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ABSTRACT

Preferences and aversions for specific stimuli 
were determined for six Cebus monkeys by use of a sameness^ 
difference task. Subjects were then tested with discrimina
tion learning tasks composed of their eight most preferred 
and eight most avoided stimuli. Half of the correct (St) 
objects were preferred stimuli, the remainder were avoided 
stimuli. Subjects scored significantly more correct re
sponses when the St was a preferred object. This result 
was obtained throughout the first five days of the 20 day 
test period.

Data also were subjected to an analysis of behavior 
which assumed that subjects were using hypotheses during 
the course of learning. Strength, of some of the nine 
hypotheses differed as a function of whether a preferred 
or avoided stimulus was St. Strength of the appropriate 
hypothesis was significantly greater when a preferred 
object was St than when an aversive stimulus was St.

When an aversive object was. St, strength of the 
preference and aversion hypothesis was significantly 
greater than when a preferred object was St. Also, when 
an aversive stimulus was St, strength of the random 
hypothesis was significantly greater than when a preferred
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object was S+. Confronted with an S+ that was ayersive, 
subjects reverted to hypotheses that had only been used 
early in the course of solving the sameness-difference • 
task.



INTRODUCTION

Lashley (1929) noted that rats made systematic 
rather than random errors during the presolutional phase 
of discrimination learning; however, he made no attempt 
to define or measure such systematic errors. A few years 
later Krechevsky (1932a, 1932b) termed these presolution 
systematic response tendencies "hypotheses11, and proposed 
the initial method for their analysis. He concentrated 
on four hypotheses-; 1) correct responding; 2) position 
habit (sequence of responses to one side with a nonspatial 
discrimination problem); 3) alternation habit (alternating 
between positions on consecutive trials) ; and 4) per'- 
severance habit (responding, during the entire problem, 
to the side selected on the first trial). His analysis 
consisted of graphic presentation of the per cent of re
sponses which were considered to be a manifestation of one 
of the four hypotheses» Krechevsky considered evidence 
fo'r systematic usage of an hypothesis, during maze learning, 
to be that portion of each such figure three standard 
deviations above chance,

Harlow (1950, 1959) developed an ingenious system 
for measuring systematic errors during acquisition of 
discrimination learning set. He termed these response
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tendencies terror factors".and used their eventual reduc- 
tion as. the basis fox an inhibitory uniprocess theory of 
discrimination learning. Four such error factors were 
proposed; 1) stimulus perseveration, 2} differential cue,
3) response shift, and 4) position preference.

Stimulus perseveration was manifested by a series 
of consecutive errors following an error on trial^one.
Its magnitude was determined by computation of the number 
of consecutive errors in excess of the number predicted.on 
the basis of overall error rate. The possibility of dif
ferential cue errors occurred when the correct object 
(St) was first shifted from the position it occupied on 
trial-one. Prior to the trial on which the stimulus posi
tion of the S+ Was reversed, a response led to reward or 
nonreward of both position and object quality cues. The 
strength of the differential cue error factor was determined 
by comparison of the number of errors made on trials when 
the position of the St changed with comparable trials on 
which the position did not change. Response shift was evi
denced by more errors following a series of correct re-x 
sponses than following a series of equal length containing 
one or more errors. The strength of the position habit 
error factor was measured by the difference between the 
number of left and right position errors.
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Harlow* s jnethod of analysis resulted in a value for

each error factor; however each was determined by a separate 
computational procedure. Consequently that proportion of 
the total errors determined by an individual error factor 
could not be measured, nor could absolute strengths of 
error factors be compared.

