
WHEN AND WHY INDIVIDUALS OBEY FORM-ADHESIVE CONTRACTS:  

EXPERIMENTAL EVIDENCE OF CONSENT, COMPLIANCE, PROMISE AND 

PERFORMANCE✝ 

 
ZEV J. EIGEN✝✝ 

ABSTRACT 

Why do individuals comply with contracts? In part, theory suggests it is 
because it is moral to keep promises or “live up to one’s word.” This 
theory derives from arms-length, bilaterally negotiated agreements. 
Today, however, the majority of contracts into which individuals enter 
are unilaterally imposed on them by organizations with no opportunity 
for pre-consent negotiation. Contemporary organizations exploit 
feelings of contractual obligation, presumably derived from the 
powerful moral norm of living up to one’s word, to leverage 
compliance with and tolerance of undesirable terms imposed in near-
anonymous, low-dollar value transactions via form-adhesive contracts. 
This article asks whether individuals’ lack of input in drafting affects 
their contractual performance, and whether moral grounds for 
enforceability remain viable even when individuals do not 
meaningfully participate in contract formation. Results of an online 
experiment reveal that even marginal participation in contract drafting 
increases individuals’ performance of an undesirable contract term. 
Results also demonstrate morality’s significant influence in eliciting 
contract performance, suggesting a strong artifactual power of morality 
even in impersonal, low-stakes, form-contractual exchanges. 

 
 
   

1. INTRODUCTION 

 Contracts are historically ancient means of managing and regulating dyadic 

exchanges. Since their modern formalization as legal, state-backed instruments, 
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contractual exchange has been hailed as the foundation of both capitalism and the 

liberal state (Farnsworth 1982; Friedman 1965; Macaulay 1985; Selznick 1969; Smith 

1904; Thompson 1975). Courts, legislators and scholars in various fields have 

described contracts as the product of bilaterally exchanged commitments freely 

negotiated and agreed upon by the parties (Macaulay 1963; McIntyre 1994). As 

Friedman (1965) notes, “…the law of contract was the legal reflection of [the free] 

market and naturally took on its characteristics.” 

 But contracts are rarely the result of freely negotiated bilateral commitments in 

contemporary life. One relatively modern development in contract’s evolution, 

coinciding with the rise of the modern corporation (Edelman and Suchman 1997) is 

the proliferation of “form-adhesive contracts” that have come to dominate the 

contemporary contractual landscape (Ben-Shahar 2007). Rather than an exchange 

between two freely negotiating agents consenting to bilateral future obligations, 

form-contracts1 are drafted by organizations, intended to be signed by multiple 

signers, and offered without any opportunity to negotiate over the terms. 

Sociologists of organizations have documented the way in which firms exploit the 

law to replicate existing power advantages they hold over individuals with whom 

they deal—employees, customers, and care and service recipients (Edelman and 

Suchman 1997; 1999).  One of the best ways to do this is with form-contracts because 

contracts lend the impression of legal constraints, and by implication, invoke the 

State as the background sanctioning body of the contents of the contract, lending the 

                                                
1 I use the terms “form-adhesive contract” and “form-contract” interchangeably 

throughout this paper to mean the same thing. 
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impression of legitimacy and authority to the drafters (Eigen 2008). As Richard Ely 

remarked, “when economic forces make possible oppression and deprivation of 

liberty, oppression and deprivation of liberty express themselves in contract” 

(Kaufman 2003: 8). 

 The amount of time individuals spend negotiating in the traditional “arms’-

length” sense of the word, when parties exchange positions, discuss options and 

alternatives integratively or distributively, and otherwise seek to advance their 

interests in accord or in opposition to another party or group of parties, before 

reaching agreement has significantly diminished over time (Ben-Shahar 2007; 

Slawson 1971).  This is particularly true if one subcategorizes dyadic exchanges to 

those occurring between individuals and organizations. If one wishes to receive the 

benefit of the bargain, one has to sign the contract, or if online, indicate one’s 

consent to the terms by clicking a box. Hospitals require patients to sign form-

adhesive contracts before receiving treatment. Employers require employees to 

sign such contracts restricting their rights in many ways. Publishers require authors 

to sign them, and service providers (cell phones, internet, etc.) require service 

recipients to sign them as well. Online vendors, social networking sites, and other 

purveyors of information require consent to form-adhesive contracts for activities as 

pedestrian as browsing a website. 

 Historically, contract proved a useful tool for securing compliance in dyadic 

exchanges because of its characteristic features of pre-contractual negotiation and 

true consent (Fourcade and Healy 2007). There are five specific features of this 

classical model of contract worth noting: (1) bilateral exchange of promises, (2) 



 4 

negotiation before assent, (3) active promise-making, (4) greater balance of mutual 

dependence, and (5) heightened awareness and increased salience of non-

anonymous relational aspects of the contracting parties’ relationship. But these 

features are notably absent in the way in which the most common form of contract is 

experienced in contemporary life—in the form-adhesive contract. In the 

contemporary model of exchange, dominated by contracts between corporations 

and individuals, there is unilateral imposition of terms, not bilateral exchange of 

promises. There is no opportunity to negotiate before assenting.  In the place of 

active promise-making, there is passive consent giving. In the traditional model, 

where two merchants might be highly mutually dependent on one another’s 

resources, in the contemporary model, large drafting organizations are almost 

universally less dependent on the resources of any singular individual with whom 

they are contracting than vice-versa. Lastly, in the contemporary model, there is 

significantly greater anonymity, and a drastically reduced or at least transmogrified 

role of “relational” contracting. 

