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Is your mood more contagious if you are likeable? 
The role of liking in the social induction of affect

Abstract: In the present study, we explored the role of liking in the social induction of affect. Dispositional likeability 
was manipulated by written reports describing a sender as a likeable or dislikeable character. Afterwards participants 
watched short videos presenting the sender displaying happy or sad emotional expressions. We expected that exposure to 
the likeable sender would lead to reactions concordant with his emotional expression (assimilation), whereas exposure to 
the dislikeable sender would result in discordant reactions (contrast). The results indicated that dispositional likeability 
influenced the social induction of affect when the sender expressed positive emotions. Moreover, liking mediated the effects 
of the happy sender’s dispositional likeability on participants’ affective state. Exposure to the sad sender, however, led to 
assimilation regardless of the sender’s dispositional likeability.
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Our feelings have long been known to be socially 
induced, at least in part (Hatfield, Cacioppo, & Rapson, 
1994; McIntosh, Druckman, & Zajonc, 1994). This social 
induction of affect has been often labelled as emotional, 
mood or affect contagion and defined as an automatic and 
unconscious transfer of feelings from one person (a sender) 
to another (a receiver; Hatfield et al., 1994; Neumann & 
Strack, 2000; Paukert, Pettit, & Amacker, 2008). According 
to the theory that dates back more than a century (Lipps, 
1907; see also: Hatfield et al., 1994), affect contagion 
involves two mechanisms. At first, the receiver imitates 
the emotional expression of the sender – a phenomenon 
known as emotional mimicry (Hatfield et al., 1994; Hess & 
Fischer, 2013). Then, muscle movements resulting from the 
imitation are translated into corresponding feelings, which 
is referred to as peripheral (e.g. facial, vocal, or postural) 
feedback (Philippot, Chapelle, & Blairy, 2002). Studies to 
date have confirmed that individuals report affective states 
that match not only their own facial or vocal expressions 
but also facial and vocal displays to which they have been 
exposed (Lundqvist & Dimberg, 1995; Neumann & Strack, 
2000). Some researchers, however, have questioned the 
cause-and-effect relationship between emotional mimicry 
and affect contagion (Blairy, Herrera, & Hess, 1999; Gump 
& Kulik, 1996; Hess & Blairy, 2001).

Moreover, evidence is accumulating that the receiver’s 
reactions to the sender’s emotional expressions are not 
always concordant. Yet, despite a growing body of research 
addressing the social induction of affect, relatively little is 
known regarding the circumstances in which concordant 
and discordant reactions occur. It has been demonstrated, 
for instance, that if the interacting partners do not share 
group membership, compete with each other, are dissimilar, 
or have divergent views, the sender’s expressions may 
produce discordant responses in the receiver. By contrast, 
shared group membership, friendship, cooperation, 
convergent views, or similarity between the sender and the 
receiver increase the probability of concordant reactions 
(Bourgeois & Hess, 1999; Epstude & Mussweiler, 2009; 
Kimura, Daibo, & Yogo, 2008; Lanzetta & Englis, 1989; 
McHugo, Lanzetta, Sullivan, Masters, & Englis, 1985; Van 
der Schalk, Fischer, Doosje, Wigboldus, Hawk, Rotteveel, 
& Hess, 2011). This suggests that the social induction 
of affect is not a simple reaction to mere perception of 
someone else’s emotional expression; it rather involves 
the interpretation of emotional signals in a specific social 
context (Hess & Fischer, 2013). Therefore, to understand 
the mechanisms underlying the social induction of affect it 
is essential to take into account the relationship between the 
interacting partners (Fischer & Manstead, 2008; Fischer & 
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Van Kleef, 2010). More specifically, assuming that factors 
such as similarity or shared attitudes are positively related 
to liking (Byrne, 1971; Tenney, Turkheimer, & Oltmanns, 
2009), the induction of concordant affective states should 
be more probable when the receiver likes the sender, 
whereas interacting with a disliked person should produce 
the opposite outcome.

