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ABSTRACT

Two - experlments were performed to examine the effects of oplnlon'
- .survey responses of soc1al anchoring, commitment level, sex of subject,
relationship between surveyor characterlstlcs and survey issue,iand
'relationship between written and behaviOroid response.

Five hundred 51xty unlver51ty students partlcrpated in a wrltten 
survey, and 21 in a follow up "behavioroid™ survey,; in whlch they were
asked to estimate the number of hours they.wou1d<volunteer to help phys-
ically disabled students. Erperimental subjects in varied anohoring
conditions saw the»eupposed eetimates of others prior to>respdnding, and
noeinfluence'oontrol subjectssalso~ree§0ndedi Commitment level waS"'
‘varied by the inelusion of more péréonal:ioformationfrequired from the
subject and more direct>wording on the survey sheets iﬁ the'high~eommit—
ment condition.. Lastly, both disaoled and able-bodied surveyors were
employed |

Results indicate that soc1al anchorlng greatly influenced: sub-
jects! responses. Commltment level was_non31gn1f1cant, although there'
was a significant difference between written and behavioroid response.
'Male;andvfemales estimated>an.equalvamount of donated time, although -
males e11c1ted more volunteer behav1or Flnally, dlsabled surveyors
e11c1ted more volunteer behav1or than d1d able- bodled ones, ‘with- dlsabled
males eliciting the most. rThese'results are discussed in terms of their
‘implioationsefor interpreting_opiniOn'surveyev

vii



INTRODUCTION

"Public Opinion' is a term that is widely and loosely used in
\ . : :

our society. The population is continuously being bombarded with public:
opinion survey results. Whether it'concerns‘thé nation's favorite ;o
tﬁbthpésteﬁor candidate for?president, opinion survey results are widely
utili;éd in public relationé and'policymaking»(Robinéon;i1969). rAs:
White- (1975, p. 1047)7notes,_hbwever; such'widesprgad use ''seems to
reflect an assumption of vélidity in opinion survey'resﬁlts that sub-
stantially transcends any relevant data.bése,"-_Althqugh opinibn surveys,i
of .candidate and'prbduc£ prefereﬁce'haVe-demonstrated prédictivé valid- -
ity‘(Crossley and.CrossIey, 1969), surveys investigating areas with \
supposedly'related,’nOnreQCtive measures have not: proven their worth
CCrespi, 1971; DeFleur and Westie, 1958;,Wicker; 1969) . It wbuld seem
imperativé to-examine'the:variables,influencing éfpe£son's responses to.
éuch sﬁrvey'items.: Thérefore; the purpose of this thesis was to investi;
_gate some variables which influencé pubiic opinion'survéy responseé.
Because responSivéness to social influence may be lessened when .
a subject iS»suspiciqus-éf the survey format and/or setting (Adair,
1972), these-studiesbwérelcoﬁducted.in é field setting, A survey format
similar to White's (1975), which was dééighed-to minimize subject -
suspiciousness, was used. The survey iséue-in bdfh’experiments was how
many hours'per=week.abie;bodied'uniVersity students wouldfbeAwilling-ﬁo
volunteer to help thsicélly dis#bled studeqts'get around’Campﬁs; 

1
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Supposed oplnlonsrof others can be defined as social anchors, and these
were varled on the surveys made..-. Results obtained concerning a- 51m11ar
1ssue'(Wh1te,-1975) showed'that respondents,are significantly ‘influenced.
by this social anchoring efféct. Even anchors which Were o) e#treme as.
-té-seem absurd élicitéd'positiﬁe sffscts,[and the negligiblé'or négative
shifts obtained in»soﬁe studies (Blake, Helson, and Mouton, 1957;
Hovland, Harvey, and Sherif, 1957;,Whittaker,_1963) were absent.

>'Sihce'the issﬁé iﬁ the present'study céﬁCerns aﬁ‘altrﬁisitic

‘response, the altrulsm 11terature is pertlnent Altruism has been shown
to be fac111tated by observatlon (Rosenhan and White, 1967) and imita-
‘tion (Latané and Dabbs, 1975). Since anchOring respoinses on a survey
v_shest can be viewed as a modeling device,rit wés,predicted thaf the
results;obtained'fromrthiS”studf would.shOW'the anchofseffect on altru--
.isticuresponses;-