 As others have observed (Becher 2009), there is a wide gap between contract 

law’s underlying assumptions and the modern reality of how contract is often 

experienced by consumers, employees service and care recipients, and almost 

everyone using the Internet.  What role does contract play in getting people to 

perform (often undesirable) tasks or to tolerate undesirable contractual obligations 

like waivers or limitations of rights? Existing scholarship suggests that all else being 

equal, the contractually obligated would outperform the non-contractually obligated 

on the undesirable task because individuals are more likely to perceive signed 
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contracts as binding, enforceable by state power (Schwartz and Wilde 1979), or 

because contractual obligation increases the economic and social costs of non-

performance or breach (Molm 1997: 26).  For others, formal contracts obviate the 

need for trust between exchange partners because of the universally shared 

assumption of enforceability of contracts (Blau 1964; 1968; Molm, Peterson, and 

Takahashi 1999).  However, recent research in an employment setting suggests that 

these assumptions of uniform post-contract-signing trust, and perceived social and 

economic costs associated with breach or non-performance may not be correct 

(Eigen 2008). Specifically, the cited study empirically demonstrates substantial 

variation in the degree to which signers of contracts interpret their consent as a 

binding obligation requiring performance. This research involved a high-stakes 

setting (employment), in which there were few available alternatives to the 

exchange (it was hard to find other jobs), and where the contract-signers/employees 

had developed a relationship with their employers, and expected repeated 

interaction.  All of these factors may have contributed to the findings. The instant 

experiment strips these factors away to gauge contract’s effects in a single-shot, low-

stakes transaction with many low-cost readily-available alternatives to exchange, in 

as anonymous a setting as possible. Ultimately, the assumption that individuals 

uniformly perceive their consent as creating a legal obligation lies at the heart of 

contractual obedience.  One of the goals of this experiment is to test this assumption.  

 The discord between how contract is imagined to be experienced and how it 

actually is experienced begs the first of two questions at the heart of this research:  

Does the absence of traditional bilateral negotiation in the consent phase of 
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contracting affect contract performance?  Put another way, does the lack of 

meaningful input in the creation of the contract reduce the degree to which signers 

of contracts perform terms to which they have consented? 

 Under the common liberal theoretical version of contract formation, contract 

enforceability was grounded in law as much as, and in harmony with moral concerns, 

social constraints, and instrumental calculations.  Perhaps one of the most notable 

contracts scholars of all time, Arthur L. Corbin, viewed doctrinal contract law as 

needing to take account of economic, social, moral and ethical considerations to 

ensure its continued viability (Murray 1981). The law of contract, rooted in 

negotiated, bilateral exchange, promoted free markets and this, in turn, promoted 

liberty, justice and other social, moral and politically favored outcomes. As a result, 

contracts provided formal state-backed instruments that seemed to obviate the need 

for trust in economic exchanges (Blau 1968: 454). But for this to happen, the moral, 

social, and economic bases for contractual enforceability must align with the legal 

grounds, such that the “law of contracts” could invoke any of those extra-legal bases 

as a harmonious proxy. 

 One particularly robust finding emergent from theory and empirics is that when 

contract signing is like making a promise, individuals are more likely to feel bound 

to “live up to their word,” and make good on their promise by performing as 

contractually obligated (Atiyah 1979; Feldman and Teichman 2010; Fried 1981; 

Wilkinson-Ryan and Baron 2009). The moral basis for contract enforceability derives 

from the traditional model of exchange underlying doctrinal contract law. In fact, the 

notion of “keeping one’s promise” has origins in the bible:  “[i]f a man…takes an 
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oath to bind himself…he shall not violate his word” (Numbers 30:2). Promise and 

doctrinal contract have clearly intertwined roots (Fourcade and Healy 2007), but 

there is little empirical evidence of how social actors interpret the promise implicitly 

made by signing a contract, and less evidence of the perceived relationship or 

distinction between promise making and form-adhesive contracts.  Durkheim (1893) 

argued that contracts could not exist without a preexisting set of institutionalized 

moral agreements.  As Sutton described, “in effect, contract law… defines the nature 

of contractual obligations and invokes a transcendent authority to ensure that they 

will be enforced” (2001: 33). Fourcade and Healy (2007) summarize a line of 

research that links free-market capitalism (predicated largely on predictable legal 

rules of enforcement of contracts) with increased morality and trust. 

 Thus, the second question at the heart of this research asks how different 

grounds for enforcement (legal, moral, social and instrumental) affect contract 

performance when individuals have signed a form-adhesive contract rather than a 

contract resulting from bilateral negotiated exchange emblematic of the traditional, 

theoretical contract model.  Put another way, do moral grounds for enforceability 

remain viable, even when individuals do not participate in contract formation? 

 In spite of the frequency of form-contract dominated exchanges between 

organizations and individuals, there has been relatively little empirical examination 

of the role of contracts on contract-signer behavior and exchange outcomes.  In fact, 

several scholars have lamented the extreme difficulty and even impossibility of 

gathering, what is considered to be critical empirical data regarding how contract is 

experienced and interpreted (Geis 2008; Posner 2003). In opening the black box 
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that contract has been in scholarship, this paper demonstrates with experimental 

results that individuals’ participation in viewing and negotiating contractual terms is 

important for predicting their likelihood of compliance but that moral framings of 

contract enforcement remain intact, perhaps as artifacts from individuals’ 

conceptions of contract derived from the traditional model of contractual exchange. 

 This study reports the results of an online experiment involving approximately 

1,400 participants used to test the effects of a form-adhesive contract on 

performance of an undesirable task. All subjects, except for a randomly assigned 

control group, signed a contract in which they promised to complete, as accurately 

as possible, a survey about work and employment.  The experiment offers two 

manipulations: (1) variation in the conditions under which individuals consent to the 

contract, and, (2) variation in how the drafting organization (the researcher) prompts 

participants to comply (legal, moral, social, or instrumental) with the contract’s 

undesirable term following their attempts to discontinue to perform (breach the 

contract).  The effects of the form-contract on performance of the undesirable task 

are measured in two ways: (1) how much of the undesirable task is performed, and, 

(2) following subjects’ attempts to discontinue their performance, how likely they 

are to respond to the prompt and continue to perform some additional amount, 

regardless of the quantity. 

   The research shows that greater levels of participation in the negotiation and 

consent phase yield increased compliance rates.  Individuals are more likely to 

comply with contract terms obligating them to perform an undesirable task when 

they see and choose to include the terms in the contract during the consent phase.  
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The research also shows that demands for enforcement framed in moral terms–as a 

promise made that must be lived up to—similarly yield a greater likelihood of 

compliance than threats of legal action, instrumental appeals or pressure to conform 

socially. 

 This paper next explains the experimental design and results, after which 

follows discussion and implications. 