Liking and the social induction of affect

The proposition that people should be prone to 
catching the feelings of those they like and resistant to the 
feelings of those they dislike is not new. In fact, liking has 
been extensively researched as one of the most powerful 
moderators of emotional mimicry (Likowski, Mühlberger, 
Seibt, Pauli, & Weyers, 2008; Stel, Van Baaren, Blascovich, 
Van Dijk, McCall, Pollmann, Van Leeuwen, Mastop, 
& Vonk, 2010). For instance, Likowski and colleagues 
(2008) demonstrated that individuals showed a stronger 
tendency to imitate facial emotional expressions of likeable 
than dislikeable characters. However, the fact that liking 
increases emotional mimicry does not necessarily mean 
that it also impacts the social induction of affect because 
– as we have already mentioned – emotional mimicry and 
affect contagion are not always shown to be casually related 
(Blairy et al., 1999; Gump & Kulik, 1997; Hess & Blairy, 
2001). Moreover, the studies indicating that friends or 
in-group members converge affectively to a greater extent 
than strangers or out-group members offer only indirect 
evidence that liking plays a role in this process.

Those few studies in which the moderating role of 
liking in the social induction of affect was explored directly 
have led to inconclusive findings. Van der Schalk et al. 
(2011) did not confirm the moderating effects of liking on 
affect contagion (although they supported the relationship 
between liking and emotional mimicry). Other studies, on 
the other hand, demonstrated that participants who liked the 
sender caught his positive affect, whereas those who did not 
like him were resistant to his positive emotional expression 
(Wróbel, Królewiak, & Czarna, 2015) or even felt opposite 
to him (Królewiak & Wróbel, 2014).

These discrepancies may derive from the fact that 
the role of liking in the social induction of affect is more 
complex that it seems. In fact, it is difficult to say who will 
be liked more – a smiling out-group member or a depressed 
in-group member – because liking does not solely depend 
on the dispositional likeability of the sender. People are also 
liked more or less when they are displaying, respectively, 
positive or negative feelings (Clark & Taraban, 1991; 
Reis et al., 1990; Reysen, 2006). This may be even more 
complex when we see a sender for the first time – for 
instance, will we like someone who looks sad and gloomy 
although we have heard that this person is usually nice and 
friendly? Will this in turn influence the contagiousness of 
this person’s emotional expression? Van der Schalk and 
colleagues (2011) found, for instance, that the role of group 
membership depends on whether the sender’s emotional 
expression is positive or negative (the receivers mimicked 
happy expressions regardless of whether they belonged to 

the sender’s group or not, whereas the mimicry of fear and 
anger was moderated by group membership). Consequently, 
to clarify the role of liking in the social induction of affect 
it is important to determine not only to what extent liking 
increases the tendency to catch the sender’s feelings, but 
also to what extent liking depends on both the sender’s 
dispositional likeability and emotional expression.

The present study

In the present study, we focused our attention on the 
role of liking in the social induction of affect. Specifically, 
we tested whether emotions displayed by a likeable sender 
would be more contagious than emotions displayed by 
a dislikeable sender and whether liking would mediate this 
effect. To that aim we manipulated dispositional likability 
of the sender presenting him as a positive vs. negative 
character (i.e., possessing moral vs. immoral traits; Abele 
& Wojciszke, 2014; Wojciszke, 2005). Based on the 
previous studies on concordant and discordant reactions 
(Epstude & Mussweiler, 2009; Likowski et al., 2008) we 
expected that individuals exposed to emotional displays 
of a likeable character would report concordant feelings 
(assimilation), whereas individuals exposed to emotional 
displays of a dislikeable character would report discordant 
reactions (contrast). We also hypothesised that this effect 
would be mediated by liking. Moreover, following the 
suggestion that liking depends not only on the sender’s 
dispositional likability (operationalized here as moral vs. 
immoral traits) but also on the sender’s positive vs. negative 
emotional expression, we examined the role of these two 
factors in determining liking, and – consequently – the 
social induction of affect. In addition, relating our study 
to previous research that examined the moderating role of 
shared group membership (Epstude & Mussweiler, 2009; 
Van der Schalk et al., 2011) and shared personality traits 
(Wróbel et al., 2015), we measured perceived similarity 
between the sender and the receiver and tested whether 
its role is equivalent to the role of liking. In particular, we 
expected that the likeable sender would be perceived as 
similar whereas a dislikeable sender would be perceived 
as dissimilar, and consequently receivers would react with 
concordat affect to the expressions of the former and with 
discordant affect to the expressions of the latter.