Levine (1959, 1965) termed systematic response 
patterns "hypotheses” and proposed the most elegant method 
of analysis to date. His approach dealt with all response 
patterns in a standardized way and additive proportions of 
each hypothesis resulted from such measurement. The 
mathematical, model for discrimination learning-set used 
resulted in predictions that could be experimentally tested 
and the model was also able to deal with nine systematic 
response patterns that were either error-producing or 
manifestations of discrimination learning. The response . 
patterns analyzed were 1) position preference, 2) position 
alternation, 3) stimulus preference, 4) stimulus alterna
tion, 5) win-stay, lose-shift position, 6) lose-stay, 
win-shift. position, 7) win-stay, lose-shift object, 8) third 
trial learning, and 9) random responding.

Using a technique similar to that of Levine, King 
and Fobes (in preparation) analyzed sameness-difference 
concept learning by Cebus apella. This task was originated 
by Robinson (1955), who presented chimpanzees with two
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pairs of objects, per trial. These pairs were drawn from 
three distinct pairs and were recombined from problem to 
problem. On each trial, two of the stimuli were identical 
and two were different. Either sameness or difference can 
be designated S+. King and Fobes (in preparation) also 
presented, on each trial, two objects that were the same 
and two that were different. However, rather than using 
only three, discrete stimuli, these investigators drew 
their objects from a pool of 96 pairs of stimuli that 
differed from each other on multiple dimensions„ For half 
of their subjects the identical pair was the S+,. for the 
other half the two different stimuli were the S+« Each 
subject was presented with 16 three-trial problems a day 
for 40 days. Usage of the sameness-difference task was of 
particular interest because of two unique response patterns 
involved in their analysis; stimulus preference and 
stimulus aversion.

Simple discrimination learning approaches used by 
Harlow (1950, 1959) referred to a series of incorrect 
responses as a manifestation of stimulus preference although 
he recognized that a series of negative outcomes could also 
result from either preference for the unrewarded object 
(S-) or avoidance of the S+. Levine’s (1959, 1965) tech
nique used a more general definition of stimulus preference. 
He considered preference to be manifested by either a + + +



ox -a., r- - outcome of a three trial problemz where + was 
a rewarded response and ^ was an unrewarded response. 
However, as with Harlow's method, Levine's model was not 
able to distinguish between response sequences resulting 
from preference for the chosen object and those resulting 
from avoidance of the unchosen object.

Another approach to this problem has been to pre
sent discrimination problems in which one of the stimuli 
was retained from each problem and brought forward to be 
paired with a novel object on the next problem. A response 
to the novel object might be regarded as evidence for 
aversion of the old object and a response to the old 
object regarded as evidence of preference for the old 
object. The difficulty with this technique is that sub
jects may have spontaneous preferences or aversions for 
novel objects (Riopelle, Cronholm, and Addison, 1962;
Mumma and Warren, 1968).

The sameness-difference task permitted independent 
estimation of the strengths of both preference and aversion 
Further, confounding by the presence of a novel object 
was avoided. With the sameness-difference method, two 
pairs from three discriminably different stimuli were used 
for each three-trial problem. For example, on a typical 
problem the left (L) and right (R) sides might contain 
the following stimuli; AA (L) and BC (R) on trial one;
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AC CL) and BB . CR) on trial two; and CC (L) and AB (JB) on 
trial three. Certain response sequences' were then an in̂ - 
dication of preference or aversion. In the above case, 
the response, sequence LLR indicated preference for A; RRR 
indicated preference for B; RLL indicated preference for 
C; RRL indicated aversion for A; LLL indicated aversion 
for B; and LRR indicated aversion of C,

The present investigation was undertaken to provide 
independent verification of the preference and aversion 
measures of specific objects used in the previous study 
(King and Robes, in preparation)„ Specifically it was 
assumed that use of preferred and avoided objects, with 
either high preference or high aversion scores, would have 
predictable effects upon simple discrimination learning 
involving those objects. The present study presented dis^ 
crimination problems in which the St was either a preferred 
or avoided object.

Evidence for validation of the original method of 
using sameness^-difference to separate preference and 
aversion would be better performance when a preferred ob^ 
ject was the St and an aversiye object the S", than when 
an avoided object was the St and a preferred object the 
S^.