2. EXPERIMENTAL DESIGN 

 
 The study was designed to observe how individuals behave with respect to a 

form-adhesive contract they signed in a relatively anonymous setting in which the 

contract governed a single-shot transaction (not a repeated exchange situation), and 

where there were numerous free or low-cost alternatives available for signers to 

obtain the sought-after benefit of the bargain.  This design was intended to strip 

away explanations known to affect the outcomes to be measured such as relational 

commitment, interpersonal trust, expectations for reciprocal exchange over 

repeated interactions, and imbalanced mutual dependence.  To ensure consistent 

measurability and to optimize the interpretability of the findings, it was important for 

the contract and communications about the contract to be objectively measurable, 

and for the behavior to be objectively measurable and as continuous as possible. 

 The Internet offers an optimal setting to augment anonymity and reduce 

perceptions of an interpersonal relationship with the researcher while providing 

ease of access to a large number of demographic categories (increasing 

generalizabilty through a wider dispersion of non-local sampling with a wider 

distribution of demographic characteristics) (Krantz and Dalal 2000).  Also, the web 

offers a greater likelihood of “ecological validity” (Reips 2002) because the 

behavior studied (entering into an online contract) occurs naturally at one’s 

computer in one’s home or office.  If subjects were asked to emulate this experience 

in a laboratory, additional noise and bias would undoubtedly be introduced—for 



 10 

instance, they might be more likely to read the contract, or perform the undesirable 

task (Milgram 1974).  Lastly, the Internet offered a greater degree of voluntariness 

because there are lower costs associated with participating in one’s home or office 

where subjects were already located, so the cost of quitting is lower than if subjects 

participated in a lab.   As Reips explains, 

[b]ecause there are fewer constraints on the decisions to participate and 
to continue participation, the behaviors observed in Internet-based 
experiments can be generalized to a larger set of situations. … 
Voluntariness refers to the voluntary motivational nature of a person’s 
participation, during the initial decision to participate and during the 
course of the experiment session.  It is influenced by external factors, for 
example, the setting, the experimenter, and institutional regulations 
(2002: 247).  

 There are, however, trade-offs associated with web-based experimentation, 

such as reduced control over participant solicitation and behavior than in laboratory 

experiments (Skitka and Sargis 2006).  To compensate for this, I took several steps to 

maximize the likelihood of ensuring exclusion of dubious data, and to increase the 

likelihood that subjects from diverse socio-economic backgrounds participated.  

Specifically, several system-gaming prevention measures were put in place on the 

front-end to avoid the likelihood of multiple submissions such as using numerous 

timed, coded URLs that changed daily, and designing the experiment to load and 

run only once on any given IP address.  IP addresses were tracked and locked out 

after a single entrance into the experiment.  The links to the experiment were coded 

(for instance: “http://www.surveyaboutwork.com/4dwdqv30a”), and timed to expire 

shortly after being promulgated (the average time period was less than twenty-four 

hours per coded URL).  Numerous such links were used across various advertising 

portals. Time signatures were monitored to ensure no page-skipping (for instance 

from the 1st survey question to the debrief page).  On the back-end, all participants’ 

activity and response data were carefully screened to include only instances where 

no server errors or other events of questionable interpretation occurred.  Further, to 

receive a DVD, subjects had to enter a physical address.  Subjects were informed 

that only one DVD would be shipped to an address, further deterring the likelihood 

of multiple submissions. 
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 The experiment ran for 46 days.  Subjects were invited to participate in a survey 

about work and employment issues in exchange for which they were allowed to 

select a DVD from thirty available titles,2 which would be shipped to them free of 

charge.  No indication was given explicitly or implicitly at any point in the entire 

experiment as to the length of the survey or the expected time-commitment.  

Subjects were recruited to participate in the experiment via three methods: (1) pop-

under advertising via two centralized internet-based advertising companies, (2) 

key-word search advertising on popular web-based search engines, and, (3) direct 

advertisements placed on various websites such as facebook.com and 

myspace.com.  The method by which subjects were solicited to participate does not 

seem to have a significant effect on the results.  Figure 1 is a flash-animated pop-

under advertisement3 used to solicit participation.  It depicts some of the DVD titles 

available for subjects to select.  

                                                
2 The DVD titles from which participants could select were as follows:  The Abyss 
(special edition), Big Mama's House, Cast Away (2 disc special edition), Cheaper by the 
Dozen 2, The Commitments (2 disc special edition), Daredevil, Die Hard (special 
edition), Dodgeball, Down with Love, Epic Movie, Fantastic 4, Fever Pitch (special 
edition), Fight Club, The French Connection (special edition), Full Monty (special 
edition), A Good Year, I Heart Huckabees, In Her Shoes, Kingdom of Heaven, Lake 
Placid, Mr. & Mrs. Smith, Napoleon Dynamite, Nine to Five, Office Space, Pathfinder, 
Point Break, The Sentinel, Sideways, Thank You for Smoking, and, Unfaithful.  The DVDs 
were generously donated by Twentieth Century Fox Film Corporation. 
3 “Pop-under” advertising is a webpage containing an advertisement that displays in 
a new browser window behind or underneath the current browser window.  This 
type of web-advertising is reputedly more effective than “pop-up” advertising that 
appears on top of the current browser.  The latter is more likely to be closed before 
the content is fully loaded, while the former is able to load undetected while users 
browse the web in their current window.  When they close the browser window of 
the material they were viewing, only then do they see the pop-under advertisement.  
In both instances, the advertising is triggered by the user visiting a target website or 
clicking a link. 
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------------------------------ 
 

FIGURE 1 ABOUT HERE 
 

------------------------------ 
 

 These methods, combined, yielded approximately 1,400 participants, all of 

whom resided in the United States and were at least 18 years old.  Table 1 offers 

descriptive statistics of participants including their reported gender, annual 

household income and highest level of educational attainment. Subjects’ mean age 

was 30 years old, (std. dev. = 10.5 years).  The minimum age was 18, and the oldest 

participant was 68.  

------------------------------ 
 

TABLE 1 
 

------------------------------ 
 
 When subjects clicked to take the survey, they were directed to a page that 

first checked to ensure that pop-ups were enabled in their browsers.4 If their 

browsers were not set to accept pop-ups, they were instructed on how to do this.  

Following this check, which was experienced as a slight pause in the loading of the 

next page for most subjects, the introduction page loaded.  Figure 2 is this 

introduction page. 