Our work is an extension of previous studies because 
it provides further information on the role of liking in 
the transmission of affect. First of all, we go beyond 
the relationship between liking and mimicry and check 
whether liking also affects what the receiver feels. Second, 
having assumed that liking is not a simple function of the 
sender’s dispositional likability (i.e., moral vs. immoral 
traits) but may also depend on the sender’s positive vs. 
negative emotional expression, we measure liking directly 
and analyse its relation to both of these factors. Third, we 
include the assessment of initial mood to track the direction 
of changes in the receivers’ affect (that is, assimilation and 
contrast effects).



Is your mood more contagious if you are likeable? The role of liking in the social induction of affect 415
Method

Participants and procedure
Eighty students from the University of Lodz (67 wo men 

and 13 men) aged 19 to 32 (M = 22.36; SD = 1.87) were ran-
domly assigned to four experimental conditions: (1) a like-
able sender displaying happy emotional expression (n = 20); 
(2) a likeable sender displaying sad emotional expression 
(n = 20); (3) a dislikeable sender displaying happy emotional 
expression (n = 20); (4) a dislikeable sender displaying sad 
emotional expression (n = 20)1. They participated in experi-
mental sessions individually.

All measures and stimuli materials were presented 
via computer. Upon arrival to the laboratory participants 
were informed that the study would concern “the accuracy 
of intuition”. Then they completed a short questionnaire 
regarding their affective state, after which the following 
information appeared on the screen: “In a moment you 
will see a man who took part in our previous experiment. 
This experiment concerned team work – the man and 
other participants worked together on a task and then 
they anonymously evaluated each other. The man was 
evaluated by the rest of the team as…” Depending on the 
experimental condition the information was completed 
with a list of six adjectives presenting the man as a likeable 
(kind, helpful, friendly, reliable, decent, and trustworthy) 
or dislikeable (unkind, quarrelsome, selfish, arrogant, 
conceited, and nasty) character. All adjectives referred to 
moral traits. They had been chosen by 9 independent judges 
from a list of two hundred traits generated by 8 psychology 
students (Kendall’s W = .88; p < .001). Their impact on 
dispositional likeability was confirmed in the pilot study 
(N = 51): a moral character was assessed as nicer and more 
amiable (M = 72.88; SD = 19.36) than an immoral character 
(M = 32.67; SD = 18.65), t(51) = 7.69; p < .001 (the ratings 
were made on a scale ranging from 0 to 100).

Having read the adjectives, participants watched 
one of two silent videos presenting the man who was 
either excited and aroused or distressed and upset. Both 
videos were taken from the set called the Emotionally 
Contagious Films-Revised. They were identical in terms 
of length (1 min), lighting, the man’s physical appearance 
and differed only in terms of his emotionally expressive 
behaviour. Prior to the recording the men had been primed 
with either positive or negative emotional photographs 
(taken from the International Affective Picture System; 
Lang, Bradley, & Cuthbert, 1999); then – during the 
recording – he had been instructed to look into the camera 
and recall either the most positive or the most negative 
events in his life. Eight independent judges (Kendall’s 
W = .87; p < .001) rated his mood as 9.13 (SD = .93) out of 
ten-point scale for the positive video, and 2.33 (SD = .99) 
out of the same scale for the negative video. Additionally, 
the judges assessed the authenticity of the men’s emotional 
expression (M = 8.88; SD = .83 and M = 8.25; SD = .70, 
respectively; Kendall’s W = .79; p < .001). Previous studies 

confirmed that the ECFs-R successfully evoke affect 
(Czarna, Wróbel, Dufner, & Zeigler-Hill, 2015; Wróbel et 
al., 2015).

