nature of supnression nro.ucer by surveilliance,
As shown in Fig. 6 for Subject 1, the first punishuent, indicated by

"P1', occurred following component Cl, Punishment consisted of a vesponse

cost or fine of 15 tokens, approxinately 1/10 of the subjects' daily

earnings, Punishament was contingent upon the first cheating response

in a preselected component., This resultec¢ in nearly complete suppression

through couponent S8 at which point partial recovery occurred. The

seconc¢ punishment, Pp', produced wmore short-lived suppression than the

first, TFig, 7 shows, for this subject, the average correct and incorrect

response percentages curing crf for & consecutive blocks of 5 components

follaring the two punishiients., These data are relevant for comparing

the effects of punishment and surveillance on accuracy in the absence oi

cheating. The first blocl of components, 1 through Z, where suppression

of cheating was most complete, shows that 96 percent of the responses

were incorrect and only a fifih of this percentage involvedl spacec

responding, Recall that during suveillance-pro<uce: suppression, 2/3

of the incorrect responses were spacel responses., Also, 2 percent correct

response without cheating Jduring punishaent-produced suppression

is in marked contrast to the 23 percent correct responses without

cheating during suveillance-produced suppression, Cheating returnec¢ to

baseline level Ly the 20th cowponent following punishment but bursts

of incorrect responses predominated over spaced responiing. To indicate

the cegree of disruption associated with punishizent, Subject 1 emitted a

£

a

burst of 297 incorrect responses during a single crf component following

punishment,
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Fig., O shous the effects of punisiiient on Subject 2's pesiny ance.
The first punisiuzent proziucesd cciwlete suppression for 3 components

-~

erential schedule contvcl;

[
a

followed by recovery which also indicated c
recovery being wmore rapid during crf. The second punihsmeni producec
total suppression for ¢ sessions. Ividence of disruption for this
subject includec a gradual deterioration of accuracy and his expression of
dissatisfaction with and resistance to further pariicipaticon in the
xperiment,

This study has shown that both surveillance anc punishuent cecreasec
the rate of cheating, Although punisluient produced more longlasting

~
e

. . - ) PR . -~ . . 1 . e,
suppression, it alsc resulted in a disruption of the subjects' perioruance,

rJ

reflectes in Zecreased accuracy and bursts of responcing, which surveillarnce

7id not produce, This suggests that if accuracy or learning a <iscrisiination
is important, the disruption produced by punishient may be a sice-eifect
incompatible with that objective., TFollowing punishment, the subject may

be less capable of iaking the Jiscrimination and therefore uore likely

to revert to cheating. Cne way of enhancing ithe therapeutic use of

h
Al

punishuient woulc be to initially decrease the difficulty of the task thus

naking it easier for the individual to succeed in the task without
cheating; then, at soue later tiiie, the task could be returned to its
original level of Jifficulty. We also foun: that, of the two experimenters
ruming the subjects, suppression fcllowing punishizent was wore pronounced
“uring sessions run by the experimenter who had actnnlly administexec
punisluient in contrasi to the one who haz not.

An obvious alternative to punishing the subject for cheating is
reinforcing hinm for not engaging in the prohibited Lehaviox., 4 study
now in progress is being conducted to exawine the suppression that nay

be produced by reinforcement for not cheating.
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