'Iﬁ'addition tsAan anchbr-extremity'effect,Athe dégree of person-
al commitment involved in the,respénSe waS-examingd iﬁ bbtﬁ-studies.
It has -been sﬁown*that inereased commitment: does desrease thé‘effects
of anchoring (iangenes and White, 1975), and if was,hypothesized that
there wouid'be an'interaction'bstweeh the two variables (Freedman, 1964; .
Rhine,and»SeVerEnce, 1§7b). ,Extieme,anchors'should have the greatest
influence-on respoﬁses*in‘the low commitmeﬁt.(or lOW‘COSi) conditiong'
Altrulsm in adults has been‘augmented when cost is lowest (Mldlarsky ands
Midlarsky, 1970), in a 51m11ar vein, children have been shown to be more:
willing to share low value items than high value items with ''needy"

recipients (Zinsér, Perry,vand Edgar, 1975). It was therefore



hypqtheSized that perSoﬁal commitﬁept'would be a mediator in the elicfj
itetion_of'opinion reéponses,,and:that'it WOuld4mediatefin tﬁe same"
direction as did.responee cost.iﬁ these.preVious studies. An add1t10na1
behavioroid, response was examined in the second experlment when volun-
teers in the hloh commltment condition were telephoned after part1c1-‘
pating. in the sufvey”and-éskedvfor-a.schedule.of their'volunteer hours.
The,possibility’of a relationship.between a survey-issﬁe‘and

relevant related'characteristics‘of the surte&or wefe'alse eiplefed-in'
the first experiment ' Thus, the SUrvVeyors. were experlmenters who were . -
elther able-bodled or phy51ca11y disabled (conflned to a wheelchalr)

In addltlon to 1nvest1gat1ng this variable as a main effect possible
.interactions with other variables were.studied. _Various charecteristics
of recipients;of aitruismrhave been studied;'such asrstyie of dress.
(Beebe, .Buback,. McGlene; and.Dinoff 1972f,Chaikin,fDerlega,'Yoder- and
Philiips,-1974; Harris and Baudin, 1973) and sex - (Emsw111er, Deaux, and
Willits, 1971, Latané;7197oju The sex of both rec1p1ents and donators -
- of eltrﬁiem‘haslbeenlstﬁdied'quite:extens;Vely. Results are far from
conclﬁsive, hoWever; Seme.Stﬁdies indicate thet cross-sex helping occurs
more'frequently'than same-sex helping (Thayer, 1973),Vaithqugh the oppo-
eite'has also been found (Werner, 1974). Generally, males seem to be
more ‘likely to offer help than.females (Latané, 19703 Letané and Dabbs,
1975);3eveh'wﬁen'soiiciters'are-exciueively male (Piiiavin, Rodin; and ,
Piliavin, 1969),or_exc1usiVely feﬁale (Bryan and Test, 1967); “Although.
in most»studieS'femaiee’have been found to.teceive'sigpificantly more_

\ . g . . o .
help’than.males'(Gruder»and Cook, 1971; Latené, 1970;'Latané and Dabbs,

1975), in at least one study the opposite result was obtained



4

(Emswiller et al., 1971). Sex of'eXperimenter and of subject were also

factors in the first study.



EXPERIMENT 1
Metﬁod

Subjects
Subjects were-512.university"stﬁdents, half males and half.
- females, all of whom were able-bodied. They were chosen as randomly

- as. possible in outdoor campus settings.

‘Experiménfers

Experimeﬁters Were seveﬁ undéfgraduétes,and one graduateﬁstudént;
- They were four femalés (two able-bodied and two physically disabléd) and
~ four maleé (two able~bodiedfénd two‘?hjsicglly disab1ed). The pﬁysically'~

disabled experimeniters were all confined to wheelchairs.

- Proceduré

The:procédure for this expeiiment'waéforiginally outlined by
White (1975). Each'subject was approached by:an experimenter,andﬁasked
ifr(s)he_waé a'student at thé Uﬁiversity. To all affirmative respgn;
dents, the experimentérs said; "Would you fléase take a.minute.to partie-
ipate in-a ‘student survey?"  Students who agréed to participaté were
preseﬁted-with a survey she?t which'was attached to a clipboard and-
- labeled "Student SuiVey-;UniVersity'of’Afizona;”

‘The survey sheets .in the.lbw commitment conditibn read as
follows:  '"As yoq‘probably knéw,.manyuphysically disabled students find
it ektreﬁely difficult to maneuver fheir Qheélchaifs around campus. .We

5



6'.-
are_interesred.in determinihg how many hours per<week.unirersity students'
would'be'milling.to;rolunteer tO'help;physicaily disabled-people_get
'around'campus,” . Each sheet:contained>spacesrfor"signatures and estimated
number of'hours (See Appendix A for sample of surVey'SheetV)' The .
survey sheets -in the high commitment condition (see Appendlx B. for
sample) read as follows UAs you probably know, many phy51cally dlsabled
students’ flnd it extremely dlfflcult to maneuver thelr wheelchalrs around
campue - We are seeklng volunteers who are willing to donate.time he1p~
1ng the phy31ca11y dlsabled get around campus.. Please,estlmate.the
number of hours per week you would be w1111ng to donate toward aldlng
these students." Each sheet in thls_cond1t10n~contalned»spaces for
slgnatures,‘estrmaoed number of hours, and telephone number TherefOre,
Ltbe low-CQmmirmentpcohdition was operatlonallzed by the more 1mpersonal
wording and by the lack of a request for a phone.number.

