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There is evidence that “being imitated” has social effects, and that the imitation of the child's actions may be used as a strategy to promote social engagement in children with autism spectrum disorder (ASD). The observation of someone that imitates us recruits, indeed, neural areas involved in social cognition. We reviewed studies exploring the behavioral consequences of “being imitated” in children with ASD. We aimed at assessing what are the social skills targeted by this strategy, and the factors that may improve the response. The “being imitated” strategy improves social gazes, proximal social behaviors, and play skills, particularly in children with low developmental level, and also when the strategy is implemented by children's mothers. The “being imitated” may be used as a tool in early intervention to improve social skills, helping to assess the effects of intervention at both behavioral and neural level.
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INTRODUCTION

Imitation is a complex ability that plays a crucial role in social interaction, both in adulthood (Chartrand and van Baaren, 2009), and in earliest infancy (Meltzoff and Moore, 1992). The tendency of adults to unconsciously imitate postures and gestures of a partner, the so called “chameleon effect,” is thought to be a sort of “social glue” that promotes affiliative behaviors (Uzgiris, 1981; Chartrand and van Baaren, 2009) as well as identification within social groups (Lakin et al., 2003). The social effects of imitation affect both the imitator and the imitated subjects (Uzgiris, 1981). Some experimental studies, indeed, showed that after being imitated, people feel closer to others (Ashton-James et al., 2007) and show an increase in the prosocial orientation toward both the imitator and other people (van Baaren et al., 2004).

Also in infancy, “being imitated” promotes a social orientation toward others. From the age of 9 months, infants recognize when others are imitating them (Agnetta and Rochat, 2004). They pay closer attention, and smile more at an adult who imitates their actions compared with one who responds to their actions without imitating (Meltzoff and Moore, 1999; Carpenter et al., 2013). This increase in social attention has been considered an implicit form of imitation recognition (Nadel, 2002). From 14–18 months of age, infants show a more mature form of imitation recognition. After being imitated, they engage in “testing behaviors” (i.e., repeating or varying actions while watching the imitative partner) to test whether the other is imitating them (Meltzoff, 1995; Asendorpf et al., 1996; Nielsen, 2006).

Therefore, very early in development, infants produce imitation and recognize when others are imitating them; these skills represent the two faces of imitation and are both linked to the development of socio-communicative abilities, such as joint attention, intention understanding, and social reciprocity (Carpenter and Tomasello, 1995; Meltzoff, 1995; Nadel, 2002; Tomasello et al., 2005). Through its two faces (imitating and being imitated), the imitation represents a powerful system of communication (Nadel-Brulfert and Baudonniere, 1982; Meltzoff and Moore, 1992; Nadel, 2002). It has been suggested that reciprocal imitation helps infants to understand that they can act like others and that others can act like them (Meltzoff, 2007). According to the Meltzoff's “Like-me” theory, the recognition of being imitated by others is the starting point for social and cognitive development.

This “like me” recognition of others is thought to be rooted in the same neural system underlying imitation: the mirror neuron system (MNS; Bernier et al., 2007; Marshall and Meltzoff, 2014), which includes the posterior part of the inferior frontal gyrus (IFG), the premotor cortex (PM), and the inferior parietal lobe (IPL; Rizzolatti and Craighero, 2004; Dinstein et al., 2007). MNS is activated by both imitation and action observation (Iacoboni et al., 1999; Buccino et al., 2004; Rizzolatti and Craighero, 2004), and plays a key role in understanding the goal or the meaning of an observed action (Buccino et al., 2004; Gallese et al., 2004; Hamilton and Grafton, 2006; Bernier et al., 2007). Thus, the same mechanisms that allow reproduce the actions of another individual might underlie the ability of recognizing when one is imitated (Decety et al., 2002; Nadel, 2002). In addition, a brain network encompassing the medial orbitofrontal cortex/ventromedial prefrontal cortex (mOFC/vmPFC) and the functionally connected striatum and mid-posterior insula, also involved in the processing of emotional or reward-related stimuli, is activated during the observation of another individual that imitates us (Kühn et al., 2010).

Due to its crucial role for social cognitive development, imitation has been extensively studied in children with autism spectrum disorder (ASD), a neurodevelopmental disorder characterized by impairments in social communication and restricted and stereotyped interests and behaviors (American Psychiatric Association, 2013). Imitation skills or propensity to imitate are significantly impaired in children with ASD from the beginning (Rogers and Pennington, 1991; Williams et al., 2004; Vivanti, 2015). However, some evidence suggests that, like typically developing children and adults, they recognize imitation, and respond positively to “being imitated” by an adult partner (Nadel, 2002; Colombi et al., 2009; Field et al., 2011). Therefore, while their ability to produce imitation is impaired, it is possible that their response to “being imitated” is relatively preserved. Some interventions for children with ASD involve the imitation of the child's actions as a strategy to promote social engagement. These behavioral interventions have been demonstrated to be effective in improving imitation skills (McDuffie et al., 2007; Ingersoll, 2008) as well as social abilities (Dawson et al., 2010; Rogers et al., 2012).

However, there are several key points that need better understanding, to evaluate the usefulness of the “being imitated” in early intervention in ASD. First, what are the social skills more strengthened by this strategy? Indeed, the specific effect of “being imitated” on social abilities in children with ASD is unclear. Second, does a relationship exist between chronological and mental age of the child with ASD and the response to “being imitated?” As previously reported, a more mature explicit form of imitation recognition appears later than the implicit form, in typical development. This explicit form, that subtends the ability to recognize, reproduce, and vary the observed actions, has been linked to the development of more advanced social skills. Third, could the specific characteristics of the setting in which the “being imitated” strategy is implemented (i.e., familiarity of the imitator and repeated session of “being imitated”) elicit different responses? Fourth, based on studies exploring the neural basis of “being imitated” in healthy adults and infants, is it possible to hypothesize that this strategy might have a role in promoting the neural reorganization of circuits considered dysfunctional in ASD? The development of social brain is the result of the interaction between the child and the environment, and the engagement with a social partner during reciprocal imitation might promote the cortical specialization of social brain circuitry.

Based on these four questions, this article is organized in three sections (Part 1, Part 2, and Part 3), followed by a brief conclusion section. The first part is an overview on the neural and neurophysiologic correlates of “being imitated” in healthy adults and infants. In the second part, we review the studies exploring the behavioral consequences of “being imitated” in children with ASD and discuss the implications of results for better understanding the link between “being imitated” and social skills in ASD, and the usefulness of the “being imitated” strategy in early intervention. A search was performed in computerized bibliographic databases (PUBMED, WEB of Science) to identify existing literature on the effects of “being imitated” in children with ASD. Search terms included “reciprocal imitation” and/or “being imitated,” and/or “mimicry,” with either “autism” or “ASD” or “Autism Spectrum Disorder.” Additional articles of interest were also located in the reference sections of the articles from the search. Articles included in this review assessed the specific effects of “being imitated” on child's social behaviors. We excluded intervention studies in which the imitation was one of the several naturalistic techniques, such as, for example, studies on the effectiveness of Reciprocal Imitation Training (Ingersoll and Schreibman, 2006; Ingersoll, 2012). In the third part we link behavioral and neuroscientific evidence to discuss the role of “being imitated” in improving both behavior and brain functioning.

PART 1: THE NEURAL BASIS OF BEING IMITATED

Regarding the neural basis of “being imitated” two main questions have been addressed in the literature: how our brain detects that we are imitated, and why should we feel better when someone imitates us? Both the awareness of self-other distinction and the social reward deriving from being imitated have been taken into account to answer these questions.

First studies aimed at exploring the neural basis of “being imitated” employed positron emission tomography (PET) to examine the hemodynamic changes produced when subjects imitated the experimenter's actions or when they were imitated by the experimenter (Chaminade et al., 2002; Decety et al., 2002). They found a different lateralization in the inferior parietal lobule (IPL), related to the “imitate” and “being imitated” condition. The left IPL was activated when subjects imitated another person, whereas the right homologous region was associated with “being imitated” condition. Authors suggest that the IPL might play a fundamental role in the sense of agency, i.e., in attributing the generation of an action to self or to other (Decety and Chaminade, 2003) and in distinguishing self-produced actions from those generated by others (Decety et al., 2002; Chaminade et al., 2002). They postulated that, whereas the left IPL computes the sensory-motor associations necessary to imitate, the right IPL is involved in recognizing that the action performed by the other is similar to that initiated by the self (Decety and Chaminade, 2003). Therefore, when subjects observe their actions imitated by another individual, the right IPL might play a key function for the identification with others and for experience intersubjectivity (Decety and Chaminade, 2003).

Many researchers have demonstrated that the observation of actions engages the same brain areas activated when performing similar actions (Iacoboni et al., 1999; Buccino et al., 2004). These areas include the core components of the MNS, the IPL, and the IFG (Rizzolatti and Craighero, 2004). Indeed, the human MNS is thought to play a key role in imitation, action understanding and social cognition (Gallese et al., 2004; Bernier et al., 2007). The function of the MNS is based on a direct-matching model in which observed actions are directly mapped onto the observers own motor system (Rizzolatti and Sinigaglia, 2010). However, mirror neuron properties may be also based on alternative mechanisms. Indeed, the associative sequence learning (ASL) theory suggests that mirror neurons arise from those sensorimotor experiences, including the being imitated, in which there is a contingent or predictive relationship between observed and performed actions (Heyes, 2010).

It has been proposed that MNS may have evolved, sub serving communication, through firstly the imitation of manual actions, and afterwards the imitation of manual gestures used to communicate, and finally the language (Rizzolatti and Arbib, 1998; Arbib, 2005). This hypothesis is supported by evidence showing that the use of imitation to support communication is more frequent when children are not yet able to use language, and seem to decline after language abilities increases (Nadel, 2002). Nagy et al. (2010), in an fMRI-based study, showed the activation of a lateralized network in the MNS during a communicative paradigm of reciprocal imitation in which the subject both imitated the experimenter's movements and elicited an imitation from the experimenter. Differently from a control condition (non-imitative movement), these imitative conditions recruit a lateralized fronto-parietal network, comprising the right IFG and the left IPL. A strong recruitment of parietofrontal regions in the MNS during reciprocal imitation was also found in the Guionnet et al. fMRI study (2012). In this study, a paradigm of online social interaction was employed to explore the patterns of brain activation developed in a real social interaction where two individuals matched their movements as imitator and model. This experiment was composed of three conditions: free imitation, instructed imitation, and observation. Both free and instructed imitation conditions included two subconditions: imitate and being imitated. Authors found a recruitment of parietofrontal regions in the MNS, regardless of the condition (free or instructed imitation) and of the subcondition (imitate or being imitated). However, they found a greater activation in the dorsal part of the anterior cingulate gyrus (dACC), in the left dorsolateral prefrontal cortex (DLPFC), in the dorsal part of the left anterior insular cortex (dAIC) combined with an increased deactivation in the default mode network (DMN), in the being imitated compared to the imitate subcondition. The authors suggested that these patterns of activation when subjects were imitated might reflect the engagement with others required by social interaction (Guionnet et al., 2012).

