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Children's imitation of a buttonpressing response was assessed as a function of model consequences and 
model affect. Three levels of model affect (positive, neutral, and negative) were orthogonally combined 
with three levels of model consequences (positive, neutral, and negative). There were no significant main 
or interaction effects. However, under positive model affect, subjects who observed the positive 
consequences model imitated significantly more than subjects who observed the no consequences model. 
A difference between comparable groups was not found under neutral model affect. These findings were 
replicated in a second experiment. 

One of the most signific~nt concepts in imitation 
theory and research is model consequences. A recent 
review by Thelen and Rennie (1972) illustrates the 
extent to which model consequences has received 
attention. It is noteworthy that, despite the 
substantial number of studies on model reward, 
relatively little attention has been given in empirical 
research to the model's emotional reaction following 
reward or punishment. A careful reading of the 
procedures in studies on model consequences revealed 
that many researchers fail to provide any reference to 
the model's verbal and, more importantly, nonverbal 
reaction following reward or punishment, However, it 
is likely that, even though the model reward was 
staged, the model showed indications of positive affect 
following model reward and negative affect following 
model 'punishment (e.g., Bandura, 1965). Even if the 
model did not show an emotional reaction following 
reward or punishment, an observer still might infer 
that the model was experiencing a positive or negative 
emotional reaction. 

Lerner and Weiss (1972) had children observe a 
model who received either a high- or a low-valued 
reward to which the model responded with either 
positive or negative affect. They found that children in 
the positive atTect condition performed more imitative 
responses in playing with toys than did children in the 
negative affect condition. Slaby and Parke (1971) 
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studied the influence of model consequences (positive 
and negative) and model atTect (positive, none, or 
negative) in a resistance-to-deviation situation. Slaby 
and Parke found that model reward subjects imitated 
deviation behaviors more than model punishment 
subjects. Additionally, a signiticant interaction effect 
revealed that imitation increased in the model 
affect-model consequences conditions which were 
congruent. Surprisingly, subjects who observed a 
model punished after which the model expressed 
negative affect, showed considerable imitation. 
Dollinger and Thelen (1975) crossed model affect and 
anticipated consequences factors in a study on 
imitative toy play. While anticipated consequences 
influenced a number of play behavior measures, the 
main and 'interactive effects involving model affect 
were nonsigniticant. In treating test-anxious college 
students. Jaffe and Carlson (1972) also manipulated 
the model's affect and consequences. This study 
yielded mixed results on several measures .. 

The results of these studies are not consistent. It 
appears that further research is needed to explicate 
the relative and interactive influence of model reward 
and model atTect in the imitation situation. 
Furthermore, a socially neutral task (one which 
contains little likelihood of a history of reward or 
punishment, unlike resistance to deviation) would 
perhaps help to elucidate the intluence of the model 
affect and model consequence variables. 

The purpose of the present study was to investigate 
the separate and interactive intluence of model 
consequences and model affect on imitation. Two 
experiments are reported. The second experiment, 
nearly identical to the tirst, was conducted to establish 
the reliability of the results from the first experiment. 
In each experiment, there were three levels of model 
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consequences (positive, neutral, and negative) and 
three levels of model affect (positive, neutral, and 
negative). 

METHOD 

Subjects 
Forty-five boys and 45 girls from Grades 1, 2, and 3 of a 

local parochial school served as subjects in Experiment 1. In 
Experiment 2, the subjects were 50 children of each sex from 
the same grades of a local public school. Five children of each 
sex were randomly assigned to each of the experimental con­
ditions, and to a no-model control group in Experiment 2. The 
conditions were equated as closely as possible with respect 
to grade in school. The same white male undergraduate served 
as the experimenter for both samples, as well as on the video­
tapes. 

Experimental Task 
The task apparatus consisted of a flat rectangular box with 

three buttons (labeled "I," "2," and "3") mounted on the 
front (Akamatsu & Thelen, 1971). The face of a clown was 
painted above the buttons with white light bulbs mounted at the 
clown's eyes and nose. When pressed, the buttons would light 
up the appropriate light. A light located at the top of the clown's 
hat flashed at IS-sec intervals. signaling the beginning of each 
trial. 

The modeled responses were low-base-rate button pressing 
sequences consisting of two presses alike followed by one 
different. Four response patterns (112, 113, 221, and 223) 
comprised the critical sequences. 

