
Journal of Experimental Social Psychology 47 (2011) 195–201

Contents lists available at ScienceDirect

Journal of Experimental Social Psychology

j ourna l homepage: www.e lsev ie r.com/ locate / jesp
Reports

Mind your mannerisms: Behavioral mimicry elicits stereotype conformity☆

N. Pontus Leander a,⁎, Tanya L. Chartrand a, Wendy Wood b

a Duke University, USA
b University of Southern California, USA
☆ This research was supported by the Duke Universit
Social Psychology (DIISP). The authors would like to
McEllin, Michael Pote, Kim Rogers, Milly Shome, Eric We
their efforts in data collection.
⁎ Corresponding author. Psychology and Neurosc

Box 90085, Durham, NC 27708-9085, USA. Fax: +1 919
E-mail address: npl@duke.edu (N.P. Leander).

0022-1031/$ – see front matter © 2010 Elsevier Inc. Al
doi:10.1016/j.jesp.2010.09.002
a b s t r a c t
a r t i c l e i n f o
Article history:
Received 1 October 2009
Revised 5 September 2010
Available online 16 September 2010

Keywords:
Mimicry
Social influence
Stereotypes
Motivation
Four studies demonstrate that the affiliative responding that is typically encouraged by mimicry can be
manifested in conformity to shared gender and racial stereotypes. In Studies 1 and 2, mimicry by a
confederate led participants to perform in accordance with stereotypes about their race and gender on amath
task. Studies 3 and 4 tested the boundary conditions of mimicry's influence: in Study 3, mimicry elicited
stereotype-consistent math performance only among participants who believed in stereotypes about their
group that could drive others' expectancies. Study 4 established that the mimicry must occur in the context of
affiliation for it to elicit stereotype-consistent behavior, highlighting the important moderating role of
affiliation motivation in this phenomenon. In sum, these findings suggest that mimicked individuals are more
conforming to the stereotyped expectancies that they believe others hold for them, which suggests not only a
potential negative consequence of mimicry but also a subtle manner through which stereotypes may be
perpetuated.
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Individuals often engage in stereotype-consistent behavior when
conforming to the perceived expectancies of those with whom they
wish to get along (Snyder, 1992). Such behavioral confirmation of
others' stereotypes is well-documented in cases when stereotypic
expectancies are explicitly conveyed (Sinclair, Huntsinger, Skorinko, &
Hardin, 2005; Zanna & Pack, 1975), or people are environmentally cued
with stereotype-related content (Chen & Bargh, 1997; Dijksterhuis &
Van Knippenberg, 1998). Yet, direct exposure to stereotypic expectan-
cies or content may not always be necessary. If behavioral confirmation
is driven by affiliation and perceived expectancies, then subtly
encouraging affiliation in individuals might suffice to elicit stereotypic
responding. In such circumstances, social stereotypes need not be
communicated at all, and instead, individuals' own beliefs regarding
what others expect of them could lead them to behave in stereotypic
ways.

In the present research, we consider how subtle cues in the form of
an interaction partner's nonverbal behavior might elicit stereotype-
consistent behavior. In particular, we focus on nonverbal behavioral
mimicry by others. Mimicry by an interaction partner increases
people's prosocial orientations in broad and generalized ways
(Ashton-James, van Baaren, Chartrand, Decety, & Karremans, 2007;
van Baaren, Holland, Kawakami, & van Knippenberg, 2004), engen-
dering a fundamental shift in the way people see themselves in
relation to others (Chartrand & van Baaren, 2009). People who are
mimicked become more agreeable and responsive to others' wants
and needs (Tanner, Ferraro, Chartrand, Bettman, & Van Baaren, 2008;
van Baaren, Holland, Steenaert, & van Knippenberg, 2003), and they
also become more attuned to their mimicker's viewpoints on social
issues (Bailenson & Yee, 2005; Dabbs, 1969). This suggests that
mimicked individuals also become more accommodating to others'
expectancies for behavior—including any stereotyped expectancies
that they assume others to possess. The potential for mimicry to elicit
stereotype-consistent behavior is intriguing because the negative
consequences of mimicry are not as well-documented as its positive
consequences (Chartrand & van Baaren, 2009). Moreover, given that
behavioral mimicry often goes unnoticed in social interactions
(Chartrand & Bargh, 1999), mimicry may be a subtle means through
which stereotypes are perpetuated.

