
486:  Animal Mind                                 Exam #2 – Partial KEY                                      Winter 2012 

1. Does imitation increase affiliation?  (Paukner et al 2009) 

a. Is there any evidence in this study to rule out the hypothesis that the monkeys are simply more 
interested in the person doing the same thing as them (imitating them)? If you think there is no or 
only weak evidence, suggest an experiment that might address this question. 

Actually their Expt. 4 does a pretty good job! 

b. The distinction is often made between explicit and implicit recognition. Implicit (or unconscious) 
recognition is what the monkeys are presumed to be doing in this study. Explicit recognition is said 
to occur when the imitated individual carries out explicit ‘testing’ behaviors to see if the imitator 
will copy them. A good example is shown here:  http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=j5lU52aWTJo       

How might you test explicit recognition in these monkeys? Be sure to discuss necessary control 
conditions. 

A design very much like the design of Paukner et al would work:  You (the experimenter) do active 
imitation of monkey and see if monkey tries out odd behaviors as if testing you (changes its 
behavior in such a way as to see if it can manipulate your behavior correspondingly). You would 
need a control, say everything the same but you do contingent but non-imitative actions (just like in 
the Paukner et al). You would then look for behaviors by the monkey that appear in the imitation 
condition but not the control condition; moreover, they should be unusual, outside the normal 
repertoire. 

2.  Are chimpanzees prosocial? (Horner et al 2011) 

The token-selecting chimps in this study chose self-only tokens in roughly one-third of 30 picks. 
They did this despite the non-token-selecting chimp engaging in “poking paper (from the rewards) 
toward the actor, begging with an open hand, staring at the bucket with tokens, or aimed displaying 
with pilo-erection and hooting”.  Note also that these chimps were from a long-established group of 
12 individuals, many of whom were kin and some of whom were in afflictive relationships. Horner 
et al interpreted chimps as “overwhelmingly” favoring “prosocial choices” because chimps made a 
statistically significant greater number of self-and-other token choices when a chimp was in the 
adjacent cage compared with the control condition in which the adjacent cage was empty.  

a.  Argue that the chimps in this study would be better described as making “mean-spirited” choices 
rather than as making “prosocial” choices. 

(Pretty much stated above.) Also see Skoyles 2011 on webpage. 

b.  Develop a counter-argument – what you imagine Horner et al might say – to the “mean-spirited” 
argument. 

The “mean-spirited” argument is probably expecting too much. Perfectly prosocial is taking the 
prosocial (both of us) token 100% of the time, perfectly selfish is taking the selfish (only me) token 
100% of the time. Chance is 50%. But in fact they choose the prosocial token about 60% of the 
time. So although they may be imperfectly altruistic, they are clearly more altruistic than they are 
selfish (mean-spirited).  

Also, see Horner et al reply to Skolyles on website. 
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3.  Do animals teach?  (Bender et al 2009) 

Read the paper by Thornton (2008) on meerkats (many of you have read this one before) and tell 
me why he concludes that meerkats don’t teach while Bender et al conclude that dolphins do teach. 
State first whether (1) both parties are correct, or (2) Bender et al are too lax in their criterion for 
teaching, or (3) Thornton is too strict in his criterion for teaching (one and only one of those three 
cases can be true). Explain the basis for your conclusion. 

Both Thornton and Bender et al cite Caro & Hauser's (1992) three criteria for a behavior to qualify 
as teaching:  a knowledgeable individual (1) modifies its behavior in the presence of a naïve 
observer, (2) at some cost or with no immediate benefit to itself, (3) in such a way as to facilitate 
learning of knowledge or skills by the observer. Thornton (2008) uses experiments and detailed 
observational data to examine whether wild meerkat pups learn to eat unfamiliar foods by 
interacting with adults and whether adults play an active role in promoting learning through 
teaching. Thornton concludes that although these adults do help the young, they are not actively 
“teaching” because they do not  alter their behavior based on prey items. He suggests these helpers 
are simply feeding the young and the young’s learning about new food is a byproduct. So, while 
helper meerkats are modifying their behavior in the presence of naïve observers (pups), they are not 
doing it “in such a way as to facilitate learning or knowledge or skills by the observer.”  

Bender et al concluded that dolphins do show evidence of teaching. Yet, they do not meet all 3 
criterion of Caro and Hauser’s description as they acknowledge when they say further research is 
needed to see if the calves are actually deriving benefits from the mother’s altered behavior. Bender 
et al concludes this as a teaching behavior before having all of the information. So they are being a 
little lax. 

Various answers were possible here, but your answer had to address the issue, which is whether 
these two cases satisfy the Caro & Hauser criteria, and do the authors think they do? 

4.  Do great apes have episodic memories?  (Martin-Ordas et al 2010) 

Consider a somewhat stricter definition of episodic memory:  the ability to recall – complete with 
fairly detailed imagery – and episode from the past. This definition stills fall short of Tulving’s 
strict definition, which requires conscious experience, and we should be able to demonstrate it in an 
animal.  

a. In what ways does this present experiment fall short of demonstrating episodic memory in this 
stronger sense? 

It does not show that animal remembers detailed imagery of this past event.  

b. Suggest an experiment that might reveal episodic memory at this level in an animal. (No science-
fiction experiments allowed, i.e., this experiment has to be do-able.) 

The key feature of the experiment would be a way of demonstrating that the animals remember the 
detailed imagery, the ‘what’ part of the ‘what, where and when’. A number of suggestions were 
made, generally involving teaching the animal to distinguish between positive and negative events 
that occurred in two complicated scenes (e.g., rooms) that had many common elements but some 
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