Hypotheses for the dataset of Schleihauf, Michel, & Hoehl:
“Children and adults distinguish irrelevant from relevant actions in over-imitation tasks – but some irrelevant actions are easier to identify than others”

With the data of this dataset we tried to answer two questions: First, do these action types differ in terms of how difficult it is to identify them as causally irrelevant? Second, is it easier for adults to identify pseudo-instrumental actions as irrelevant than for children, whereas it is equally easy for both age groups to identify noncontact actions as being nonfunctional?
Following our two research questions we formulate two sets of hypotheses: 
The first set of hypotheses assumes that children and adults differ in their ability to identify different types of irrelevant actions as being irrelevant. Assuming that it is easy for adults to identify pseudo-instrumental actions as irrelevant while children tend to confuse them with relevant actions, we expect different patterns in the looking preferences between children and adults for some action combinations. More precisely, when demonstrating a relevant and a pseudo-instrumental action simultaneously, adults should focus on the relevant action, while children might be confused about which action is necessary and focus on both of them equally. If both types of irrelevant actions, pseudo-instrumental action and noncontact action, are demonstrated simultaneously, adults should be able to notice that both demonstrated actions are irrelevant and focus on both of them equally, while young children might misinterpret pseudo-instrumental actions as being relevant and therefore prefer looking at them. When seeing a relevant action paired with a noncontact action, adults and children should have a clear preference to focus on the relevant action, because both should be able to recognize quickly that the noncontact action is not relevant for the goal. If participants simultaneously see two actions which are of the same action type, neither children nor adults should have clear preferences for either one over the other action. 
The second set of hypotheses assumes that both, children and adults, have problems to identify pseudo-instrumental actions as being irrelevant, while it is easy for both age groups to recognize the nonfunctionality of noncontact actions. Here, we hypothesize that participants have clear looking preferences for a relevant action only when it is paired with a noncontact action, but not when it is paired with a pseudo-instrumental action. Similarly, if participants are likely to misinterpret pseudo-instrumental actions but not noncontact actions as being relevant, they should have a preference for pseudo-instrumental actions when paired with noncontact actions. No clear looking preferences are expected when two actions of the same action type are presented simultaneously. In sum, we hypothesized that the looking preferences within the action combinations relevant – noncontact (R-NC) and pseudo-instrumental – noncontact (PI-NC) should be above chance level and be significantly stronger than the looking preferences within the action combinations relevant –pseudo-instrumental (R-PI) and same action type (see Figure 2).