Four signaturee were "planted” on each survey sheet prlor to
being presented to the subject and the estimated. number of hours was
varied in accordance with the anchoring condition. The estimated number..
of bours wererof'three oonditions: a rahge.from 8—12, ¥'='10A(1owp-
~anchor), a range from‘i8—22,,Y'= 20'(medium“aﬁohor), and a‘raoge from
28-32,X = 30 (high anchor), = Additionally, aﬂno.anchor'COhtrolleondi— -
tion (on whlch the subject's was the first and only 51gnature to appear
on the’ sheet) was factorlally crossed with’ all nonanchorlng condltlons
For'further detall,'see White (1975). |

. The éurvey sheetvpresented to tbe‘subject was,ztherefore},the

Vehicle for both the commitmént and anchor exfremity'variables.- The



survey sheets were distributed by each experimenter in a randomized order

to an equal number of males (32) and females (32).

Data Analysis

Subjects' responses were analyzed by a 2 (sex of experimenter)
X 2 (sex of subject) X 2 (commitment) X 2 (physical condition) X 4
(anchor extremity) analysis of variance. In addition, Dunnett's method
of comparing control means and treatment means was used to determine
differences between anchor means and their control counterparts. Final-
ly, omega square §u2) estimates were computed to determine percentage
of variance accounted for, and Tukey honestly significant difference

comparisons were used for post-hoc comparisons.

Results

Cell means for all conditions appear in Table 1.

Anchor extremity significantly affected estimates of volunteer
hours, F(3,448) = 58.30, £ < .0001. An omega square (@¥) estimate
showed that anchor level accounted for 17% of the variance. Tukey
honestly signficant difference comparisons show that different results
were obtained at every anchor level (p*~ < .01). Dunnett's analysis
reveals that responses obtained in all three anchor levels (high, medium,
low) were significantly different from those in the control condition

< .01).

Estimates of time contributions were also significantly affected
by the physical condition of the experimenter, £(1,448) = 10.67,

2 < .005, w2 = .0l. Disabled experimenters elicited more estimates of

volunteer hours than able-bodied ones. The data also show that although



Table'L;

Experiment 1: Mean estimates of. volunteer hours per week as a function.of anchor extremlty,
- commitment, sex of subject, sex of experlmenter, and phy51ca1 condltlon of
_ experlmenter ‘
High Commitment ' N . : ~ Low Commitment
Female = = . . Male . Female Male
Experimenter o - _Experimenter h . Experimenter Experimenter
Able- . - . " Able-  Able- Able- .
bodied Disabled bodied Disabled . bodied Disabled bodied  Disabled
Female Subjects .
High , ' . , ) . : | )
~Anchor ~ 13.56 10.38 ©17.50 9.69 y 9.75. . 10.44 9.13 12.50
Medium ) . - _ R ',
Anchor 6.50 - 7.13 ©9.63 8.63 8.88 . 7.88 10.75  13.38
Low v ' _ - : - _ S . _ | .
~ Anchor . 4,25 5.63 4.75 4,94 - 4.38 3.13 5.31 8.50
Control' 2.69 2.81 ' 2.00 4.38 2.38 ~ - 2.13 . 4.25 | 4.25
" Male Subjects
High - - | \ - |
Anchor - 8.75 9.69 9.13. 19.56 . 6.13 13.88 . 7.38 16.88
Medium ' N : ' _ . 4 S
Anchor 11.69 . 14,19 - 7.00 15,13 - -~ 5.50 "~ 6.25 6.25 - 14.13
Low ’ : ' _ .
Anchor 9.63 5.50 3.88 - 10.13 6.38 4.94 3.50 9.38
'ContrOIi - 6.31 : 3.00 - 2.13 | 2.50 2.94' 3.19 3.38. . 2.56




disabled experimenters elicited more volunteer behavior than did able-
bodied ones, the differences decreasedas anchor level decreased. Where
anchor level was controlled for (i.e.,was not an influencing factor),
no significant difference between able-bodied and disabled experimenters
was obtained.