------------------------------ 
 

FIGURE 2 ABOUT HERE 
 

------------------------------ 
 
 Subjects answered three demographic questions (date of birth, gender and 

educational attainment) before proceeding. If subjects entered a birthday indicating 

an age less than eighteen years old, they received a message indicating that they 

were not able to participate in the survey at this time, and the IP address from which 

                                                
4 The experiment was designed and tested to ensure functionality in the most 
popular web browsers—Internet Explorer, Mozilla Firefox and Safari. 
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they attempted to take the survey was locked out—preventing any future access to 

the site via any URL at any future time. Unbeknownst to the subjects over eighteen 

who clicked the “continue” button on the introduction page, they were then 

randomly assigned to one of four conditions.  For ease of reference, I refer to these 

conditions as: (1) conventional boilerplate, (2) non-substantive choice, (3) 

substantive choice, and (4) control condition.  These will each be described in 

greater detail below. 

 484 subjects were randomly assigned to the first condition, “conventional 

boilerplate,” and were directed to a page intended to simulate conventional on-line 

boilerplate form-adhesive “terms and conditions,” often referred to as a EULA (end 

user legal agreement).  Figure 3 is a screen-shot of this condition.  Subjects were 

instructed to “please carefully read and agree to the Terms & Conditions before 

proceeding to the survey and the DVD selection page.” A window appeared in the 

middle of the screen with a scroll bar on its right side.  Nested inside the window 

was a seven paragraph contract entitled, “CONSENT TO PARTICIPATE IN SOCIAL 

SCIENCE RESEARCH,” and subtitled, “Survey about Work, Employment and Unions 

in America.”5 

------------------------------ 
 

FIGURE 3 ABOUT HERE 
 

------------------------------ 
 
 Subjects had to click the box indicating their agreement with the Terms and 

Conditions, in order to proceed to the survey.  If subjects did not check the box 

agreeing to the contract, but tried to click the continue button, this incidence was 

recorded, and subjects were issued a notice asking them to please read the terms 

and conditions and then click the box indicating their agreement before proceeding 

(this happened only twice). 

 458 subjects were randomly assigned to the second condition, “non-substantive 

choice,” and were shown the screen-shot depicted in Figure 4.  They were 
                                                
5   The full text of the contract appears in Appendix A. 
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instructed to pick one of the two terms listed.  Subjects were told that the one they 

chose would “become part of the contract between you and the researchers 

conducting this survey.”  Subjects decided between permitting the researchers to 

email them with follow-up questions and feedback about their responses to the 

survey, OR agreeing to allow the researchers to send them mail offers to participate 

in future research.  They picked one before clicking the “OK” box at the bottom of 

the screen. 

------------------------------ 
 

FIGURE 4 ABOUT HERE 
 

------------------------------ 
 
 This condition is called “non-substantive choice” because it does not matter 

(from the experimental design perspective) which of these two choices subjects 

selected.  No matter which one they picked, after clicking the box labeled “OK” they 

were then sent to a page depicted in Figure 6.  Whichever of the two terms subjects 

picked appeared under the heading, “you have selected the following term to be 

added to the ‘Terms & Conditions’:” 

 The 454 subjects randomly assigned to the third condition, “substantive 

choice,” were shown the screen-shot depicted in Figure 5.  They were instructed to 

pick one of the two terms listed.  Subjects were instructed that the one they chose 

would “become part of the contract between you and the researchers conducting 

this survey.”  Subjects chose between agreeing to complete the survey in its entirety 

and to answer all questions carefully, honestly and completely to the best of their 

ability, OR agreeing to give up their choice of which of the thirty DVDs they’ll 

receive.  They picked one before clicking the “OK” box at the bottom of the screen. 

------------------------------ 
 

FIGURE 5 ABOUT HERE 
 

------------------------------ 
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 Subjects who picked the option of giving up their choice of DVDs rather than 

completing the survey as honestly and accurately as they could received a message 

saying that they were dropped from the survey.  26 subjects, (5.7%) of those 

assigned to the third condition, selected this option.  The other ninety-four percent of 

subjects in the third condition6 selected the first option (of completing the survey in 

its entirety), and were then directed to the selection confirmation page depicted in 

Figure 6.  

 
------------------------------ 

 
FIGURE 6 ABOUT HERE 

 
------------------------------ 

 
 As in the first condition (conventional boilerplate), whether subjects scrolled 

through the contract, and how many seconds they spent scrolling, are recorded for 

those in the second and third conditions as well.  The 464 subjects randomly 

assigned to the fourth “control” condition were not asked to review or sign anything.  

After they completed the three questions on the introduction page concerning 

birthdate, gender and educational attainment, they were directed immediately into 

the survey itself. 

 All subjects except for those randomly assigned to the fourth condition (control) 

entered the survey having agreed to do the whole survey as accurately and honestly 

as possible to the best of their ability.  Those in the first condition (conventional 

boilerplate) and those in the second condition (non-substantive choice) have had the 

opportunity to see this term (to completely the survey as accurately and honestly as 

possible) only as it appeared at the end of the fifth paragraph of the contract  

(entitled “Participation and Withdrawal”) nested in the scroll window.  That is, they 

may or may not have seen it or read it.  Those in the third condition (substantive 

                                                
6 Fifteen subjects picked neither option and elected instead to discontinue their 
participation in the survey after being randomly assigned to the third condition.  By 
comparison, twenty-three subjects selected neither option in the non-substantive 
choice condition.   
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choice) chose this term and are therefore much more likely to have seen it and read 

it. 

 All participants then entered the survey.  The survey was 480 questions long, 

spread out over 480 separate pop-up web pages. To reiterate, no indication was 

given to participants at any point in the experiment concerning the length of the 

survey or the estimated time it should take to complete it. Each question appeared in 

a new browser window with no navigation buttons. The only way to navigate to the 

next question from any survey question window was to click the “CONTINUE” button 

at the bottom of the question.  Each time subjects clicked the “CONTINUE” button to 

advance to the next question, they experienced a four-second delay that was 

programmed into the experiment.  The survey windows intentionally limited the 

ability of subjects to exit or go-back.  Subjects were able to exit the survey in one of 

three ways:  (1) closing the tab by clicking the red “X” in the upper right-hand 

corner of the question window, (2) closing the browser, or (3) clicking the “EXIT” 

button at the bottom of the question window. Figure 7 is a screen-shot of one page of 

the survey.7 

------------------------------ 
 

FIGURE 7 ABOUT HERE 
 

------------------------------ 
 321 of the 480 questions (67%) were multiple choice questions like the one 

depicted in Figure 7.  Of these, most were likert-style.  These questions did not 

appear with a default answer already filled in.  That is, subjects were required to find 

the small, unfilled circle next to one of the choices, click their mouse, and then click 

the “NEXT” button at the bottom of the window in order to advance to the next 

question.   This task was intentionally designed to maximize the attention needed to 

complete the survey questions.  It would be impossible to get through questions 

without navigating the mouse to these small circles and then the “NEXT” button, 

over and over.  The remaining 159 (33%) required subjects to answer the questions 

                                                
7 Appendix B is a list of all 480 questions in the survey. 
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by typing in text in the text-boxes provided.  The mean number of words per 

question was 35.75 (std. dev. = 14.33).  Figure 8 graphically depicts the word-count 

for each question in the survey. 

