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This report focuses on two counter forces that affect social orientations: money and mimicry. In two experiments, we examine to what

extent money can affect the ubiquity and affiliation power of mimicry. Experiment 1 demonstrated that priming money inhibits

participants’ tendency to mimic the behaviors of an interaction partner. In Experiment 2, we showed that the effectiveness of mimicry

as a social glue was impaired by the concept of money. Specifically, instead of liking the interaction other more, participants primed

with money liked the other less after being mimicked compared to not being mimicked. Implications for consumer research are

discussed.
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The Evil Eye on Mimicry: The Influence of Money Primes on Mimicry
Jia (Elke) Liu, University of Groningen, the Netherlands

Dirk Smeesters, Erasmus University Rotterdam, the Netherlands

Social interactions are a central aspect of human existence. Individuals have a constant drive to get along with others. One of the forces
that help us connect to others is nonconscious mimicry, the tendency to mimic other individuals’ behavior without awareness or intention
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(Chartrand and van Baaren, forthcoming). Mimicry serves as a social glue to bond people together (Chartrand and Bargh 1999), and it
can even influence consumers’ product preference (Tanner et al. 2008). Being mimicked by others makes individuals feel close to these
others and more likely to offer them help (van Baaren et al. 2004). However, there are also counter forces in humans’ lives that may lead
to opposite effects. Money is one of them. Thoughts of money drive people to keep distance from others and offer less help to people in
need (Vohs, Mead and Goode 2006, 2008). Which of these forces is stronger in regulating social orientations and shaping consumers’
product preference? We will address this question in this paper.

Thoughts of money can influence interpersonal behavior. Vohs et al. (2006) demonstrated that participants who were subtly reminded
of money were less likely to offer help and sat further away from a confederate compared to control participants. Furthermore, other
literature suggests that the concept of money can induce a business norm (Heyman and Ariely 2004), which might activate a competition
orientation and avoidance reaction to interaction others (Kay et al. 2004; Orbell and Dawes 1993). Hence, participants who are reminded
of money are expected to mimic another person less compared to control participants.

Mimicry is also a tool to create interpersonal rapport (Lakin et al. 2003). Chartrand and Bargh (1999) found that participants who
were mimicked reported liking the other more compared to those who were not mimicked. Then, the question is whether this powerful
effect of being mimicked on the creation of liking will still hold when individuals are reminded of money. We think not. We rather expect
that when the concept of money is primed, being mimicked will reduce the liking of the mimicking other. As people primed with the
construct of money strive to avoid connectedness and affiliation with others, they might resist the affiliation attempt executed by the
mimicking other. Hence, they might like the other who tried to affiliate even less than when the other did not intend to affiliate.

Experiment 1
Forty-one undergraduates were randomly assigned to either the money or control prime condition. First, participants filled out a

battery of questionnaires on a computer. The screen background of the questions was either Euro currency (money condition) or coral
(control condition). The money manipulation did not elicit different affect states than the control condition (ts<1, ns) (also in Experiment
2). Then, participants were left alone in the room and taped for one minute. The number of times participants rubbed their face or shook
their foot was measured as a baseline, which did not differ between the money and control conditions (t<1, ns). Participants were then
asked to discuss four advertisements together with the confederate. For each of the four ad discussions, we taped the first minute of the
interaction. During this minute, the confederate was instructed to shake his foot twice and to rub his face twice.

Two judges blind to the experimental conditions coded the videotapes. The mimicry scores were subject to a 2 (prime: money vs.
control) × 4 (measure: measure 1 vs. measure 2. vs. measure 3. vs. measure 4) mixed ANOVA with prime as a between-participants variable
and measure as a repeated-measures factor. This analysis only revealed a main effect of prime (F(1, 39)=6.77, p<.02). Participants
mimicked the confederate less when they were primed with money (M=0.61) compared to the control condition (M=0.93).

Experiment 2
Fifty-seven undergraduates were randomly assigned to the conditions of a 2 (prime: money vs. control) × 2 (behavior: mimicry vs.

non-mimicry) between-participants design. The prime manipulation was the same as in Experiment 1. Then, participants were asked to
discuss a set of four ads with a confederate. The confederate was trained to mimic only those behaviors that people do nonconsciously,
such as foot shaking and leg crossing. In the non-mimicry condition, the confederate was trained to refrain actively from mimicking any
of the participants’ gestures and postures. After the discussion, participants received a short questionnaire to evaluate the discussion they
just had. Measures of liking for the confederate were also included.

A 2 (prime: money vs. control) × 2 (behavior: mimicry vs. non-mimicry) between-participants ANOVA was conducted on the
composite index of participants’ liking of the confederate. There was a significant main effect of money (F(1, 57)=19.09, p<.001), which
was qualified by a significant interaction between the prime and mimicry behavior (F(1, 57)=8.23, p<.01). In the control condition,
participants liked the other more when being mimicked by the other (M=5.33) compared to not being mimicked by the other (M=4.35,
F(1, 57)=4.08, p<.05). However, in the money prime condition, participants liked the other less when being mimicked by the other
(M=2.86) compared to not being mimicked by the other (M=3.83, F(1, 57)=4.15, p<.05).

