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THE EFFECT OF INTEREST ON SUSCEPTIBILITY TO UNCONSCIOUS 

NONVERBAL MIMICRY 

Amanda Caizza 

New College of Florida, 2010 

 

ABSTRACT 

 

This study measured the role interest level plays in nonconscious mimicry.  Forty 

participants performed a proofreading task in which the reading material was either of 

high interest, a compilation of original creative short stories and poetry, or of low 

interest, an excerpt from a statistics textbook. During participant completion of either 

task, a confederate discreetly initiated a sequence of scripted nonverbal behaviors.  As 

predicted, those participants in the high interest condition mimicked the confederate’s 

behavior less often than did those completing the low interest task.  Participant’s also 

noticed the confederate’s behavior in relation to how often he/she mimicked. This 

research suggests situational factors, such as involvement in certain conscious tasks, 

influence susceptibility to nonconscious nonverbal mimicry possibly in part because of 

the perception-behavior link.  

Dr. Steven Graham 

Division of Social Sciences 
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The Effect of Interest and Engagement Level on Susceptibility to Unconscious Nonverbal 

Mimicry 

 Imitation occurs normally and commonly in everyday life. Mimicry serves as a 

fascinating phenomenon that surrounds us daily and may have a significant impact on our 

interactions and relationships with others.  Mimicry is the replication of another’s 

behavior during the course of an interaction between two or more persons (Chartrand 

&Bargh, 1999). Further, researchers have shown that a variety of animal species also 

mimic, from animals closer to humans in cognitive function like monkeys to less 

cognitively sophisticated animals like birds (Knippenberg & Baaren, 2006).  Mimicry can 

take many shapes, including verbal mimicry in the form of accents, speech inflection, or 

vernacular expressions and in the copying of motor behavior, such as hand gestures or 

bodily movements (Chartrand & Bargh, 1999). The current study investigates the 

influence of situational factors on a person’s likelihood to engage in mimicry.  

Mimicry and Imitation 

  Though, mimicry and imitation seem similar on the surface, mimicry differs from 

imitation in that it occurs unintentionally and without awareness (Lakin, Jefferis, Cheng, 

& Chartrand, 2003). Imitation, on the other hand, occurs with purpose and awareness 

(Lakin et al. 2003). Mimicry and imitation follow the same general rule, however; 

evidence must exist of a causal relationship between one’s observation of a particular 

behavior and the subsequent production of that behavior (Heyes, 2001).  
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The Chameleon Effect 

 The chameleon effect is a recently discovered phenomenon that describes the 

unconscious mimicry of certain behaviors, specifically speech inflection and physical 

expressions (Chartrand & Bargh, 1999). The chameleon effect refers to mimicry that is 

unintentional, and not goal directed, whereas conscious imitation often has a conscious 

goal that motivates the behavior, such as the desire to create a social connection 

(Chartrand & Bargh, 1999).  The chameleon effect’s name describes the way the 

phenomenon manifests.  Just as a chameleon can automatically respond and change its 

color to mimic its surroundings, humans can unconsciously mimic the behavior of those 

around them to match their social surroundings.  Chartrand and Bargh put together one of 

the first studies that attempted to intentionally investigate the chameleon effect.  This 

study focused on two motor behaviors, foot shaking and nose rubbing (Chartrand & 

Bargh, 1999).  The study asked a confederate to initiate either foot shaking or nose 

rubbing while working with one participant on a task.  The study results supported the 

existence of the chameleon effect, as participants who were exposed to a foot shaking 

confederate mimicked the behavior, and those participants exposed to a nose rubbing 

confederate also mimicked that behavior (Chartrand & Bargh, 1999).  Chartrand and 

Bargh demonstrated the automaticity of all mimicry in their study by asking participants 

a series of follow up questions that assessed whether they were aware they mimicked the 

confederate (Chartrand & Bargh, 1999).  The majority of participants who did mimic 

stated no knowledge of ever performing either foot tapping or nose rubbing which 

suggests that the participant’s mimicry was unconscious (Chartrand & Bargh, 1999). 



Interest and Mimicry     3 

Further, the confederate was a complete stranger to all participants and as such the 

participant had no real motivation to mimic the confederate in order to please them or 

bond with them, which supports the theory that there is an automatic link between social 

perception and individual behavior (Chartrand & Bargh, 1999).   

  Prior to the research on the chameleon effect, experimenters often used mimicry 

and imitation interchangeably to describe replication of all behavior.  As research on the 

chameleon effect is still relatively new there are still many discrepancies in the literature 

on the differences between mimicry and imitation.  For present purposes, this thesis will 

distinguish mimicry from imitation on the basis of whether the behavior is conscious or 

unconscious (imitation and mimicry, respectively).  

Types of Mimicry 

 Mimicry can occur in a variety of ways, either verbally or non-verbally.  Verbal 

mimicry is a well known form of mimicry, especially with regards to accents (Cappella & 

Panalp, 1981). For instance, a person may visit the Deep South and start speaking with a 

slight southern twang, though they are from the north and never expressed a southern 

accent before (Capella & Panalp, 1981; Chartrand & Bargh, 1999).  Other examples of 

verbal mimicry include the copying of speech inflection, and syntax, as well as the 

adoption of common vernacular speech or slang words (Bailenson, & Yee, 2005).   

 The vast array of non-verbal mimicry includes both sound-producing and non 

sound-producing motion.  Previously researched motor behaviors include specific seated 

and standing postures, and movements such as hand flourishes and facial expressions 

(Bailenson, & Yee, 2005). Early research performed by expert hand writing analysts even 

found a form of “unconscious imitation” in styles of handwriting (Starch, 1911).   
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Especially contagious behaviors include coughing, yawning, laughing, sniffing and 

sneezing (Platek, Mohamed, Gallup, & Gordon, 2005; Pennebaker, 1980).   

 Highly contagious behaviors have a repetitive nature and are common to the 

environment at hand, but the contagiousness of any particular behavior varies according 

to a number of personality and situational factors (Wang, 2006).   Possible factors that 

could affect the contagiousness of a behavior include the number of people in a situation 

where the behavior is performed, and the proximity of people to one another (Wang, 

2006). One must also consider the strength and nature of the relationship between the 

people when estimating the contagiousness of a behavior (Lakin et al, 2003; Wang, 

2006).   

The Development of Mimicry 

 The development of mimicry in humans is important for numerous fields, 

including social and developmental psychology, animal behavior, and even robotics.  

Researchers have two main questions in regards to the development of mimicry: when 

and how does it first begin?  Researchers have not yet come to a consensus on the first 

question of when humans first start mimicking.  Early research on the topic found 

newborns were able to mimic certain actions of adults, including head turning, opening of 

the mouth, and sticking out of the tongue. Researchers used these behaviors as evidence 

for the innate capacity to mimic (Meltzoff & Moore, 1977).  However, researchers 

contest both the reliability and validity of this research. Not all subsequent research was 

able to replicate these findings, and the behaviors used may not have accurately measured 

mimicry, as head turning, and opening of the mouth are commonly performed infantile 
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behaviors (Anisfeld, Turkewitz, Rose, Rosenberg, Sheiber, Couturier-Fagan, & Ger, 

2001).   

