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spokesperson stands to display a product? It is suggested that the specialization of the right brain for person perception leads observers

to perceive targets positioned to the left as more instrumental. Consistent with the hypotheses, targets positioned to the left were seen

to guide an interaction more especially if shown with a partner, during an externally-focused puzzle task or when observed by men

(experiments 1 and 2). Further, this effect was replicated for observers’ willingness to pay and suggests recall of visual information as

a mediator of the target position effect (experiment 3).
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EXTENDED ABSTRACT
Imagine that as you read reviews of a celebrity’s TV appear-

ances, you are struck by how the reviews differ. On The Tonight
Show the celebrity is seen as a leader, steering the interview.
However, on Larry King Live she is seen as passive and as if bullied
by Larry King. Your first inclination is to attribute the effect to the
respective hosts, however, might the differences be accounted for
by the position of the celebrity -on the Tonight Show the celebrity
appears to the left of Jay Leno and on Larry King Live to the right?
The present research sought to investigate this question.

It is proposed that the specialization of the right hemisphere in
processing faces (Gazzaniga 2000) and nonverbal behavior
(Benowitz et al. 1983) mediates the effect of target position on
observer perception. When an observer’s attention is drawn to the
left visual field, person perception processing in the right hemi-
sphere is activated and leads to greater recall of visual information
of the target (Taylor and Fiske 1975) and perception of the target as
more instrumental in the interaction.

Experiments 1 and 2
Experiment 1 Method. Forty-eight participants were randomly

assigned to sit on the left or the right while engaging in a puzzle
(time 1) or discussion (time 2). Thirty-two observers rated 15-
second clips from each of the interactions on 38 behavior variables
ranging from “Friendly” to “Similarity in movement” which were
combined to form Critical, Dominant, Interpersonally Skilled,
Polite, and Tempo Setting.

Experiment 2 Method. To control for any position effects due
to differences in target behavior, 29 observers in experiment 2 rated
the mirror image of the target videos shown in experiment 1.

Given the similarities across experiments 1 and 2 a 2 (target
position: left or right) x 2 (target task: puzzle or discussion) x 2
(partner presence: alone or with partner) x 2 (experiment: 1 or 2)
repeated-measures ANOVA was calculated using target pair as the
unit of analysis (Rosenthal 1991).

H1: Targets positioned to the observer’s left will be seen as
more instrumental in the interaction compared to targets
positioned to the right.

H2: The effect of target position will be stronger when a target
is viewed with a partner than when the partner is ob-
scured.

H3: The effect of target position will be stronger when a target
is viewed during an externally-focused, puzzle compared
to an internally-focused, discussion interaction.

Consistent with the hypotheses, ratings were higher for targets
on the left for Tempo Setting (p <.001), Interpersonally Skilled (p
<.001), Critical (p <.001), and Dominant (p <.001) (H1) and this
effect was stronger when the target was viewed with a partner for
Tempo Setting (p <.001), Critical (p <.01), and Interpersonally
Skilled (p <.05)(H2) and during an externally-focused puzzle
interaction for Tempo Setting (p <.01), Critical (p <.01), and
Dominant (p <.01)(H3).

Experiment 2 also examined the moderating role of gender.

H4: The effect of target position will be stronger for male
observers than female observers.

Consistent with H4, when targets were observed by men the
target position effect was stronger for Tempo Setting (p <.001) and
Interpersonally Skilled (p <.01).

In sum, targets positioned to the left were seen as more
instrumental in the interaction as suggested by higher ratings on
Tempo Setting, Critical, Interpersonally Skilled and Dominant.
Further, it appears that this effect was moderated by presence of a
partner, type of task, and observer gender.

Experiment 3
In experiment 3, it is suggested that observers will be more

persuaded by a target on the left and sought to explore recall as a
mediator of observer judgment.

H5: Observers will indicate greater willingness to pay for
products endorsed by targets positioned to the left.

H6: Observers will judge targets positioned to the left as more
convincing than targets positioned to the right.

H7: Observers will recall more visual information about the
target when the target is positioned to the left than when
the target is positioned to the right.

The materials were virtually identical to those used in experi-
ments 1 and 2. Sixteen participants viewed each of the videoclips
and indicated the persuasiveness of the target as well as his/her
memory for target attributes that contributed to their judgment
(Fiske et al. 1982). Consistent with H5, participants indicated a
greater Willingness to Pay for products when the target was
positioned to the left (p <.001). However, contrary to H6, targets
positioned to the right were judged as more Convincing (p<.001).
Consistent with H7, more neutral and negative information was
recalled for targets positioned to the left (p <.001 and p <.01,
respectively), however, more positive information was recalled for
targets positioned to the right (p<.001). Moreover, more positive,
neutral, and negative information was recalled about targets posi-
tioned to the left when the observer was male as compared to when
the observer was female (p <.001; p <.001 and p <.001, respec-
tively).

Thus, it appears that the results from experiments 1 and 2
extend to observer judgments of Willingness to Pay. Interestingly,
the results for judgments of Convincing appear moderated by
gender. While men show no effect of target position on judgments
of Convincing, women do. Moreover, women tend to judge the
target to the right as more convincing. This may be related to the
differential recall observed and valence-specific laterality in women
(Rodway et al. 2003).

In conclusion, this study finds strong evidence for an effect of
target position on the impression formed of a target individual and
suggests a hemispheric specialization and recall interpretation of
this result. The implications of such a result are both important and
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far-reaching, opening a new window of insight into the complexity
of consumer perception with applications to perceptions of
spokespeople in advertising and salespeople in service settings.
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