This research builds on past work suggesting that mimicry
encourages the pursuit of affiliation among interaction partners, and
that individualswhoare pursuing affiliation often use stereotypes about
themselves to regulate their social behavior.Mimicry functions as a kind
of “social glue” that brings and keeps people together (Lakin, Jefferis,
Cheng, & Chartrand, 2003). Mimicry and other forms of behavioral
synchrony foster feelings of affiliation (Hove & Risen, 2009), as well as
mutual liking, trust, and rapport (Chartrand & Bargh, 1999; Maddux,
Mullen,&Galinsky, 2008).Mimicry is often used as an implicit affiliation
strategy (Cheng & Chartrand, 2003; Lakin & Chartrand, 2003), for it
tends to elicit affiliative responding from others (Chartrand & van
Baaren, 2009). However, through encouraging affiliation, mimicry may
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also encourage individuals to conform to any stereotyped expectancies
that they assume others endorse (“meta-stereotypes”, Vorauer, Main, &
O'Connell, 1998). Indeed, individuals who are seeking affiliation often
regulate their behavior to be consistent with others' stereotyped values
and role expectations (Leary & Kowalski, 1990; see also Sinclair et al.,
2005; von Baeyer, Sherk, & Zanna, 1981). Such behavioral confirmation
of others' stereotypes may even be necessary to ensure successful
affiliation (Wood & Eagly, 2010), for those who violate social
stereotypes for behavior often become the targets of various forms of
social rejection, including sabotage in shared activities (Rudman &
Fairchild, 2004). Thus, mimicry may be an implicit cue that encourages
individuals to behave in more socially expected ways, as doing so can
foster affiliation by facilitating coordination between interaction
partners and improving the smoothness and quality of their interaction.

In the kinds of brief interactions involving mimicry by a stranger,
the stereotypes that manifest most readily may be those that pertain
to easily observable physical attributes, such as gender or race. We
present four studies demonstrating that mimicry can elicit behavioral
stereotypes pertaining to race and gender, and that such responding
occurs primarily among those who believe that stereotyped expec-
tancies are held in society. Members of various stereotyped groups
first interacted with someone who either mimicked their nonverbal
behaviors or not, and then they completed amath test. Note that there
was no obvious link between their social interaction and the
subsequent math test—it was given separately and only after the
mimicker was removed from the room. This strategy, used in past
mimicry research (van Baaren et al., 2004), helped ensure that any
stereotypic behavior we observe was not just directed towards the
mimicker but indicates a broad and generalized affiliation orientation,
one that extends beyond the dyad to potentially include heightened
sensitivity to social stereotypes about one's race or gender.

In Studies 1 and 2 we hypothesized that mimicry by a confederate
would lead participants to behave in accordance with commonly held
academic stereotypes about their race and gender (Shih, Pittinsky, &
Ambady, 1999; Steele & Aronson, 1995; Swim, 1994). In Study 3 we
hypothesized that mimicry would only elicit gender-stereotypic math
performance among individuals who believed that society holds
gender-stereotyped expectancies. In Study 4 we hypothesized that
such behavioral confirmation of stereotypes occurs only when the
mimicry is part of a broader affiliation-oriented (as opposed to task-
oriented) interaction. We expected stereotype-consistent responding
to occur only when mimicry encourages the pursuit of affiliation.
1 Despite the unequal cell sizes, Levene's test of homogeneity of variance and tests
of the normality of the distribution suggested that the data met the assumptions
required to perform ANOVA.