 Current research has found ample evidence of mimicry at two years of age, but 

researchers debate the ability to mimic at earlier ages.  One study observed 162 children 

ranging in age from six months to three years old.  The infants were primed to mimic an 

adult modeling eight different motor behaviors such as tapping, waving, and clapping 

(Jones, 2007).  In this study, those who were six months never showed mimicry and only 

a negligible number showed mimicry between 8 and 12 months (most likely due to 

chance); then starting at two years old, mimicry began to slowly emerge and increase in 

frequency as participants increased in age (Jones, 2007).  Many researchers continue to 

suggest that mimicry is an inborn mechanism, because, if mimicry is innate, then it is also 

more plausible that mimicry is an evolutionary adaptation (Jones, 1996; Jones, 2007).  

Whether learned or innate, researchers do agree that, just as mimicry can create social 

cohesion in adults, mimicry also benefits children as a social learning tool.  Through 

mimicry, a child repetitively engages in certain social behaviors developing a behavioral 

repertoire that will help them associate and communicate in social environments (Jones, 

1996).   Further research is necessary to come to a consensus over issues concerning the 

development of mimicry in humans.  

Non-human Mimicry 

 The research pertaining to the chameleon effect spans across the animal kingdom, 

from humans to apes and even to birds (Chartrand & Bargh, 1999).  Though much of the 

initial research focused on humans, current research in animal behavior has focused on 

extending the phenomena to other animals.  Distinguishing between conscious and 
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unconscious behavior is a major obstacle in animal imitation and mimicry research 

(Heyes, 1993).  An experimenter cannot simply ask an animal if it realized that it 

performed a specific behavior after completion.   

 One can see many examples of imitation in nature such as the flocking of birds, 

the schooling of fish, and the herding of mammals like cattle (Church, 1957). Many 

researchers would debate that these behaviors are not examples of true imitation 

however, because they seem to have a genetic component (Church, 1957; Davis, 1973). 

Though there is a reproduction of behavior, imprinting is another example of a behavior 

that is not true imitation.  Imprinting is when a newly born animal, such as a duck, will 

follow the first moving object it sees, usually the mother (Hess, 1973).  Many think that 

the animal is imitating the movements of the mother, but rather imprinting is simply an 

example of social learning, completed via social conditioning (Hess, 1973). Research also 

cites the camouflaging abilities of many animals as another example of “false” imitation 

(Davis, 1973). The Viceroy butterfly can change its appearance to resemble the Monarch 

butterfly in order to avoid predation (Turner, 1984). The butterfly’s camouflaging is 

obviously controlled through biological mechanisms and not through cognitive processes, 

and so is not an example of true imitation (Turner, 1984).  

  Much of the initial animal behavior research in mimicry has focused on simply 

whether a specific species can consistently reproduce the target behavior, without regard 

to the consciousness of the behavior.   One study investigated true imitation in 

chimpanzees, that is imitation which is intentional and motivated by the circumstance 

(Heyes, 2003). Researchers trained chimpanzees to imitate a number of different motor 

gestures performed by human experimenters, belly rubbing, or hand raising (Heyes, 
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2003).  After a number of successful trials, the chimpanzees began imitating gestures in 

which they were not trained (Heyes, 2003).  This study shows evidence of spontaneous 

imitation in chimpanzees (Heyes, 2003).   Great apes that have extended contact with 

humans often show imitation of human movements, even of complex actions like 

opening a container, or preparing a food item in a particular manner (Byrne, 2009; 

Whiten, 1998). Research has even found signs of possible imitation in birds (Heyes, 

2003). Certain experiments have shown birds can imitate foraging behaviors (Heyes, 

2003).  In one study, Japanese quail successfully imitated a “conspecific demonstrator’s” 

method of accessing food, by pushing a lever either with their beak or their feet (Akins & 

Zentall, 1998).  Similar studies have been conducted with other species of birds, 

including pigeons, European starlings, and Carib grackles, and these studies have 

produced similar results, showing that all of these birds are capable of untrained imitation 

(Heyes, 2003).  

 After researchers found certain animals were capable of imitation, further 

research focused on the implications of the imitation to both the animal and its interaction 

partner.   Experimenters found certain animals can use imitation as a learning tool 

(Heyes, 1993). When animals imitate the behaviors or motions of those in their social 

network they learn behaviors like foraging or traveling to help them survive, as well as 

numerous other survival and social behaviors (Heyes, 1993).  Research has also shown 

that certain animals use imitation as a tool for social cohesion (Heyes, 1993).  When one 

animal imitates another, the animal can gain some social affiliation with the animal they 

mimicked (Heyes, 1993).  One study found evidence that imitation produces affiliation 

and rapport in Capuchin monkeys who preferred human experimenters that imitated them 
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over those that did not (Paukner, Suomi, Visalberghi, &Ferrari, 2009).  The monkeys 

showed their preference for being imitated by looking longer at, spending more time 

with, and following imitators over non-imitators (Paukner, 2009).  When animals use 

imitation as a learning tool or as a tool for social cohesion, they are performing what 

many believe is goal directed behavior (Heyes, 1993).  Though, it is currently not 

possible to prove the intentionality of a bird’s or chimpanzee’s actions, many researchers 

can at least make some distinction between true imitation and all other actions, such as 

behaviors like camouflaging, and imprinting.  From the existing findings in animal 

imitation one can make the logical comparison between the goal directed imitation in 

animals and the conscious, or intentional, imitation humans exhibit.   

 A few studies have presented evidence suggesting the possibility that animals also 

may perform an unintentional imitation, similar in some ways to the unconscious 

mimicry in humans. The study of contagious yawning is one of the best examples 

demonstrating possible unconscious mimicry. Paukner and Anderson have successfully 

induced yawning in Stumptail Macaques from a video of conspecific yawning (Paukner 

& Anderson, 2006). Chimpanzees have yawned in response to a video of other 

chimpanzees yawning, and one study has even shown domestic dogs yawning in response 

to human yawning (Anderson, Myowa-Yamakoshi, & Matsuzawa, 2004; Joly-

Mascheroni, Senju & Sheperd, 2008).  It is still impossible to know whether the animal is 

aware that it is contagiously yawning or if the animal is controlling its response. 

However, researchers have inferred that contagious yawning in animals is unintentional 

because the animals were not trained nor were they rewarded for yawning (Anderson, et 

al, 2004; Joly-Mascheroni et al, 2008; Paukner, 2006).   
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Social Implications of Mimicry /Mimicry as a Tool 

 Just as the chameleon’s camouflage abilities are adaptive, as they allow the 

chameleon to blend into the surroundings and evade predation, the mimicry in humans 

referred to as the chameleon effect is also adaptive (Jefferis, van Baaren, & Chartrand, 

2009).  Many studies have researched the social benefits received from mimicking.  