METHOD

Subjects
Subjects were four male and two female adult feral 

black-capped capuchin monkeys ('Cebus' apella) , Subjects 
previous experimental experience was limited to participa
tion in the prior study (King and Fobes, in preparation),

Apparatus
The same apparatus was utilized as in the previous 

investigation by King and Fobes (in preparation) and was 
similar to that described by Rumbaughf Bellf and Gill 
(1972), The apparatus permitted simultaneous presentation 
of three dimensional stimulus, objects» Mounted on one wall 
of the test chamber were two 7.6 by 6.4 cm openings, 5.1 cm 
apart. Stimuli were presented in these openings and were 
separated from the subjects by a one-way^-screen recessed 
1.27 cm on the subject's side. Stimuli could be seen by 
the subject only when they were illuminated from the stimu
lus side of the screen. Stimuli were not illuminated 
during the intertrial interval. Manipulanda consisted of 
two photocell beams recessed 0,65 cm on the subject’s side 
of the screen and centered in front of each of the two 
stimulus presentation windows. Interruption of one of 
these beams by the subject constituted a response.

' 7  ■ ■



. At the .start of. each trial, the .stimuli were 
illuminatedthereby becoming visible to the subject.
Timing circuitry was simultaneously activated. All re-̂  
sponses caused a counter-printer to record 1) latency of 
the response, 2) identification of the specific stimuli 
in the problem, 3) the side of the correct response, and
4) the side of the subject's response. After each response 
the lights illuminating the stimuli went out. In addi
tion, after a correct response a tone of one half second 
duration sounded and a universal feeder dispensed one 
half raisin into a cup mounted slightly below and equi
distant from the two stimulus openings.

Stimuli were wood blocks, 3.8 by 5.0 cm, which were 
used in the previous study (King and Fobes, in preparation) 
Each block was painted with one of 16 different colors that 
varied in hue, brightness, and saturation. Small objects 
were applied to one side of each block. Examples of such 
objects were pieces of brightly colored cloth, beer caps, 
coins, and rubber insects. Stimuli used in the present 
investigation were those that had been determined to 
represent each individual subject's idiosyncratic prefer
ences and aversions during the course of learning the 
previous sameness-difference task.
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Procedure

For each, subject, the total number of. times each 
of the 9 6 different stimulus objects were preferred or 
avoided was determined. Then, for each specific object, 
the number Of preference and aversion responses was cal
culated. If, for example, an object was preferred two times 
and avoided eight times, the converted score was six 
aversive,• Each of the 96 objects was then ranked, on the 
basis of converted scores, from the most, preferred to the 
most aversive. The eight most preferred and eight most 
aversive objects were used as stimuli in the present in
vestigation. These objects were paired, the most pre
ferred with the most aversive, to eighth most preferred 
with eighth most aversive, for two object non-spatial 
simultaneous discrimination learning problems.

Reward contingencies were assigned according to 
the procedure listed in Table 1. It should be noted that 
each subject was tested with.preferred and avoided stimuli 
that were specific to that subject. Each of the three- 
trial problems was presented for a total of 20 days.



Table 1. Assignment of reward, contingencies.

1/2 N . 1/2 N
S+ S- S+ S-

1 St Preferred ': i St Avoided , : \ 1 st Avoided 1 st Preferred
2 nd Avoided 2. nd Preferred 2 nd Preferred 2 nd Avoided
3 rd Preferred 3 rd Avoided 3 rd Avoided 3 rd Preferred
4 th Avoided ■■ 4 th Preferred 4 th Preferred . 4 th Avoided
5 th Preferred 5 th Avoided 5 th Avoided 5 th Preferred
6 th Avoided 6 th Preferred 6 th Preferred 6 th Avoided
7 th Preferred 7 th Avoided 7 th Avoided : 7 th Preferred
8 th Avoided 8 th Preferred 8 th Preferred 8 th Avoided