However, the role of the MNS in action understanding and social cognition was recently reconsidered based on the assumption that a “mentalizing network,” consisting of the temporo-parietal junction (TPJ) and the cortical medial structures (CMS), participates and interacts with the MNS in social understanding (Keysers and Gazzola, 2007; Uddin et al., 2007). Indeed, when “being imitated” has been studied as part of the interaction between two persons, a strong connection between the MNS and the Mentalizing System has been found (Sperduti et al., 2014).

Studies exploring the neural basis of “being imitated” during infancy employed electroencephalographic (EEG) methods during a reciprocal imitation paradigm and focused on the sensorimotor mu rhythm (Reid et al., 2011; Saby et al., 2012). The mu rhythm is considered associated with the activity in the MNS and its desynchronization occurs already in infancy during action execution as well as action observation (Marshall and Meltzoff, 2011). Saby et al. (2012) compared 14-month-old infants' EEG responses during the observation of the same action presented across two different contexts: in one condition, the infants observed the experimenter's action after carrying out the same action, whereas in the other condition they observed the experimenter's action after performing a different action. A greater desynchronization in the mu rhythm was found when infants observed the experimenter imitating their actions than when observing an experimenter's action temporally contingent on the infant's act but non-imitative. The authors stated that the mu rhythm desynchronization during infants' observation of actions is enhanced when there is an imitative connection between the infant's and the observed action (Saby et al., 2012). Moreover, the observation of an experimenter who is attempting to imitate infants' body movements and postures determined greater desynchronization of the 14-month-old infant's mu rhythm compared with a condition in which the experimenter performed a sequence of unfamiliar body movements in a non-interactive fashion (Reid et al., 2011).

All these experimental studies show the activation of multiple brain areas linked to the recognition that the other is imitating us. They do not provide a unified picture and this may be also compatible with the different experimental paradigms employed in these studies. The brain, indeed, processes both the observed action and its social meaning. However, these evidences do not explain fully why “being imitated” promotes prosocial behavior. To answer this question Kuhn and colleagues explored, in an fMRI study, the positive consequences of “being imitated” by means of an observation paradigm in which participants observed an interaction between two actors (Kühn et al., 2010). They found that the observation of a “being imitated” interaction compared to a “not being imitated” interaction activates brain areas that have been associated with emotion, friendship and reward processing, namely medial orbitofrontal cortex/ ventromedial prefrontal cortex (mOFC/vmPFC) (Bartels and Zeki, 2004; Güroğlu et al., 2008). Sharing the same emotional moods and performing the same movements leads to higher levels of activity in brain areas that have been associated with reward processing, but, interestingly, the content of the behavior that is mimicked (i.e., positive or negative emotions) does not seem to play an important role (Kühn et al., 2011).

PART 2: THE BEHAVIORAL CONSEQUENCES OF “BEING IMITATED” IN CHILDREN WITH ASD

The search identified 14 studies that have analyzed the behavioral consequences of “being imitated” in children with ASD. All the studies reviewed are summarized in Table 1. To identify the specific response to “being imitated” we categorized the reviewed articles according to the behavioral measures targeted by the study: social attention (mainly eye gaze behavior), social responsiveness (smiling, verbalizing, vocalizing, approaching, touching toward the experimenter, gestures), motor activities and stereotypies, object manipulation, and play, and imitation skills. As some studies examined multiple measures, the results of a study can be found in different paragraphs. Moreover, to identify the role of both child and experimental setting characteristics in modulating the effect of “being imitated,” we reported the response to “being imitated” in function of the developmental level of the participants and the characteristics of the experimental setting (i.e., the familiarity of the imitative partner, the number of imitative sessions and the type of imitative procedure). Both these factors, indeed, have a crucial role in the planning of intervention strategies.

Table 1. Summary of studies reviewed.
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Studies investigating the behavioral consequences of “being imitated” used two different experimental procedures to evaluate the effects on social cognitive abilities. Six studies employed an experimental paradigm in which an unfamiliar experimenter or the child's mother copies the child's object-directed actions, gestures, and vocalizations during a single (Dawson and Adams, 1984; Katagiri et al., 2010; Berger and Ingersoll, 2013) or repeated object play session (Tiegerman and Primavera, 1981, 1984; Dawson and Galpert, 1990).

Another series of studies (Nadel et al., 2000; Field et al., 2001, 2013; Escalona et al., 2002; Heimann et al., 2006; Sanefuji and Ohgami, 2011, 2013; Slaughter and Ong, 2014) investigated the effects of “being imitated” using the Nadel et al. (2000) adapted version of the Still Face (SF) paradigm (Tronick et al., 1978). In the adapted SF paradigm, children with autism interacted with an adult for four phases, each lasting 3 min: First still-face (SF1), Imitation Phase (IP), Second still-face (SF2), and Spontaneous Play (SP). During the SF1, the child walked into a room that was furnished with a sofa, a table, chairs and two sets of identical toys. An unfamiliar adult sat on the sofa with a still face and did not move. During the following IP, the adult imitated everything the child did including the autistic behaviors, such as motor stereotypies and repetitive actions with objects. The SF2 was similar to the first one, and the fourth phase was a spontaneous interaction in which the adult played freely with the child (Nadel et al., 2000). Nadel et al. (2000) hypothesized that, if children looked more at the adult in the SF2 with respect to SF1, after IP, they had developed social expectancies toward the adult. Therefore, to explore the effects of “being imitated” on social responsiveness in children with ASD, three studies compared the child's behavior between the SF1 and SF2 phases (Nadel et al., 2000; Field et al., 2001; Escalona et al., 2002), whereas five studies analyzed the child's behaviors also during the IP and the SP phases (Heimann et al., 2006; Sanefuji and Ohgami, 2011, 2013; Field et al., 2013; Slaughter and Ong, 2014). These latter authors hypothesized that an increase of social behaviors in SP phase after imitation could indicate a generalization of the effects. The results of these studies are, therefore, crucial in order to identify strategies that can be truly effective on social behavior. Children with ASD, indeed, are known to have difficulty in generalizing recently acquired skills to new environments (Ozonoff and Miller, 1995). As for the object-play situation, also in the SF situation the session was single (Nadel et al., 2000; Escalona et al., 2002; Sanefuji and Ohgami, 2011; Slaughter and Ong, 2014) or repeated (Field et al., 2001, 2013; Heimann et al., 2006; Sanefuji and Ohgami, 2013), and was administered by an unfamiliar experimenter (Nadel et al., 2000; Field et al., 2001, 2013; Escalona et al., 2002; Heimann et al., 2006) or by the child's mother (Sanefuji and Ohgami, 2011, 2013; Slaughter and Ong, 2014).

In six studies, the effect of “being imitated” on social behaviors was compared to the effect of a contingent interaction, in which the social partner responds immediately to the child with a similar but not imitative behavior (Field et al., 2001, 2013; Escalona et al., 2002; Heimann et al., 2006; Sanefuji and Ohgami, 2011, 2013). This latter form of interaction, indeed, had been recognized as a useful strategy to promote engagement in ASD.

In the reviewed studies the behavioral measures targeted were: (a) social attention (eye gaze behavior), (b) social responsiveness (distal social behaviors, as smiling, verbalizing; proximal social behaviors as approaching, touching; social gestures as pointing, requesting, offering, and showing), (c) motor activity and stereotypies, (d) object manipulation and play and (e) imitation skills.

Social Attention

One of the core symptoms of ASD is the presence of early deficits in social attention, and in establishing and maintaining eye contact. Some authors hypothesized that the early atypical pattern of attention preclude social input that normally promotes the development of social and linguistic brain circuitry during early sensitive periods (Dawson, 2008). For this reason, understanding what strategies are useful to strengthen the visual social attention is crucial for early intervention.

The eye gaze behavior was targeted by most of the reviewed studies. Using the SF paradigm, Nadel et al. (2000) found that children with ASD recognize the adult's imitation, and look more at him/her in the SF2 phase, after being imitated. This effect appears dependent on the imitative interaction with the other and it is not due to a contingently responsive interaction with a partner. Six studies, indeed, compared the effects of an imitative vs. a simply contingently responsive interaction, by employing a SF procedure in which the second phase could be either imitative (Imitation Condition, IC) or contingently responsive (Contingent Condition, CC) (Escalona et al., 2002; Heimann et al., 2006; Field et al., 2011, 2013; Sanefuji and Ohgami, 2011, 2013). All but one studies (Escalona et al., 2002) found that the frequency and duration of eye gaze behavior toward the adult was higher after the imitation than after the contingent condition. Escalona et al. (2002), using the same paradigm, found that the looking time at the adult did not change in the Imitation group but showed an increase only in the Contingent group. In the Heimann et al. study (2006) the percentage of time that the children displayed “looking at a person” behavior was combined with the “touching” and “requesting” behaviors in a Social Interest composite score, so we cannot know the specific increase in eye gaze behavior. However, Social Interest Score increased in SF2 vs. SF1 in the Imitation but not in the Contingent group (Heimann et al., 2006). This effect was evident for both the SF phase following directly the imitation phase and the SP phase at the end of each session. Also other studies (Field et al., 2013; Sanefuji and Ohgami, 2013; Slaughter and Ong, 2014) found an effect on social attention during a spontaneous play phase after being imitated. This could indicate a possible generalizing effect. No study, however, tested whether the increase in social attention after being imitated extends to persons other than the imitator.