Videotapes 
Nine videotapes were constructed, each presenting one 

level of the affect variable paired with one level of the con­
sequences variable. At the beginning of each tape, the model, 
the rewarding agent, and the experimenter (all adult white 
males) were seated at a table on which the task apparatus was 
presented in full view. The modeling sequence began as the ex­
perimenter instructed the model to push the buttons three 
times in any way he liked, each time the top light came on.1 On 
12 of the model's 16 trials, he pressed the buttons in one of the 
critical sequences described above. Thus, each critical sequence 
was modeled three times. In addition, two noncritical sequences 
(213 and 333) were each modeled twice. the four noncritical 
trials were intersperced among the 16 trials. The model ver­
balized the numbers as he pressed the buttons. 

In order to equate the affect manipUlations across the three 
levels of consequences, master tapes depicting the three affect 
conditions were constructed, with the consequences manipula­
tion dubbed in on duplicate tapes. Following each critical 
sequence, the rewarding agent administered either positive, 
negative, or no consequences. Positive consequences consisted of 
statements indicating correct responding (e.g., "good" or "that's 
very good"), while negative consequences on corresponding 
trials consisted of negative verbalizations by the rewarder (e.g., 
"wrong" or "not very good"). In the no-consequence conditions, 
the rewarding agent was seen chewing gum-this was done on 
all three master tapes to allow for the dubbing-but making no 
statement. 

Following the consequences manipulation, the model 
expressed positive, negative, or neutral affect on critical trials. 
Positive affect consisted (for exaJ'lple) of a broad smile and the 
exclamation, "I feel good!" or a laugh followed by "hey, hey, 
hey!" Negative affect was expressed by a frown followed by the 
statements (for example) "oh yuk!" or "I feel lousy!" Self­
reward and self-punishment statements were deliberately not 
used; only statements indicative of the model's emotional state 

were expressed. The neutral affect model simply directed his 
gaze toward the camera without making any verbalizations and 
without appearing pleased or displeased. Following the non­
critical trials in all conditions, the model made no verbalizations, 
and appeared neither pleased nor displeased. 

Procedure 
Each subject was escorted to the experimental room 

individually by the experimenter and told that, after watching 
television, he would be able to push buttons on the same clown 
he would see on television. After observing one of the nine 
videotapes, the subject was instructed to push the buttons 
three times in any way he liked, each time the light came on. 
The subjects were given 20 trials. Experiment 2 included an addi­
tional group (10 subjects) who did not observe a videotape 
prior to pushing buttons on the clown. 

REStILTS AND DISCUSSION 

Each subject's imitation score was the total number 
of times he pressed one of the critical sequences. 
Table 1 presents the mean imitation scores for all 
conditions. A 3 (model consequences) by 3 (model 
atfect) analysis of variance showed no significant main 
or interaction effects for either experiment. However, 
because of its particular relevance to previous 
research which showed model reward effects with the 
same task (Thelen, McGuire, Simmonds, & 
Akamatsu, 1974; Thelen, Rennie, Fryrear, & 
McGuire, 1972), planned comparisons were done 
comparing the positive-consequences and the 
no-consequences groups under conditions of positive 
model affect and under conditions of neutral model 
affect. Under conditions of neutral model affect, the 
positive- and neutral-consequences groups were not 
signiticantly different in either experiment. However, 
under positive model affect in Experiment 1, the 
positive-consequences group (M = 4.4) imitated 
signiticantly more than the no-consequences group 
(M = 1.5, P < .05). This same finding was replicated 
in Experiment 2, wherein, with positive model affect, 
the positive-consequences group (M = 4.8) imitated 
signiticantly more than the no-consequences group 
(M = 2.3, P < .05). Because of a heterogeneity of 

Table 1 
Mean Imitative Responses by Condition 

Model Affect 

Model Consequences Positive Neutral Negative 

Experiment 1 
Positive 4.4 1.7 4.1 
No Consequences 1.5 4.2 3.1 
Negative 1.6 3.1 2.6 

Experiment 2 
Positive 4.8 3.2 1.7 
No Consequences 2.3 2.5 3.8 
Negative 4.2 2.1 1.9 

Note-In Experiment II the mean for no-model control subjects 
was.5. 
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variance problem. the Mann-Whitney U statistic was 
also applied to these comparisons, resulting in the 
same conclusions. While all modeling groups in the 
second experiment were greater than the no-model 
group. only four conditions were statistically 
signiticantly greater: positive consequences-positive 
affect. positive consequences-neutral affect, no 
consequences-negative affect. and negative con­
sequences-positive atlect. 

