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This report cxplores the effectiveness of the foot-in-the-door lac-
tic while taking into account the appearance of the requester. The intent
was first to replicate the foot-in-the-door effect (Uranowitz, 1975; Foehl &
Goldman, 1983} and the social labeling effect (Goldman, ef al., 1982). Then,
the effect of the appearance of the requester was checked. In line with pre-
vious rescarch in which the skin tone of the requester (white vs black)
was manipulated (Eastwick & Gardner, 2009), it was hypothesized that
the foot-in-the-door effect might be observed no matter the appearance of
the requester, pointing out the robustness of the technique.

METHOD

Design

The experiment was a 3 (foot-in-the-door: no small request vs basic
small request vs positively-labeled small request) x 3 (requester appear-
ance: Black vs Blanc vs Beur ) between-subjects design. The three confeder-
ates were dressed in a casual way for young people of their age (tee-shirts,
jeans, and tennis shoes). Furthermore, they were selected on the subjective
criteria of their skin-tone. Ten evaluators (first-year students from the De-
partment of Psychology) were instructed to examine photographs of the
confederates and to identify the ethnic origin of the requesters; all the re-
sponses were congruent.

Participants

Anonymous passers-by (N=180; 106 women, 74 men) took part in the
experiment. Since the experimenl was carried out in a park from 10:00
to 17:00, no demographic information was available. Participants were
adults (approximately 20 to 65 years old, walking in the park alone) and
Caucasian. Three confederates (Black vs Blanc vs Beur) took part in the
experiment. They werc blind to the hypotheses. The participants were as-
signed to three conditions (control, foot-in-the-door, positively labeled
foot-in-the-door) in a random order.

Procedure

Similar to Foehl and Goldman’s experiment (1983), a confederate ap-
proached a passer-by and asked for direction to a beach (small request).
At the end of the explanation, the passer-by was politely thanked (basic
foot-in-the-door condition) or warmly thanked “Youre really helpful”
(positively labeled foot-in-the-door condition). After three steps, the con-
federate dropped 30 sheets of paper (implicit large request). In control
conditions, there was no small request: a confederate dropped the sheets
of paper in front of a passer-by. Upon dropping the sheets of paper, in all
conditions the confederate began to pick them up. According to Foehl and
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Goldman (1983), the implicit dependant variable was whether or not the
passer-by helped in retrieving the “accidentally” dropped sheets of paper.

Resuits

All differences between women and men were nonsignificant. Hence,
the data were aggregated. Second, none of the passers-by declined the
small request.

Logistic regression {logit model) was used to predict participants’
compliance (help vs no help) as a function of foot-in-the-door (control
vs basic vs positively labeled) and appearance (Black vs Blanc vs Beur)
of the requester. The overall regression revealed a significant main cf-
fect of the foot-in-the-door [Wald ¥? (2, N=180)=6.40, p<.05, Cramer’s
phi, 0 =.13] and a significant main effect of appearance of the request-
er [Wald »? (2, N=180)=15.10, p<.0001, ¢_=.20]. Moreover, an interaction
of foot-in-the-door and appearance of the requester was observed [Wald
¥ (4, N=180)=12.26, p<.01, ¢_=.18]. To elucidate the interaction, the eof-
fectiveness of the foot-in-the-door technique was explored when the ap-
pearance of the requester was analyzed scparately. Thus, foot-in-the-door
was effective at increasing compliance for the Blanc requester [Wald »?
(N=60)=7.80, p<.005, ¢ =.25]; positively labeled foot-in-the-door also in-
creased compliance when the requester was Blanc [Wald 2 (N=40)=4.0,
p <.04, ¢=.31]. On the other hand, foot-in-the-door did not increase com-
pliance for either the Black requester [Wald 2 (N=57) =.17, ns] or the Beur
requester [Wald 32 (N=63)<.1, ns]. Contrary to the hypothesis, the results
indicated that the participants were susceptible to the foot-in-the door
compliance technique only if the requester was Blanc.