A different pattern of response to imitative vs. contingent interaction with the mother was found in typical development (TD) children with respect to children with ASD (Sanefuji and Ohgami, 2011). Children with ASD, indeed, looked at their mothers longer in the Imitative than in the Contingent condition whereas children with TD looked at their mothers longer than those with ASD, but without differences between the two conditions (Sanefuji and Ohgami, 2011). Therefore, the interaction pattern that is able to determine a social effect in children with ASD could be different with respect to children with TD. In children with ASD, indeed, a greater social effect might be determined by those interactions that are characterized by perfect, more than imperfect, contingency; in the “being imitated” strategy, the contingency is perfect because both the temporal and structural aspects of the action are matched. Recent evidence on healthy adult subjects underlines the greater importance of contingency, regardless of similarity, in producing social effects after being imitated (Catmur and Heyes, 2013). These Authors suggested that the ability in detecting and predicting that our own actions cause the action of another person could engender the social behaviors. It could be therefore hypothesized that the impairment in predictive abilities in children with ASD might determine a lower responsivity to simple contingency. This specific research hypothesis would deserve further attention and experimental data. Autism has been in fact also proposed as a disturbance of prediction (Brown and Brüne, 2012; Pellicano and Burr, 2012). So, one of the reason for which the imitation might be more salient than the contingency is that the former is more predictable and familiar for children with ASD, and requires less anticipatory skills.

Employing a different experimental procedure, Tiegerman and Primavera (1984) found an effect of “being imitated” on social attention during the imitative session. These authors, indeed, compared the effects of imitating the child's actions with the same object during repeated object play sessions with two others different non-imitative interaction procedures: performing a different action with the same object or performing a different action with a different object. They found that frequency and duration of eye gaze behavior were higher during the first interaction procedure than others non-imitative interactions. They also found that the frequency and mean duration of gaze behavior increased significantly over repeated sessions for both the first and second interaction procedures, and this increase was greater than that for the third procedure (Tiegerman and Primavera, 1984). A further consideration may arise from these findings. While an imitative interaction, characterized by a strictly contingency (the same action with the same object at the same time) is able to determine an effect immediately, a non-imitative interaction in which the examiner uses the same object (at the same time) is able to determine the same effect but after repeated sessions. Although the Authors do not deal with this hypothesis, it could be possible that also the contingent use of the same object might be able to increase the visual attention in children with ASD. Indeed, children might have been attracted by the same object in the first sessions and then they might have been realized that their own action had caused the other's action. This predictive relationship between the child's actions and those of the examiner could have contributed to social behavior. Unfortunately, following Tiegerman and Primavera's work (1984), no additional studies compared these two different procedures. Further, research would be needed to establish whether the use of a same object during repeated play interactions could be a useful tool in early intervention.

Moreover, social attention increased after repeated sessions of “being imitated,” both using the SF paradigm (Field et al., 2001, 2013; Sanefuji and Ohgami, 2011) and an object play experimental procedure (Tiegerman and Primavera, 1984; Dawson and Galpert, 1990). Field et al. (2001) performed three sessions using the SF paradigm and found that the time spent for looking the adult increased from pre- to post-intervention more in the SF2 subsequent to the Imitation than to the Contingent condition. Social attention was also greater during the Imitation phase and in SP phases after Imitative with respect to Contingent condition (Field et al., 2013). A significant correlation was found between the percentage of time during which the adult imitated the child during the imitative phase, and the time during which the child showed social attention in the same phase (Field et al., 2013).

After a parent-based intervention, that was either imitative or contingent, Sanefuji and Ohgami (2013) found a greater increase in social gaze in the imitation group with respect to the contingent group. Therefore, the greater effect of imitation vs. contingency on social attention was evident also when the child's mother was the imitative partner. In their study, Dawson and Galpert (1990) found such effect after a child-mother imitative interaction. They observed a higher duration of children gaze during an imitative vs. free play session, and an increase of this effect after a 2-week period during which children engaged in imitative object play with their mother for 20 min per day. In this study, the increase in social attention after being imitated was not correlated to the developmental level of imitation abilities, play skills, Vineland social age, IQ, or severity of autistic symptoms. Slaughter and Ong (2014) examined whether the familiarity with the social partner might modulate the effect of “being imitated” using a SF procedure (Slaughter and Ong, 2014). The children's social behaviors were coded prior to, and following a 3-min period in which an adult imitated everything they did. In one condition, the partner was the child's mother, and in the other condition, the partner was an unfamiliar experimenter. The results revealed significant increases in social attention (gazes toward the adult) and responsiveness (distal social behaviors) in the SP phase following imitation by both partners. This finding supports the engagement of the family as an important aspect of early intervention in ASD (Rogers et al., 2012; Estes et al., 2013).

Regarding the relationship between the developmental level of children with ASD and the effect of being imitated on social attention, one study found no correlation between the effect of “being imitated” on social attention and child development level (Dawson and Galpert, 1990). Conversely, other two studies seem to suggest that the lower is the developmental or chronological age of the toddler with ASD, the greater is the mirroring effect on social attention (Dawson and Adams, 1984; Katagiri et al., 2010). In the Dawson and Adams study, children with ASD were exposed to four interactive procedures: (1) Free-Play Condition, (2) Simultaneous Imitation Condition (the experimenter simultaneously imitated all children's actions), (3) Familiar Scheme Condition (the experimenter modeled an action that is known to be in the child's behavioral repertoire), and (4) Novel Scheme Condition (the experimenter modeled a novel action). Only in children with low imitative abilities (tested with the Uzgiris-Hunt Scale), the frequency and duration of the eye contact behavior toward the experimenter was higher when he/her modeled an imitative action rather than a familiar or novel action. Conversely, children with more developed imitation skills showed similar responses to all conditions (Dawson and Adams, 1984). An increase in the frequency of social attention (eye gaze behavior) during the imitative vs. the free play phase of an object play session was observed in the Katagiri et al.'s study in a sample of children with ASD. This effect was higher in children aged two with respect to a 3-year-old group, and it correlated negatively with the IQ but not with the severity of autistic symptoms (Katagiri et al., 2010). Some considerations, concerning the link between the effect of “being imitated” and the developmental level of children with ASD, deserve to be further discussed. The finding of a greater effect on social attention in low functioning children could be explained as the manifestation of an implicit form of imitation recognition that is present in children with ASD and determines an increase in the frequency of gaze toward the other but not an increase in more advanced social skills. In support to this hypothesis, findings from Berger and Ingersoll work (2013) demonstrate that a less mature form of imitation recognition is more frequent than a more mature form. Moreover, more advanced social behaviors after “being imitated,” as offering toys to the experimenter and requesting the experimenter to imitate his/her own action, correlate positively with the age and the developmental level (Katagiri et al., 2010). Accordingly, children with higher imitation ability and higher developmental and chronological age might show a smaller effect on visual attention because they respond to being imitated with more mature social behaviors. However, the increase in visual attention, showed by low functioning children, could be the demonstration of the capacity to perceive, during highly predictive interactions, the contingency between the own behavior and that of another person.

Taken together, all studies found an increase in social attention, both during and after the imitative session. However, more studies are needed to evaluate the child characteristics and the type of procedure that are able to modulate this effect.

Social Responsiveness

The effects of “being imitated” on other social behaviors than eye gaze were analyzed in eight studies (Dawson and Adams, 1984; Nadel et al., 2000; Field et al., 2001, 2013; Escalona et al., 2002; Heimann et al., 2006; Katagiri et al., 2010; Slaughter and Ong, 2014). These behaviors included smiling and verbalizing to the adult (distal social behaviors), touching and approaching the adult (proximal social behaviors), engaging in reciprocal play, and producing social gestures.

Dawson and Adams (1984) reported that only the children with low imitation abilities showed a frequency of proximal and distal social behaviors that was higher during a Simultaneous imitation, than during a Novel condition. Children with high imitation skills showed similar response to all conditions. Therefore, the “being imitated” strategy might be a useful tool for children with ASD, in particular those with low developmental level. On the other hand, in children with higher imitation and developmental abilities, a less predictive interaction, as a non-imitative but contingent procedure, could result in the same social effect than an imitative procedure.

A significant increase in social responsiveness in children with low functioning was also found in other studies using a SF paradigm (Nadel et al., 2000; Field et al., 2001; Escalona et al., 2002; Heimann et al., 2006). They reported an increase in proximal social behaviors during the SF2 after imitative session. Escalona et al. (2002) reported that social proximal behaviors increased in the Imitation group with respect to the Contingent group. Moreover, a decrease in the distance from the adult was found in both the imitation and contingent groups (Escalona et al., 2002). In the studies of Field et al. (2001, 2013) children showed an increase in both distal and proximal social behaviors, and in engaging in reciprocal play with the experimenter, after repeated imitative sessions.

Katagiri et al. (2010) analyzed the effect of being imitated both on Social attention and Social responsiveness (smiling, verbalizing, vocalizing, approaching, touching, offering toys, and requesting the experimenter to imitate his/her own action). Social behaviors were observed in older children (3-year group) more frequently during the imitative than the free play phase of object play session. This effect was not significantly related to the severity of autistic symptoms, but correlated positively with the IQ. So, differently from the effect on social attention, this study showed that more mature social behaviors were more frequent in older and higher functioning children. The inconsistency of this last result with the previous can be explained by the different type of analyzed behaviors. In this study, in fact, social responsiveness includes more mature social behaviors, namely offering toys and requesting the experimenter to imitate his/her own action. Berger and Ingersoll (2013) found that all children with ASD engaged in less mature recognition behaviors (child's looks at experimenter's face and/or toy) in response to imitation. However, a more mature imitation recognition (child's looks, and testing behaviors) was less frequent and fewer children displayed this behavior. Moreover, the authors found a significant relationships between more mature imitation recognition and other social-cognitive skills (social reciprocity, object imitation, and gesture imitation) (Berger and Ingersoll, 2013).

Slaughter and Ong (2014) explored the role of the familiarity of the imitative partner in modulating the effect of “being imitated” on social behaviors. They found a significant increase in proximal social behaviors and a greater decrease in playing alone during the SP phase when the imitator was the child's mother as opposed to the experimenter. Therefore, differently from the social attention that increased with both social partners, the effect of being imitated on proximal social behaviors was modulated by the familiarity (Slaughter and Ong, 2014). This finding highlights the benefits of asking caretakers to imitate their children during early development, in particular in children with ASD.

Overall, these studies report an increase in social responsiveness both during and after the imitative session. Three studies, which have analyzed separately the social behaviors, found a greater increase in proximal behaviors, compared to distal social behaviors. Conversely, the remaining studies had included the proximal and distal social behaviors in a single category. Such methodological aspects, therefore, limit the possibility to address the issue.