After watching the video participants rated their 
affective state again, assessed dispositional likeability of the 
man, and declared how much they liked him. We decided to 
measure dispositional likeability after the video to prevent 
participants from realizing that we expected it to influence 
their affective reactions to the sender’s expression. Following 
that, to lend credence to the cover story, they were asked 
to use their intuition and guess the man’s age, profession, 
marital status, and favourite free time activities. Finally, 
they assessed the degree of similarity between them and the 
man. At the end of the experiment, they were interviewed 
regarding their hypotheses and debriefed. None of them 
guessed what the real purpose of the experiment was.

Measures
Dispositional likeability. As a manipulation check for 

dispositional likeability, we used the same scale as the one 
applied in the pilot study. Participants rated the extent to 
which they found the video-taped man nice and amiable. 
They used a 100-millimeter scale ranging from not at all to 
very much (α = .84, M = 62.20, SD = 26.97).

Liking. We also asked participants directly how much 
they liked the sender (M = 57.51, SD = 20.86). Their ratings 
were scored on a 100-millimeter scale ranging from I don’t 
like him at all to I like him very much.

Perceived similarity. Participants also rated the extent 
to which the sender was similar to them. The answers were 
scored on a 100-milimiter scale ranging from not similar to 
me to similar to me (M = 49.23, SD = 27.41).

Affective state. Prior to and after the video participants 
rated their affective state on a scale ranging from a very 
negative mood to a very positive mood (pre-test: M = 67.91, 
SD = 19.95; post-test: M = 65.79, SD = 24.68). In addition, 
they assessed the intensity of seven affective feelings 
(happy, sad, angry, enthusiastic, active, depressed, and 
tired) on a scale ranging from not at all to very much. 
These 8 items formed a common factor (with negative 
items reversed) and thus, were summed to create an index 
of general affective state (pre-test: α = .76, M = 66.29, 
SD = 14.56; post-test: α = .89, M = 63.41, SD = 22.16). 
Responses were made by clicking along a 100-millimeter 
slider bar.

Results
Manipulation check. First, we analyzed whether the 

sender’s dispositional likeability was affected by the way he 
was presented. The receivers perceived the happy sender as 
more likeable when he was presented as a moral character 
(M = 67.18, SD = 29.81) than when he was presented 
as an immoral character (M = 57.23, SD = 23.12). This 

1 We kept the group sizes equal to maximize the robustness of the analysis of variance (ANOVA) against violations of assumptions, i.e., normality and 
homogeneity of variance (Field, 2009).
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difference, however, reached only marginal statistical 
significance, t(78) = 1.68, p = .097.

Liking. We then addressed the relation between 
liking and the sender’s dispositional likeability and 
emotional expression. A 2 (sender’s likeability: likeable 
vs. dislikeable) × 2 (sender’s expression: happy vs. sad) 
ANOVA with liking as a dependent variable, revealed 
significant main effects of the sender’s expression, 
F(1, 76) = 13.82, p < .001, ηp

2 = .15, and dispositional 
likeability, F(1, 76) = 4.77, p = .032, ηp

2 = .06. The 
interaction effect was also significant, F(1, 76) = 3.97, 
p = .049, ηp

2 = .05 (see Figure 1). The happy sender was 
liked more when he was presented as a likeable character 
(M = 74.00, SD = 18.55) than when he was presented 
as a dislikeable character (M = 56.55, SD = 22.27, 
t(76) = 2.95, p = .004, r = .32), but no differences were 
found for the likeable (M = 50.15, SD = 20.98) versus 
dislikeable (M = 49.35, SD = 10.81) sad sender, t(76) = .14, 
p = .892, r = .02.

Perceived similarity. An analogous 2 × 2 ANOVA 
with perceived similarity as dependent variable revealed 
a marginally significant main effect of the sender’s 
expression, F(1, 76) = 3.71, p = .058, ηp

2 = .05. It reflected 
the difference between perceived similarity of the happy 
(M = 54.95, SD = 28.68) and sad (M = 43.50, SD = 25.14) 
sender. A main effect of the sender’s dispositional 
likeability was also significant, F(1, 76) = .32, p = .041, 
ηp

2 = .05. Participants rated the likeable sender as 
more similar to them (M = 55.40, SD = 27.62) than the 
dislikeable sender (M = 43.05, SD = 26.09). No interaction 
effect was found (see Figure 2).