RESULTS

Scores, consisting of the total number of correct 
responses when preferred or avoided objects were the S+, 
were arranged into four blocks of five consecutive days 
each and were subjected to a repeated measures analysis 
of variance. Overall performance increased over days as 
shown in Figure 1 (F = 15.89, df_ = 3 / 1 5 jK. 001) . Further
more, performance when an avers ive stimulus was. the S+ 
was inferior to that when a preferred stimulus was the 
S+• (F = 20,38, df = .1/5, p<.0l) . However, the interaction 
of the two above main effects was not significant.

In addition to analysis of the overall correct 
responses, data were subjected to an analysis which assumed 
that the subjects were using hypotheses during the course 
of learning. This analysis was similar to that used by 
Levine (1959, 1965), and King and Fobes (in preparation), 
but entailed a different set of hypotheses. The mathe
matical model developed for the analysis was also based 
on similar assumptions. It was assumed that 1) if a 
hypothesis appeared, it was manifested over all three 
trials of a given problem; 2). within a three trial prob
lem, stimuli determining a response went no further back 
than the immediately preceeding trial; 3).hypotheses were

V , 11
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mutually exclusive; and 4) the set of nine hypotheses 
includes all hypotheses whose probability of occurrence 
was not negligible.

The behavior of subjects, during the course of a 
two-object nonspatial discrimination learning task, may 
be specified in terms of the possible response sequences. 
Four response sequences were available to the subject, 
where 11’ was the position responded to on the first trial 
and 'O’ was the othpr position: 1) III (responding to the
same side on all three trials); 2) 110 (the first two re
sponses to the same side and the last response to the other 
side); 3) 101 (alternating between sides oh consecutive 
trials); and 4) 100 (the last two responses to the side not
responded to on trial one).

The outcome of a given pattern of responses was 
determined by the reward sequence in effect. In terms of 
position, the following symmetrical pairs of rewarded 
sides Were possible; 1) LLL or RRR, 2) LLR or RRL, 3) LRL
or RLR, and 4) LRR or RLL. These pairs may be reduced to
four reward sequences, where ' A '  was the location of the 
S+ on the first trial and 1B" was the other position:
1) A A A  ( L L L  or R R R )  , 2) A A B  ( L L R  or R R L )  ,. 3) A B A  ( L R L  or 
R L R ) , and 4) A B B  ( L R R  or R L L ) .

With four response sequences and four reward 
sequences, eight outcomes were possible, where ^t11 was a
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correct or rewarded response and '-1 was an incorrect or 
unrewarded outcome: 1) - - -,2) + + +, 3) - +  +, 4) + - - ,
5) — — +, 6) + + —, 7) — + —, and 8) + - +«

Table 2 lists the four possible response sequences 
and the four possible reward sequences which, in combina
tion, determine the eight possible outcomes on a three

-  ‘ • Itrial problem. The lower case letters in each cell indi
cate the hypotheses that could result in that particular 
outcome, and the numbers were used for reference purposes.

A complete list of each hypothesis and its defini
tion, manifestation, and symbol is given in Table 3. A 
given response sequence and its outcome could usually re
sult from more than one hypothesis. In order to determine 
that proportion of the observed frequency in each cell, due 
to each hypothesis that conformed With the parameters of 
the cell, a mathematical model was derived.

Thus, given a particular reward sequence, the . 
probability of any particular outcome was assumed to be the 
sum of the probabilities of the hypotheses listed in each 
cell. For example P (- - - / A A A )  = d + e + h + r in cell 
number one. Furthermore, since P (- - - / A A A )  + ? ( + + - /  
A A A )  + . . .  + P (- + + / A A A )  = 1, a + b + 2c + d + 2e + 2f 
+ 2g + 2h +. 8r =1. A similar deduction for the other three 
reward sequences would lead to the. same equation. We can 
now define A  = a  as the probability that hypothesis A  will
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Table 2. Thirty-two unique problem sequences.