2 The questions (and confederates' answers) were scripted and constant across
gender and race.
Study 1

The purpose of the first study was to test whether mimicry by a
confederate elicits racial stereotype conformity, as assessed by
participants' performance on a math task. Racial stereotypes link
Asian-Americans with math ability superior to Whites' (Steen, 1987),
and African-Americans with academic ability inferior to Whites'
(Steele & Aronson, 1995). Importantly, members of these stereotyped
groups often behaviorally confirm such stereotypes when race
becomes salient (Shih et al., 1999; Steele & Aronson, 1995). Although
the academic stereotype for African-Americans is less focused on
math performance per se than the stereotype for Asian-Americans,
examining both racial groups allowed us to test whether mimicry
elicits both performance enhancing and performance decreasing
racial stereotypes. This would help rule out possible alternative
explanations for any observed effects, such as performance decre-
ments that arise from ego-depletion due to cross-race mimicry
(Dalton, Chartrand, & Finkel, 2010) or from stereotype threat (Steele
& Aronson, 1995). Thus, whereas mimicked African-American men
were expected to perform worse than mimicked men of other races,
mimicked Asian-American men were expected to perform better than
mimicked men of other races.
Method

Participants
Fifty-two male Duke University undergraduates (age M=20.5, 26

White, 16 Asian-American, and 10 African-American)1 participated in
exchange for $16.

Procedure
Participants reported to a lounge near the laboratory room where

theywaitedwith another supposed participant (actually a confederate)
until the experimenter arrived and led them both to the laboratory. The
laboratory room contained three chairs, two of which were placed
opposite the experimenter's, angled slightly toward each other and
spaced approximately 1 m apart. The participant and confederate were
seated next to each other.

The subsequent interaction involved an acquaintance-building
task: a semi-structured interview in which the participant and con-
federate took turns asking each other pre-written questions about
daily life.2 Throughout this 10-minute interaction, the confederate
either unobtrusively mimicked the participants' nonverbal behaviors
(e.g., matching their general posture and limb movements) or did not
mimic them (e.g., ensuring that their posture and limb movements
did not match). Afterwards, the experimenter instructed the
participant to complete the study on a nearby computer. The ex-
perimenter then led the confederate out of the room, closing the door
behind them.

Participants then completed the measure of stereotype-consistent
behavior: a computerized “mathematical aptitude task”, in which
they were presented with strings of five numbers (e.g., “1, 4, 9, 16,
25…”) with instructions to determine what number came next in
each series (e.g., “36”). Each new string increased in mathematical
complexity, often including false and misleading patterns to ensure
sufficient difficulty. Participants' math performance was calculated by
summing the total number of correct responses (out of 21).

Participants then reported demographic information and complet-
ed a funneled debriefing (Bargh & Chartrand, 2000). No participants
reported any suspicions regarding the true purpose of the study nor
were participants aware of any mimicry by the confederate.

Results and discussion

A race (Asian-American vs. African-American vs. White)×mimicry
(mimicry vs. no mimicry) analysis of variance was conducted
on participants' math performance, resulting in a main effect of
race, F(2, 45)=4.21, MSE=10.97, p=0.021, and a two-way interac-
tion of race and mimicry, F(2, 45)=4.40, p=0.018. As illustrated in
Fig. 1, race-based academic stereotypes manifested only among
participants who were mimicked by the confederate. In the mimicry
condition, Asian-Americans' math performance (M=14.75) was
superior to Whites' (M=11.43), F(1, 45)=5.12, p=0.029, whereas
African-Americans' math performance (M=7.25) was inferior to
Whites', F(1, 45)=4.95, p=0.031. There were no race-based dif-
ferences in the no mimicry condition (Fsb1.1). Within race, Asian-
Americans performed better as a function of mimicry, F(1, 45)=
10.16, pb0.001, as expected; for Whites there was no effect of
mimicry (Fb1.0), and for African-Americans the effect was directional
but not significant (Fb1.0).