Social induction of affect. Next, to assess the changes 
in participants’ affective state, we ran a 2 (time: pre-test, 
post-test) × 2 (sender’s expression: happy vs. sad) × 2 
(sender’s dispositional likeability: likeable vs. dislikeable) 
mixed-model ANOVA, with time as a within-subjects 
factor, sender’s expression and dispositional likeability 
as between-subjects factors, and general affective state as 
a dependent variable. The analysis revealed an interaction 
of time and the sender’s expression, F(1, 76) = 56.19, 
p < .001, ηp

2 = .43. Participants’ affective state improved 
after exposure to the happy sender (M = 64.84, SD = 14.28 
vs. M = 76.33, SD = 19.85, t[76] = 4.24, p < .001, r = .44) 
and worsened after exposure to the sad sender (M = 67.73, 
SD = 14.88 vs. M = 50.48, SD = 16.08, t[76] = -6.36, 
p < .001, r = .59). The interaction between all three 
factors, however, reached only marginal significance, 
F(1, 76) = 2.90, p = .094, ηp

2 = .04. We further analyzed 
the effects of manipulation for each condition separately 
(see Figure 3). Planned contrast comparisons showed 
that, as expected, exposure to the likeable sender’s 
emotional expression led to assimilation: participants’ 
affective state improved when the likeable sender was 
happy (M = 66.61, SD = 13.33 vs. M = 84.19, SD =13.76, 
t[76] = 4.58, p < .001, r = .47) and worsened when he was 
sad (M = 67.09, SD = 17.22 vs. M = 49.42, SD = 17.97, 
t[76] = -4.61, p < .001, r = .47). The pattern of means 
was different when the sender was dislikeable. Although 
participants’ affective state worsened when the dislikeable 
sender was sad (M = 68.38, SD = 12.54 vs. M = 51.54, 
SD = 14.31, t[76] = -4.39, p < .001, r = .45), it remained 
unchanged when he was happy (M = 63.06, SD = 15.30 vs. 
M = 68.48, SD = 22.12, t[76] = 1.41, p = .161, r = .16).

Figure 1. Liking as a result of exposure to the likeable and dislikeable sender’s happy 
or sad emotional expressions
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Mediators of the relationship between dispositional 
likeability and affect induction. Finally, we checked 
whether liking and perceived similarity mediated the 
relationship between the sender’s dispositional likeability 
and participants’ affective state and whether these indirect 
effects were moderated by the sender’s expression. To that 

aim, we conducted two moderated mediation analyses with 
the use of the PROCESS procedure for SPSS (model 8; 
Hayes, 2013). The number of bootstrap samples for bias 
corrected confidence intervals was 10,000. 

The first analysis with the sender’s dispositional 
likeability as an independent variable (X), general affective 

Figure 3. Affective state as a result of exposure to the likeable and dislikeable sender’s happy 
or sad emotional expressions

Figure 2. Perceived similarity as a result of exposure to the likeable and dislikeable sender’s happy 
or sad emotional expressions
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state after the video (Y) as an outcome variable, liking as 
a mediator (M), and the sender’s expression as a moderator 
of the effect of X on M and the effect of X on Y, provided 
evidence for moderated mediation (see Figure 4). The 
index of moderated mediation was significant (b = 2.80, 
SE = 1.82, 95% CI: [.16, 7.38]). The indirect effect of 
dispositional likeability on affective state after the video 
was statistically significant for participants exposed to the 
happy sender (b = 2.93, SE = 1.58, 95%, CI: [.57, 6.74]) 
and non-significant for participants exposed to the sad 
sender (b = .13, SE = .94, 95% CI: [-1.70, 2.10]). Thus, 
liking mediated the effect of dispositional likeability on 
affect induction only in the happy conditions.