But why should the “being imitated” have a positive effect on social behavior? As suggested by Nadel, the experience of being imitated makes the social situation more salient for children with ASD; this might increase the likelihood that these children will show social responses (Nadel, 2002) and the experience of being imitated could strengthen the circles of reciprocal communication. Such reciprocal communication supporting the first non-verbal interactions between newborns and their mothers plays a constitutive role in the development of an implicit sense of self as social agent (Rochat and Striano, 1999; Nagy and Molnar, 2004). This form of reciprocal mother-infant “protoconversation” could be early impaired in children with ASD and, therefore, interfere with the subsequent maturation of social skills. Through reciprocal imitation (imitating and being imitated), children understand the self-other similarity (Meltzoff, 2007). As hypothesized by Meltzoff (2007), indeed, deficiencies in this “like-me” mechanism, that is the foundation of social cognition, could explain the social impairment observed in ASD.

Motor Activity and Stereotypies

Only two studies analyzed the effect of “being imitated” on motor activity and stereotypies (Field et al., 2001; Escalona et al., 2002). Escalona and colleagues reported that the imitation condition was more effective than the contingent condition in reducing the time spent in motor activity (running, walking, and jumping). The change in motor activity after the imitation condition was attributed to a greater awareness of the adult that diverted the child attention from motor activity (Escalona et al., 2002). Field et al. (2001) found a reduction in autistic behaviors (inactivity and playing alone) from pre- to post-intervention, more in the imitation than in the contingent group. These results fit with the findings that “being imitated” increases proximal social behavior and visual attention toward the adult. No effect on motor stereotypies was found in both studies and further research is needed to explore this area. Also, since some evidence supports the hypothesis that motor stereotypies may be related to poor motor control in people with ASD (Radonovich et al., 2013), future studies should hopefully test also the effect of “being imitated” on motor stereotypies in relation to motor development.

Object Manipulation and Play Skills

Along with a persistent deficit in social communication and social interactions, a restricted and repetitive pattern of behavior, interest or activity is the other core diagnostic domain of ASD (American Psychiatric Association, 2013). Five studies analyzed the effect of “being imitated” in reducing this behavioral pattern. The number of object and toy schemes, the frequency of object manipulation, the play skills, and the ability to initiate new behaviors were taken in consideration (Tiegerman and Primavera, 1981; Dawson and Adams, 1984; Dawson and Galpert, 1990; Field et al., 2001, 2013).

More frequent scheme and toy changes were observed during the imitative than the non-imitative interaction in children with low imitative ability, but not in children with high imitative ability that responded in the same way to both conditions (Dawson and Adams, 1984). The increase in frequency and duration of object manipulation was not correlated to the similarity of the objects, but to the behavioral similarity between the child and adult action. Indeed, it was found a higher increase during a play session in which the experimenter imitated the child's actions with the same object, than when he/she performed a different action to the same object or a different action to a different object (Tiegerman and Primavera, 1981). An increase in the number of action schemes performed with the objects was also found after repeated sessions of imitative intervention by children's mothers (Dawson and Galpert, 1990) or unfamiliar adult (Field et al., 2001, 2013). After repeated sessions, an increase in the time spent in playing with objects and in initiating novel play behaviors was found when children were imitated, with respect to the contingent interaction with an adult (Field et al., 2013).

Two considerations emerge from these studies. First, the increase in object schemes and play skills after the “being imitated” intervention could be indicative of the ability of children with ASD of learning through observation. The greater attention and proximity to the other, due to the “being imitated” intervention, could indeed improve the children's ability in playing and reproducing the observed actions. This fits with the idea that boosting social attention ought to enhance performance in social cognition (Chevallier et al., 2012). A second consideration concerns the role of the familiarity of social partner in modulating the effect of “being imitated” on play skills (Dawson and Galpert, 1990; Slaughter and Ong, 2014). Some naturalistic studies, indeed, had underlined the role of infant-parent interactions in supporting the development of social cognitive skills (Vigotsky, 1978; Arbib et al., 2005; Koterba and Iverson, 2009) and in promoting the functional actions with objects (Contaldo et al., 2013), especially through the enhancement of infants' attention. The attention-focusing quality of infant-directed input offers, indeed, to the developing infant increased opportunity to absorb information from the environment. Moreover, these interactions give children the opportunity to discover the object “affordances” relevant for the action with objects (Von Hofsten, 2004; Arbib et al., 2005). The familiarity of an adult during the “being imitated” interactions could enhance, in children with ASD, the effect on object play abilities.

Imitation Skills

There is evidence that people with ASD have a consistent impairment in imitation (Rogers and Pennington, 1991; Williams et al., 2001; Mostofsky et al., 2006). However, the imitation deficit is not global but some skills, such as the imitation of a goal-directed action on an object, are preserved (Rogers, 1999; Williams et al., 2004). In this paragraph, we report evidences of the ability of children with ASD in recognizing the other's imitation and the effect of being imitated on imitation production.

As proposed by Nadel (2002) there are two levels of imitation recognition: at a low level, it consists of the capacity to recognize structural and temporal contingencies without any attribution of imitative intentionality to the imitator; higher levels imply the recognition of the other's intention to imitate. While the former might lead to increased visual attention, the higher level of imitation recognition might lead to behaviors testing whether the other is imitating. The increase in social attention and in proximal behaviors after being imitated, found in most studies, could indicate a low level form of imitation recognition, as children looked more at an adult imitating them than at one performing a contingent but not imitative behavior. Anyway, the increase in gaze toward the imitator did not imply the children awareness of the real intention of the adult to match their behavior (Nadel et al., 2000). A more mature form of imitation recognition emerges when children perform testing behaviors (i.e. repeating and varying actions while watching the imitative partner) to test whether the other is imitating them, or in the presence of more social signal (Asendorpf et al., 1996; Nielsen, 2006). Three studies reported these behaviors denoting a more mature form of imitation recognition (Field et al., 2001; Katagiri et al., 2010; Berger and Ingersoll, 2013). Katagiri et al. (2010) included “requesting the experimenter to imitate his/her own action” in social behaviors and found that the number of the behaviors included in this category increased after being imitated especially in high functioning children. In this study, however, we cannot assess the role of the development level in modulating the effect of being imitated on imitation recognition because such behavior is not assessed separately but within a broader category of social behaviors. The study by Berger and Ingersoll was aimed at measuring the frequency of two different types of imitation recognition during a naturalistic imitation task: (1) less mature imitation recognition (child's looks at experimenter's face and/or toy), and (2) more mature imitation recognition (child's looks plus testing behaviors). They found that all children showed an increase in less mature imitation recognition, while testing behaviors were less frequent, and fewer children displayed this behavior (Berger and Ingersoll, 2013). The authors found no correlation between imitation recognition and developmental level, but the more mature imitation recognition significantly correlated with imitation production abilities. It is a major achievement that makes us think about the relationship between imitation and motor skills. In fact, the more mature imitation recognition is characterized by the ability to reproduce and vary the observed actions (testing behaviors). Both “testing behaviors” and the spontaneous selection of a movement in order to maintain a reciprocal imitation with a partner require stronger predictive ability and motor skills that appeared affected in autism (Esposito et al., 2011; Gowen and Hamilton, 2013; Trevarthen and Delafield-Butt, 2013; Sacrey et al., 2014). In addition, the selection of a movement to elicit a reciprocal imitation appears to be underpinned by the long-distance connections between frontal cortex and parietal regions (Guionnet et al., 2012) that are thought to be particularly affected by the dysfunctional connectivity characterizing ASD (Belmonte et al., 2004; Hoppenbrouwers et al., 2014). Thus, the early difficulties in initiating and maintaining a communication with the caregiver through reciprocal imitation may be linked to a primary motor impairment that is supposed to characterize early autism. If predictive ability and motor skills are lacking in autism, affected children can recognize the imitation of the others, and can be attracted by it, but they are not able to expand it toward higher levels of imitation recognition.

The findings of these studies suggest that children with ASD are able to recognize imitation by others. However, the imitation recognition ability is not completely preserved and this result may be related to motor impairment. Anyway, even if it is indicative of just a basic imitation recognition, the increase of visual attention is very important, as it is target behavior in many models of treatment for ASD.

Four studies investigated the effect of being imitated on imitation production (Field et al., 2001, 2013; Heimann et al., 2006; Sanefuji and Ohgami, 2013). Field et al. (2001) found an increase in mirror play after three sessions of imitative intervention. Moreover, they found that the percent of time spent by children in imitating the adult in the spontaneous play phase was greater after the imitative than the contingent intervention (Field et al., 2013). An increase in imitation production after an imitative vs. contingent intervention was also found by Sanefuji and Ohgami (2013) during a home-based intervention in which mothers were instructed on how to imitate their child's behaviors, including facial expressions and meaningless utterances. The number of actions reproduced after the experimenter's demonstration was coded pre and after intervention: after intervention, children in the Imitation condition imitated object actions more than did children in the Contingent condition. Another study investigated whether “being imitated” had effects on imitation skills elicited outside the experimental paradigm (Heimann et al., 2006). Therefore, elicited imitation was measured using the PEP-R (Psychoeducative Profile-Revised; Schopler et al., 1990), and scores were compared before and after an intervention session that could be randomly imitative or contingent. There were no statistically significant differences in the PEP-R imitation sub-scale scores between the two groups, either before or after the experiment. However, an analysis of the changes in imitation scores revealed that eight out of ten children in the imitative condition increased their scores at post-assessment, while the same result was found in only two children in the contingent condition (Heimann et al., 2006). Such studies might indicate that being imitated has a greater effect on spontaneous imitation compared to elicited imitation. As previously reported, impaired predictive and motor skills could also reduce the effect of being imitated on elicited imitation. Instead, the spontaneous reproduction of familiar actions could be simpler because it requires lower predictive abilities. Moreover, some neuroscientific studies reported different brain activation pattern during elicited vs. free imitation tasks (Guionnet et al., 2012).

The finding that the basic response to “being imitated” is relatively preserved in children with ASD, while their imitation skills are more impaired, could have different possible explanations. First, even at a neural level, imitating and being imitated seem to have a different lateralization in the brain. Indeed, the left IPL computes the sensory-motor associations necessary to imitate an action demonstrated by the other, and the right IPL is involved in recognizing that the action performed by the other is similar to that initiated by itself (Decety et al., 2002; Decety and Chaminade, 2003). Second, the basic level of imitation recognition is cognitively simpler than the imitation production; it requires the matching between others' and self-produced actions (Nadel, 2002). Differently, the imitation production relies on memory capacities as well as on planning and action selection skills.

