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Sixty-five femzle undergraduat= students who were
eith = -:anding or reclining listened to a tape-: ecorded
coun - =r~ttitudinal speech containing either strong or' weak arguments.
rr.1e1: # 'aluations revealed a significant interaction between posture
(star 21.g or reclining) aznd quality of acguments (strong or weak) on
a2 me: "z~e of attitude change. Strong arguments became more convincing
and - .= argumetts became even weaker when the subjects listened to

the :—~—uments in the recliring condition. Standing suhjects reported
bein¢ -ore distracted from attending to the message tharn did : :
recliz:ng subjects; they also were less persuaded by strong arguments
and m:2 persuaded by weak =rguments than were reclining subjects.
These ~=2sults support an ir=ormation processing explanation of the
effec: of posture on persuasion. (RL)
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"hy “iterature omn persuasion indi :zt=ss - .t geve-z. . --=—teristics of
the 1« ' _=at >f a persuasive message - - in: .. =ce t - - === of attitude
—_— Il T i
zheve v azz will occur. Such factors : nto iz oenos nvolvement and

-2 the amount of

4y
3

ceerzezives zimilarity to the speaker hav:  ae

.. rsuEt = that results (cf; Eagly & Hiz=3iiarb. -

~z ~2cipient characteristic that » a0t rz v i Z:otention is
t:Zv ~1sition of the message recipie: . Perzoc. | z- y=zz11y e%posed
=i - =_dia. communications while they ¢ - sitt-zv dc .z it is not un-
smmne. ¢ be exposed to a cémmuniéation wr._le 1v -+ ir . or standing in

he Yite: m.

2 an initial investigation of the eZf:izcts :. - 7 -: on persuasion;
Te-r 7. Welils, and Brock (1975) had subjects list . o = ~ed message while
v: .ler standing, sitting, or lying. They Zound thv: rec :ing subjects were

f£izantly more persuaded than standing =ubjec s, wit! sitting subjects

2Zoan iﬁtermediate level of persuas: ==. Tr: z0z1 ~ -he present study

-+ flistinguish between t;o possiblg myliana: . 1z of = bosture'effect
ot . A Txv Perry et al.

Th: first explanation would contenc *t lyizmg is z mcre comfortable (or

syable) position than standing, and * . the ositive affect associated
ving (or the negative affect assoc:ze=— wizh standing) became linked

1 the persuasive message. There is cc. . -tarle evidence that just such
P 3

ssical conditioning of attitudes may occu. ‘cf. Stazts & Staats, 1957).

An alternative explanation would cont:nc -hat subizcts in the recliining

pes tion were more motivated and/or able ¢ prc =ss the good arguments in

th: nessage, and were more persuaded than stand=ug subjects because they were
bet  2r able to realize the cogency of the arguments presented. There is some

evicznce in the literature that reclining is associated with more thinking.
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than o:her postures. For .xample, Berdach & Bakan (1967) foun:c aat reclining

subjec:s were -able to ger -ate more chiidhood memoric: than si:: “.:g subjects.
Two communications = .z employed in the preser <ra2search. ¢ .. wessages
argued that seniors be re - red to pass a cocapreh:z. V2 exam it Ar declaréd
ﬁajor before being grant: : degree, but the ness:  differed . .eir pre-
sentation of 8 key argume _s. Ona message ¢ &7 . arguments =:at dcited
pfedominantly favorable t?qughts in ﬁiloﬁ te {szrong messaraj, areas
the other contained argumcnts that elicited ~aizantly counter: o oo=ents
in a pretest (weak message:. Undergraduate. .. 1 one message n itner a

standing or reclining posi:zion.

This design allows a :est between the © _znations for tf Jsture
. effect observed by Petty e- al. The class -1 = ditioning inter -atiom
prediéts that reclining = jects'will shov .re ..ttitude change @ >oth
Amessages since reclining snould always be e :?ﬁfortabie than ¢ =~ding.
The information processing hypothesis, on z other hand, predic  that re-
clining subjects should bes more persuaded =z standing subjects for thea
‘strong message only.' c2c_ining subjects saould be legs persuaded by the weak

ERIC -
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message because here, ot thought should lead to a better realization of the

flaws in the message.