A similar moderated mediation analysis with perceived 
similarity as a potential mediator revealed significant 
indirect effects for neither the happy (b = 1.51, SE = 1,24, 
95% CI: [-.30, 4.70]) nor the sad sender (b = 1.48, 
SE = 1.07, 95% CI: [-.07, 4.34]). The index of moderated 
mediation was also non-significant (b = .04, SE = 1.50, 
95% CI: [-2.83, 3.41]).

Discussion

In the current research we examined the role of 
dispositional likeability and liking in the social induction 
of affect. Overall, we found that the sender’s moral 
vs. immoral characteristics influenced affect induction 
although the pattern of results did not confirm all of our 
predictions. As hypothesized, exposure to the likeable 
sender evoked concordant reactions: the receivers exposed 
to the happy sender reported improvement in their 
affective state, whereas those exposed to the sad sender 
reported changes in the opposite direction. This pattern 
of results replicates a classic affect contagion effect, 
according to which emotional expressions of the sender 
evoke corresponding feelings in the receivers (Hatfield 
et al., 1994; Neuman & Strack, 2000). A closer analysis, 
however, shows that this conclusion might not be valid 
when the sender is dislikeable. Despite the lack of evidence 
for contrast effects, we observed that when the dislikeable 

sender displayed positive emotions, the receivers’ affective 
state remained unchanged. This suggests that dislikeability 
may “block” concordant reactions to emotional displays of 
happiness. At the same time, though, it does not “block” 
concordant reactions to emotional displays of sadness. 
Individuals exposed to the sad dislikeable sender reported 
concordant changes analogously to those exposed to the 
sad likeable sender. These observations parallel findings of 
our earlier experiment in which we demonstrated that the 
expression of the sad sender was contagious regardless of 
whether the receivers liked him or not, whereas the happy 
sender “infected” others only on condition that they liked 
him (Wróbel et al., 2015). Taken together, these results 
demonstrate that people tend to converge affectively with 
those who look miserable and distressed even if they 
are dislikeable. This observation not only seems logical 
from an evolutionary point of view (negative moods and 
emotions spread more easily than positive ones because 
they signal potential threat or danger; Spoor & Kelly, 2004) 
but it may also reflect a crucial aspect of empathy, i.e. 
compassion for another person regardless of whether this 
person is likeable or not. The sadness on the sender’s face 
communicates that he/she is in need, which may minimize 
the impact of dislikeability. The happy sender, on the other 
hand, makes an opposite impression – he/she looks satisfied 
and lucky, which may irritate those who do not like him/her 
and as a result suppress their tendency to assimilate with 
the sender’s emotional expression.

Research on the role of liking in the social induction 
of affect should thus carefully differentiate between happy 
and sad senders. This need becomes evident only after 
realizing that liking is not a simple function of the sender’s 
dispositional characteristics that are usually subject to 
manipulation (such as moral vs. immoral traits, similarity, 
or shared group membership) but also depends on the 
sender’s expression. In the present study we demonstrated 
that the influence of dispositional likeability (i.e., moral or 
immoral traits) on affect induction operates through liking 
but this effect is moderated by the sender’s expression. 
In particular, liking mediated the effects of the sender’s 

Figure 4. Liking as a mediator of the relationship between sender’s dispositional likeability 
and affective state – moderated mediation model coefficients

* p < .05; ** p < .01; *** p < .001
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dispositional likeability on the receivers’ affective state only 
on condition that the sender was happy. For the sad senders, 
however, no differences in liking and socially induced 
affect were observed. More importantly, exposure to the 
sad senders – regardless of their dispositional likeability 
– led to concordant reactions although they were liked 
significantly less than the likeable happy sender (who also 
evoked concordant affect). Surprisingly, the dislikeable 
happy sender did not differ from the likeable and 
dislikeable sad senders in terms of liking but at the same 
time his emotional expression did not induce concordant 
reactions in the receivers. This suggests that the role of 
liking in the social induction of affect is more complex than 
it was initially assumed. Therefore, future studies would 
benefit from measuring liking directly instead of simply 
relying on dispositional likeability of the sender.