Sex of experimenter significantly influenced subject behavior,
_F(1,448) = 7.45, £ < .01, &2 = .0l. Male experimenters elicited more
volunteer hours than did female experimenters. There was an additional
significant interaction effect between sex of experimenter and physical
condition of experimenter, £(1,448) = 10.30, £ < .005, w2 = .01.
Tukey comparisons here show that disabled males elicited significantly
higher estimates of volunteer behaviorthan did any other physical
condition/sex of experimenter combination (£ < .01).

Although sex of subject was not significant as a main effect,
it did enter into significant interaction effects with other variables.
The sex of subject X physical condition of experimenter interaction
reveals that female subjects estimated the same number of volunteer
hours when surveyed by a disabled experimenter as they did when surveyed
by an able-bodied one; however, male subjects estimated more hours when
approached by a disabled experimenter, f£(1,448) =10.62, £ < .005,
w2 =.01. Furthermore, while female experimenters, regardless of physi-
cal condition, elicited an equal amount of volunteer behavior from males
and females, physical condition of male experimenters had a differential
effect, depending on subject sex. Male subjects estimated significantly
more volunteer hours than did females when approached by a disabled male

experimenter, and they estimated significantly less volunteer hours than



10
did females when approached by an able-bodied male experimenter. The F
value (df = 1,448) for this sex of subject X sex of experimenter X physi-
cal condition of experimenter interaction was 6.08, £ < .025, uy2 = .01
(see Figure 1).

Anchor extremity also interacted significantly with sex of sub-
ject and physical condition of experimenter, £(3,448) = 5.38, £ < .005,
w2 = .0l. Whereas male subjects estimated they would donate significant-
ly more hours than females to disabled experimenters and significantly
less hours than females to able-bodied experimenters in high and medium
social anchor conditions, there were no differences in the low anchor and
control conditions (see Figure 2).

One final interaction that yielded significant results was anchor
level X commitment X sex of subject, £(3,448) = 2.82, £ < .025, w2 =
.01. It seems that males in the high commitment condition tended to
estimate a higher number of volunteer hours than did females in the same
commitment condition, but in the medium anchor condition only. No other

main or interaction effect was significant.
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The effects of physical condition of experimenter, sex of
experimenter, and sex of subject on the number of hours per
week subjects estimated they would volunteer toward helping
disabled students get around campus.
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The effects of anchor extremity, physical condition of
experimenter, and sex of subjects on the number of hours per
week subjects estimated they would volunteer toward helping
disabled students get around campus.



EXPERIMENT 2

| Introdect.ion o

This study'Was performed fer the purpose ofifurther'investigat-
'ing-commitment as’a'possible variable in survey respense behaviox.
Slnce commltment seemed to be an 1rrelevant factor in the first study,
| thls study was de51gned to increase the dlsparlty between the two commit-
ment 1evels, SO as. once again to ascertain: 1f "'cost!! to the subJect

.plays a slgnlflcant role in 1nf1uenc;ng'a'$ub3ect's survey response.
‘:-It.was_ééain Predicted'that”eitremejanchors would.havéhthe greatest
effecf on responses in'the‘lew*commitmeﬁt-COndition;

A suppiemental,'hehayioroid, measure Was’obtained in this study

" in the form of subjects' reepoﬁses:to a-follow~up—teiephone inquiry
regarding,thelexaet scheduiefof hoursrsubjeets'WOuldjvelunteer.eaeh
_ weekQ Since thisvcanvbe‘viewed as an inerease in “'cost'" to thevsubject'
(i.e., his cemmitﬁent.toward;actually Volunteering is even greater than
it wes whenlhevsigned the survey sheet), it waerpiedicted that the num-
ber of hours elicited via telephone would be less than those e11c1ted
by the survey sheet The purpose of obtalnlng thls measure was to shed-
some. light on how generallzahle surveys.of this nature are to actual
_behavior. It wasjpredicted'that shfvey reépohses wogld'net accurately

coincide with people's behavioroid respomses. = = -

_13
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Mefhod

Subjects
SubJects were 48 unlver51ty students;, all of whom were able— :
bodled They were chosen as' randomly as p0531b1e in outdoor campus

settlngs.