PART 3: THE SOCIAL EFFECT OF “BEING IMITATED” IN CHILDREN WITH ASD AND ITS ROLE IN EARLY INTERVENTION

The findings of the behavioral studies previously reported suggest that the imitation of children's actions by therapists or parents, especially at an early age and in children with low developmental and imitation abilities, could be an effective tool to improve social gazes orienting, proximal social behaviors (touching and approaching the adult), and play skills. These effects are evident both during and after the imitative sessions and they increase after repeated imitation sessions. Moreover, these effects are more evident in the “being imitated” condition than in the contingently responsive interaction. Thus, the child's imitation per se seems to be responsible for the effect on social behavior. This last finding suggests that the behavioral similarity between the actions of children and the following action of an adult, more than its contingency, should be used as a strategy that would deserve to be systematically included in interventions for children with ASD.

However, the significant interest leading to the design of more effective interventions supposes an effect on neural basis in ASD. Nevertheless, two main theories have been implicated. First, the “broken mirror” theory of autism proposed that a dysfunction of the MNS is responsible for the core social deficits in individuals with ASD (Williams et al., 2001; Dapretto et al., 2006; Oberman and Ramachandran, 2007). However, recent studies suggest that at a neural level, individuals with ASD may not have a global MNS impairment, but they may have impairments within certain nodes of the MNS or in their anatomical connectivity and functional synchronization (Hamilton, 2008; Kana et al., 2011). The evidence that the imitation deficit in autism is not global, but some imitation skills, such as the imitation of a goal directed action on an object, are preserved supports this view (Rogers, 1999; Williams et al., 2004). Such a picture, in which the imitative skills occur with a pattern characterized by peaks and troughs, would seem more compatible with the hypothesis of an alteration in functional connectivity between areas of the nervous system rather than with the hypothesis of a single dysfunction in a “broken” system. Thus, it is supposed that specific training on “being imitated,” could improve MNS dysfunctional area and brain connections with other neural network involved in social cognition.

It has been suggested, indeed, that mirror neurons may develop their sensorimotor properties as a result of experience, and that their responses can be modified through experience. As suggested by the ASL theory, these experiences should be characterized by contingent or predictive relationship between observed and performed actions (Heyes, 2010). Based on this theory it could be hypothesized that repeated and highly predictive experience of being imitated could augment the mirror system response. More studies are needed to support this hypothesis. Currently, behavioral studies had demonstrated that “being imitated” is more efficient than “contingency” in promoting visual attention, imitation recognition and imitation production in children with ASD. At a neural level, the observation of an imitative action in typical children is able to determine a greater desynchronization of the mu rhythm with respect to the observation of a contingent action (Saby et al., 2012). In children with ASD, a reduced mu rhythm desynchronization during movement observation has been repetitively found (Bernier et al., 2007; Oberman and Ramachandran, 2007), but the degree of this reduction is sensitive to the level of familiarity (Oberman et al., 2008). In this light, being imitated might also be a useful tool to assess the neural effects of the interventions for ASD.

Second, the “social motivation theory,” posits that deficits in the social reward system at the neural level alter the way by which children with ASD orient and engage with social stimuli, and consequently impair the social skill development (Dawson, 2008). Indeed, it has been demonstrated that children with ASD have reward anticipation and processing deficits for social stimuli. While typically developing children find social stimuli more salient than nonsocial stimuli, children with ASD may have the opposite preference (Stavropoulos and Carver, 2014). In this framework, the impairment in social attention is considered the cause of the impaired social cognition: based on this theory, some studies reported abnormal activation in the orbito frontal-striatum-amygdala circuit in response to social stimuli (Zeeland et al., 2010; Dichter et al., 2012). It is, in this light, crucial the identification of those strategies that are able to increase the social attention, in particular for early intervention.

Both the brain areas constituting the MNS (such as the inferior parietal cortex) and the neural circuitry related to social reward (such as the ventromedial prefrontal and orbitofrontal cortex) are activated during the “being imitated” condition (Decety and Chaminade, 2003; Kühn et al., 2011). In the first case, the activation was associated with the process of self-other mapping; in the second case, it has been attributed to the social reward arising from sharing the same emotional state or body movement. Thus, the “being imitated” condition could improve some neural circuits that are impaired in ASD and their activation might be useful in improving the clinical outcome of these children, both at the behavioral and biological level.

CONCLUSIONS AND FUTURE DIRECTIONS

In this review we have discussed findings from behavioral and neuroscientific studies to identify the role of “being imitated” in improving social behavior in children with ASD, one of the most prevalent forms of developmental disability worldwide (Baio, 2012). Some intervention models, indeed, use imitation as a strategy to improve social cognitive skills (Ingersoll, 2008; Rogers et al., 2012).

While the findings of our review show that the imitation of the child's actions could be a tool in early intervention for children with ASD to improve social attention and responsiveness, and play skills, a number of questions remain open. The use of the imitation in improving motor, as well as social abilities in ASD deserves to be tested in future research. Only few studies have investigated whether the positive effect of being imitated on children's social behaviors extends to the imitation skills. They found a slight increase in imitation skills, but more studies are needed given the lack of research on this specific topic.

In addition, the neural basis of being imitated needs to be further investigated both in typically developing children and in those with ASD. Future research could also test the hypothesis that early interventions might result not only in an increase of social skills, but also in a reorganization of neural circuits altered in ASD (Dawson et al., 2002; Dawson, 2008). As the neural bases of imitation have been described, novel electrophysiological or imaging studies could be employed to investigate the neural reorganization of brain networks after intervention, leading to the identification of the most useful strategies for improving brain functioning and behavior.

In conclusion, the “being imitated” in ASD is a key point that could allow to gain new insight into the link between brain, imitation, and social deficits in ASD, and implement more effective intervention strategies, whose effect could be assessed at both behavioral and neural level.

AUTHOR CONTRIBUTIONS

AC, CC, AN, and FM designed the work, revised, and analyzed critically the literature data, wrote the manuscript, approved the final version, and agreed to its publication.

FUNDING

This research was partially supported by grants from the Italian Ministry of Health (Ricerca Corrente to AC and FM).

REFERENCES

 Agnetta, B., and Rochat, P. (2004). Imitative games by 9-, 14-, and 18-month-old infants. Infancy 6, 1–36. doi: 10.1207/s15327078in0601_1

 American Psychiatric Association (2013). Diagnostic and Statistical Manual of Mental Disorders, 5th Edn. Arlington, VA, American Psychiatric Association.

 Arbib, M. A. (2005). From monkey-like action recognition to human language: an evolutionary framework for neurolinguistics. Behav. Brain Sci. 28, 105–167. doi: 10.1017/S0140525X05000038

 Arbib, M. A., Oztop, E., and Zukow-Goldring, P. (2005). Language and the mirror system: a perception/action based approach to communicative development. Cogn. Brain Behav. 9, 239–272.

 Asendorpf, J. B., Warkentin, V., and Baudonnière, P.-M. (1996). Self-awareness and other awareness. II: mirror self-recognition, social contingency awareness, and synchronic imitation. Dev. Psych. 32:313. doi: 10.1037/0012-1649.32.2.313

 Ashton-James, C., van Baaren, R. B., Chartrand, T. L., Decety, J., and Karremans, J. (2007). Mimicry and me: the impact of mimicry on self-construal. Soc. Cogn. 25, 518–535. doi: 10.1521/soco.2007.25.4.518

 Baio, J. (2012). Prevalence of Autism Spectrum Disorders: Autism and Developmental Disabilities Monitoring Network, 14 Sites, United States, 2008. Morbidity and Mortality Weekly Report, Surveillance Summaries. Volume 61, Number 3. Centers for Disease Control and Prevention.

 Bartels, A., and Zeki, S. (2004). The neural correlates of maternal and romantic love. Neuroimage 21, 1155–1166. doi: 10.1016/j.neuroimage.2003.11.003

 Belmonte, M. K., Allen, G., Beckel-Mitchener, A., Boulanger, L. M., Carper, R. A., and Webb, S. J. (2004). Autism and abnormal development of brain connectivity. J. Neurosci. 24, 9228–9231. doi: 10.1523/JNEUROSCI.3340-04.2004

 Berger, N. I., and Ingersoll, B. (2013). An exploration of imitation recognition in young children with autism spectrum disorders. Autism Res. 6, 411–416. doi: 10.1002/aur.1303

 Bernier, R., Dawson, G., Webb, S., and Murias, M. (2007). EEG mu rhythm and imitation impairments in individuals with autism spectrum disorder. Brain Cogn. 64, 228–237. doi: 10.1016/j.bandc.2007.03.004

 Brown, E. C., and Brüne, M. (2012). The role of prediction in social neuroscience. Front. Hum. Neurosci. 6:147. doi: 10.3389/fnhum.2012.00147

 Buccino, G., Binkofski, F., and Riggio, L. (2004). The mirror neuron system and action recognition. Brain Lang. 89, 370–376. doi: 10.1016/S0093-934X(03)00356-0

 Carpenter, M., and Tomasello, M. (1995). Joint attention and imitative learning in children, chimpanzees, and enculturated chimpanzees. Soc. Dev. 4, 217–237. doi: 10.1111/j.1467-9507.1995.tb00063.x

 Carpenter, M., Uebel, J., and Tomasello, M. (2013). Being mimicked increases prosocial behavior in 18-month-old infants. Child Dev. 84, 1511–1518. doi: 10.1111/cdev.12083

 Catmur, C., and Heyes, C. (2013). Is it what you do, or when you do it? The roles of contingency and similarity in pro−social effects of imitation. Cogn. Sci. 37, 1541–1556. doi: 10.1111/cogs.12071

 Chaminade, T., Meltzoff, A. N., and Decety, J. (2002). Does the end justify the means? A PET exploration of the mechanisms involved in human imitation. Neuroimage 15, 318–328. doi: 10.1006/nimg.2001.0981

 Chartrand, T. L., and van Baaren, R. (2009). Human mimicry. Adv. Exp. Soc. Psychol. 4, 219–274. doi: 10.1016/S0065-2601(08)00405-X

 Chevallier, C., Kohls, G., Troiani, V., Brodkin, E. S., and Schultz, R. T. (2012). The social motivation theory of autism. Trends Cogn. Sci. 16, 231–239. doi: 10.1016/j.tics.2012.02.007

