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ABSTRACT. The foot-in-the-door procedure increases compliance for a desired re-
quest by preceding that request with an easier first request. Labeling and touch have
been shown to affect compliance. This study examined whether these variables
would influence the ‘‘foot’’ procedure. Subjects for the study were 120 individuals
who were approaching a university library. The results showed that, in comparing in-
dividuals receiving a positive label and touch or a negative label without touch, com-
pliance increased with touch and no label, positive label and no touch, or negative
label and touch.

THE FOOT-IN-THE-DOOR PROCEDURE, experimentally examined by
Freedman and Fraser (1966), has been shown to be remarkably strong with
considerable generality. The findings have been explained by means of self-
perception theory (Bem, 1972). An individual observing his or her own be-
havior while granting an initial, easy request decides that he or she is a coop-
erative individual who is helpful to others. This altered self-perception in-
duces the individual to continue to be helpful and to comply with a second,
larger request. Since the publication of the original foot-in-the-door study,
additional research has explored variations of the procedure that will in-
crease or decrease its effectiveness (Goldman, Creason, & McCall, 1981;
Seligman, Bush, & Kirsch, 1976; Uranowitz, 1975).

The important part that touch plays in a variety of interpersonal rela-
tionships has begun to be recognized and experimentally verified (Angulera,
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1967; Fisher, Rytting, & Heslin, 1976; Goldman & Fordyce, 1983; Pattison,
1973; Paulsell & Goldman, 1984). Kleinke (1977), suggesting that touch
produces a higher level of intimacy between two individuals and proposing
that one would be more apt to help another to whom one feels closer, showed
that touching an individual while making a request led to increased com-
pliance. Following this lead, Willis and Hamm (1980) obtained increased
compliance to a petition-signing request when the subjects were touched
prior to the request, and Smith, Gier, and Willis (1982) found that the
touching of food market shoppers by a food demonstrator induced greater
compliance to the request that the shoppers taste a sample of pizza.

If touching an individual increases feelings of intimacy, then touching
used in conjunction with the foot-in-the-door procedure, while making the
initial request to a person, might further enhance that person’s self-concept
of being helpful. Thus, touching added to the foot-in-the-door procedure
should additionally increase compliance to the second request. The first
purpose of the present study was to test this hypothesis.

Although Bem’s (1972) self-perception theory maintains that the
behavior of an individual provides him or her with the strongest informa-
tion concerning his or her characteristics or traits, the theory also indicates
that information or a label provided by others may influence inferences
about one’s own personal dispositions, particularly if they occur in situa-
tions when behavior is taking place. Goldman, Seever, and Seever (1982) ex-
amined the effect of social labeling on compliance when used together with
the foot-in-the-door procedure. When a subject’s reply to an initial request
was given a positive label (‘‘you have been very helpful’’), subsequent com-
pliance to a second request increased; a negative label (‘‘you are not very
helpful’’) decreased subsequent compliance to a second request. The second
purpose of the present study was to examine whether interpersonal touch
and social labeling used in combination with the foot-in-the-door procedure
would affect compliance.

Method
Subjects

The subjects were 120 people, mostly students, who were approaching the
entrance of the general university library. Traffic into the library was slow
but continuous, and the confederates were able, during the time that the
study was carried out, to stop each person who was alone and about to enter
the library. Twenty subjects were randomly assigned to each of six condi-
tions. The conditions were randomly ordered, and, on completion of each
rotation, the conditions were again randomly ordered. Three female
graduate students served as confederates.
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Experimental Design

Two levels of touch (touch and no-touch) and three levels of the foot-in-the-
door procedure (foot, positive-foot, and negative-foot) were manipulated
by using a 2 X 3 between-subjects factorial design.