Experimenter
‘The experimenter was- a femal e, disabled,. graduate student in-

psychology._“

Procedure

' The'preeedure.foreoetaining'survey‘responSe-Was basically the
same'as in‘fhe first expefiment. There were, however, a few changes
The survey sheets in the low commitment condition were of essentlally
thersamezformat«(see Appendlx C forlsample);v The,survey sheets,ln'the»“‘
'_highacommitment'condifion‘(see'Appendik leor sampie)'read as follows;
- "As you probably know, many phy51cally dlsabled students flnd it extreme-
ly dlfflcult to- maneuver their wheelchalrs around campus We are seek-
ing;volunteers'who_are-willing to donate time.helping the physieallf‘
disabled get:around:camnus;' Please estimate the number of hours per
week fou will donate toward aiding these students.'" The last'linekwas
changed ffomaﬁl . weuld be willing to denate'. . ."as it appears in
the flrst study in order to increase dlsparlty between the two commit-
ment . condltlons | Also, the- sheets in the hlgh commitment condltlon

*contalned spaces for students' names, estlmated number of hours, address,
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.and telephone»nnmber; 'Addreselwas-included to increase the disparity
Betveen the high:an& 1ewfcemnitment>conditions.‘ |
Anchor extremity was. variedithebsame way as in the‘first stndy,
except this time there were only two anchor conditions: a. range of
hours from 8- 12, X 10 (low" anchor) and a. range from 28-32, X = 30
(high anchor),, No anchor-control sheets were distributed in this study.
The survey sheets" were, once™ agaln, the vehicle for both the commltment
‘and . anchor extremlty varlables, and they were: dlstrlbuted by the experl—
menter in a randomlzed order._"
Within ten days after the survey was. admlnlstered. all subjects‘
in the high commltment condition (N= 24] were contacted via telephone.
'-Thejexperlmenter‘said to’eachﬂsubject,_ﬁl understandjyeu-participated
injaAStudent'survey“duringftne‘paét.Weekt vCould'you please tell me hon
many-hans you'd be-willing‘to denateitoward heiping.disabled students-
‘get around campus?"' RespOndents‘whe'ansWered:"Zero" were:then thenked‘
, for thelr part1c1pat10n and the -conversation ended Allether resnonh"
' dents (i.e., those whose»answers werefgreater than zero) were'then'asked
te.setrnp.en exéct:sched?ie‘ofjhoureduring theeweek which they wouldnbe‘”
wiliing'tO'volunteer; Each of tHeSe:eubjects was then debriefed as to. -
the nature of the study and.thanked for hlS part1c1pat10n and willing-
ness to volunteer -They were also glven the option of hav1ng thelr-namee
'glven~to an.Qrganlzation'en‘campus which eXists primarily to help dis--

abled StudentS‘and_which actively seeks volunteers for that purpose.
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Deta Analyeis
Subjects responses to the written _survey were analyzed by a

2 (anchor extremlty] X 2 (commltment) analy51s of ‘variance. . In addltlon,

an omegavsquare (m:) estimate was computed to determlne perCentage of

variance accountedffor, Subjects’ telephone responses were. analyzed by

a t- test and an add1t10na1 2 (anchor extremlty) X'2 (written vs. tele-

phone  response) analysis of variance was performed.

Resnlts

Aneherfmagnitnde on the wfitten;survey once”again’infiuenced;thef'
_ number of yolunteer honrs,;E(1,44) v=v20.4§8, p < .0001.. By omega -
sqnareAeStimate, this’accounted for 28% of the vaiiancei hThe written
_enrvey response analysis feveeled.no Other significant main or inter-
'action»effects. Teble_ZAéhovshthe'cell means for éll'conditione.

Of the 24 high commitnent condition subjects who pérticipated
in the initial survey, 21 Were’fOLlowed:upfinrorder'tOﬁobtain‘the'be?
‘haviofdid'measures; Three pefticipants ttwo in the high}anéhbr condi-
tion and'ene in‘thehlow'anehet'condition)fcould'not be located by'eithei-’
“'telepheneter mail.} Ten ef theSe foliow~up subjecté.estimated'the number“
of vOlunteer honrs'to~be¢greeter‘than'zero;»and all but one of these set
‘ un en exact schedulejof hours-they weuldtvolunteerﬁeach week. Eight oft:
.thdée‘tenjstudents:Weie willing,fat'the«end"of the telephene~interview, .
to have their names and schedules submitted to the department on campus
f_whlch could. utlllze the volunteer manpower. The mean. number of
rbehavioroid volunteer‘hours,wast4.6vin the high»anehor'condition'énd

o 1.27 in the low'ancher*conditien and this difference'preved to be
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Table 2. ExperimentAzf ﬁMean,estimatés-on written. survey of volunteer
' hours per week as a function of anchor extremity and commit-
ment  level. B : . :

|

High Commitment- : =~ Low Commitment

High Anchor = 12.17 o 7.83. ©10.00
Low Anchor - 3.25 5.7 3.50

X | B 2 N o579 L
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rsignifiCant, éﬁdf;='19)_;.7780,‘ p < LOQl.A Therefore; évenrwhen fhe'ﬂ“ r
anéhors‘were,no longer visibly'present to the.subﬁécts, their prior
existénce had:a~prolonged-infiﬁenceion‘their feépoﬁse, o