Some of these studies have shown that mimicking can increase affiliation between two 

people (Chartrand & Bargh, 1999).  In one study a confederate either mimicked or did 

not mimic a participant’s verbal and nonverbal behavior (Chartrand & Bargh, 1999).  The 

participants who were mimicked liked the confederate more than did those who were not 

mimicked (Chartrand & Bargh, 1999).  Mimicking in social situations can create 

camaraderie and rapport, mimicry is in essence a social glue (Lakin & Chartrand, 2003).  

One study found that when a participant’s interaction partner mimicked them, they rated 

their partner higher on a rapport scale, and their interaction was smoother (LaFrance, 

1982).  A caveat to the affiliation and rapport produced as a result of the chameleon 

effect is that a person must perform the mimicry unconsciously. If one performs the 

mimicry intentionally, then it is likely that the mimicry will be conspicuous and the 

interaction partner will notice.  Previous research has shown that if a person is aware that 

someone is mimicking them they are actually less likely to have a positive interaction 

with the mimicker, and are more likely to rate that person lower on a scale measuring 

affiliation and rapport (Chartrand & Bargh, 1999).   

 In more realistic settings, research has found that mimicry is an effective social 

tool in a number of ways.  When a waiter or waitress mimics their patron’s verbal and 

nonverbal behavior, they are likely to receive a larger tip (Van Baaren, Holland, 
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Steenaert, & Van Knippenberg, 2003).  In a mock interview situation, when candidates 

mimic their interviewers, they obtain a higher evaluation and employers are more likely 

to offer that candidate a job than those who did not mimic (Van Baaren, Holland, 

Kawakami, & Van Knippenberg, 2004).   Mimicry’s effect as a social glue spans a 

number of environments and social relationships.  Studies have shown that a student’s 

mimicking of a teacher’s movements can enhance the student-teacher relationship 

(Bernieri, 1988).  When a therapist mimics their patient’s posture, the strength of the 

connection a patient feels with their therapist increases (Maurer, & Tindall, 1983).  

Research has also found that behaviors such as cigarette smoking and alcohol 

consumption are influenced by others’ actions. One such study found that participants’ 

smoking behavior, including the way in which they held their cigarette and the amount 

they smoked, matched their confederate smoking partner’s (Harakeh, Engels, Van 

Baaren, & Scholte, 2007).  People also mimic others’ drinking behaviors in every aspect 

of consumption, from the type of drink chosen to the rate and amount of consumption 

(Gueguen, Jacob, & Martin, 2009). 

 Mimicry also serves communicative purposes.  Some researchers have postulated 

that nonverbal mimicry initially existed because it helped both social dyads and groups 

communicate without vocalization (Bavelas, Black, Chovil, Lemery, & Mullett, 1988). 

Mimicry can help complete an effective communication link between two people.  

Posture is an example of nonverbal communicative mimicry.  Person A may perceive 

person B’s posture, which can reveal certain aspects of person B’s personality. Person A 

may then unconsciously mimic as a way to communicate they have successfully 
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perceived what person B is trying to tell them via posture (Barsalou, Niedenthal, Barbey, 

& Ruppert, 2003).   

 Mimicry can act as a feedback system (Bavelas, Black, Lemury, & Mullet, 1986).  

When a person feels a certain way, someone can mimic that person’s feelings or can 

display a physical representation of that person’s emotion (Bavelas et al, 1986).  For 

example, if a person experiences an injury, their interaction partner may wince.  This 

wince is an act of communication in a number of ways.  The wince shows that one not 

only understands what pain is and understands how to represent pain, but they also 

understand someone else’s pain.  During verbal communication, one can also use 

mimicry to further effective communication (Capella & Panalp, 1981). People can mimic 

almost every part of a verbal communicative interaction, such as postures, mannerisms, 

rate of speech, accents, and tone of voice (Capella & Panalp, 1981).  Studies have found 

that having synchrony during an interaction can speed the rate of understanding between 

two people, smooth their overall interaction, and increase their cooperation (Barsalou et 

al., 2003).   

Neural Basis of Mimicry 

 Because unconscious mimicry is distinct from conscious imitation, researchers 

speculate that mimicry’s neural basis is also different from imitation (Leslie, Johnson-

Frey, & Grafton, 2004; Schurmann, Hesse, Stephan, Saarela, Zilles, & Hari, 2005; Platek, 

Mohamed, Gallup, & Gordon, 2005).  A number of researchers have examined brain 

activity during mimicry using a variety of methods and have found varying results.  
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Science has not yet found the specific neural mechanisms underlying unconscious 

mimicry, but several studies have made advances with their findings.  

 Research has recently found a possible connection between intentional or 

conscious imitation and activity in the inferior frontal gyrus, part of Broca’s area (Heyes, 

2001).  Some research has shown evidence for the existences of specific neurons named 

mirror neurons, in this part of the brain, which some believe are specialized for imitation 

(Heyes, 2001).  Researchers postulate that mirror neurons are activated when one person 

views another person’s behavior and subsequently assist in the performance of the same 

behavior (Keysers, 2009).  Some believe mirror neurons may explain human’s ability to 

learn through imitation (Rizzolatti & Craighero, 2004).   

 Direct evidence of individual neurons recorded in the supposed mirror neuron 

locations of the human brain does not exist, but there is indirect evidence from 

neurophysiologic and brain imaging experiments supporting their existence (Rizzolatti & 

Craighero, 2004; Keysers, 2009).  EEG and Transcranial Magnetic Stimulation have 

shown that humans’ motor cortex becomes active not just during individual action, but in 

the viewing of someone else’s action (Rizzolatti & Craighero, 2004).  One study found 

the bilateral dorsal and ventral premotor regions of Broca’s area were active during the 

conscious imitation of motor behaviors, such as hand movements, like grasping and 

reaching (Leslie, Johnson-Frey, & Grafton, 2004).  

 Contagious yawning does not fit the mold of consciously imitated behaviors as it 

does not follow the postulated mirror neuron circuit like conscious imitation (Heyes, 

2001).  Some researchers hypothesize that contagious yawning is a result of a theory of 

mind, a key aspect of self processing, which is “the ability to infer or empathize with 
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what others want, know or intend to do” (Platek, Critton, Myers, & Gordon, 2003).  

Biologically, some research has found that a specific neurological substrate may be in 

charge of one’s theory of mind, which allows one to perform empathic modeling of 

another (Platek et al., 2003).  Researchers believe that this substrate activates whenever 

someone sees another person yawn, which triggers one’s own need to model or mimic the 

behavior (Platek et al., 2003).  

  fMRI scans have shown that unconscious mimicry seems to bypass the 

mirror neuron system completely, which is perhaps what separates it at the neural level 

from conscious imitation (Schürmann et al., 2005).  One study found participants 

contagious yawning activated the ingulate and precuneus gyrus (Platek et al., 2005; 

Schurmann, Hesse, Stephan, Saarela, Zilles, & Hari, 2005).  In this study, contagious 

yawning did not activate Broca’s area (Platek et al., 2005).  Broca’s area is the main 

location of the Mirror Neuron System, a key area that many believe is responsible for 

conscious imitation (Schürmann et al., 2005).    Currently, though, researchers have not 

conducted enough studies to provide direct evidence for the neural basis of unconscious 

mimicry.  Contagious yawning is the only example of unconscious mimicry studied at a 

neurobiological level and has only provided indirect evidence of a possible neural 

distinction between conscious imitation and unconscious mimicry.  