Procedure

The first confederate approached a subject and asked directions to the Edu-
cation Building, located several blocks away. All subjects attempted to help
the confederate. The subjects were then exposed to one of the six condi-
tions. The foot no-touch condition employed the usual foot-in-the-door
technique, an initial, easy request followed by a second, hard-level request.
The confederate, after receiving the subject’s directions to the Education
Building, replied, ‘O.K., thank you.’’ In the positive-foot no-touch condi-
tion the confederate, after receiving directions, replied in an enthusiastic
voice, ‘““Thank you very much. You have been very helpful. I appreciate
your taking the time to help me.”” In the negative-foot no-touch condition
the confederate replied in an annoyed voice, ‘“You are not very helpful, and
I can usually understand directions. I’ll have to find someone who can be
more helpful.”” For the foot touch, positive-foot touch, and negative-foot
touch conditions, the same corresponding statements were made by the con-
federate as in the no-touch conditions with the addition that on the conclu-
sion of the statements the confederate touched the subjects on the upper
arm,

As the subject continued to walk into the library, a second confederate
stationed just inside the lobby and blind to the experimental condition being
run approached the subject and stated the hard-level request: ‘‘Hello. I am
trying to compile a list of people who would be willing to give two hours of
their time next month to answer telephones for a charity telethon for crip-
pled children. Would you be willing to do that?’’ If the subject agreed, his
or her name and telephone number were taken, and the subject was told
that he or she would be called if needed.

The first and second confederates exchanged positions at the end of
carrying out each rotation of the six conditions.

A third confederate debriefed the subjects, explaining that there was
nothing distinctive about the subject that caused him or her to be chosen
other than the fact that he or she was alone. The confederate discussed the
purpose of the study and answered all the subjects’ questions.

Results

The dependent variable measure was the type of response subjects gave to
the second, helping request. Subjects who agreed to help were assigned a
score of one, and subjects who declined were assigned a score of zero. Dif-
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ferences between the data collected by the two confederates and differences
between the compliance of male and female subjects were nonsignificant;
hence, the data obtained by the confederates and male and female scores
were combined. If the degrees of freedom are sufficiently large (df = 20),
analysis of variance procedures have been demonstrated to be appropriate
(Lunney, 1970), a requirement satisfied in the present study (df = 114).

The first analysis examined whether touching combined with the
““foot’’ procedure would increase compliance. The mean score (.40) for the
foot touch condition was significantly greater than the mean score (.05) for
the foot no-touch condition, #(114) = 2.54, p < .02.

The second analysis examined whether touch factorially combined with
social labeling would affect compliance. A 2 x 2 analysis of variance, in
which the two levels of the first factor were touch and no-touch and the two
levels of the second factor were positive-foot and negative-foot, were car-
ried out. Differences between the means for touch (.30) and no-touch levels
(.33) were nonsignificant, F(1, 114) < 1, and differences between the means
for the positive-foot (.28) and negative-foot levels (.35) were also non-
significant, F(1, 114) < 1. The interaction, however, was significant, F(1,
114) = 5.33, p < .025. Increased compliance was obtained for the touch
negative-foot (M = .45) and no-touch positive-foot (M = .40) conditions,
and decreased compliance was obtained for the no-touch negative-foot (M
= .25) and touch positive-foot (M = .15) conditions.

Discussion

The study demonstrated that touch added to the standard foot-in-the-door
procedure increased compliance. Touching an individual may increase feel-
ings of intimacy and may enlarge that individual’s self-concept of being
helpful when the initial request in the foot-in-the-door procedure is made.
This would account for the added helpfulness occurring for the second
request.

Using the standard foot-in-the-door procedure, it was shown that a
positive label without touch and a negative label with touch enhanced com-
pliance in comparison to a positive label with touch or a negative label with-
out touch. The positive label without touch emphasized to the subject his or
her helpfulness and possibly led to an increased feeling of being a
cooperative individual. These results are similar to those presented by
Goldman et al. (1982). However, when the positive label and touch were
combined, the subject may have felt that this was too affirmative a response
for such a small favor, giving directions to a nearby building. He or she may
have simply believed that the confederate was a flatterer and may not have
obtained information about himself or herself which would alter the self-
image. Reduced compliance was obtained in the negative label without
touch condition, which again was similar to the results presented by

Canvriaht © 2001 _All Ridhis Rasavyed




Goldman, Kiyohara, & Pfannensteil 147

Goldman et al. (1982). However, touch used in conjunction with the
negative label may have served to nullify the effect of the label. Touch may
have served as a catalyst to arouse the need to compensate for what the sub-
ject felt was an unfair statement about his or her helpful behavior. Thus,
the subject may have attempted to discount the negative label by agreeing to
perform the second task. Steele (1975) hypothesized that an individual may
try to improve his or her image and compensate for a negative label by per-
forming a positive act, and perhaps touch accentuates this process.

It should be noted that American college students served as subjects
and that the results may be American bound.
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