These initial results indicate that participants conformed to racial
stereotypes following an interaction in which they were mimicked.
Whereas Asian-American men who were mimicked performed



Fig. 1. Men's math performance as a function of their race/ethnic group membership
and mimicry condition.
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relatively better than other mimicked men, African-American men
whoweremimicked performed relatively worse than other mimicked
men.3 Important to note is the increased math performance among
mimicked Asian-American men, for this supports a stereotype con-
formity argument and rules out such alternatives as ego-depletion or
stereotype threat, which would only decrease performance. These
results provide initial support for our prediction that the presence or
absence of mimicry moderates individuals' sensitivity to stereotyped
expectancies for behavior, despite no expectancies being explicitly
conveyed.

Study 2

If mimicry enhances sensitivity to perceived expectancies, then
mimicry should elicit stereotype-consistent behavior relevant to
multiple stereotypes. Whereas Study 1 focused on race, Study 2
focuses on gender stereotypes. Gender stereotypes specifically link
women to poor math performance (Swim, 1994), so we hypothesized
that gender differences in math performance are more likely to
manifest following an interaction involving mimicry.

Method

Participants
Forty-three Duke University undergraduates (age M=20.8, 23

women) participated in exchange for $16.4

Procedure
Participants completed the same acquaintance-building interview

from Study 1, during which the confederate either mimicked
participants' nonverbal behaviors or not. Participants then completed
3 Although the experimenters and confederates were blind to the nature and
purpose of these studies, some readers may still wonder whether physical features of
the experimenters or confederates affected the reported results. We did not find
evidence for this. For instance, the experimenter or confederate gender or race/
ethnicity did not influence responding in any of the studies (though this may be due to
a lack of statistical power). We also sought to minimize any stereotypic behavior
reflected by the confederates and experimenters engaging in the motor mimicry. The
confederates and experimenters were trained to mimic participants only in very broad
ways—to not copy their exact behaviors (e.g., if a participant scratched his or her head,
then 2–4 s later the confederate might lift a hand towards his or her own face).

4 Note that separate samples were used in all studies.
the math task. Funneled debriefing again ensured that no par-
ticipants were aware of the study hypothesis or of any mimicry by the
confederate.

Results and discussion

A gender (men vs. women)×mimicry (mimicry vs. no mimicry)
analysis of covariance, controlling for race, was conducted on the
number of math problems that the participants answered correctly.
Results indicated a main effect of gender, F(1, 38)5=6.75, p=0.013, a
marginal main effect of mimicry, F(1, 38)=3.27, p=0.079, and a two-
way interaction of gender and mimicry, F(1, 38)=5.66, MSE=7.43,
p=0.023. As illustrated in Fig. 2, gender-stereotypic math performance
manifested only among participants who were mimicked by the
confederate. Specifically, mimicked women (M=5.33) performed
worse on the math task than mimicked men (M=9.30), F(1, 38)=
14.31, pb0.001, and than non-mimickedwomen (M=8.78), F(1, 38)=
9.20, p=0.004. There was no gender difference in the no mimicry
condition (Fb1.0).

Similar to the race effects observed in Study 1, mimicry led women
in this study to perform worse than men, suggesting behavioral
confirmation of the stereotype that they are bad at math.6 These
results highlight how mimicry can trigger conformity to a variety of
social stereotypes, including gender stereotypes.

Study 3

Studies 1 and 2 demonstrate that mimicry can elicit behavior
associated with gender and race stereotypes, but these effects are not
necessarily driven by the mimicked individuals' own beliefs regarding
what others expect of them. If mimicry is indeed enhancing sensitivity
to perceived expectancies, thenmimicry should only elicit stereotypic
behavior among individuals who strongly believe that others expect
them to behave in stereotypic ways. As such, in the third study we
sought to demonstrate that the mimicry effect observed in Study 2
occurs only among participants who believe that society holds
gender-stereotyped expectancies.