The Perception-Behavior Link 

 Researchers postulate that one mechanism through which unconscious mimicry 

occurs is the perception-behavior link (Chartrand & Bargh, 1999).  The perception-action 

link states that when a person thinks about engaging in a certain behavior, that person is 

more likely to actually perform that behavior (Chartrand & Bargh, 1999).  It is important 
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to note though, in regards to unconscious mimicry, the perception of the behavior is a 

very rapid and unconscious process. It is not “thinking” in the everyday sense of the term.  

This mechanism stems from the theoretical idea that it is a human’s natural tendency to 

act, or at least think about acting in the same way as someone else (Dijksterhuis, & 

Bargh, 2001). The thought that perception is for understanding of one’s environment is 

only the beginning. Understanding of one’s environment is key to taking appropriate 

subsequent action (Bargh, 1997).   

  This perception-behavior mechanism is flexible, though. In humans, perceiving 

does not always lead to action. Just because a person sees someone yawn and may also 

feel the urge to yawn there is no guarantee that the person will mimic the yawn.  Humans 

utilize many cognitive resources during the process of perception, and so, even though a 

person may feel the impulse to act, this person has the ability to inhibit that impulse 

(Dijksterhuis & Bargh, 2001).  Inhibition is not the only piece of the puzzle, however.  

There are a number of factors that contribute to how likely someone is to accept the 

impulse to mimic.  One factor affecting the likelihood of mimicry is inherent in the 

behavior performed; as mentioned previously some behaviors are more “contagious” than 

others (Wang, 2006).  The impulse to mimic also exists within the person, as some people 

have certain characteristics that make them more susceptible to mimicry (Chartrand & 

Bargh, 1999).   

Factors Influencing Susceptibility to Mimic 

 Empathy. There are a number of factors found to make a person more likely to 

engage in unconscious mimicry.  Researchers have thoroughly studied empathy, a 
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personality factor found to influence one’s susceptibility to mimic in a number of ways.  

Empathy, in this regard, is defined as the recognition and comprehension of another 

person’s current state or condition (Bavelas, Lemery, & Mullett, 1987).  Generally, 

empathy has a positive linear relationship to the likelihood of mimicry (Chartrand & 

Bargh, 1999; Bavelas et al., 1987; Bailenson, Yee, Patel, & Beall, 2008; Leslie, Johnson-

Frey, & Grafton, 2004).   

  One study asked participants, along with a confederate who was performing a 

series of foot shaking and face scratching behaviors, to complete a photo description task 

(Chartrand & Bargh, 1999). Researchers then used video recording to measure participant 

mimicry (Chartrand & Bargh, 1999).  Each participant also filled out a self report 

measure of empathy (Chartrand &Bargh, 1999). Results showed that those who had 

higher empathy scores were more likely to mimic than those who scored lower 

(Chartrand & Bargh, 1999).   

 A study of autistic children further verifies empathy’s role in mimicry. 

Researchers found children with autism spectrum disorder were far less likely to yawn in 

response to the viewing of another yawn than normally developing children (Senju, 

Maeda, Kikuchi, Hasegawa, Tojo, & Osanai, 2007).  Autistic children usually lack an 

ability to understand and feel empathy, and children with autism score low on tests 

measuring empathic processing and displays of empathy, as well as other social abilities 

(Senju et al., 2007). This evidence further supports a possible link between susceptibility 

to contagious yawning and empathy (Senju et al., 2007).  It is important to note that, 

though autistic children seem unable to contagiously yawn, they can successfully yawn 
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spontaneously, which also suggests that contagious yawning has a different underlying 

mechanism than natural yawning (Giganti & Esposito-Ziello, 2009). 

 Social Connection. Similar to empathy’s impact on mimicry, an existing social 

connection, such as a shared opinion, increases the likelihood of mimicry (Van Swol, 

2006).  Not only does unconscious mimicry help to create a social connection between 

two people, but having a previous social connection increases the likelihood mimicry will 

occur in that relationship (Chartrand & Bargh, 1999; Van Swol, 2006). Mimicry is a two 

way street, in that previously having a social connection with someone can enhance 

susceptibility to mimic that person, but mimicking can also enhance, or even create, a 

social connection (Chartrand & Bargh, 1999; Van Swol, 2006).   

 Self Monitoring.  Research has also found a strong relationship between self-

monitoring and unconscious mimicry.  Self-monitoring is the extent to which people are 

concerned with how others perceive them and the extent to which they modify their 

behavior to create a desired impression (Cheng & Chartrand, 2003).  A high self-monitor 

is someone who is very attuned to social situations and adapts his or her behavior to 

please others and fit in (Confer & Kontos, 2006).  A low self-monitor is less concerned 

with what others think and finds it difficult to change, or lacks motivation to change who 

they are to fit in with their social environment (Confer & Kontos, 2006).  High self-

monitors are more likely than low self-monitors to unconsciously mimic an interaction 

partner (Confer & Kontos, 2006; Cheng & Chartrand, 2003; LaFrance, 1979). High self-

monitors usually develop strong rapport and affiliation with others, so naturally, since 

unconscious mimicry also enhances social connections, high self-monitors will exhibit a 

high amount of mimicry.  



Interest and Mimicry     17 

  High self monitors are also more likely to mimic pro-social behaviors, or 

“happy” behaviors such as laughing, and smiling (Estow, Jamieson, & Yates, 2006). 

Researchers believe high self monitors mimic pro-social behaviors more because doing 

so enhances social connections (Estow et al, 2006).   

 Gender. Gender is a factor that is associated with mimicry, but its relationship has 

been variable.  Since most studies have reported weak effect sizes or confounds, the 

current consensus is that one gender is not more likely than the other to engage in 

unconscious mimicry (Cloud & Kontos, 2006).  One study did find, however, that males 

reported higher likeability ratings of a confederate who mimicked them than did females 

(Bailenson & Yee, 2007).  The correlation between mimicry and gender is complex and 

therefore requires extensive future research in the area.   