 Colombi, C., Liebal, K., Tomasello, M., Young, G., Warneken, F., and Rogers, S. J. (2009). Examining correlates of cooperation in autism: imitation, joint attention, and understanding intentions. Autism 13, 143–163. doi: 10.1177/1362361308098514

 Contaldo, A., Cola, E., Minichilli, F., Crecchi, A., Carboncini, M. C., Rossi, B., et al. (2013). Object use affects motor planning in infant prehension. Hum. Mov. Sci. 32, 498–510. doi: 10.1016/j.humov.2013.02.005

 Dapretto, M., Davies, M. S., Pfeifer, J. H., Scott, A. A., Sigman, M., Bookheimer, S. Y., et al. (2006). Understanding emotions in others: mirror neuron dysfunction in children with autism spectrum disorders. Nat. Neurosci. 9, 28–30. doi: 10.1038/nn1611

 Dawson, G. (2008). Early behavioral intervention, brain plasticity, and the prevention of autism spectrum disorder. Dev. Psychopathol. 20, 775–803. doi: 10.1017/S0954579408000370

 Dawson, G., and Adams, A. (1984). Imitation and social responsiveness in autistic children. J. Abnorm. Child Psychol. 12, 209–226. doi: 10.1007/BF00910664

 Dawson, G., Carver, L., Meltzoff, A. N., Panagiotides, H., McPartland, J., and Webb, S. (2002). Neural correlates of face and object recognition in young children with autism spectrum disorder, developmental delay, and typical development. Child Dev. 73, 700–717. doi: 10.1111/1467-8624.00433

 Dawson, G., and Galpert, L. (1990). Mothers' use of imitative play for facilitating social responsiveness and toy play in young autistic children. Dev. Psychopathol. 2, 151–162. doi: 10.1017/S0954579400000675

 Dawson, G., Rogers, S., Munson, J., Smith, M., Winter, J., Greenson, J., et al. (2010). Randomized, controlled trial of an intervention for toddlers with autism: the Early Start Denver Model. Pediatrics 125, e17–e23. doi: 10.1542/peds.2009-0958

 Decety, J., and Chaminade, T. (2003). When the self represents the other: a new cognitive neuroscience view on psychological identification. Conscious. Cogn. 12, 577–596. doi: 10.1016/S1053-8100(03)00076-X

 Decety, J., Chaminade, T., Grèzes, J., and Meltzoff, A. N. (2002). A PET exploration of the neural mechanisms involved in reciprocal imitation. Neuroimage 15, 265–272. doi: 10.1006/nimg.2001.0938

 Dichter, G. S., Richey, J. A., Rittenberg, A. M., Sabatino, A., and Bodfish, J. W. (2012). Reward circuitry function in autism during face anticipation and outcomes. J. Autism Dev. Disord. 42, 147–160. doi: 10.1007/s10803-011-1221-1

 Dinstein, I., Hasson, U., Rubin, N., and Heeger, D. J. (2007). Brain areas selective for both observed and executed movements. J. Neurophysiol. 98, 1415–1427. doi: 10.1152/jn.00238.2007

 Escalona, A., Field, T., Nadel, J., and Lundy, B. (2002). Brief report: imitation effects on children with autism. J. Autism Dev. Disord. 32, 141–144. doi: 10.1023/A:1014896707002

 Esposito, G., Venuti, P., Apicella, F., and Muratori, F. (2011). Analysis of unsupported gait in toddlers with autism. Brain Dev. 33, 367–373. doi: 10.1016/j.braindev.2010.07.006

 Estes, A., Olson, E., Sullivan, K., Greenson, J., Winter, J., Dawson, G., et al. (2013). Parenting-related stress and psychological distress in mothers of toddlers with autism spectrum disorders. Brain Dev. 35, 133–138. doi: 10.1016/j.braindev.2012.10.004

 Field, T., Ezell, S., Nadel, J., Grace, A., Allender, S., and Siddalingappa, V. (2013). Reciprocal imitation following adult imitation by children with autism: reciprocal imitation. Infant Child Dev. 22, 642–648. doi: 10.1002/icd.1812

 Field, T., Field, T., Sanders, C., and Nadel, J. (2001). Children with autism display more social behaviors after repeated imitation sessions. Autism 5, 317–323. doi: 10.1177/1362361301005003008

 Field, T., Nadel, J., and Ezell, S. (2011). “Imitation therapy for young children with autism,” in Autism Spectrum Disorders. From Genes to Environment, ed T. Williams (Rijeka: InTech, Open Acces Publisher), 287–298.

 Gallese, V., Keysers, C., and Rizzolatti, G. (2004). A unifying view of the basis of social cognition. Trends Cogn. Sci. 8, 396–403. doi: 10.1016/j.tics.2004.07.002

 Gowen, E., and Hamilton, A. (2013). Motor abilities in autism: a review using a computational context. J. Autism Dev. Disord. 43, 323–344. doi: 10.1007/s10803-012-1574-0

 Guionnet, S., Nadel, J., Bertasi, E., Sperduti, M., Delaveau, P., and Fossati, P. (2012). Reciprocal imitation: toward a neural basis of social interaction. Cerebral Cortex 22, 971–978. doi: 10.1093/cercor/bhr177

 Güroğlu, B., Haselager, G. J., van Lieshout, C. F., Takashima, A., Rijpkema, M., and Fernández, G. (2008). Why are friends special? Implementing a social interaction simulation task to probe the neural correlates of friendship. Neuroimage 39, 903–910. doi: 10.1016/j.neuroimage.2007.09.007

 Hamilton, A. F. (2008). Emulation and mimicry for social interaction: a theoretical approach to imitation in autism. Q. J. Exp. Psychol. 61, 101–115. doi: 10.1080/17470210701508798

 Hamilton, A. F. D. C., and Grafton, S. T. (2006). Goal representation in human anterior intraparietal sulcus. J. Neurosci. 26, 1133–1137. doi: 10.1523/JNEUROSCI.4551-05.2006

 Heimann, M., Laberg, K. E., and Nordoen, B. (2006). Imitative interaction increases social interest and elicited imitation in non-verbal children with autism. Infant Child Dev. 15, 297–309. doi: 10.1002/icd.463

 Heyes, C. (2010). Where do mirror neurons come from? Neurosci. Biobehav. Rev. 34, 575–583. doi: 10.1016/j.neubiorev.2009.11.007

 Hoppenbrouwers, M., Vandermosten, M., and Boets, B. (2014). Autism as a disconnection syndrome: a qualitative and quantitative review of diffusion tensor imaging studies. Res. Autism Spectr. Disord. 8, 387–412. doi: 10.1016/j.rasd.2013.12.018

 Iacoboni, M., Woods, R. P., Brass, M., Bekkering, H., Mazziotta, J. C., and Rizzolatti, G. (1999). Cortical mechanisms of human imitation. Science 286, 2526–2528.

 Ingersoll, B. (2008). The social role of imitation in autism: implications for the treatment of imitation deficits. Infants Young Child. 21, 107–119. doi: 10.1097/01.IYC.0000314482.24087.14

 Ingersoll, B. (2012). Brief report: effect of a focused imitation intervention on social functioning in children with autism. J. Autism Dev. Disord. 42, 1768–1773. doi: 10.1007/s10803-011-1423-6

 Ingersoll, B., and Meyer, K. (2011). Examination of correlates of different imitative functions in young children with autism spectrum disorders. Res. Autism Spectrum Disord. 5, 1078–1085. doi: 10.1016/j.rasd.2010.12.001

 Ingersoll, B., and Schreibman, L. (2006). Teaching reciprocal imitation skills to young children with autism using a naturalistic behavioral approach: effects on language, pretend play, and joint attention. J. Autism Dev. Disord. 36, 487–505. doi: 10.1007/s10803-006-0089-y

 Kana, R. K., Wadsworth, H. M., and Travers, B. G. (2011). A systems level analysis of the mirror neuron hypothesis and imitation impairments in autism spectrum disorders. Neurosci. Biobehav. Rev. 35, 894–902. doi: 10.1016/j.neubiorev.2010.10.007

 Katagiri, M., Inada, N., and Kamio, Y. (2010). Mirroring effect in 2- and 3-year-olds with autism spectrum disorder. Res. Autism Spectr. Disord. 4, 474–478. doi: 10.1016/j.rasd.2009.11.004

 Keysers, C., and Gazzola, V. (2007). Integrating simulation and theory of mind: from self to social cognition. Trends Cogn. Sci. 11, 194–196. doi: 10.1016/j.tics.2007.02.002

 Koterba, E. A., and Iverson, J. (2009). Investigating motionese: the effect of infant-directed action on infants' attention and object exploration. Infant Behav. Dev. 32, 437–444. doi: 10.1016/j.infbeh.2009.07.003

 Kühn, S., Müller, B. C., van Baaren, R. B., Wietzker, A., Dijksterhuis, A., and Brass, M. (2010). Why do I like you when you behave like me? Neural mechanisms mediating positive consequences of observing someone being imitated. Soc. Neurosci. 5, 384–392. doi: 10.1080/17470911003633750

 Kühn, S., Müller, B. C., van der Leij, A., Dijksterhuis, A., Brass, M., and van Baaren, R. B. (2011). Neural correlates of emotional synchrony. Soc. Cogn. Affect. Neurosci. 6, 368–374. doi: 10.1093/scan/nsq044

 Lakin, J. L., Jefferis, V. E., Cheng, C. M., and Chartrand, T. L. (2003). The chameleon effect as social glue: evidence for the evolutionary significance of nonconscious mimicry. J. Nonverbal Behav. 27, 145–162. doi: 10.1023/A:1025389814290

 Marshall, P. J., and Meltzoff, A. N. (2011). Neural mirroring systems: exploring the EEG mu rhythm in human infancy. Dev. Cogn. Neurosci. 1, 110–123. doi: 10.1016/j.dcn.2010.09.001

 Marshall, P. J., and Meltzoff, A. N. (2014). Neural mirroring mechanisms and imitation in human infants. Philos. Trans. R. Soc. Lond. B Biol. Sci. 369:20130620. doi: 10.1098/rstb.2013.0620

 McDuffie, A., Turner, L., Stone, W., Yoder, P., Wolery, M., and Ulman, T. (2007). Developmental correlates of different types of motor imitation in young children with autism spectrum disorders. J. Autism Dev. Disord. 37, 401–412. doi: 10.1007/s10803-006-0175-1

 Meltzoff, A., and Moore, K. (1999). “Persons and representation: why infant imitation is important for theories of human development” in Imitation in Infancy, eds J. Nadel and G. Butterworth (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press), 9–35.