------------------------------ 
 

FIGURE 8 ABOUT HERE 
 

------------------------------ 
 
 Each survey question’s reading ease score was measured along six 

dimensions:  (1) Flesch Reading Ease Score, (2) Automated Readability Index, (3) 

Flesch-Kincaid grade level, (4) Coleman-Liau Index, (5) Gunning-Fog Index, and, (6) 

the SMOG Index (Flesch 1951; Harrison 1977; Klare 1974-75).  These measures 

account for elements of sentence structure like the word-count, syllables per word, 

number of letters per word, number of sentences, and number of “complex” words.  

Figure 10 depicts the scatter plots of these six measures across all 480 survey 

questions.  The horizontal lines depict the means.  For the most part, these 

readability measures have little, if any effect on how much of the survey subjects 

complete, or the question on which subjects try to quit. 

------------------------------ 
 

FIGURE 9 ABOUT HERE 
 

------------------------------ 
 
 Demographic questions appeared at the beginning of the survey for obvious 

reasons.  The remainder of the survey was mostly about employment and unions.  

Many of the questions come from pre-existing surveys. For instance, all of the 

questions from Robinson and Rousseau’s (1994) article about the psychological 

contract at work were included.8 Other sources of questions include the General 

Social Survey, Coyle-Shapiro’s (2002) article about the psychological contract at 

work, Eisenberger, Cotterell and Marvel’s  (1987) article examining the incidence of 

use of reciprocity for self-gain, Folger and Konovsky’s (1989) article evaluating the 

                                                
8 See Appendix B, questions 23, 53, 105, 460, 107, 108, and 109, among others. 
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impact of distributive and procedural justice on the reaction of employees to 

decision about pay raises, and Moorman’s (1991) article assessing the relationship 

between perceptions of fairness and organizational citizenship at work. 

 As the survey was tailored to induce participants to try to quit, it is not 

surprising, and proof of success at least in this endeavor, that almost all of the 

participants did attempt to quit the survey at some point, which, in the case of 

subjects assigned to conditions 1 through 3, could be construed as constituting 

breach of the contract (because the contract required them to complete the survey 

in its entirety).9  47 subjects completed all 480 questions without trying to quit even 

once.  Interestingly, and perhaps as a pseudo-check on the randomness of the 

distribution of subjects across the conditions, these individuals with the fortitude, 

patience, tolerance, over-abundant free time, or an abnormally intense desire to 

obtain a free DVD, were nearly uniformly distributed across the conditions:  There 

were 13 in conditions 1, 2 and 4, and 8 in condition 3. 

 When subjects attempted to exit the survey in any way possible—by closing the 

tab or browser or by clicking the “EXIT” button—they were randomly assigned to 

receive a prompt that asked them to return and finish the survey.  For subjects in 

conditions 1 through 3, there were four possible prompts: (1) legal, (2) moral, (3) 

instrumental, or (4) social.  For subjects assigned to condition 4 (control), there was 

only one “generic” prompt available, asking to  “please complete the survey.”  The 

legal, moral, social and instrumental prompts all reminded subjects that at the outset 

they had clicked to sign a contract requiring them to complete the survey in its 

entirety.  All four prompts quoted the same sentence from the contract purporting to 

bind subjects to do so. All four prompts asked subjects to return and complete the 

remainder of the survey.  The prompts varied only in the basis on which this appeal 

was made.  The legal prompt based its plea to complete the survey on legal 

grounds—suggesting that subjects who did not complete the survey were in “breach 

of contract.”  The moral prompt grounded its authority for the request in moral 

                                                
9 Although, arguably, because the drafting party never intended to enforce this 
provision, perhaps there was no meeting of the minds on this point. 
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terms—suggesting that subjects made a “binding promise” by signing and that they 

should therefore “live up to their word” to finish the survey as the contract required.  

The instrumental prompt grounded its authority to return and complete the survey 

strictly on the desire to receive a free DVD of the subjects’ choice.  The social 

prompt lent the impression that a high percentage of subjects have complied with 

the contract and encouraged compliance based on conformity.  As subjects in the 

fourth condition did not enter into a contract obliging them to complete the whole 

survey, when these participants attempted to quit, they received a generic prompt 

simply asking them to return and complete the remainder of the survey.  In all 

instances, no indication was given to subjects of the percentage of the survey 

completed or remaining.  Each of the five prompts is depicted in Figure 10. 

------------------------------ 
 

FIGURE 10 ABOUT HERE 
 

------------------------------ 
 
 After participants received a prompt, they could either continue answering 

survey questions, or terminate their participation.  Either way, the second time 

subjects tried to exit, they were immediately directed to a “debrief page” that 

informed them that they would still receive a DVD of their choice when they entered 

their shipping information on the following page.  Subjects were then immediately 

directed to a page on which they filled out their address information and selected 

one of the DVDs to be shipped to them free of charge. 

 

3. RESULTS 

 
1. Pre-Consent Conditions 

 Two dependent variables measure the effects of the consent phase on 

performance of the undesirable task: (1) the number of pre-prompt survey questions 

answered (the number of questions subjects answered before they tried to quit the 
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survey), and (2) the total number of survey questions answered.  Both measures are 

offered as relatively continuous, behavioral measures of contract performance. 

 ANOVA results show that the condition to which subjects were randomly 

assigned significantly affected the degree to which subjects performed under the 

contract.  (F3,1349= 4.07; p < .01 for pre-prompt questions, and F3,1396 = 3.86; p < 

.01 for total questions).  However, subjects’ mean contract performance for those 

assigned to the conventional boilerplate condition (as measured either by pre-

prompt questions answered or by total questions answered) is not significantly 

different from the contract performance of those assigned to the non-substantive 

choice condition.  Table 3 sets forth the relevant statistics. 