 Mood. The current mood of a person has a strong impact on the likelihood of 

mimicry occurring.  Generally, those who are in a positive mood are more likely to 

engage in unconscious mimicry than those who are in either a mixed/stable mood or a 

negative mood (Van Baaren, Fockenberg, & Holland, 2006).  Mood is also connected to 

other characteristics that influence susceptibility to mimic.   Positive mood increases the 

likelihood of pro-social behavior and the development of a pro-social interaction (Van 

Baaren, Holland, Kawakami, & Van Knippenberg, 2004). Also, a person is more likely to 

exhibit unconscious mimicry in conjunction with pro-social behaviors, as this will assist 

in the development of pro-social interactions (Van Baaren et al, 2004).  Variables that 

enhance the positive social relationship between two people, such as empathy, self 

monitoring, and mood, will positively affect the susceptibility to mimicry.    
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Engagement and Mimicry 

 Existing research strongly focuses on personality characteristics affecting one’s 

likelihood to mimic another, such as empathy, self monitoring, and gender.  Most 

research in the field of mimicry has left other factors, such as situational variables, 

relatively untouched, with the exception of mood.  One such variable is interest level, or 

the degree to which a person is engaged with his or her environment.  The current 

research looks beyond personality characteristics to find out whether there is a correlation 

between the degree to which someone is interested in his or her environment and how 

likely that person is to unconsciously mimic those in that environment.  

 The current study hypothesized that those who are more engaged in a particular 

situational task are less likely to mimic. When someone is engaged in a task, they 

dedicate more cognitive resources and overall attention to the completion of that task, and 

in doing so, pay less attention to the behavior of those around them (see figure 1).  It is 

less likely that a person highly engaged in a certain activity will even perceive the 

behavior of another, because they simply are paying less attention to that behavior.  It is 

even less likely that the person will cognitively process the behavior in a way necessary 

to produce mimicry, because so much is already cognitively invested in the task at hand.  

In following with the perception-behavior link, if one is highly cognitively invested in 

some task, he or she is also less likely to perceive his or her own desire or need to 

perform the behavior.   

 The following research extends the current knowledge of factors affecting 

susceptibility to mimicry, the perception-behavior link, and the connection between the 
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conscious and unconscious.  This study also secondarily investigates how conscious 

thought and activity effect the production of unconscious action.

Method 

Participants 

 Participants included 40 college students, 31 females, and 9 males, ranging in age 

from 18 years old to 23 years old.  Participants were randomly assigned to one of two 

conditions: a high interest task condition or a low interest task condition, with 25 

participants in each.   

 The experimenter recruited participants through a variety of mechanisms to best 

blanket the campus and give the entirety of the diverse student body a chance for 

participation.  Aside from word of mouth, a school list-serv sent emails out to the 

subscribed student body. In addition, recruitment flyers were available in various 

locations around the campus.  The participants were the first forty students to respond via 

email with interest.  Once participants scheduled an appointment for experimentation, a 

computer program randomly assigned them a unique number combination in order to 

maintain their anonymity.  Although participants were videotaped the researcher was 

unaware of any their personal information, such as their names.   

Procedure 

 The experimenter gave an informed consent form to each participant before their 

involvement, though the full details of the study’s research topic were left out, 

(otherwise, true unconscious mimicry would not occur).  After initial instruction, the 
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video camera began recording and the experimenter assigned each participant, alongside 

a same-gender confederate, a written task, they thought was used to measure their 

involvement as a function of their interest level.   Each task came with a set of written 

instructions, and was either a high interest original literature task or low interest statistics 

task.  Each participant had 10 minutes to read and cross out all “e’s” in their task as 

completely and accurately as possible. 

 The confederates acted as participants, and performed a mixed set of nonverbal 

behaviors that included coughing/throat clearing, finger tapping and sniffing.  The 

confederates memorized the behavior set and used it for every trial; they performed 

coughing/throat clearing at the 30 second mark, then finger tapping at the 1 minute mark, 

while sniffing first occurred at 1 minute and 30 seconds. This general pattern occurred for 

the entirety of the 10 minutes.  The set time stamps for behavior initiation were 

seemingly random so that their performance did not appear intentional (see Appendix A).  

 After completion of the task, participants filled out the follow-up questionnaire to 

help account for several additional variables (see Appendix B).  Then the experimenter 

asked participants a number of questions prior to debriefing that were coded alongside 

the presence of mimicry.  The experimenter used these questions to analyze the 

participant’s awareness of the confederates’ performance of behaviors.  The participant 

first answered a simple recall question where they gave a yes or no answer: “Were you 

aware of what the other participant was doing during the task?”.  If the participant 

answered yes, they continued to answer a series of recognition follow up questions.  The 

follow-up questions directly assessed the participant’s awareness of the confederate’s 

performance of nonverbal behaviors.  These follow-up questions were worded in a yes or 
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no format with distracter behaviors imbedded to ensure accuracy of answers: “Did you 

notice the other participant (tap their pencil/cough/tap their foot/sniff/snap)? And did you 

notice yourself perform any of the previously mentioned behavior?” The verbal follow up 

questions helped to elucidate the consciousness of any mimicry that the participant 

performed, and the degree to which their attention was directed at the task.  This study 

used these questions, in accompaniment with the follow-up questionnaire, to obtain a full 

picture of the interaction between the performance of unconscious mimicry and interest 

level.  After the verbal questionnaire, the experimenter debriefed participants according 

to a set script (see Appendix C).   

 The coders completed coding of videotaped footage according to a set of coding 

guidelines.  The coder fast forwarded each tape to the time stamp where the confederate 

initiated behavior, and then played past the behavior for 20 seconds.  If the participant did 

not mimic within 20 seconds after the confederate performed the behavior, then it was 

not counted, and the coder forwarded the videotape to the next time stamp.  The behavior 

had to be seen and heard clearly in the footage.  In regard to finger tapping, at least one 

finger had to rise from the air to hit the table on either hand at least twice to be coded as a 

mimicked behavior. For sniffing to be coded as a complete mimicked behavior, nasal 

constriction had to occur. For coughing or throat clearing to be counted as mimicked 

behavior, the participant had to make an audible sound associated with coughing. The 

diaphragm and throat movement were also used as a clue to mimicked coughing.  If a 

completed behavior was coded then the tape was forwarded to the next time stamp.  A 

behavior could not occur more than once in response to a confederate’s initiation.  As 

each confederate performed only eight behaviors, each participant could mimic a 
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maximum of eight total behaviors.  Coding was recorded on a coding chart and an 

independent coder checked 15% of all data for reliability with 94% coding agreement 

(see Appendix D).  The independent coder was trained and tested in all coding guidelines 

prior to coding.  

Materials 

 The experimenter randomly assigned each participant to a written task.  Both 

tasks required the same skill set, reading and marking.  Both tasks required participants to 

cross out the letter “e” from a written passage. This assignment was similar to a 

proofreading task and, as such, could either have been monotonous and tedious or 

interesting and appealing, depending on how engaging the reading material was to the 

participant. The high interest task had more engaging reading material, a compilation of 

original short stories and poetry.  College students wrote the short stories and poetry 

specifically for this project so no one had read them prior to experimentation.   For the 

low interest task, reading material was an excerpt taken from the statistics manual, 

“Introduction to Probability” by Charles M. Grinstead and Laurie J. Snell published in 

1997.  Previous ego depletion studies have successfully implemented a similar task as a 

low interest task, due to its monotonous, tedious, and simplistic qualities (e.g., Wheeler, 

Brinol, & Hermann, 2007).   