When attempting to affiliate with others, a belief that others hold
stereotyped expectancies might facilitate gender-stereotypic behav-
ior much in the sameway as explicitly conveyed expectancies do (e.g.,
Cadinu, Maass, Frigerio, Impagliazzo, & Latinotti, 2003; Sekaquaptewa
& Thompson, 2003). Note, however, that people may believe that
others hold stereotypic expectancies for them even if they do not
personally believe those stereotypes are justified (e.g., Vorauer et al.,
1998). Therefore, to ensure that individuals are responding to the
expectancies perceived in others and not just to their personal
endorsement of such expectancies, we distinguished people's belief
that others hold gender-stereotyped expectancies (“traditional
gender role beliefs”) from their personal endorsement of that
stereotype (“traditional gender role endorsement”). This distinction
is in line with research suggesting that people's knowledge of a
stereotype is easily primed by environmental cues to affect their social
judgments, regardless of whether or not they personally endorse the
stereotype themselves (see Devine, 1989).

We hypothesized that participants' belief that society holds gender-
stereotyped expectancies would moderate the effect of mimicry on
math performance, but their personal endorsement of gender stereo-
types would not. Such a pattern would be evident in a three-way
5 One outlierwas removed due to especially poormath performance (indicating that he
did not take the task seriously). When included, however, there was still a marginal main
effect of mimicry, F(1, 39)=3.55, p=0.067, a main effect of gender, F(1, 39)=6.56,
p=0.014, and a significant interaction of mimicry and gender, F(1, 39)=7.95, p=0.008.

6 Mimicked men in Study 1 initially appeared to outperform mimicked men in Study
2, F(1, 34)=4.22, pb0.05, but this was due to the increased proportion of Asian-
American men recruited for Study 1. Removing Asian-American men from the analysis
eliminated the difference between studies (Fb1.0).



7 To further ensure that participants were behaving in accordance with their
internal beliefs regarding others' stereotyped expectancies and were not responding to
external social cues during the social interaction, we tested whether the experi-
menters' own stereotyped perceptions influenced the participants' math performance
or gender role beliefs. Following the interaction, the confederate and experimenter
each rated the extent to which they perceived the participant as “masculine” and
“effeminate” (both items rated 1=not at all to 5=extremely). We found no effect of
these perception ratings as either moderators or as covariates, further supporting the
idea that the participants relied on their own internal beliefs regarding others'
stereotyped expectancies.

Fig. 2. Math performance as a function of participants' gender and mimicry condition.
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interaction of gender, mimicry, and traditional gender role beliefs. We
expected that the presence or absence of mimicry would exacerbate or
eliminate gender differences among participants who strongly believed
that gender roles exist in society thatmay drive others' expectancies for
behavior.

Method

Participants
Sixty-five Duke University undergraduates (age M=20.2, 27

women) participated in exchange for $16.

Procedure
Participants completed the same acquaintance-building interview

from Studies 1 and 2, during which the confederate either mimicked
the participants' nonverbal behaviors or not, and then they completed
the math task.

Traditional gender role beliefs and endorsement. Participants then
reported their belief in the existence of societal gender roles (“To
what extent do you believe that men and women DO have different
roles in society?”), and also their personal endorsement of such roles
(“To what extent do you believe that men and women SHOULD have
different roles in society?”). Participants indicated their agreement on
a seven-point scale (rated 1=not at all to 7=extremely). Note that
the participants' responses to these items were not predicted by their
gender and mimicry conditions either singularly or interactively
(Fsb1.0). Funneled debriefing again ensured that no participants
were aware of the study hypothesis or of any mimicry by the
confederate.