------------------------------ 
 

TABLE 2 ABOUT HERE 
 

------------------------------ 
 
 The mean pre-prompt questions for subjects assigned to the substantive choice 

condition (106.8; s.d. = 116.7) is significantly different from the mean number of pre-

prompt questions answered by subjects assigned to the conventional boilerplate 

condition (82.4; s.d. = 112.1) (p < .01). The mean total questions answered by 

subjects from the substantive choice condition (150.3; s.d. = 145.6) is also 

statistically significantly different from the mean total survey questions answered by 

subjects randomly assigned to the conventional boilerplate condition (124; s.d. = 

148.1) (p < .05).  These findings support the notion that seeing the term in the 

consent phase and choosing to do the whole survey made subjects more likely to 

perform that contractual term. 

 Next, neither the mean pre-prompt questions answered nor the mean total 

questions answered for subjects in the conventional boilerplate condition is 

significantly distinguishable (p = .59 for pre-prompt questions; p = .27 for total 

questions) from the control condition (no contract).  Figures 11 and 12 are graphical 

representations of the means of the pre-prompt questions and total questions 

respectively for the four conditions. The horizontal lines represent 95% confidence 
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intervals around the means. The graphs demonstrate three key points.  First, there is 

no significant difference in contract performance of individuals who signed a form-

adhesive contract purporting to legally obligate them to take a survey versus 

individuals who signed no contract at all.  Second, there is some, but only slight 

evidence to support the “choice” model influencing post-agreement contract 

performance.  Third, the most profound effect is the effect of selecting the salient 

term (the substantive choice condition).   

------------------------------ 
 

FIGURES 11 & 12 ABOUT HERE 
 

------------------------------ 
 

2. Prompting Compliance Following Attempted Breach 
 Two measures are used to evaluate the effectiveness of the four prompts at 

inducing subjects to continue to perform the undesirable task.  The first is a 

continuous measure of contract performance following receipt of any of the prompts.  

The total number of post-prompt questions ranges from zero to 479.  It would be zero 

if a subject received a prompt and answered no additional survey questions.  The 

second measure reported below is a dichotomous variable indicating whether 

subjects went back to do at least one additional question following receipt of a 

prompt.   This variable takes the value zero if a subject answered zero questions 

following receipt of the prompt, and takes the value one if a subject answered at 

least one more question following receipt of a prompt.  This latter variable could be 

thought of as a contract recidivism rate, independent of a measure of the quantity of 

performance.  In tandem, both measures offer a useful picture of how subjects 

behave following receipt of the prompts. 
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 1. Post-prompt questions answered 

ANOVA results show that the randomly assigned prompt significantly affected 

the degree to which subjects performed under the contract following the attempted 

breach (F4,1347 = 5.96; p < .001 for post-prompt questions).  Table 3 sets forth the 

relevant statistics.   

------------------------------ 
 

TABLE 3 ABOUT HERE 
 

------------------------------ 
 
 There is no significant difference (p = .17) between the post-prompt contract 

performance for those legally threatened (m = 18.1; sd = 41.5) versus those who 

were assigned to the generic prompt (m = 22.1; sd = 66.2), which requested that 

they return and finish the survey where no contract was signed or referenced in the 

prompt (see Figure 12). 

 Those assigned to the moral prompt completed significantly more post-prompt 

questions (n= 234; m = 47.7; sd = 100.2) than subjects assigned to any of the other 

prompts (legal: n = 315; m = 18.1; sd = 41.5; p < .001, instrumental: n = 257; m = 28; 

sd = 74; p < .01, social: n = 258; m = 29.5; sd = 72.4; p < .05, and generic: n = 411; m 

= 22.1; sd = 66.2; p < .001).  There is no significant difference (p = .15) between the 

post-prompt contract performance of subjects randomly assigned to receive the 

instrumental prompt (m = 28; sd = 74) versus those who received the generic 

prompt (m = 22.1; sd = 66.2).  There is also no significant difference (p = .41) 

between the post-prompt performance of the instrumental group as compared with 

the social prompt group (m = 29.5; sd = 72.4).  However, those assigned to the 

instrumental prompt did significantly more post-prompt questions than those 

assigned to the legal prompt (p < .05), but significantly fewer questions than those 

assigned to the moral prompt (p < .01). 

 Subjects who received the social prompt (m = 29.5; sd = 72.4) did significantly 

more questions than those assigned to the legal prompt (p < .05), but significantly 

fewer questions than those assigned to the moral prompt (p < .05).  The post-prompt 
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performance of those assigned the social prompt is only marginally different from 

the performance of the generic prompt (p = .10), and not significantly different from 

the post-prompt performance of the instrumental prompt group (p = .41).  Table 4 

sets forth the significance level of the Welch estimations of t-test scores of all of the 

relevant comparisons. 

------------------------------ 
 

TABLE 4 ABOUT HERE 
 

------------------------------ 
 
Figure 13 provides a graphical comparison of the results.  

------------------------------ 
 

FIGURE 13 ABOUT HERE 
 

------------------------------ 

 2. Percent of subjects who return to do at least one survey question following 
receipt of a prompt 

A chi-square test is applied to test for the existence of a relationship between 

random prompt assignment and whether subjects returned after receipt of a prompt 

to answer at least one more question.  The results indicate that there is a highly 

statistically significant relationship between prompt assignment and whether 

subjects go back (chi-square with four degrees of freedom = 46.3; p < .001).  Also, 

for each prompt, a one sample binomial test is applied to test whether the 

percentage of subjects assigned significantly differs from fifty and one-half percent, 

which is the rate at which subjects returned who were assigned to the generic 

prompt.  Table 5 sets out all of the return rates for the five prompts and the p values 

for the binomial tests against the control.   

------------------------------ 
 

TABLE 5 ABOUT HERE 
 

------------------------------ 
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 The recidivism rate for subjects assigned to the legal prompt (46%) is the only 

prompt that does not differ significantly (p = .14) from the rate for those assigned to 

the generic prompt (50.5%) in terms of the rate at which subjects returned following 

receipt of the prompt to do at least one more survey question.  That is, the post-

attempted-breach likelihood of compliance of those prompted to continue taking the 

survey by being threatened by a legally valenced warning not to breach the 

contract is statistically indistinguishable from the likelihood of compliance by 

subjects who took the survey without first entering into a contract purporting to 

require them to take the whole survey when generically asked to return to finish 

taking the survey. 