 This study used one male and one female confederate, whose main purpose was to 

discreetly initiate a set of nonverbal behaviors that participants could mimic.  The 

confederates went through extensive training prior to experimentation so that they 

performed the behaviors in a spontaneous and discrete manner, and their training 
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performances were videotaped and coded so that both confederates’ performance of the 

behaviors matched one another’s.  During the experimental trials the confederates used a 

stopwatch disguised as a wristwatch to time the initiation of each behavior according to a 

set of  memorized time stamps (see Appendix A).  The confederate was always the same 

gender as the participant to control for empathy as an alternate reason for engaging in 

mimicry and for any possible gender effects (Gueguen et al., 2009). 

  Also, a video camera recorded both the participant and confederate during each 

experimental trial. The experimenter told all participants that they would be videotaped 

but were not told the true purpose of the study. The experimenter told participants the 

video recorder was a tool to measure certain physical signs of interest.  There was a Sony 

Cybershot video camera positioned in front of the participant and another facing the 

confederate.  Both cameras focused on the upper body.  The experimenter videotaped  

participants to code for mimicry, the actual task on the table was cropped out during 

coding to maintain researcher blindness.  The video camera recorded the confederate’s 

behavior since it would appear conspicuous to the participant if the confederate were not 

videotaped.  Also the experimenter used the confederate’s video footage to code and 

review their performance.  

 Participants filled out a follow-up questionnaire after completion of their task 

which accounted for several additional variables.  The first part of the follow-up 

questionnaire was the PANAS, Positive and Negative Affect Schedule, which measured 

the participant’s mood (e.g., Thompson, 2007) (see Appendix B1). Previous studies have 

found mood to correlate positively with susceptibility to mimicry (Van Baaren et al., 

2004). Mood and interest could also correlate.  For example an interesting task may put 
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someone in a good mood, and a low interest task may put someone in a bad mood.  Thus, 

it was important to account for mood as an alternate mechanism in susceptibility to 

mimic, and so participants took the PANAS after they completed their task in order to 

divorce mood as much as possible from the variable of interest level.  The experimenter 

modified the PANAS form  to remove items that directly tapped interest level. The 

follow-up questionnaire also consisted of a scale that assessed the degree to which the 

tasks were interesting to the participant and a scale that assessed the participant’s 

conscious awareness of the confederate’s behavior (see Appendix B2).   

Results 

Interest Level 

 The conditions of this study were designated by their task type.  The reading 

material differed in order to affect the interest level of the participant.  Original fiction 

literature was intended to induce high interest, and a statistics text was intended to induce 

low interest.  This study analyzed the success of these manipulations, participants rated 

the high interest task with a mean of 2.45 out of 5 (SD = 1.85, SE = 0.41) and the low 

interest task with a mean of 1.45 out of 5 (SD = 1.61, SE=0.36). Though not statistically 

significant, analyses yielded a trend closely approaching significance, t(38)= -1.83, 

p=0.076, with a marginally significant difference between the interest levels in the two 

tasks. 

Amount of Mimicry 

 All 31 participants who performed any mimicry confirmed they did not realize 

nor had any memory that they had mimicked. This confirmed that all mimicry performed 
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in this study was non-conscious and unintentional. This study recorded possible mimicry 

for each of the eight behaviors across both conditions.  The mean sum for mimicry of all 

eight behaviors in the high interest condition was 0.8 times (SD =1.05, SE = 0.24) while 

in the low interest condition the mean was 3.2 times (SD = 1.32, SE = 0.30).  The data 

had a bimodal distribution, and so data were analyzed with a non-parametric Mann-

Whitney test. However, since a parametric independent samples t test yielded similar 

results, the latter are reported for ease of interpretation
1
.  There was a statistically 

significant difference in the amount of mimicry between the high interest and low interest 

condition for the sum of all eight behaviors, t(38)=6.34, p<0.01, with more mimicry 

occurring in the low interest condition.  The pattern of mimicry was consistent across all 

eight individual behaviors as well, in that there was more mimicry in the low interest 

condition than the high interest condition.  This pattern was also statistically significant 

for five of the eight behaviors, and marginally significant for two other behaviors.   

Perception of Confederate’s Behavior 

 The verbal pre-debriefing questions assessing whether the participant noticed the 

confederate’s performance of the three coded behaviors, sniffing, finger tapping and 

coughing, were combined to give the participant a “noticing score”. The “noticing score” 

was taken out of three possible behaviors, as all 40 participants did not acknowledge or 

notice the imbedded fake behaviors. The participant noticed the confederate perform an 

                                                           
1
 The results of the Mann-Whitney test for the frequency of mimicry were in the expected 

direction, with mimicry significantly higher in the low interest condition, z =-4.54, 

p<0.01 
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average of 2.4 behaviors in the low interest condition (SD = 1.67, SE = 0.37) and an 

average of 1.3 behaviors in the high interest condition (SD = 1.59, SE = 0.36).  These 

results take into account general perception of the behavior but do not account for how 

often the participant noticed the confederate, as the confederate performed each of the 

three behaviors more than once.  A Mann-Whitney U test was used again to analyze this 

bimodal data, but the t-test mirrored its results
2
. There was a statistically significant effect 

in perception of the confederate’s behavior, t(38)=2.13, p =0.039, in that participants 

noticed more behaviors in the low interest condition over the high interest condition. To 

further investigate the role of perception in the occurrence of mimicry, this study 

performed a correlation between the amount of mimicry and the amount of perception in 

both conditions. The two variables, the amount of mimicry, and the perception of the 

confederate’s behavior are strongly and positively correlated, r(38)=0.56, p<0.01.  As the 

amount of mimicry increases, so does the perception of the confederate’s behavior, while 

both amount of perception and amount of mimicry are highest in the low interest 

condition.  

 Though mimicry and perception were correlated, regression analysis showed that 

the perception-behavior link was not a mediating mechanism for mimicry, ß=0.36, 

t(38)=3.45, p>0.001.  The perception of the confederate’s behavior also did not explain 

the significant proportion of variance in mimicry between high and low interest 

conditions, R
2
 = 0.51, F(1,38) = 40.24, p>0.001.   

                                                           
2
 The results of the Mann-Whitney test showed a significant difference for perception of 

the confederate between conditions, with perception higher in the low interest condition, 

z =-2.18, p=0.035 
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Mood as an Alternate Mechanism 

 The PANAS questionnaire assessed mood as a possible alternate mechanism in 

the difference of mimicry between the high interest and low interest condition.  In order 

to account for the possibility that the different tasks influenced the participant’s mood, 

the sum of negative affect and positive affect scores were taken from the PANAS.  Those 

in the high interest condition had a mean negative affect of 12.65 out of 50 (SD = 2.48, 

SE= 0.55), and those in the low interest group had a mean negative affect of 13.85 (SD = 

3.53, SE = 0.79).  Mean positive affect for the high interest condition was 14.70 out of 47 

(SD = 5.15, SE = 1.15) and 14.05 for the low interest condition (SD = 5.65, SE = 1.26).  