Method

65 female undergraduatas at the University of Missouri- participated iﬁ
order to earn extra crédit in an infroductorﬁ psychelogy course. The design
was a 2 (Argument qualit- . ’strong or weak) X 2 (Body'posnuré:  standing or
reclining) factorial. Subjects were run in groups of 3 to 5 in cubicles
constructed so.thét gubjects could have no visual or verbal contact with‘one_
another. Upon arrival at the lab, participaﬁts read that they would be rafiug

the sound and comfort of head phones allegedly designed for use in either a

| ‘ s
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.
standing - - reclining positicn (see Petty, et al., 1975); Then subjects were
iﬁ§tructe_ to take their randomly assighed positions (standing or 1ying‘on a
coty and -t on heacphounes, over which they heard severél minutes of instru-
mzntal mu:_ ¢ followed by a speech adﬁdcating senior comprehensive exams for
college ¢ -ients. Subjects heard either the strong version of thg message
vindch »ro ded persu=asive statistiéal and data-basec eviaeﬁce for the exams,
or tlie we: . verzion which provided anecdotal and personal.evidénce (see
'Peﬁty, Har.ins, & Hilliams, 1980). |

Afrer hearing the tape, subjects coﬁpleted a measure of opinion aboﬁt
the topic® they were asked to rate the coﬂcept "senior comprehensive exams'
.on four © :eint semanFicwdifferential';cales (harmful-beneficial, wise-foolish,
géod—bad, favoraple"unfavoréble) thgt were summed to fqrﬁ‘a general measure

of evaluz :ion. Following the.key'atﬁitude/mégg;re, subjects completed some
manipulation check measures and other anci;lary items. Nextj subjects Qerg
given 2% ninﬁtes to_iist their thoughts while listening to the tape (cf.

Pefty & Czcioppo, 1977). Finally? they were given 2% minutes to list as
many of the arguments provided in the communication as they could remenmber.
Two.judges, blind to the manipulét?ons rated each thought as + (in fgvor of
the exam:proposal), - (opposed), of 0 Cneutral/irre}evant). Also, two judges,
blind to the posture manipulafion;rated eaéh argument recalled for égguracy;
Simiiéf statements of the same argument were only cqunﬁed once. qu analysis,

the average of the two judges' ratings was employed. Upon completion of the

dependent measﬁres, subjects were debriefed,.thanked, and dismissed.

Results
1

A2 X 2 analysis of variance on each of the dependent measures yielded

the following méin effects. A main effect for the sum of the semantic dif-

-

ferentials, E_(1,59)=9.76,Rﬁ;01, indicated that the strong a}guments induced

H
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more acéeptance (§f10.29) than the weak ones (§é6.1a\. ;- main effect for
negative thoughts, F(1,61)=7.55, p{.01, indicated t: --anding subjects
generated fgwer éounterarguments (ﬁf}BO) than recli--.-- :;bjects.(§=1.13). A
main.effect,on'a question asséssing distractionaEﬁl,i;}:'.QQ,_E(.OS, iﬁdicated

that recliﬁing was less distracting (254.26) than'stazding (M=5.56).

Also, several interactions were obtazined. Of m==st interest was the

Arguments E_Pdstﬁre interaction,_{(1,59)=6.80,‘2(.05, on the semantic differ-
ential measure (see Figure 1): This interaction indicated that in the reclin-

ing position the strong arguments became significantly more persuasive and

the veak arguments became significantly less persuz:ive.

—

dnsert Figure 1 about here

‘“;An«iﬁferaction was also obtained on the number of counterarguments generated,

F(1,61)=6.13, p{.05 indicating that posture affected the production of negative

thoughts_to the Qeak arguments, but not to the strong. Specifically, reclin-

ing subjects geEnerated qpre'codhterzfguments to the weak arguments than did
standing subjects. Finally, an interaction on the distraction measure,
F(1,61)=9.50, p{.01, revealed that the increased distraction effect of standing

over reclining was significant for the weak message only.
Summary I
The present study prbVided strong support for the information processing

interpretation of posture effects over the classical conditioning hypothesis.

Standinz subjects repor’ad being more distracted from attending to the message
/ . ' ._.‘ .

i

than reclining subjects, and consistent with the previously identified effects

of distraction on persuasion (cf. Petty, Wells & Brock, 1976), standing subjecté

[




5
were less persuaded by sfrong arguments;‘but more persuaded by weak arguments
than reclining subjects. No‘supportvemerged fo£ the nétion that the comfort
associated with reclining woﬁld become Eonditioned to all messages. This
stud&,'along with other recent work in attitudesi(cf. Légly & Himmelfa;b,
1978) furtﬁer documents the importance of the extent of message proceSsing

{ .
and elaboration as a mediator of attitude change.
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