 Again, we may observe that the moral prompt does the best job at inducing 

contract performance. Seventy and one half percent of those who received the moral 

prompt returned following receipt of the prompt. This is highly significantly different 

from the post-prompt recidivism rate of each of the other prompt groups (legal: p < 

.001; instrumental: p < .001; social: p < .001; generic: p < .001).  Table 6 shows the p-

values for the two-sided binomial tests among the various prompt groups. 

------------------------------ 
 

TABLE 6 ABOUT HERE 
 

------------------------------ 
 
 The instrumental prompt does not appear to do any better than the other 

groups.  At only a forty-three percent return rate following prompt receipt, the 

instrumental prompt is the least effective at inducing subjects to return to do at least 

one more question.  This makes sense assuming that all participants taking the 

survey are doing so (at least in part) to receive the offered incentive—a free DVD of 

their choice.  Presumably, subjects’ individual levels of tolerance for taking an 

online survey in order to receive a free DVD was maxed out when they first 

attempted to quit.  When they then received a reminder telling them that if they do 

not continue, they would not receive a free DVD, it is not surprising that less than half 

of them do not do any additional questions.  
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 The social prompt did well compared to the other prompts at inducing post-

attempted-breach performance based on the measure of rate of return.  

Approximately sixty percent of those assigned to the social prompt returned 

following receipt of the prompt.  This is highly, significantly different from the post-

prompt recidivism rate of each of the other prompt groups (legal: p < .001; moral: p 

< .001 (although, legal is the only prompt that does better than social at inducing 

performance); instrumental: p < .001; generic: p < .01).  Figure 14 provides a 

graphical, conservative representation of the recidivism rates by prompt, with the 

associated 95% confidence intervals around the means.   

------------------------------ 
 

FIGURE 14 ABOUT HERE 
 

------------------------------ 
 

4. DISCUSSION 

 
 This paper contributes evidence of the conditions that make contracts more or 

less compelling or effective in securing compliance—both on the consent end of the 

contracting experience, and on the enforcement end.  In so doing, this work hopes 

to advance our understanding of the place of form-adhesive contracts as “artifacts,” 

to borrow Mark Suchman’s term (2003), in contemporary life and the importance of 

examining their effects in explaining outcomes of basic dyadic exchanges.  The 

findings lend support for several noteworthy effects.  First, this study demonstrates 

that variations in how individuals participate in the drafting of the contractual 

agreement, that is, how they experience the consent phase of contracting, affects 

their post-agreement behavior.  When subjects saw and actively selected the 

contract term containing the undesirable task, they were significantly more likely to 

perform that task than when they had no such choice or input into the process.  

Perhaps, actors who see and choose contractual terms, thereby participating even 

only marginally in the “negotiation” process, are less likely to feel duped later when 
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they are expected to perform according to the term that was presented to them up-

front. 

 Second, this study demonstrates, ceteris paribus, that a moral framing of 

contract performance as living up to one’s promise—as compared to a legal threat, 

an instrumental reminder or social pressure to conform—induced the greatest 

likelihood of compliance and the greatest relative quantity of compliance.  Those 

experimental participants randomly assigned to receive the moral prompt—

reminding them that they had made a promise to do something and that they should 

therefore live up to their word and do it—answered more questions than those 

assigned to the other groups, and were more likely to return to do at least one 

question when prompted.  This result supports theories that claim that the rule of law 

is enhanced to the degree that it bends to morality, particularly in the context of 

power-imbalanced exchanges like those invariably underlying form-adhesive 

contracting between organizations and individual signers.  It also supports the 

behavioral theory of contract’s argument that contract is less doctrinally 

interpretable in a vacuum than previously expected, and is only really understood in 

light of how it is experienced, interpreted and framed.  

 There was mixed support for the effects of the social prompt.  Those receiving 

the social prompt were significantly more likely to return to do at least one more 

question, but their contract performance in terms of number of questions answered 

was not significantly different from the instrumental prompt, and was only 

marginally statistically distinct at the ninety percent level from the generic group 

where no contract was signed requiring them to answer the whole survey.  That said, 

the social prompt group still answered significantly more questions than those who 

received the legal prompt.  In all, it seems that these results are indicative of the 

need to conduct more research on the relationship between social constraints and 

contract performance. 
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5. IMPLICATIONS AND CONCLUSION 

 The experimental results begin to explain how the framing of the contractual 

experience interacts with individuals’ interpretations and motivations to affect the 

outcomes of form-adhesive contractual exchanges between organizations and 

individuals. Contracts are dynamic, not static, instruments interpretable only in the 

context in which they are embedded, as lacking objectively interpretable meaning, 

and as capable of being framed in different ways to generate varied results.  Instead, 

it is perhaps more useful to construe contracts as prisms, refracting the light through 

which other framings and contexts shine. Interpretation of contract requires an 

understanding of the instruments’ context, and most importantly, a willingness to 

cast aside presumptions of enforceability of contract heretofore nearly universally 

present implicitly or explicitly in scholarship, policy and legal opinions.  

Understanding contract also requires an acknowledgement of the effects of the 

misalignment of contract as imagined—as the product of bilateral negotiations—and 

contract as experienced—as a foisted jumble of fine print often intentionally 

obscured, made too complicated to decipher, and downplayed (Sullivan 2007), 

sometimes full of surprisingly draconian expressions of power by the drafting 

organization.  In traditional negotiated settings, there is less need for trust because 

of the increased participation in the pre-agreement phase.  Form-contracts rely on 

the illusion supplied by the traditional model to increase the likelihood of 

compliance. However, form-contracts are not really negotiated; they are legal 

documents mediating a reciprocal exchange. As such, contract functions as a 

component part in understanding the outcomes of the reciprocal relationships 

between organizations and individuals. 

 Importantly, this experiment shows that promise is different from consent.  