I l l I I 0 I 0 I 1 0  0

d e h r  r f r h r
1 2 3 4

A A A  ' ------------- — — -----------------—  ------------------- :--------- ---------------------- --------------------------
a e g r c r c f r b g r

5 6 7 8
+  —  —  -h -f —  4- "■ +  +

e g r  d r  f r  g r
9 10 11 12:

A  A  B  ---------------------- — -----------------------------------:------------------------------- --------------------------- -

c e h r  a r b f r  c h r
13 14 15 16

—  +  4* 4- 4- —  4- 4- 4" ”  4*

e r g r d f . g r ' '  r
17 18 19 20

A B A  ----------------- -------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

c e r b h r a f h r o r
21 22 23 24

+ — + '• + + + + + . — —. +
e r  h r  f h r  d r

25 26 27 28
»

A  B  B  -------------- ------------------------------------------------------ ----------------------- ------------------------------

b e r c g r c f g r a r
29 30 31 32

—  +  +  +  —  +  —  —



Table 3. Characteristics of the nine hypotheses.

Hypotheses Definitions Manifestations Symbols
Appropriate Responses to the S+ + + + A
Second Trial Learning Learning Manifested on Second 

Trial of Problem
- + + B.

Third Trial Learning Learning Manifested on Third 
Trial of Problem

- - + or 
+ - +

C

Stimulus Preference 
and Aversion

Sequence of Responses to 
the S- •

_  —  — D

Position Preference Sequence of Responses to One 
Side

I I I E

Position Alternation Alternating Between Positions 
on Consecutive Trials

I 0 I F

Win-stay/Lose-shift, 
Position

Response to Position Rewarded 
on Preceding Trial

I+I+I, -I+I-O, 
1-0+0, I-O-I

G

Win-shift/Lose-stay, 
Position

Response to Position Not; 
Rewarded on Preceding Trial

I+O+I, I+0-0, 
I-I+O, I-I-I

H

Random Responses Not Correlated With 
Stimulus Changes

All Sequences R
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be manifested given any reward sequence. Similarly, B = b,
C — 2c, D = d, E = 2e, F = 2f, G = 2g, H = 2h, and R = 8r, 
give the probabilities of the other eight hypotheses given 
any reward Sequence. Therefore, A + B + C 4- D + E + F + G 
+ H + R = 1.

To solve for a_, the cells (numbers 5, 14, 23, and 
32) containing a_ were used.
(1) a + e + g + r
(la) a + r
(lb) a + f + h.+ r
(Icj a + r
These totaled to
(2) 4 a + e + f + g + h +  4r — ZH .
This line doubled was
(2a) 8a + (2e + 2f + 2g + 2h + 8r) = 2ZH^.
From line (2a) the following resulted
(3) 8a + (1 - a - b - 2c - d) = 2ZH^.
Line (3) was recombined to
(3a) 7a - b - 2c + d = 2ZHa - 1 = K .
By a process similar to that in lines (1) through (3a), 
summation involving cells containing b (numbers 8, 15, 22, 
and 29), cells containing c (numbers 6, 7, 13, 16, 21, 24, 
30, and 31), and cells containing d (numbers 1, 10, 19, and 
28) were calculated and are shown below.
(4) 7b—  a - 2c - d = 2ZHb - 1 =
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(5) 6 c - a - b - d =  - 1 =
(6) 7d - a - b - 2c = - 1 =
Equations (3a), (4), (5) and (6) were simultaneously
solved by means of determinants and the resulting unique 
solutions for A, B, C , and D are shown below.
(7) a = a = l/3ZHa - l/12ZHb + 1/12ZH