 Meltzoff, A. N. (1995). Understanding of the intentions of others: re-enactment of intended acts by 18-month-old children. Dev. Psychol. 3, 838–850. doi: 10.1037/0012-1649.31.5.838

 Meltzoff, A. N. (2007). “Like me”: a foundation for social cognition. Dev. Sci. 10, 126–134. doi: 10.1111/j.1467-7687.2007.00574.x

 Meltzoff, A. N., and Moore, M. K. (1992). Early imitation within a functional framework: the importance of person identity, movement, and development. Infant Behav. Dev. 15, 479–505. doi: 10.1016/0163-6383(92)80015-M

 Mostofsky, S. H., Dubey, P., Jerath, V. K., Jansiewicz, E. M., Goldberg, M. C., and Denckla, M. B. (2006). Developmental dyspraxia is not limited to imitation in children with autism spectrum disorders. J. Int. Neuropsychol. Soc. 12, 314–326. doi: 10.1017/s1355617706060437

 Nadel, J. (2002). “Imitation and imitation recognition: functional use in preverbal infants and nonverbal children with autism” in The Imitative Mind: Development, Evolution, and Brain Bases, eds A. Meltzoff and T. Prinz (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press), 42–62.

 Nadel, J., Croue, S., Matlinger, M.-J., Canet, P., Hudelot, C., Lecuyer, C., and Martini, M. (2000). Do children with autism have expectancies about the social behavior of unfamiliar people? A pilot study using the still face paradigm. Autism 4, 133–145. doi: 10.1177/1362361300004002003

 Nadel-Brulfert, J., and Baudonniere, P. M. (1982). The social function of reciprocal imitation in 2 year-old peers. Int. J. Behav. Dev. 5, 95–109. doi: 10.1177/016502548200500105

 Nagy, E., Liotti, M., Brown, S., Waiter, G., Bromiley, A., Trevarthen, C., et al. (2010). The neural mechanisms of reciprocal communication. Brain Res. 1353, 159–167. doi: 10.1016/j.brainres.2010.07.066

 Nagy, E., and Molnar, P. (2004). Homo imitans or homo provocans? Human imprinting model of neonatal imitation. Infant Behav. Dev. 27, 54–63. doi: 10.1016/j.infbeh.2003.06.004

 Nielsen, M. (2006). Copying actions and copying outcomes: social learning through the second year. Dev. Psychol. 42:555. doi: 10.1037/0012-1649.42.3.555

 Oberman, L. M., and Ramachandran, V. S. (2007). The simulating social mind: the role of the mirror neuron system and simulation in the social and communicative deficits of autism spectrum disorders. Psychol. Bull. 133:310. doi: 10.1037/0033-2909.133.2.310

 Oberman, L. M., Ramachandran, V. S., and Pineda, J. A. (2008). Modulation of mu suppression in children with autism spectrum disorders in response to familiar or unfamiliar stimuli: the mirror neuron hypothesis. Neuropsychologia 46, 1558–1565. doi: 10.1016/j.neuropsychologia.2008.01.010

 Ozonoff, S., and Miller, J. N. (1995). Teaching theory of mind: a new approach to social skills training for individuals with autism. J. Autism Dev. Disord. 25, 415–433. doi: 10.1007/BF02179376

 Pellicano, E., and Burr, D. (2012). When the world becomes ‘too real’: a Bayesian explanation of autistic perception. Trends Cogn. Sci. 16, 504–510. doi: 10.1016/j.tics.2012.08.009

 Radonovich, K. J., Fournier, K. A., and Hass, C. J. (2013). Relationship between postural control and restricted, repetitive behaviors in autism spectrum disorders. Front. Integr. Neurosci. 7:28. doi: 10.3389/fnint.2013.00028

 Reid, V. M., Striano, T., and Iacoboni, M. (2011). Neural correlates of dyadic interaction during infancy. Dev. Cogn. Neurosci. 1, 124–130 doi: 10.1016/j.dcn.2011.01.001

 Rizzolatti, G., and Arbib, M. A. (1998). Language within our grasp. Trends Neurosci. 21, 188–194. doi: 10.1016/S0166-2236(98)01260-0

 Rizzolatti, G., and Craighero, L. (2004). The mirror-neuron system. Annu. Rev. Neurosci. 27, 169–192. doi: 10.1146/annurev.neuro.27.070203.144230

 Rizzolatti, G., and Sinigaglia, C. (2010). The functional role of the parieto-frontal mirror circuit: interpretations and misinterpretations. Nat. Rev. Neurosci. 11, 264–274. doi: 10.1038/nrn2805

 Rochat, P., and Striano, T. (1999). Emerging self-exploration by 2-month-old infants. Dev. Sci. 2, 206–218. doi: 10.1111/1467-7687.00069

 Rogers, S. J. (1999). “An examination of the imitation deficit in autism,” in Imitation in Infancy. Cambridge Studies in Cognitive Perceptual Development, eds J. Nadel, G. Butterworth (New York, NY: Cambridge University Press), 254–283.

 Rogers, S. J., Estes, A., Lord, C., Vismara, L., Winter, J., Fitzpatrick, A., et al. (2012). Effects of a brief Early Start Denver Model (ESDM)–based parent intervention on toddlers at risk for autism spectrum disorders: a randomized controlled trial. J. Am. Acad. Child Adolesc. Psychiatry 51, 1052–1065. doi: 10.1016/j.jaac.2012.08.003

 Rogers, S. J., and Pennington, B. (1991). A theoretical approach to the deficits in infantile autism. Dev. Psychopathol. 3, 137–162. doi: 10.1017/S0954579400000043

 Saby, J. N., Marshall, P. J., and Meltzoff, A. N. (2012). Neural correlates of being imitated: an EEG study in preverbal infants. Soc. Neurosci. 7, 650–661. doi: 10.1080/17470919.2012.691429

 Sacrey, L. A. R., Germani, T., Bryson, S. E., and Zwaigenbaum, L. (2014). Reaching and grasping in autism spectrum disorder: a review of recent literature. Front. Neurol. 5:6. doi: 10.3389/fneur.2014.00006

 Sanefuji, W., and Ohgami, H. (2011). Imitative behaviors facilitate communicative gaze in children with autism. Infant Ment. Health J. 32, 134–142. doi: 10.1002/imhj.20287

 Sanefuji, W., and Ohgami, H. (2013). “Being-imitated” strategy at home-based intervention for young children with autism: being-imitated intervention for autism. Infant Ment. Health J. 34, 72–79. doi: 10.1002/imhj.21375

 Schopler, E., Reichler, R. J., Bashford, A., Lansing, M. D., and Marcus, L. M. (1990). Individualized Assessment of Autistic and Developmentally Disabled Children: Psychoeducational Profile Revised (PEP-R). Austin, TX: Pro-Ed.

 Slaughter, V., and Ong, S. S. (2014). Social behaviors increase more when children with ASD are imitated by their mother vs. an unfamiliar adult. Autism Res. 7, 582–589. doi: 10.1002/aur.1392

 Sperduti, M., Guionnet, S., Fossati, P., and Nadel, J. (2014). Mirror neuron system and mentalizing system connect during online social interaction. Cogn. Process. 12, 435–476. doi: 10.1007/s10339-014-0600-x

 Stavropoulos, K. K., and Carver, L. J. (2014). Reward anticipation and processing of social versus nonsocial stimuli in children with and without autism spectrum disorders. J. Child Psychol. Psychiatry 55, 1398–1408. doi: 10.1111/jcpp.12270

 Tiegerman, E., and Primavera, L. H. (1981). Object manipulation: an interactional strategy with autistic children. J. Autism Dev. Disord. 11, 427–438. doi: 10.1007/BF01531617

 Tiegerman, E., and Primavera, L. H. (1984). Imitating the autistic child: facilitating communicative gaze behavior. J. Autism Dev. Disord. 14, 27–38. doi: 10.1007/BF02408553

 Tomasello, M., Carpenter, M., Call, J., Behne, T., and Moll, H. (2005). Understanding and sharing intentions: the origins of cultural cognition. Behav. Brain Sci. 28, 675–691. doi: 10.1017/S0140525X05000129

 Trevarthen, C., and Delafield-Butt, J. T. (2013). Autism as a developmental disorder in intentional movement and affective engagement. Front. Integr. Neurosci. 7:49. doi: 10.3389/fnint.2013.00049

 Tronick, E., Als, H., Adamson, L., Wise, S., and Brazelton, T. B. (1978). The infant's response to entrapment between contradictory messages in face-to-face interaction. J. Am. Acad. Child Psychiatry 17, 1–13. doi: 10.1016/S0002-7138(09)62273-1

 Uddin, L. Q., Iacoboni, M., Lange, C., and Keenan, J. P. (2007). The self and social cognition: the role of cortical midline structures and mirror neurons. Trends Cogn. Sci. 11, 153–157. doi: 10.1016/j.tics.2007.01.001

 Uzgiris, I. C. (1981). Two functions of imitation during infancy. Int. J. Behav. Dev. 4, 1–12. doi: 10.1177/016502548100400101

 van Baaren, R. B., Holland, R. W., Kawakami, K., and van Knippenberg, A. (2004). Mimicry and Prosocial Behavior. Psychol. Sci. 15, 71–74. doi: 10.1111/j.0963-7214.2004.01501012.x

 Vigotsky, L. (1978). Mind in Society. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press.

 Vivanti, G. (2015). The importance of distinguishing propensity versus ability to imitate in ASD research and early detection. J. Autism Dev. Disord. 45, 1119–1120. doi: 10.1007/s10803-014-2254-z

 Von Hofsten, C. (2004). An action perspective on motor development. Trends Cogn. Sci. 8, 266–272. doi: 10.1016/j.tics.2004.04.002

 Williams, J. H., Whiten, A., and Singh, T. (2004). A systematic review of action imitation in autistic spectrum disorder. J. Autism Dev. Disord. 34, 285–299. doi: 10.1023/B:JADD.0000029551.56735.3a

 Williams, J. H., Whiten, A., Suddendorf, T., and Perrett, D. I. (2001). Imitation, mirror neurons and autism. Neurosci. Biobehav. Rev. 25, 287–295. doi: 10.1016/S0149-7634(01)00014-8

 Zeeland, S. V., Ashley, A., Dapretto, M., Ghahremani, D. G., Poldrack, R. A., and Bookheimer, S. Y. (2010). Reward processing in autism. Autism Res. 3, 53–67. doi: 10.1002/aur.122

Conflict of Interest Statement: The authors declare that the research was conducted in the absence of any commercial or financial relationships that could be construed as a potential conflict of interest.