There was no significant difference in either the positive affect, t(38)= -0.38, p = -0.71, or 

negative affect, t(38)= 1.24, p = 0.22, of participants between conditions.  Mood was 

relatively constant after the completion of both the high interest and low interest task and 

therefore could not account for the difference in amount of mimicry between conditions.   

Discussion 

The Effect of Interest Level on Mimicry 

 This study chose to examine the previously understudied effect of situational 

variables, specifically the interest level of the environment on mimicry. The statistically 

significant difference in the amount of mimicry between the high interest and low interest 

task is direct support for the original hypothesis that mimicry is more prevalent during the 

completion of a low interest task than during that of a high interest task.  Though the 

manipulations of task type may only have induced a marginally significant difference in 

interest level, it speaks to the strength of the mimicry.  The designated high interest task 



Interest and Mimicry     28 

received slightly higher interest ratings than the low interest task, and, with only this 

small difference, there was still a significantly strong effect in the amount of mimicry 

between these conditions. A relatively small manipulation in the interest level of a person 

can affect unconscious mimicry, as shown in this study. 

Interest Level Condition Success 

 The interest level manipulations needed to maintain consistency between the two 

tasks so they were comparable during analysis.  The only difference between tasks was 

the type of reading material. Participants interacted with the material in the same way 

across both tasks, via proofreading, which allowed for more valid comparisons of the 

conditions. Previous research on ego depletion has shown that the crossing out of "e’s" 

induces boredom and fatigue and therefore could have led to a smaller difference in 

induced interest between conditions, leaning towards a lower interest for both tasks.  

There were very few extreme high interest responses (5 out of 5), even in the high 

interest task, but the high interest task still did receive marginally significant higher 

interest ratings than did the low interest task.  Further time in researching a different 

reading choice, or a different task altogether, which induces more engagement across 

more people could result in this difference becoming statistically significant.  

Mood as Mediating Mechanism 

 This study controlled for mood, and found it did not play any part in one’s 

susceptibility to mimicry.  Mood may have been an alternate mechanism to explain why 

the amount of mimicry would differ between interest conditions, as previous research has 

shown that mood does play a role in mimicry.  Mood could have been tied to someone’s 
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interest level, in that those who were more interested in a task would be happy and those 

who were not would be frustrated or angry.  One can never remove mood from the 

equation, but when analyzed, mood had no effect on the significant change in mimicry 

between conditions.  This leaves interest level as the only variable left in the equation, 

giving definitive evidence that a person’s interest level in his or her environment impacts 

the likelihood that he or she will mimic someone else.   

The Perception Behavior Link’s Role  

 A secondary hypothesis of the study posited the perception-behavior link as a 

mediating mechanism in the effect of interest level on mimicry.  This study hypothesized 

that during the completion of a highly interesting task a person is more likely to devote 

more attention to the task and less attention to their surroundings, therefore making it less 

likely they would perceive the confederate’s behavior, resulting in a decreased likelihood 

of mimicry. The participant’s self reported perception of the confederate and the 

confederates’ performance of the recorded behaviors were used to measure the 

connection between perception and mimicry as effected by interest level.  As a variable 

by itself, perceiving the confederate’s behavior was significantly different across interest 

levels, changing in the same way as mimicry.  Furthermore, perception and mimicry were 

positively correlated across conditions.  The perception of the confederate, in this study, 

plays a role in the development of mimicry, but is not a mediating mechanism. According 

to regression analysis, noticing the behavior of the confederate cannot be the sole factor 

behind interest’s effect on one’s likelihood of mimicry.  
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 These results do support the previous research on the perception-behavior link 

which  states that “perception and behavior are inextricably intertwined” because there 

was a strong correlation between perception and mimicry (Chartrand, Maddux & Lakin, 

2005).  Perception and behavior must be intertwined, but there may be other factors that 

are involved in this connection, which this study did not take into account.   

 Most researchers agree perception involves both conscious and unconscious 

processes, but this study only measured conscious perception and, in doing so, could have 

missed a crucial piece of the perception-behavior link. As this study examined 

unconscious mimicry, there is a strong likelihood that unconscious perception also 

occurred. Though some contention exists about the role of unconscious processing in 

perception, there is a wide body of evidence that supports its functioning in more 

fundamental and low level representations (Fisk & Haase, 2005).  Unconscious mimicry 

is a fundamental and automatic behavior that could fit under the umbrella of unconscious 

perception’s control.   

Future Research 

  Further research on mimicry and interest should first focus on finding two tasks 

that are still comparable but produce a more significant difference in perceived interest 

level than this study.  It was difficult in this study to create a definitively “high interest” 

and “low interest” task for a large sample, as people have varying personalities and 

interests.  One task may not appear the same to even two different people, let alone 40.  

One can remedy this situation with more extensive piloting and interest investigation 

questionnaires. Future studies could administer a questionnaire that assesses likes and 
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dislikes, in terms of things like favorite hobbies and classes and least favorite hobbies and 

classes.  Then, this study could create a high-interest task that involves the most popular 

“likes” from the questionnaire and use the opposite information to create the low-interest 

task.  If one can find two comparable tasks that are significantly different in interest 

levels across a number of populations, one should perform a similar study using those 

tasks. This line of research would find more highly interesting and uninteresting tasks 

useful in assessing whether the amount of mimicry increases beyond what was found in 

this study or if interest’s effect on mimicry has a threshold.  

 This study needs further research to make clearer the role of the perception 

behavior link in the manifestation of mimicry as a result of interest level.  A future study 

should account for the involvement of unconscious perception, as well as the interplay 

between conscious and unconscious perception in the perception-behavior link.  One 

cannot accurately analyze the perception-behavior link as a mediating mechanism for 

mimicry without fully measuring perception.   

 A future extension of this study could use an implicit perception test to test the 

involvement of unconscious perception in mimicry. One commonly used procedure is the 

dissociation paradigm, where one variable examines conscious awareness, usually via 

stimulus detection, and another variable examines unconscious processing or perception 

(Fisk & Haase, 2005).  In this case, the stimulus detection test would be the completion 

of a high or low interest task during confederate mimicry, and the accompanying 

questions would determine conscious perception of the confederate’s behavior.  This 

study would have an additional task given to assess unconscious perception.  A basic 

word discrimination task would suffice, and, imbedded in the task, would be words that 
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were indicative of the confederate’s behavior, such as the word sneeze or cough.  

Whether the participant chose those words as “familiar” would give some indication of 

whether unconscious perception was also accompanying the conscious perception 

involved in mimicry.  This paradigm could also determine a threshold of perception 

necessary to elicit unconscious mimicry and any individual differences within this 

threshold.  If unconscious perception plays a role in the development of mimicry, there 

would be many more avenues for research.  A key place to start would be in finding the 

specific interplay between unconscious and conscious perception responsible for 

performing the mechanism of the perception behavior link.   