- l/12ZHd - 1/6
(8) B = b = 1/3ZH, + 1/12ZH + 1/12ZH

+ l/12ZHd - 1/3
(9) c = 2c = 5/24ZH + 1/12EH + l/12ZHb

+ l/12ZHd - 1/3
(10) D = d = l/3ZHd + l/12ZHa + l/12ZHb

+ 1/12ZH - 1/3
By a process similar to that in lines (1) through (3a), 
summation involving cells containing £ (numbers 1, 5, 9,
13, 17, 21, 25, and 29) and (numbers 3, 7, 11, 15, 19,
23, 27, and 31) were calculated and are shown below.
(11) 6e - 2f = ZHe - 1 = Ke
(12) 6f - 2e = EHf - 1 = Kf
The solutions to these two equations are given below.
(13) E = 2e = 3/16EHe + l/16ZHf - 1/4
(14) F = 2f = 3/16ZHf + l/16ZHe - 1/4
Similarly, for cj (numbers 5, 8, 9, 12, 18, 19, 30, and
31) and h (numbers 1, 4, 13, 16, 22, 23, 26, and 27)
(15) 6g - 2h = ZHg - 1 = K
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(16) 6h - 2g = - 1 = K^,
and
(17) G = 2g = 3/16EH + 1/162IL - 1/4g n
(18) H = 2h = 3/16EHh + l/16EHg - 1/4.
It can be demonstrated by a method virtually identical to 
that used by Levine (1959) that the above solutions for 
A, B f C, D, E, F, G, and H are least squares solutions.

The final hypothesis, R, was found by the following
formula,
(19) R = 8 r == 1 - A - B - C - D - E

- F - G - H
The value of R was also estimated by converting the ob
served frequencies in those cells containing only r'
(numbers 2 and 20) into an averaged probability.
(20) R = 8r = cell number 2/10N +

. cell number 20/10N, 
divided by 2 

A disadvantage of this latter method is that it 
uses data from only two cells, whereas formula (19) uses 
data from all 32 cells. However, R determined by residual 
(line 19) and R found by the other method (line 20) were 
used as a check on the accuracy of the mathematical model.

Formulas for A, B, C, D, E, F, G, H, and R were 
applied to the data which were divided as a function of 
whether the S+ was preferred or avoided. Analysis was also
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in terms of four blocks of five consecutive days each. The 
resulting effect of each hypothesis, in terms of per cent 
strength of usage, is presented in Table 4.

The value of the R hypothesis was estimated by both 
methods for each analysis done on the preferred and aver^ 
sive S+ conditions, over blocks. These R values were found 
to differ, on the average, by only 3.5 per cent (range =
1.1 to 5.5 per cent).

Hypotheses control of responses to the S+ during 
the first block, differed as a function of preference and 
aversion. The strength of the appropriate hypothesis was 
greater when preferred objects were the St than when 
avoided stimuli were the S+ (mean difference = 0.389, 
t = 2,26, df = 5, £<.05). When aversive stimuli were the 
S+, the strength of the preference and aversion hypothesis 
was greater than when preferred objects were the S+ (mean . 
difference = 0.159, t =  2.57, df = 5, £<.025). Also, when 
aversive stimuli were the S+, the strength of the random 
hypothesis was greater than when preferred objects were the 
S+ (mean difference = 0.291, t = 2.06, df = 5, £<.05).
Thus the difference between the two conditions may be 
attributed almost completely to the greater strength of 
the preference and aversion hypothesis and the random 
hypothesis in the condition that had an aversive object 
as the S+. It should also be noted that the strength of



Table 4. Per cent strengths of hypotheses when preferred and avoided stimuli 
were the S+. .