It would appear that increased imitation, as a 
function of model reward with a neutral task, will not 
occur unless the model is shown expressing some 
positive emotional response to the reward. In the 
present study, the "expressionless" face ofthe neutral 
model was in full view of the camera. A review of the 
videotapes of our previous research which showed 
increased imitation as a function of model reward 
(Thelen et aI., 1974; Thelen et aI., 1972) revealed that 
the model's face was not directly visible to the 
observer. It is possible that the observer inferred that 
the model was demonstrating a positive emotional 
response. In the studies of 6ther researchers on model 
reward, it is possible that these researchers did not 
depict the face of the model, or that, if the frontal view 
of the model was provided, the model showed some 
positive facial-emotional expression upon being 
rewarded. A review ofthe reported procedures used in 
research on model reward affords little information 
bearing on this question. However, there is little 
reason to believe that the model's reaction has been 
deliberately controiled by researchers in investigations 
of model reward. 

Based on the literature, it was expected that model 
punishment would result in less imitation than would 
occur in the no-consequences group. However, the low 
frequency of critical responses in the control group (M 
= 0.5) disallowed the possibility of any model group 
emitting significantly less critical responses than the 
control group. 

REFERENCES 

AKAMATSU. T. J., & THELEN. M. H. The acquisition and perfor· 
mance of a socially neutral response as a function of vicarious 
reward. De\'elopmental Psychology. 1971,5,440-445. 

BANDURA, A. Intluence of model's reinforcement contingencies 
on the acquisition of imitation responses. loumal of Personality 
lIlId Social Psychology, 1965. 1. 589·595. 

DOLLINGER, S. J., & THELEN, M. H. Anticipated model 
consequences, model affect. and imitation. Developmelltal 
Psychology, 1975, 11. 390. 

JAFFE, P. G., & CARLSON, P. M. Modelling therapy for test 
anxiety: The role of model affect and consequences. Behaviour 
Research alld Thera/~V' 1972, 10, 329-339. 

LERNER, L., & WEISS, R. L. Role of value of reward and model 
affective response in vicarious reinforcement. lou mal of 
Persollality lind Socilll Psychology, 1972, 21, 93-100. 

SLABY, R. G., & PARKE, R. D. Effect on resistance to deviation of 
observing a model's atl"ective reaction to response consequences. 
Developmental Psychology, 1971. 5, 40-47. 

THELEN, M. H., MCGUIRE, D., SIMMONDS. D. W., & AKAMATsu, 
T. J. Etlect of model-reward on the observer's recall of the 
modeled behavior. lournal of Personality lind Social Psychology, 
1974,29,140-144. 

THELEN, M. H .. & RENNIE, D. L. The effect of vicarious 
reinforcement on imitation: A review of the literature. In 
B. H. Maher (Ed.), Progress in experimental personality 
research (Vol. 6). New York: Academic Press, 1972. 

THELEN, M. H., RENNIE, D. L., FRYREAR, 1. L., & MCGUIRE, D. 
Expectancy to perform and vicarious reward: Their effects on 
imitation. Child Development, 1972, 42, 699-703. 

NOTE 

I. In Experiment 2, an additional instruction was dubbed onto 
the model's introduction to the task to increase the salience of the 
affect and consequence cues. The instruction consisted of the 
experimenter's statement, "There are certain good orders in which 
to push the buttons; some people feel good when they press the 
buttons in a good order." 

(Received for publication July 21, 1975.) 

480 THELEN, DOLLINGER, ROBERTS, AND AKAMATSU 

variance problem. the Mann-Whitney U statistic was 
also applied to these comparisons, resulting in the 
same conclusions. While all modeling groups in the 
second experiment were greater than the no-model 
group. only four conditions were statistically 
signiticantly greater: positive consequences-positive 
affect. positive consequences-neutral affect, no 
consequences-negative affect. and negative con­
sequences-positive atlect. 

It would appear that increased imitation, as a 
function of model reward with a neutral task, will not 
occur unless the model is shown expressing some 
positive emotional response to the reward. In the 
present study, the "expressionless" face ofthe neutral 
model was in full view of the camera. A review of the 
videotapes of our previous research which showed 
increased imitation as a function of model reward 
(Thelen et aI., 1974; Thelen et aI., 1972) revealed that 
the model's face was not directly visible to the 
observer. It is possible that the observer inferred that 
the model was demonstrating a positive emotional 
response. In the studies of 6ther researchers on model 
reward, it is possible that these researchers did not 
depict the face of the model, or that, if the frontal view 
of the model was provided, the model showed some 
positive facial-emotional expression upon being 
rewarded. A review ofthe reported procedures used in 
research on model reward affords little information 
bearing on this question. However, there is little 
reason to believe that the model's reaction has been 
deliberately controiled by researchers in investigations 
of model reward. 

Based on the literature, it was expected that model 
punishment would result in less imitation than would 
occur in the no-consequences group. However, the low 
frequency of critical responses in the control group (M 
= 0.5) disallowed the possibility of any model group 
emitting significantly less critical responses than the 
control group. 