Results and discussion

The moderating roles of participants' gender role beliefs and
gender role endorsement were tested separately. An initial regression
analysis predicted participants' math performance from their gender,
mimicry condition, gender role beliefs, and all interactions, controlling
for race (following the guidelines of Aiken &West, 1991). The analysis
yielded a main effect of gender, B=1.22, F(1, 56)=7.44, p=0.009, a
two-way interaction of gender and mimicry, B=−0.90, F(1, 56)=
4.30, p=0.043, and, importantly, a three-way interaction of gender,
mimicry, and gender role beliefs, B=1.10, F(1, 56)=4.01, p=0.050.
As illustrated in Fig. 3, simple slopes calculated at one standard de-
viation above and below the mean (following the guidelines of
Preacher, Curran, & Bauer, 2006) indicated a significant gender
difference in math performance only among mimicked participants
with strong gender role beliefs, B=−2.27 F(1, 56)=9.67, p=0.003,
with the women performing worse as a function of mimicry, B=
−2.18, F(1, 56)=3.89, p=0.054, and the men performing better,
B=1.81, F(1, 56)=6.59, p=0.013. Mimicry had no effect among
participants with weak gender role beliefs (Fb1.0), suggesting that
mimicry elicited stereotype-consistent behavior only among partici-
pants who strongly believed that society holds gender-stereotyped
expectancies. Supplemental tests indicated a marginal simple inter-
action of gender and gender role beliefs among mimicked (but not
non-mimicked) participants, B=1.04, F(1, 56)=3.28, p=0.075,
suggesting that the gender difference among mimicked participants
widened as the strength of their gender role beliefs increased.

Subsequent tests of discriminant validity determined that there
was no effect of participants' personal gender role endorsement as
either a moderator or covariate (Fsb1.0), which further supports our
prediction that mimicked participants were responding to perceived
expectancies. Although individuals' endorsement of a gender stereo-
type may certainly enhance their sensitivity to a range of stereotype-
related social cues,7 the present results suggest that mimicry spe-
cifically elicits conformity to the stereotyped expectancies that
individuals believe are held by others.

Overall, these results indicate that the largest stereotype-consis-
tent gender difference in math performance occurred among
mimicked participants who held strong gender role beliefs. Impor-
tantly, however, these results also suggest that the perpetuation of
social stereotypes through nonverbal behavior is not invariant or
inevitable. Although mimicry did exacerbate the gender difference in
math performance among participants with strong gender role
beliefs, there was no gender difference among non-mimicked
participants who held similar beliefs—the lack of mimicry seemed to
attenuate any gender differences that did exist. That the gender role
beliefs were the participants' own suggests that mimicked individuals
are, ultimately, only conforming to the stereotyped expectancies
existing in their own minds.
Study 4

In Study 4 we examined the premise that mimicry elicits
stereotype-consistent responding as part of fostering the pursuit of
affiliation among interaction partners. In Studies 1–3, participants
were always mimicked or not by a peer during an acquaintance-
building exercise. As such, the mimicker's affiliative intent was held
constant. If mimicry is indeed an affiliation strategy that is
encouraging affiliative responding in participants (Chartrand & van
Baaren, 2009), thenmimicry should only elicit stereotypic responding
when it occurs in the context of affiliation—when the mimicker's
interaction style suggests a desire to affiliate, thus encouraging
participants to pursue affiliation themselves.

Past work suggests that mimicry can facilitate the communicabil-
ity of affiliation, but it does not manufacture affiliation where none
exists. Mimicking disliked others, outgroup members, or those
engaging in dominant-submissive posturing, for instance, often only
decreases liking for the person (Likowski, Schubert, Fleischman,
Landgraf, & Volk, 2008; Stel et al., 2010; Tiedens & Fragale, 2003). If

image of Fig.�2


Fig. 3. Math performance as predicted by participants' gender, mimicry condition, and traditional gender role beliefs.
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the stereotype-consistent behavior we are observing is indeed driven
by affiliation, then mimicry should only elicit stereotype-consistent
behavior when the mimicker's interaction style suggests a desire to
affiliate. If the mimicker's interaction style suggests some other
motive, then the mimicry is not encouraging affiliation and thus
should not elicit any stereotypic responding. So, rather than using a
friendly confederate to engage in the mimicry in the presence of a
task-oriented experimenter, this study uses only a single experiment-
er who took either an affiliation-oriented or task-oriented approach to
conducting the study while also nonverbally mimicking participants
or not. We hypothesized that a gender difference in math perfor-
mance would be elicited only when the mimicker's interaction style
was affiliation-oriented—when the mimicry could readily be con-
strued as encouraging affiliative responding.