The énélysis of;véfiaﬁce pérformed'on-thé behavioroid and wriﬁf‘f
ten'measures.revealed; oncezagain, a significantianchor-extremity effégt,
Eﬁl,4i)'='l7l45; 'E.<~'065?, There'wasralso'é_significant.decrease in the
nuﬁbef'of VO1Unteér-hou?s_initially e$timated iﬁ»writing oﬁ'theuéurvey
sheet and in thé number-iéter'obtained'via telephbne, Eﬁ1,41j = .10.60,
A- E;%>.005; Thé;méan.numﬁer;of'hours-Volunteerédfon:the;Wﬁitteh'sufvey“f 
'wa; 6.75, and the1mean nﬁmberiof.hoﬁrsrvolunteered'later on'tﬁe»teléphone

was. 2.86. Nousignificant'interaction effect was found.



DISCUSSION

Although it is generally conceded that being a.free, 1ndependent
thlnker is a p051t1ve attrlbute, it appears from thls study that our own
.oplnlons and Judgments are greatly 1nf1uenced by what others belleve
It seems llkely that unlver51ty students would know approx1mately how:

much;avallable tlme.they would‘have to.volunteer to-help disabled stu—-t
'-dents'get‘around~campus; yet théirtrespdnseé vatiedrcoﬁsiderably when
they were able‘tO'dbsgrve tﬁé number ofthdﬁrs that'other’studéﬁts had
fsupposedly»estimated. . These anchor effétts,in.both:studies ohtan'altru—r
istic reSPQnée were:congruent;with'thosétof'White (1975), and~as with
-his“stﬁdies;vthe ﬁse-éf a.naturai,éetting énd réseérch design=which mini-
ﬁiZed:subject'éusﬁiéioUsneSS-may:hate facilitéted*thélobtainéd résuits.t

'Thefimplicatibns‘of this are far-reaching;in terms of‘opinion
and attitude polls. It seemstthat oﬁ::responsés té-polls-can*Be largely
dépgﬁdent~upon,hoﬁ»others have responded. Since resﬁlts of sufyeys and
polls are‘oftén:uSed,in formuiating a decisioﬁ or polity; their yélidityj'
in this régard.is highly queétionable. Thetassumﬁtion of pdllsters that
eachirespondent-iS»féveéling his 6wn, indépendent oﬁinion may ﬁot be
accurate. This demonétration that opiniéns andiattitudeS'ére likely to
be a product of soc1a1 1nfluence greatly undermlnes the usefulness of
'oplnlon surveys, if respondents are aware of others! views. It must be
remembered that in the first-study, respcnses withlntall'three anchoring
Acoﬁditions differed not éniy'frtm’one;another, bhut also from the'céntrol'
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ooahterparts. This shoﬁexthe trehendoos potency'of a-sociai ancher:
.influence;».Results of the~second.study further'reinforee this. Longe
laétihgianéhor effects:were-demonstrated; since:theytremained.an influ-
ence onesubjeote'hbehayiorrup torteﬁ'daye after-they-were-preeented:to -
the;suhjects. |
The degree'of perSQhaI commitment-involVed ih;the response?did

not afféet,éubjects? estiﬁates. 'This result,is eontrary to'that'obtaine&~
in other studles (Freedman, 1964; Langenes and White, 1975 'Rhine and
, Severence,V197O) It was expected from ‘these prev1ous 1nvest1gat10ns
.that.the extreme anchors;would have the greatest.effeet on estimates 1ﬁ’v
thehlow:oommitment condition;ialtruiSm*has; in the past, beeh increased
Qhen;costfis*lowest (Midlarsky and'Midlarsky,;1970;-Zinser et al.; I§75).
'Thelfailure of.bdth these‘etudiesutOysupportuthis anchor—commitmentl o

‘relatlonshlp is 1ndeed 1ntr1gu1ng,_espe01ally after the second study was
‘_dev1sed to increase- further the dlsparlty between the two commltment
oonditrons. AIt;is possible that degree of personal commitment»may be
'infloentialVonusome.specific kindsAof issues‘ahainot'oh others. If-.
’commitment iehiSSue-sﬁecific, it'woula'Be.intereSting to discover underhv
what types of ‘conditions it does play a role in dec151on maklng It~is
possible that this oplnlon survey, regardless of wordlng and information
yasked-for, was-perceéived by subjectS‘as.being’”remote” fromaactual
behavior, anaatherefore‘cost;waS'too low in both‘eonditions-terlicit;»
differentialhresponding Tt is noteworthy to p01nt out,.addltlonally,;
that the behaV1or01d measure in the second experlment may be construed:*
-as a meaeure of lnten51f1ed'personal commltment}'as the subjects were.