 One could investigate the more practical applications for this research’s findings 

by emulating everyday encounters with mimicry.  To build upon the current study one 

could investigate the effect of a wide array of interesting and non-interesting 

environments that surpass simple paper and pencil tasks.  Such environments could 

include lecture/classroom settings, or more active tasks such as playing a game or 

engaging in some type of sport. Interest is also just one aspect of a host of situational 

variables that could play a role in one’s susceptibility to unconsciously mimic another.  

Researching thoroughly all factors that could play a role in mimicry is a worthwhile 

endeavor as it could lead to a more full understanding of the function of mimicry in 

people’s lives.   

 One could use this study’s manipulations with a controlled sample to further 

examine gender or other demographic variables.  There is mixed evidence on gender 

differences in performance of unconscious mimicry, and, although this study did not 

control for gender, extensions of this research could help create a clearer picture of 
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gender’s role in mimicry. Future research should begin to examine these variables to 

create a more complete picture of exactly when, where, and how a person will mimic.  

Conclusion 

 This study did find, as hypothesized, that the situational factor of interest level 

effects susceptibility to mimicry. Participants who mimicked the most were most often in 

the low interest inducing condition, and participants who mimicked the least or not at all 

were almost always in the high interest inducing condition. Even though the tasks were 

not optimally effective, there was a general trend in that participants found the high 

interest task slightly more interesting than the low interest task. When this study 

investigated the perception-behavior link as a mediating mechanism for mimicry it was 

found to correlate with amount of mimicry but was not the sole mediator in its 

occurrence.  The perception involved in mimicry is most likely unconscious, which this 

study did not measure, and so future research should adjust methods for measuring the 

perception-behavior link to accurately account for the entirety of perception. Mimicry is a 

fascinating phenomenon that surrounds everyone and may have significant impact on 

relationships and daily interactions with others.  So, extending this study’s research could 

be extremely valuable.   
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B/C: when interested in a task, 

pay more attention to the 

task than interaction partner

= MimicryInterest level

Perception Perception-behavior link

 

Figure 1.  Model of hypothesis: the trend between interest level and mimicry as mediated 

by perception. 
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Appendix A 

Set Time Stamps for Performance of Nonverbal Behavior by Confederates 

 

Time  Behavior 

0:30 

1:00 

1:30 

2:00 

3:00 

4:00 

5:00 

9:00 

Clear throat/cough 

Finger tapping 

Sniffing 

Finger tapping 

Sniffing 

Sniffing 

Clear throat/cough 

Finger tapping 
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Appendix B 

Follow-Up Questionnaire 

1. PANAS : Positive and Negative Affect Schedule 

The International Positive and Negative Affect Schedule Modified Form (I-PANAS) 

Question, Measure, and Item Order 

 This scale consists of a number of words and phrases that describe different feelings and 

emotions. Read each item and then mark the appropriate answer in the space next to that 

word. Indicate to what extent you feel this way right now.  

Use the following scale to record your answers: 

 1    2   3    4              5 

Very slightly                      a little             moderately                       quite a bit             

extremely 

Or not at all 

 

1. ______ cheerful  

2. ______ disgusted 

3. ______ bashful  

4. ______ sluggish  

5. ______ daring  

6. ______ surprised 

7. ______ strong  

8. ______ scornful  

9. ______ relaxed  

10. ______ irritable 

11. ______ delighted 

12.  ______ fearless  

13.  ______ disgusted with self 

14.  ______ sad  

15.  ______ calm  

16.  ______ afraid 

17.  ______ tired 

18.  ______ amazed 

19.  ______ shaky 

20.  ______ happy  
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21.  ______ timid  

22.  ______ alone  

23.  ______ alert  

24.  ______ upset  

25.  ______ angry  

26.  ______ bold  

27.  ______ blue  

28.  ______ shy  

29.  ______ guilty  

30.  ______ joyful 

31.  ______ nervous 

32.  ______ lonely  

33.  ______ sleepy  

34.  ______ excited 

35.  ______ hostile 

36.  ______ proud  

37.  ______ jittery 

38.  ______ lively  

39.  ______ ashamed 

40.  ______ at ease 

41.  ______ scared  

42.  ______ drowsy  

43.  ______ angry at self 

44.  ______ enthusiastic 

45.  ______ downhearted 

46.  ______ sheepish 

47.  ______ distressed 

48.  ______ blameworthy 

49.  ______ determined 

50.  ______ frightened 

51.  ______ astonished 

52.  ______ loathing 

53.  ______ confident 

54.  ______ energetic 

55.  ______ dissatisfied with self 

 
2.  Scale Assessing Participants Interest in Task 

How interesting did you find your activity to be? 

1  2  3  4  5 

Very much Not at all 
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Appendix C 

Debriefing Script 

Statement to be read by researcher to each participant after completion of task 

“I would like to thank you for your participation in this study.  I would like to tell you a 

little more about my research.  This research is assessing the role of interest in 

unconscious nonverbal mimicry.  The other participant in the experiment with you, is in 

fact, a confederate, or a fake participant.  They were planted to induce you to 

unconsciously mimic certain behaviors they were performing, specifically sniffing, finger 

tapping, and coughing.  I am looking to see if there is a link between the amount that a 

person mimics and the degree to which they are interested in the task they are 

completing.” 

“Your video tape will be used to assess how often you mimicked, but it will be kept 

confidential, and will always be kept in a locked filing cabinet to maintain you 

anonymity.” 

“If you feel uncomfortable at all, or no longer want to be a part of my experiment, just let 

me know, and I will immediately remove your data from my study.” 

“If you have any questions about your participation in this experiment, now, or at any 

time later in the year, feel free to contact me or my thesis sponsor at the email address on 

your informed consent sheet.” 
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“If you would like to be kept up to date on the results of my research once they have been 

analyzed, email me and I will reply near the end of the spring semester with that 

information.” 

“Thank you, again, for your participation” 
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Appendix D 

Coding Charts 

1. Coding Chart for Mimicry 

 

Participant Condition 

(high interest = H) 

(Low interest = L) 

1 

 

2 3 4 5 6 7 8 

          

          

          

          

 

Mimicking 

  If YES = 1     If NO = 0 



Interest and Mimicry     50 

Appendix D 

Coding Charts 

2. Coding Chart for Verbal Questions 

 

 

Participant Condition 

 

(H or L) 

 

 

Gen. 

Recognition  

 

Q.1 

Finger 

Tap 

 

Q. 2a 

Yawn 

 

 

Q. 2b 

Foot Tap 

 

 

Q. 2c 

Cough 

 

 

Q. 2d 

Sniff 

 

 

Q. 2e 

Self recognition 
“did you notice 

yourself perform any 

of these behaviors?” 

 

         

         

         

         

Verbal Pre-Debriefing Questions 

“Did you notice behavior of OTHER participant?” 

If YES = 1  If NO = 2 