Method

Participants
Sixty Duke University undergraduates (age M=19.1, 28 women)

participated in exchange for $16. Five additional participants
indicated that they had completed the experimental task in an earlier
study and were removed from the analysis.

Procedure
The experimenter greeted participants in either a warm and

friendly manner (in the affiliation-oriented condition) or in a polite
yet highly professional manner (in the task-oriented condition). The
experimenter maintained this friendly or professional demeanor
throughout the entire course of the study, exhibiting a range of subtle
cues to impress upon participants either a desire to affiliate while
conducting the study or an exclusive focus on conducting the study
properly. The friendlier demeanor involved using more speech
disfluencies (“um”), hyperbolic responding (saying “awesome”
instead of “good”), eye contact, and smiling. The subtleties of the
mimicry were also more interpersonally oriented (e.g., hair twirling
rather than face scratchingwhenmimicking a participant touching his
or her face). The professional demeanor involved a more polite,
formal, and rehearsed communication style, and was relatively stiffer
in form and delivery.

Once participants were seated in the experimental room, the
experimenter took a seat next to them in a chair angled slightly toward
the participant's and spaced approximately 1 m apart. Participants
then completed a photo description task with the experimenter
(Chartrand & Bargh, 1999). The experimenter held a set of 10
photographs and instructed participants that after being handed
each photograph, they were to describe it as though they were trying
to describe it to someone who had never seen it before. The ex-
perimenter enforced a 30 s time frame to describe each picture using
either a friendly and encouraging manner (in the affiliation-oriented
condition) or a polite yet insistent manner (in the task-oriented
condition). Importantly, throughout the course of this interaction, the
experimenter either mimicked participants' nonverbal behaviors or
not. Thus, participants were either mimicked or not by an exper-
imenter portraying either an affiliation-oriented or task-oriented
interaction style.

Following the photo description task, participants were instructed
to complete the study on a nearby computer, after which the ex-
perimenter left the room and closed the door. Participants then
completed the math task. Funneled debriefing again ensured that no
participants were aware of the study hypothesis or of any mimicry by
the confederate.

Results and discussion

To test whether stereotype-consistent behavior is only elicited by
mimicry in the context of affiliation, we conducted a gender (men vs.
women)×experimenter interaction style (affiliation-oriented vs.
task-oriented)×mimicry (mimicry vs. no mimicry) analysis of
covariance, controlling for race, on the number of math problems
participants answered correctly. Results indicated a marginal effect of
gender, F(1, 51)=3.70, p=0.060, and a three-way interaction of
gender, experimenter interaction style, and mimicry, F(1, 51)=5.24,
MSE=12.82, p=0.026. As illustrated in Fig. 4, gender-stereotypic
math performance manifested only among participants who were
mimicked by an affiliation-oriented experimenter, with the mimicked
women (M=7.71) performing worse than the mimicked men
(M=13.86), F(1, 51)=10.30, p=0.002, and marginally worse than
non-mimicked women (M=11.33), F(1, 51)=3.30, p=0.075. There
was no gender difference among participants mimicked by a task-
oriented experimenter (Fb1.0) or among participants who were not
mimicked (Fsb1.5). Thus, the experimenter's mimicry elicited
stereotype-consistent behavior only when it was part of a broader
affiliation-oriented interaction style.