Copyright © 2016 Contaldo, Colombi, Narzisi and Muratori. This is an open-access article distributed under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution License (CC BY). The use, distribution or reproduction in other forums is permitted, provided the original author(s) or licensor are credited and that the original publication in this journal is cited, in accordance with accepted academic practice. No use, distribution or reproduction is permitted which does not comply with these terms.

OPS/images/cover.jpg
, frontiers
in Psychology

The Social Effect of
“Being Imitated” in Children with
Autism Spectrum Disorder









OPS/images/crossmark.jpg
®

o fark





OPS/images/fpsyg-07-00726-t001c.jpg
Sanefuji and
Ohgami, 2011

Sanefuji and
Ohgami, 2013

Slaughter and
Ong, 2014

Autism: N = 32

Age = 54.38 months
MA =27.91 months.
Two groups:
Imitation (N = 16)
Contingent (N = 16)

Imitation (N = 16)
Contingent (N = 16)

Autism: N = 16

Age = 53.63 months.
MA = 52.63 months
Two groups:
Imitation (N = 8
Contingent (V = 8)

Autism: N'= 10
Age = 2 years, 8 months to
8 years, 4 months;

MA = 5 years, 5 months

1 SF session/8min

Five minutes to day for
a2-months period

2 SF session/9min

‘SF modiied paradigr: addition of a
spontaneous play phase before SF1

‘The intervention phase was different in two.

groups (imitative or contingently
responsive)
Mother

ASF session (as in Sansfuji and Ohgami,
2011) was conducted before and after the
home-based intervention.

The intervention was differentin two
groups (mitative or contingently
responsive)

Mother

SFmodifed paracigm: addiion of a
spontaneous play phase before SF1
Children took part in two sessions: one
with their mother and the other vith the
unfamiliar experimenter

N. number: 1Q intelligence quotient: MA, mental age: TD., typical development. DL. developmental level: SF. still face.

Social attention (child's looking time
directed to the mother)

Social attention
Object actions imitation

Social attention (Looking toward the
aduly

Social responsiveness (vocalization
directed to the adult, approaching,
touching, social gestures)

Play skills

Children with TD looked at their mothers for a
longer duration than did those with ASD. No
differences in the frequency of gaze behavior
between two groups (imitation and contingent)
Children with autism in the Imitation group
showed higher frequency of gaze behavior in
the SF2 vs. SF1 and in the Imitation phase.

After intervention, children in the Imitation
group looked at their mothers for a longer
duration and imitated object actions more than
did children in the Contingent group.

A significant increase in looking and vocalizing
toward the adult was observed in the SP2
phase vs. SP1 with both partners.
Asignificantly greater increase in proximal
‘social behaviors and a greater decrease in
playing alone were observed in SP2 when the
imitator was the child's mother as opposed to
the experimenter.

No significant increase in social gestures was
found.

Asignificant decrease in playing alone was
observed in SP2 after imitation by the mother.





OPS/images/logo.jpg
, frontiers
in Psychology





OPS/images/fpsyg-07-00726-t001b.jpg
Nadel et al, 2000 Autism: N=
Age = preschooler
Low DL

Escalona et al., Autism: N =20

2002 Age =37 years
Low DL

Two groups:
Imitation (N = 10)
Contingent (N = 10)

Autism N = 20
Age = 4-6 years
Low DL

Two groups:
Imitation (V = 10)
Contingent (N = 10)

Field et al., 2001

Field et al., 2013

Imitation (¥ = 10)
Contingent (N = 10)

Heimannetal,  Autism: N'=20
2006 Age = 4:4-129 years
MA: 1:0-4:5 years (mean
2.1)
Two groups:

Imitation (N = 10)
Contingent (V = 10)

1SF session /12min

1 SF session/12min

3 SF sessions/12min

3 SF sessions/12min

2 SF sessions /12min

SF modifed paradigm: four phases
SF1: First still-face

P: Imitation phase

SF2: Second stil-face

SP: Spontaneous play phase
Unfamilar experimenter

‘SF modified paradig: see above

The second phase was different in two
groups (imitative or contingently
responsive)

Unfamifiar experimenter

SF modified paradigm: see above

The second phase was different in two
groups (mitative or contingently
responsive)

Unfamiar experimenter

'SF modified paradigm: see above

The second phase was different in two.
‘groups (mitative or contingently
responsive)

Unfamiliar experimenter

SF modified paradigm: see above

‘The second phase was different in two
groups (imitative or contingently
responsive)

Unfarifiar experimenter

Social attention (ooking at a person)
Social responsiveness (positive facial
expressions, negative facial
expressions, social gestures, close
proximity, touch),

Social Attention flooking at adult's
face)

Motor activity and stereotypies
Social responsiveness (slence,
touching,

distance from adult)

Social attention (ooking at adult)
Social responsiveness
(vocalizing/smiling, being
dloseftouching adult, engaging in
reciprocal play)

Autistic behaviors (stereotypies,
playing alone, inactivity)

Object play behavior

Imitation recognition

Social attention (ooking at adult)
Novel object play behaviors
Imitation skill

Social attention and responsiveness.
(Touch, Look and Request)
Imitation skl

The frequency of locking at a person, negative
facial expressions, social gestures, close
proximity, and touch behaviors was signficantly
higher in SF2 than in SF1 after the imitation
phase

The frequency of motor activity was lower and
the frequency of touching behavior was higher
in SF2 vs. SF1 in the Imitation group.
Areduction in distance from the adult was
observed in both groups.

A decrease in silence (or increase in sounds)
was observed in the Contingent group.

The frequency of looking at adult was higher in
SF2vs. SF1 only in the Contingent group.

No effect on stereotypes.

The frequency of locking, vocalizing/smiling,
touching, and engaging in reciprocal play
increased from pre- to post intervention more in
the Imitation than in the Contingent group.
Areduction in Autistc behaviors (playing alone
and inactivity), an increase in Object play
behavior and in imitation recognition were
observed from pre- to post-intervention morein
the Imitation than in Contingent Condi
group.

Children in the Imitation group vs. those in the
Contingent group showed higher frequency of
looking and novel object play behaviors during
the imitation phase.

Chidren i the Imitation group showed higher
frequency of looking and imitation behaviors
than those in the contingent group in the SP
phase.

Significant increase in Social behaviors from
SF1 to SF2 for chidren in the Imitation
‘Condition group, but not for children in the
Contingent Condition group.

A significant increase in Social behaviors was
also found in the SP phase after the second
session.





OPS/images/fpsyg-07-00726-t001a.jpg
Dawson and
Adams, 1984

Katagi et al.,
2010

Berger and
Ingersol, 2013

Dawson and

Galpert, 1990

Tiegerman and
Primavera, 1981

Tiegerman and
Primavera, 1984

Participants

Autism: N =15
Mean Age = 60.6 months

Imitation skils (assessed
with Uzgiris-Hunt
Developmental Scale) = 8
high, 7 low

Autism: N'= 16
Two groups =

2 year-old (23.7 months)
1Q = 60-100 (mean 78.4)
3 year-oid (37.7 months)
1Q = 55135 (mean 92.3)

Autism: N = 30
Age = 22-93 months (mean
41.45)

MA = mean 23.40 months

Autism: N = 15
Age = 2-6 years
DL =7 High, 8 Low

Autism: N'=6

Autism: N =6
Age = 4-6 years
LowDL

N/Type/Length of
session

1 object play
session/20min

1 object play
session/7min

1 object play session

14 object play
sessions/20min

17 object play
sessions/30min

17 object play
‘sessions/30 min

Type of experimental procedure and
familiarity of imitative partner

Four conditions:

A Free play

B) Simultaneous Imitation
C) Famillar Scheme

D) Novel Scheme
Unfamifiar experimenter

Three phases:

BL1: 2-min baseline (the experimenter
manipulated toys different from those the
child manipulated).

MP: 3-min miroring (the experimenter
reproduced everything the chid did).
BL2: a second 2-min baseline (as in BL1).
Unfarmitir experimenter

During an unstructured imitation
assessment (UIA, Ingersoll and Meyer,
2011), the experimenter imitated the
child's play with a dupiicate toy

Mothers were instructed to imitate chiid's
actions during each session

Three type of play interaction were
presented during each sessior

A) experimenter imitated the child's action
with the same object;

B) experimenter performed a different
action with the same object;

C) Experimenter performed a different
action with a difierent object

As in Tiegerman and Primavera, 1981

Target behaviors

Social attention (ooking at the
oxaminer's face)

Social responsiveness (smiing at,
gesturing, touching, and verbalizing
to the experimenter)

‘Object manipulation

Socal attention (gazing at the
experimenter's face)

‘Social responsiveness (smiling,
verbalizing, vocalizing, approaching,
touching, offering toys)

Imitation recognition (requesting the
‘experimenter to imitate his/her own
action)

Less Mature-Imitation recognition
(LM-IR): chid's looks at the
‘experimenter toy and face.

More Mature-Imitation recognition
(MM-IR): Testing behavior and looks
plus social signal.

‘Social attention (eye gaze behavior)

Object manipulation

Object manipuiation

Eye gaze behavior

Results

Social behaviors were more frequentin
Condition B than in D only for low imitators.
Children with high imitation skils showed
similar response 1o all conditions.

The number of object scheme and toy changes
was higher in Simultaneous Iitation than in
Novel scheme Conition only for low imitators.

Social attention was more frequent in the MP
than n the BL1 phase in the 2-year-old group.
Social behaviors were more frequent n the MP
than inthe BL1 phase in the 3-year-old group.

The frequency of MM-IR was lower than that of
LR,

Significant correlation between MM-IR and
object and gesture imitation, and social
reciprocy.

No correlation between MM-IR, LM-IR and
developmental level.

“The duration of eye gaze behavior increased
from pre- to post-intervention.

“The number of object schemes was higher in
postintervention.

The frequency and duration of object
manipulation was higher in Condition A than in
BandC.

The frequency and duration of object
‘manipulation increased significantly over
sessions under condiion A and this increase
was greater than that under condition B and C.

The frequency and mean duration of eye gaze
behavior was higher in Condiion A than in B
andC.

“The frequency and duration of gaze behavior
increased significantly over sessions under
condition Aand B, and this increase was
greater than that under C.