taken' one  step. further than the'survey:in actually carrying out what
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- they estimatednthe& would do. A'significant:decreaSe occurred between'
2their originel estimateuandaone»in?whieh theyacame.eten cioser to aotu—
' all& ggiggvthe'volunteeringf _Therefore,fit:is conﬁectureduthat'personel
commitment'may become a salient factor onl}lWhen cOst‘to:theVsubject,is-"
relatively'high. ‘Further investigation.tegandtng_this variable wouid'be
 eXtremely useful in clerifying the effect of'nersonel commitment ont
- otinionIsurVeys. | -
"A:relationshipebetween'survey-issue-andmrelevant’reiateo'chatac-
terlstlcs of the surveyor was found to exist; _that is, dlsabled exper1~
:-menters were more llkely than able bodied ones to e11c1t volunteer -
'\behaV1or.for helplng'd;sabled students get;arOundrcampus;ﬂ Posslble :
reasons:for this'cen-only be,conjeotured5 A subject.may experienoef :
increaseo,guiltfand deoreaSed-seif-esteen'in refusing-to volunteer to -
'{help, when asked by a member of” the group seeking help, espec1ally whenf
(s)he percelves that others have volunteered. = This: is supported by the
fact that disabled experimenterS~did'ngt_elicithmore'volunteer hours
than.ableéhodied‘ones when anchot*IeVel waseeontrolle&ufiiniadditiOn,'-
ithe subjeot*s;auareness of~the necessity of.his.help mgylalso be aug-
;,mented when the subject 15 actually confronted with the individual to
whom' the ald may'be'offered -An example of thls is a natlonal telethon,
swhere disabled individuals affllcted with the dlsorder for whlch money
is belng collected appear on telev151on to appeal to the general publlc'
‘for their cause, It is noted’ that these telethons also contlnually
bfoadcast hou much~money'1nd1v1dua1 people haye-donated (large sums are’

pertiCulariy_emphasizedJ; thereby establishing high anchor'conditions
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for the,publie to reepdnd.under.”'Another'possible ekplanation'is that
diSabienenebpleémay eiicitlmOre coopetation in'genera1; for wnateter
- reasom, and'tney.may:elicit:higherieetinates en_anyrsurvey issue;

Males e11c1ted more volunteer behavior’ than d1d females, and

" this result was contrary to many prev1ous studles [Gruder and Cook 1971;
vLatane, 19703 Latane and Dabbs, 1975) but was in agreement with the
'_stndy by_Emswlller,et al.. (1971) Slnce.the-resnlts 1n~th15_area;are
so-incontiueinesiit.ean”bevhypothesized‘that whether”members.of one sek.
are mote likely to receive ‘help may depend on the- partlcular 51tuat10n
or different contextual cuesun In thls‘partlcular'51tuat10n, dlsabled

" males may be v1ewed the most sympathetlcally by the general populatlon.
Our soc1etal norms 1nd1cate that males are generally v1ewed as- 1ndepen—
dent, capable - healthy, and strong,“and‘perhaps the.resulting perceived
1ncongru1ty between dlsablllty and mascullnlty 1nf1uenced subjects in a
way (e g- o gullt plty) that ‘caused them to estlmate more volunteer 7
behaVLor.' ThlS is further substantlated by. the fact that male subjects
Were-moreraffectedibyethe»enperimenterls physieal condition than were

. Afemales}i_Females.tendedAtO,estimatenan:equal nnmbef*ef'volunteer hours
regardlesa'of'the'experimenter;s;physicaltedndition; Perhapé males in’
our society feei a greater need to help and protect thbsevpeople less
fortunate'than-themseivee;j All femalerenperimentereaseemed to elicith
-an.eqnaltamonntjof nelpingjbehavior“but'disabled‘males;elicited 2223 
Volunteefing‘behavior from males-and able-bodied maleefelicitedvleig_‘
‘voiunteefing behavior fronAmales. This was especially true when'they~
'thonéntﬂetners’ha& estimated a 1ar§erameunt'0f volunteer time. .Thisxmay'

be the:resnlt.df'some guilt-identification issues: Implications'of this
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in terms of sex=ro1e‘stereotypes.may be that despite the ongoing hunan
liberation'movement someemaleéfemalefrole stereotypes still do ‘exist.