Hypotheses Preferred Stimuli Avoided Stimuli
Days

1-5 6-10 11-15 16-20 1-5
Days

6-10 11-15 16-20
Appropriate 55 81 81 91 15 69 76 82
Second Trial Learning 6 2 3 1 1 4 2 3
Third Trial Learning 4 3 3 2 5 5 0 0
Stimulus Preference — 2 -3 -2 -3 14 -1 -3 -3
and Aversion
Position Preference 14 5 8 5 14 8 5 10
Position Alternation 0 -5 0 1 0 -4 7 7
Win-stay/Lose-shift, 
Position

. 4 -3 3 — 3 -2 —1 3 - 1

Win-shift/Lose-stay, 
Position

-2 -2 0 -3 -2 0 4 2

Random 21 22 . .4 9 55 20 6 -2
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the appropriate hypothesis, when preferred objects were the 
S+, and. the strength of the random hypothesis when aversive 
objects were the S+, were equal. .



DISCUSSION

The present investigation validates the sameness- 
difference method of separating stimulus preference and 
aversion. Specific stimuli identified by this method were 
found to influence profoundly the course of discrimination 
learning. When reward contingencies were assigned such that 
preferred objects were correct and avoided objects incor
rect, performance was superior to that observed when avoided 
objects were correct and preferred objects incorrect. While 
such a conclusion may have enjoyed prima facie appeal, the 
present study is the first to provide empirical support 
for this notion.

Usage of mathematical models permitted a detailed 
analysis of subjects1 behavior within different types of 
discrimination problems and the nature of transfer between 
problem types. In the sameness-difference task, subjects 
initially responded in accordance with spontaneous pref
erences , aversions, and position hypotheses. Over the 
course of learning, position responding dropped out and 
preference ceased to result in errors. However, aversion 
continued to cause a significant number of errors, throughout 
the 40 days of testing.

23
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At the onset of the discrimination learning task 

used in the present study, subjects1 responding again re
verted to increased control by position hypotheses. And, 
in the case of an aversive S+, control by preference and 
aversion. As was the case in the sameness-difference 
task, subjects reduced their tendency to respond in ac
cordance with position hypotheses. However, in the present 
investigation, position responding dropped out much sooner 
than in the sameness-difference study. Subjects also in
hibited responding in terms of preference and aversion.
This may have been due either to the relative ease of the 
present task or to increasing sophistication on the part 
of the subjects.

The amount of control exerted by the preference 
and aversion hypothesis, and the random hypothesis, ac
counted for the difference in per cent correct obtained 
between conditions, during the first five days. The in
fluence was so pronounced, that one subject responded solely 
to preferred stimuli on the first test day.

The notion that subjects may revert to behaviors 
used earlier has been advanced by several authors. Harlow 
(1959) predicted that unsolvable problems would induce 
progressively more primitive approaches to the solution 
of problems. White (1964) has observed that shifts in 
the ability to ignore distracting irrelevant cues was
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a function of age. After approximately six years, subjects, 
were thought to inhibit preshift modes of behavior. These 
behaviors could reappear, however, as a regressive effect 
of frustration. Fellows (1965, 1968) has also offered 
evidence for hypotheses regression. Young children were 
first taught a relatively simple matching^tovform tas'k. . 
Following this, subjects were transferred to a more diffi
cult matching task. Subjects then initially reverted to 
oddity and position responding.

Spontaneous preferences and aversions were found 
to be quite idosyncratic, therefore selected stimuli had 
little in common„ Consequently, no generalizations of 
the characteristics involved can be made. One thing is 
quite clear, however; regardless of the basis for these 
spontaneous preferences and aversions, and in spite of the 
finding that they can be suppressed, preference and aversion 
initially exert a great deal of control of subjects' be
havior.

The other major conclusion is that hypotheses 
analysis can be used other than in a purely descriptive 
manner. Predictions can be made that are empirically 
testable. The strength of both preference and aversion 
hypotheses, as well as the identification of these levels 
for specific objects that resulted from the sameness- 
difference study (King and Fobes, in preparation), led to



the prediction that the course of simple discrimination 
learning could be manipulated. This prediction was sup
ported by the present investigation.
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