These results suggest that mimicry itself does not elicit stereotype-
consistent behavior, but it does facilitate the communicability
of affiliation. Indeed, mimicry by the experimenter in this study

image of Fig.�3


Fig. 4. Math performance as predicted by participants' gender, mimicry condition, and experimenter's interaction style with participants.
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encouraged affiliative responding (in the form of stereotype-consistent
behavior) only when the experimenter appeared to be seeking
affiliation with participants, and not when the experimenter appeared
indifferent to affiliating. In sum, these results support our model that
mimicry encourages the pursuit of affiliation, which in turn motivates
conformity to broadly shared expectancies for behavior.
General discussion

A range of testing situations might exist in which stereotyped
behavior is elicited by social cues that enhance the salience of one's
gender or race, but the present work suggests that cues as subtle as
mimicry by another person can suffice to exert such an influence. The
present studies demonstrate that people who are mimicked subse-
quently engage in stereotype-consistent behavior—especially when
they believe that society holds stereotyped expectancies of them.
Importantly, these results suggest that the increased sensitivity to
others that is engendered by mimicry can have potentially negative
consequences. Although the prosociality engendered by mimicry is
typically considered in the context of helping others and donating to
charity (van Baaren et al., 2004), the present studies suggest that it
can also perpetuate gender and race stereotypic behavior. In addition,
these studies suggest that such stereotype consistency can be elicited
nonconsciously and without direct exposure to stereotype-related
content, meaning that the mimicked individuals' own beliefs re-
garding the stereotypic expectancies of others are enough to
perpetuate these stereotypes.

These results suggest that people who possess a chronic and
implicit tendency to mimic others may often elicit social stereotypes
without meaning to. Moreover, these chronic mimickers might also
tend to “see” more behavioral confirmation of stereotypes because
their own mimicry is eliciting such responding. In turn, individuals
who are mimicked by others may themselves perceive their
environment in more stereotyped terms, for mimicry engenders an
assimilative mindset that leads individuals to perceive greater
similarity between themselves and their mimickers, as well as objects
in the environment generally (Dabbs, 1969; van Baaren, Janssen,
Chartrand, & Dijksterhuis, 2009). A similarity mindset may facilitate
the salience of such broad social categories as gender and race, but so
too might it lead individuals to assume that others' beliefs in the
existence of stereotypes are similar to their own. Indeed, and
as suggested by the results of Study 3, it may be that mimicked
individuals project their own beliefs regarding what others expect
onto others, such that it is their own beliefs that are ultimately driving
their stereotype-consistent responding.

In spite of its potential problems, it is important to consider how
mimicry-induced stereotyped responding might also allow interac-
tion partners to better coordinate their behaviors—fostering rapport
between them (Bernieri & Rosenthal, 1991; Tickle-Degnen &
Rosenthal, 1987), reducing the regulatory costs of that interaction
(Finkel et al., 2006), and minimizing social rejection (Rudman &
Fairchild, 2004; Wood & Eagly, 2010). People readily conform to
perceived expectancies in environments that support their current
goals (Aarts & Dijksterhuis, 2003), and mimicry could signal to
individuals that they have social support for their goals as long as they
behave in socially expected ways. Along these lines, some individuals
might even seek out opportunities to assert their gender and racial
identities, and mimicry may signal such an opportunity. Suggesting
such amotivational basis for stereotype-consistent behavior,Witt and
Wood (2008) found that men and women who strongly identified
with traditional gender norms experienced heightened self-esteem
and positive affect when acting in gender-stereotypic ways (see also
Wood, Christensen, Hebl, & Rothgerber, 1997). In past research, self-
regulation to gender standards has been treated as a separate process
from behavioral confirmation and regulation to others' expectancies,
but the present research suggests that these processes may be linked
(Wood & Eagly, 2010).

In conclusion, the present research demonstrates a very subtle
means through which individuals conform to the perceived stereo-
typic expectancies of others. Despite the positive and prosocial
outcomes that are engendered by mimicry, the present studies link
it to the perpetuation of social stereotypes. It is interesting to consider
how, even when in the spirit of affiliation, people's nonverbal
behaviors and implicit processes can operate to perpetuate long-
standing social problems, such that the social situations that bring out
the best in people may also be the ones that bring out their worst.
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