Therefore, the research 1nd1cat1ng that males are more llkely torr
.‘offer help ‘than females (Bryan and Test 1967;_Latane, 1970; Latané and
Dabbs,_1975; Plllaven'et al., 1969) was onlyrpartially suppbrted'By‘the
rfirst experiment. It seems tnat whenysurvey'issne”and relevant surveyor_
characteristiCSVare relatedT(particnlarly characteristics whicn may -
instill guilt orqloWerfselfeesteem);emale respondentscare neré=1ike1y.to
betaffectedl= While the fact.that.this resnit'was cnly partially sup-..:
: ported:may,indicate:that values and-nOrm51regarding.seX"stereotyPes‘in -
"this seciety are'changing;.it also indicates that some traditional Views
Temain. | | | | | |

.A'behavioroidfmeasureIWas'included'inAthe_second'studyrinfan,'
effOrt'tovdetermine.howlgeneraliiable behavior,isvfrom this'type of
opinion survey The results tend. to support previous flndlngs (Crespl;
1971; DeFleur and. Westle, 1958 chker, 1969) .as. well as White's (1975,
‘p._1047] statement that "the valldlty'of surveys eliciting responses
standlnc in abstract or topographlcally remote relatlonshlps with the
'acts presumably 1ndexed by ‘the surveys remain suspect " The data here
showed a marked decrement in amount of volunteer. tlme e11c1ted as the~
response moved down the. "'verbal- behav1oral” continuum. ' This questlonSV
the accuracy andepractlcal usefulness of oplnlon:surveys as,a tool for
estimating actuai-behavior, It appears that subjects overestimated_on
the:saney‘sheet=the ameunt5efttime they”would'be:willingete;Volunteer;7
and'one.cannot_help But‘wender if tne behavioroid measure is also an

overestimation.
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- It is therefore 1mperat1te that the 11m1ts of oplnlon surveys be
"~ realized, both by .those who admlnlster them and by those who attempt to -
| make~dec1510ns-based-upon their'results. The studies reported here indi-
=rc:a.te not only that'peoﬁlevare not:independent ahd free-thinking; but

~also that they often do not accurately estimate what their own behavior

will be.



"APPENDIX A

SAMPLE OF SURVEY SHEET USED IN- EXPERIMENT 1
IN' THE LOW COMMITMENT CONDITION
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Student Survey . o UniVersity of Arizona

As you probably know, many physically disabled students find it extreme-

ly difficult to maneuver their wheelchairs:around campus. We are inter--

ested in determlnlng ‘how. many hours per week university students would

be willing to.volunteer to help phy51cally disabled people get around
campus.

Student's Name a ' : ‘Number of Hours:

Note to survey‘perSOnnelz Return completed sheets to Rm 410 for compl—
o B S lation and ana1y51s



APPENDIX B

. SAMPLE OF SURVEY SHEET USED IN EXPERIMENT 1
IN THE HIGH COMMITMENT CONDITION .
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- Student Survey 4'»' : , : : University éfiArizona

‘As you probably know, many physically disabled students find it extreme-
ly difficult to maneuver their wheelchairs around. campus. We are seek-
ing volunteers who are willing to donate their time helping the physi-
‘cally disabled get.around campus. - Please estimate the number of hours

per week you would be willing to donate. toward aiding these students.

Student's Name ' . Number of Hoqrs“ - Telephone Number

‘Note to'survey\peréoﬁnél Return completed sheets .to Rm. -410 for compl-
. . o latlon and analysis. :



APPENDIX C

SAMPLE OF SURVEY SHEET USED IN.EXPERIMENT 2
IN. THE LOW COMMITMENT CONDITION
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:.Student'Sﬁrvey' T R . University of,Arizdna.

 As. you probably know, many physically disabled students-find it extreme-
" 1y difficult. to maneuver their wheelchairs around campus.. We are inter-
©ésted in determining how many hours per week university students would

. be willing to volunteer to help physically dlsabled people get. around -

- campus.

Student's Name . Number of Hours

" Note to.survey'pérsbﬁﬁel . Return completed sheets to Rm. 410 for cempl-
o o o latiom and analysis.



APPENDIX D .

" SAMPLE OF SURVEY SHEET USED IN EXPERIMENT 2 -
 IN THE HIGH COMMITMENT CONDITION
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' Student Survey S S " University of Arizoma

As you probably know,; many physically disabled students find it extreme-
ly difficult to maneuver: their wheelchairs around campus.. We are.
seeking volunteers who are willing to donate time helping the phy51cally‘
disabled get around campus. Please estimate the number of hours per-
week you will donate:toward aiding these students :

, Number ' - - -~ Telephone
Student's Name - of Hours -~ ©. Address - - - Number..

Note .to survey personnel: " Return completed sheets to .Rm. 1410 for comp1~5
S - lation and ana1y51s :
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