REFERENCES 

AKAMATSU. T. J., & THELEN. M. H. The acquisition and perfor· 
mance of a socially neutral response as a function of vicarious 
reward. De\'elopmental Psychology. 1971,5,440-445. 

BANDURA, A. Intluence of model's reinforcement contingencies 
on the acquisition of imitation responses. loumal of Personality 
lIlId Social Psychology, 1965. 1. 589·595. 

DOLLINGER, S. J., & THELEN, M. H. Anticipated model 
consequences, model affect. and imitation. Developmelltal 
Psychology, 1975, 11. 390. 

JAFFE, P. G., & CARLSON, P. M. Modelling therapy for test 
anxiety: The role of model affect and consequences. Behaviour 
Research alld Thera/~V' 1972, 10, 329-339. 

LERNER, L., & WEISS, R. L. Role of value of reward and model 
affective response in vicarious reinforcement. lou mal of 
Persollality lind Socilll Psychology, 1972, 21, 93-100. 

SLABY, R. G., & PARKE, R. D. Effect on resistance to deviation of 
observing a model's atl"ective reaction to response consequences. 
Developmental Psychology, 1971. 5, 40-47. 

THELEN, M. H., MCGUIRE, D., SIMMONDS. D. W., & AKAMATsu, 
T. J. Etlect of model-reward on the observer's recall of the 
modeled behavior. lournal of Personality lind Social Psychology, 
1974,29,140-144. 

THELEN, M. H .. & RENNIE, D. L. The effect of vicarious 
reinforcement on imitation: A review of the literature. In 
B. H. Maher (Ed.), Progress in experimental personality 
research (Vol. 6). New York: Academic Press, 1972. 

THELEN, M. H., RENNIE, D. L., FRYREAR, 1. L., & MCGUIRE, D. 
Expectancy to perform and vicarious reward: Their effects on 
imitation. Child Development, 1972, 42, 699-703. 

NOTE 

I. In Experiment 2, an additional instruction was dubbed onto 
the model's introduction to the task to increase the salience of the 
affect and consequence cues. The instruction consisted of the 
experimenter's statement, "There are certain good orders in which 
to push the buttons; some people feel good when they press the 
buttons in a good order." 

(Received for publication July 21, 1975.) 



<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /None
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Gray Gamma 2.2)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (ISO Coated v2 300% \050ECI\051)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Error
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.4
  /CompressObjects /Off
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Perceptual
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.1000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /sRGB
  /DoThumbnails true
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams true
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts false
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages true
  /ColorImageMinResolution 150
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /Warning
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 150
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.40
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.76
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages true
  /GrayImageMinResolution 150
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /Warning
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 150
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.40
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.76
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages true
  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /Warning
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 600
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /PDFA1B:2005
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /CreateJDFFile false
  /Description <<


    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065876863900275284e8e55464e1a65876863768467e5770b548c62535370300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200036002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002>
    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef69069752865bc666e901a554652d965874ef6768467e5770b548c52175370300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200036002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002>
    /CZE <>
    /DAN <>
    /DEU <>
    /ESP <>
    /ETI <>
    /FRA <>



    /HUN <>
    /ITA (Utilizzare queste impostazioni per creare documenti Adobe PDF adatti per visualizzare e stampare documenti aziendali in modo affidabile. I documenti PDF creati possono essere aperti con Acrobat e Adobe Reader 6.0 e versioni successive.)
    /JPN <>
    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020be44c988b2c8c2a40020bb38c11cb97c0020c548c815c801c73cb85c0020bcf4ace00020c778c1c4d558b2940020b3700020ac00c7a50020c801d569d55c002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200036002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>
    /LTH <>
    /LVI <>
    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken waarmee zakelijke documenten betrouwbaar kunnen worden weergegeven en afgedrukt. De gemaakte PDF-documenten kunnen worden geopend met Acrobat en Adobe Reader 6.0 en hoger.)
    /NOR <>
    /POL <>
    /PTB <>


    /SKY <>

    /SUO <>
    /SVE <>
    /TUR <>

    /ENU <FEFF004a006f0062006f007000740069006f006e007300200066006f00720020004100630072006f006200610074002000440069007300740069006c006c0065007200200039002000280039002e0034002e00350032003600330029002e000d00500072006f006400750063006500730020005000440046002000660069006c0065007300200077006800690063006800200061007200650020007500730065006400200066006f00720020006f006e006c0069006e0065002e000d0028006300290020003200300031003100200053007000720069006e006700650072002d005600650072006c0061006700200047006d006200480020>
  >>
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [595.276 841.890]
>> setpagedevice