We should also stress that we did not find contrast 
effects. Currently, it is difficult to explain why the 
dislikeable sender did not evoke discordant affect, because 
there is scant information regarding the circumstances 
in which such affect appears. First, as we have already 
mentioned, the majority of previous studies on discordant 
reactions were limited to emotional mimicry (concerning 
external expression) and thus, the conclusions they lead 
to cannot be easily transferred into the domain of socially 
induced affect (that is, inner feelings). Second, the results 
of the studies, which directly addressed the moderators of 
the social induction of affect, are inconclusive. While there 
is consensus that such factors as cooperation, shared group 
membership, or similarity maximize assimilation (Epstude 
& Mussweiler, 2009; Likowski, Mühlberger, Seibt, Pauli, & 
Weyers, 2011), the effects of competition, unshared group 
membership or dissimilarity remain in question: do they 
simply minimize assimilation (that is, block the induction 
of corresponding feelings) or rather maximize contrast (that 
is lead to the induction of opposite feelings)? To answer 
this question, it is crucial to assess affect twice – prior to 
and after exposure to the sender’s expression. Otherwise, 
it is impossible to precisely track the direction of changes 
in the receivers’ affect. Yet, even though in three of our 
previous studies we used repeated measures of affect, we 
observed contrast only in one of them that presented the 
sender in an extremely unfavourable light (Królewiak & 
Wróbel, 2014). This may mean that the social induction of 
discordant affect requires particularly strong manipulation. 
Third, the expectation that disliking will impact the social 
induction of affect was based in particular on the studies 
exploring the role of similarity (e.g. shared attitudes, group 
membership, personality traits; Epstude & Mussweiler, 
2009; Wróbel et al., 2015), because similarity is one of the 
best known predictors of liking. In the current research, 
however, the pattern of results observed for perceived 
similarity between the sender and the receiver did not 
mirror the one observed for liking. We demonstrated that in 
general the happy sender was considered more similar than 
the sad sender and that the likeable sender was considered 
more similar than dislikable sender but no interaction 
between these two factors was found. In addition, perceived 
similarity – contrary to liking – did not mediate the effects 

of dispositional likeability on the receivers’ affective state. 
These findings point to the need for further investigation of 
the factors influencing the social induction of concordant 
and discordant affect.

At least four limitations of the present study should 
be mentioned. First, the sample size was quite small and 
women were overrepresented. This may have influenced 
the results because females have been reported to be more 
sensitive to the feelings of others than males (Hoffman, 
1977), especially if they were exposed to the persons in 
moderately negative affective states (Luo, Zheng, Chen, 
Li, Wang, Deng, & Zheng, 2014). Future research would 
thus benefit from including more male receivers as well 
as male and female senders instead of one video-taped 
man. Yet, there is also some evidence that men and women 
declare differences in susceptibility to affect contagion but 
in fact they may not differ in their experimentally tested 
proneness to the social induction of affect (Eisenberg & 
Lennon, 1983; Sonnby-Borgström, Jönsson, & Svensson, 
2008; Wild, Erb, & Bartels, 2001). Second, we used only 
self-report measures of affect which, although in general 
provide a reliable and valid insight into a person’s affective 
experience, also have several limitations (e.g., sensitivity 
to social desirability bias; Barrett, Robin, Pietromonaco, 
& Eyssell, 1998; Robinson & Clore, 2002). Third, we 
measured dispositional likability after the video instead 
of assessing it right after the moral versus immoral 
characteristics manipulation. Although this approach 
prevented participants from realizing that we expected 
dispositional likeability to influence the social induction 
of affect, it also had some disadvantages. In particular, 
participants’ ratings of the sender’s dispositional likeability 
were influenced by the video – they saw the happy sender 
in a more favorable light than the sad sender (their ratings 
of the likeable versus dislikeable senders differed more in 
the pilot study than in the current study). Fourth, we relied 
exclusively on the experimental method, which limits the 
ecological validity of the findings. It is possible that more 
realistic life settings would allow for more systematic test 
of assimilation and contrast effects. 
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