General Discussion
Two experiments demonstrated that thoughts of money inhibited the tendency to mimic. Further, the effectiveness of mimicry as a

social glue was also impaired by the concept of money. Specifically, instead of liking the interaction partner more, participants primed
with money liked the interaction partner less after being mimicked compared to not being mimicked. These results may have implications
for consumer behavior. Specifically, the concept of money may inhibit consumers from mimicking the consumption behaviors of other
people. Further, whereas being mimicked by another consumer leads to more liking of a product that is introduced in a dyad (Tanner et
al. 2008), priming money may actually reverse that effect.
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The Effect of General Action Goals on Evaluations of Innovative Products
Xuefeng Liu, University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign, USA

Dolores Albarracin, University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign, USA

As goal systems are hierarchical in nature, some goals are more general than others. But so far no work has investigated the effects
of general goals on product evaluations. General action goals are among the broadest possible goals and can direct amount of cognitive
and motor output resulting in a variety of behaviors such as learning and eating. In the present study, participants evaluated an
incrementally new product more favorably when they were primed with general action than inaction goals. In contrast, participants
evaluated a radically new product similarly whether they were primed with general action or inaction goals.

According to Kruglanski et al (2002) and Bandura (1989), goal systems are hierarchical networks wherein some goals are more
general than others. A general goal may connect with many sub-goals and means of attainment. Up to now, the most general set of identified
goals concern general action and inaction, which are both ends of a continuum of cognitive and motor output (Albarracín et al. 2008).
General action goals produce behavior with high cognitive and/or motor output (such as learning or eating), whereas general inaction goals
produce behavior with low cognitive and/or motor output (such as low learning or resting).

Previous studies found that specific goals can significantly influence product evaluations. That is, products are perceived as positive
or negative to the extent that they support or hinder the specific goals that individuals happen to be considering at the time (Brendl and
Higgins 1996; Markman and Brendl 2000; Brendl, Markman, and Messner 2003). Thus, for example, calling people’s attention to the goal
of losing weight may lead them to evaluate ice creams less favorably than they otherwise would. However, few studies have been
conducted to investigate the effect of general goals on product evaluations. And more importantly, the effect of general goals on product
evaluations cannot be easily inferred from the effects of specific goals. The reason is that when a general goal is activated, their sub-goals
are probably activated as well. Under this situation, a product (e.g., an ice cream) satisfying one specific goal (e.g., being hedonic) may
at the same time hinder the satisfaction of another specific goal (e.g., being healthy) which belongs to the same general goal (e.g., being
happy) as the former does. Thus, the effect of general goals should be studied separately.

The purpose of the present study was to investigate the effect of general action goals on evaluations of new products. In prior studies,
Albarracín and Handley (2009) found that action goals increase the accessibility and hence resistance of prior attitudes to persuasive
message. Correspondingly, inaction goals decrease the accessibility of prior attitudes and the need to adhere to known routines or objects.
In other words, relative to inaction goals, action goals make people more likely to resort to their prior attitudes in processing subsequent
information and thus to evaluate products basing on their prior attitudes. From this point of view, given consumers generally have a positive
attitude towards incrementally new products which are usually new versions of existing products, action goals may facilitate liking of this
type of products. Therefore, after reading an ad about the focal incrementally new product, consumers with activated action goals will
evaluate it more favorably than those with activated inaction goals. However, if no prior attitude towards an object exists, action goals
and inaction goals would not make a difference in terms of subsequent information processing. As a result, action goals and inaction goals
may not influence consumers’ evaluation towards radically new products which are not strongly associated with any prior attitudes. To
sum up, general action goals may produce liking for the incrementally new products whereas it may not influence produce liking for
radically new products.

We conducted an experiment with 109 participants randomly assigned to one of the four conditions of a 2 (general goals: action vs.
inaction) x 2 (product type: incrementally new product vs. radically new product) between-subject factorial design. The action and inaction
goals were primed in a word completion task. Specifically, participants in the action condition were asked to complete 23 incomplete
words, 8 of which were action–related such as “go” and “active”. Participants in the inaction condition were asked to complete 23
incomplete words, 8 of which were inaction- related such as “relax” and “rest”. Upon completion of this task, participants read information
about a radically new product (a nap alarm which keeps drivers from falling in sleep when driving) or an incrementally new product (a
computer mouse). Both products were described by attribute information and a picture. After reading the product information, participants
responded to three product evaluation measures such as “The nap alarm (mouse) in the ad is” (“-5”=“very bad” and “5”=“very good”),
“The nap alarm (mouse) in the ad is” (“-5”=“very undesirable” and “5”=“very desirable”), and “The nap alarm (mouse) in the ad is
something I” (“-5”=“dislike very much” and “5”=“like very much”). As a manipulation check, all participants reported their attitude
towards the statement that “The nap alarm (mouse) in the ad is innovative” (“0”=“not at all” and “10”=“extremely”).

Participants rated the nap alarm (M=4.97) as being more innovative than the computer mouse (M=3.84), t(107)=2.25, p<.03, which
indicated that our product-type manipulation was successful. Responses to three product evaluation questions were averaged to form a
single measure (Cronbach’s α= .90). The interactive effect of prime and product type on product evaluation was significant,