TABLE 1

NUMPER OF PARTICTPANTS WHO TTELPED THE ReQUESTER IN RETRIZVING “ACCIDENTALLY” DROPPED
Parcrs, As a4 FUNCTION OF FOOT-IN-THE-DGOR AND APPEARANCE OF THE REQUESTER

Foot-in-the-door Appearance of the Requester

Condition Black Blanc Beur .,._.OE_:
[ % 4 % i % n %
No (control) 1/19 3.2 2/20 10 3721 14.2 6/60 10
Basic 3/19 15.7 6/20 30 0/21 0 9/60 15
Positively labeled 2/19 105 12/20 60 2/21 9.5 16/60 26.6
Total 6/57 105 20/60 333 5/63 7.9

: Discussion -

The foot-in-the-door technique is effective in inducing compliance,
despite the fact that the demand is implicit (Uranowitz, 1975; Fochl &
Goldman, 1983). In the same way, the results suggest that labeling the
small request increases the effectiveness of the foot-in-the-door technique.
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In that sense, the results arc in line with those obtained previously (Gold-
man, et al., 1982).

More surprising, both the foot-in-the-door effect and the positively
labeled foot-in-the-door effect disappeared if the requester’s appearance
was Black or Beur. These results are hardly compatible with the theoretical
interpretations of the foot-in-the-door phenomenon (Kiesler, 1971; Bem,
1972). Seli-perception theory (Bem, 1972) is the most common explana-
tion for the foot-in-the-door effect. It posits that people can infer their own
attitudes by examining their own behavior, i.c., people have vague ideas
about their attitudes and frequently do not know why they engage in be-
haviors. As applied to the foot-in-the-door procedure, people are said to
change their attitudes as a result of seeing themselves agree with the ini-
tial small request. Freedman and Fraser (1966, p. 201) also support that
position: “Once (s)he has agreed to arequest, his/her attitude may change.
(S)He may become, in his/her own eyes the kind of person who does this
sort of thing, who agrees to requests made by strangers, who takes action
on things s/he believes in, who cooperates with good causes.” On the oth-
er hand, the sclf-perception explanation also predicts an increase in com-
pliance to the target request when the participants were labeled for agree-
ing to the small request. According to self-perception theory, labeling may
provide information that reinforces the individual’s personal attribution
for the earlier behavior (i.e., the small request).

Commitment theory (Kiesler, 1971) provides an alternate theoreti-
cal explanation for the foot-in-the-door effect: “Commitment corresponds
to the conditions in which an action was carried out and enables an at-
tributor to match this action to the person who carried it out” (Joule &
Beauvois, 1998, p. 20). In other words, committing first to an innocuous
behavior (small request) increases the likelihood of complying with a sub-
sequent larger request. From this point of view, using an appropriate label
(i.e., a personality trait) is a means to reinforce the initial commitment. In
that case, the personality trait permits high action identification (Wegner
& Vallacher, 1986), insuring at least short-term maintenance and the per-
sistence of that behavior.

Neither the self-perception theory nor the commitment theory can ac-
count for the results observed in the Black and Beur conditions. In the
control condition, few passers-by spontancously helped the confederate,
whatever his appearance. Concerning the small request, each passer-by
gave directions, whatever the appearance of the requester {Black, Blanc,
or Beur), However, when the opportunity was offered to help the request-
er (implicit foot-in-the-door), participants were more inclined to help the
Blanc requester rather than the Black or the Beur requester. These results
might be understood in terms of discrimination (Dovidio, Kawakami,
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Johnson, Johnson, & Howard, 1997; Wilson, Lindsey, & Schooler, 2000).

They may be the expression of a subtle form of racism (e.g., aversive rac-

ism: Gaertner & Dovidio, 1986). Aversive racists arc individuals with a

discrepancy between their prejudicial attitudes at the implicit and explic-

it levels (Son Hing, Li, & Zanna, 2002). Tn line with this perspective, the
passers-by agreed with the explicit small request, but at the same time,
failed to help the out-group requester. Undoubtedly, these results need
some refinement, taking into account the characteristics of the passers-by
as well as those of the requester. In any case, these results open up a new
area of tescarch, combining social influence strategies and intergroup re-
lations as suggested by the recent work of Eastwick and Gardner (2009).
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