When people make promises, they create obligations.  When they consent, they 

establish limits to things they give up.  Promise creates obligation, whereas consent 

sets limits on what is being passively imposed, or put another way, on rights 

surrendered.  This distinction may be why framing a request to adhere to a contract 

(in the enforcement stage) in terms of living up to a promise generates more 
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contractual performance than does a legal threat.  The reminder that law requires 

adherence to contract terms, on its own, without a reasonable threat of damages or 

likelihood of getting caught (due to the relative anonymity of the experimental 

design), is about as effective, perhaps less so, than a request to perform the same 

task when no contract was signed at all.  This is the limit of consent to rights 

surrendered—asking individuals to do what they would have done anyway in the 

absence of a “legal” obligation to do so.  That is, when enforcement of a contractual 

term is framed in the positivist light of obeying the law (of contract) because one 

aught not to “be in breach,” individuals respond about the same as if they were 

asked to perform the same task but are not contractually obligated to do so.  The 

evidence presented of this effect reveals the importance of studying the 

interconnectedness of individuals’ experiences with and interpretations of contract 

and trust in the rule of law. 

 These findings may also raise questions about the relationship between the 

overabundance of form-contracts in contemporary life and erosion of trust in the rule 

of law generally.  Form-adhesive contracts are ubiquitous features of contemporary 

life. They are social artifacts (Suchman 2003) and legally valenced documents, and 

ultimately invoke the state as the final arbiter of their enforceability, albeit, often in 

an implicit way (Eigen 2008).  Their ubiquity and implicit threat of force ought not to 

be overlooked.  It seems that there is a good deal of “the boy who cried wolf” going 

on here, where the implicit threat of enforcement by the state is diminished in its 

effect because of the frequency of exposure.  It could be the case that our constant, 

repeated exposure and required assent to form-contracts has contributed to the 

collective dilution in our trust in, and respect for the rule of law.  Rather than shifting 

our focus back to status, as some have argued, the proliferation of form-adhesive 

contracts may be shifting our focus away from law in the positivistic or “natural” 

sense (Greenawalt 1985) towards reliance on extra-legal bases for contractual 

enforcement (Eigen 2008). As juxtaposed against other potential extra-legal means 

of social control beyond the law’s shadow, like violence or other criminal acts (King, 

Messner, and Baller 2009), form-contracts have the clear advantage of the historical 
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conception as the liberal ideal of free market, individualism and capitalism 

embodied by the traditional bilateral exchange model and the “peppercorn theory” 

of consideration whereby the state removes itself from reviewing the substantive 

fairness of transactions.  As long as the myth of that model prevails, and the reality of 

form-contractual relations between organizations and individuals persists, a slow but 

gradual erosion of trust and respect for the rule of law is expected to follow.  This 

could have dire consequences, as others have noted when observing singular 

instances that erode trust in the rule of law more cataclysmically, like the Rodney 

King verdict or O.J. Simpson’s acquittal for murder (Nadler 2005).   

 As one illustration of this point, there are entire industries predicated on a 

model relying in part on form-adhesive contracts to bind individuals to perform 

undesirable tasks (or to forego performing desirable ones). When these industries 

are faced with a critical mass of contract-signers who do not obey contracts because 

they are legally supposed to do so, or because it is instrumentally prudent, without a 

moral or social framing for enforceability, the lack of trust in the rule of law on the 

part of the signers could cause catastrophic loss.  Two such areas are arts and 

entertainment, and mortgage defaults. The Recording Industry of America, software 

developers and distributors, and the motion picture industry almost universally rely 

on “end-user license agreements” (“EULAs”), a form-contract, to restrict individuals 

from copying and distributing music, software, motion pictures and related media.  

The recording industry’s initial approach of suing random individuals who 

downloaded music without paying for it belied the problems of the legal and 

instrumental threat at inducing contractual compliance (Aldrich 2007).   Similarly, 

following the recent housing market collapse in the United States, a new 

phenomenon has arisen, in which mortgage holders who can afford to pay their 

mortgages have been defaulting on loans where so doing was economically rational. 

Not surprisingly, the mortgage lending industry refers to this practice as, “ruthless 

default” while consumer rights advocates refer to it as, “strategic default.”10  The 

                                                
10 See http://www.npr.org/templates/story/story.php?storyId=18958049 and the 

website http://www.youwalkaway.com/ . 
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mortgage contracts are either form-adhesive contracts, or very close to form-

contracts, and like in the arts and media industry, banks hope that signers will feel 

morally bound by the promises they made to repay their loans, even though 

instrumentally it may not be rational to do so.  It is clear that many do not feel a 

natural obligation to obey their mortgage terms simply because they are legally 

obligated to do so.  Without the social or moral framing of enforceability to prompt 

mortgage holders to comply, there would be very little stopping the floodgate of 

defaults poised to wreck even greater havoc on the already shaken lending industry. 

 Contract may no longer be something to respect or obey because that is what is 

required of a citizen of the state.  This may not be a far leap to make given the sheer 

volume of legal contracts into which we enter on a daily basis.  This experiment 

reveals the malleability of contract and the rule of law in what could be 

characterized as post-Durkheimian and post-Weberian contemporary life, wherein 

the role of law is reduced, and perhaps more importantly, compartmentalized—

ending up functioning more as a parallel or shadow of other extra-legal sources of 

power, authority, status and norms of social exchange, instead of as a driving force 

moderating or mediating social and economic exchange on its own.  As this study 

reveals, there is much more to learn about how individuals experience and interpret 

contracts.  Further research is necessary to better understand contracting behaviors 

and their effects on outcomes of exchange in contemporary life. 
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FIGURE 1 
POP-UNDER ADVERTISEMENT SOLICITING PARTICIPANTS 
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FIGURE 2 
INTRODUCTION PAGE 
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FIGURE 3 
CONDITION 1: CONVENTIONAL BOILERPLATE 

 
 
 

FIGURE 4 
CONDITION 2: NON-SUBSTANTIVE CHOICE 
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FIGURE 5 
CONDITION 3: SUBSTANTIVE CHOICE 
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FIGURE 6 
CONDITIONS 2 & 3: SELECTION CONFIRMATION & CONTRACT PAGE 
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FIGURE 7 
EXAMPLE OF SURVEY QUESTION PAGE 
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FIGURE 8 
WORD COUNT OF EACH SURVEY QUESTION 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 41 

FIGURE 9 
SCATTER PLOTS OF SIX READABILITY METRICS FOR ALL 480 SURVEY QUESTIONS 
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FIGURE 10 
SCREEN SHOTS OF PROMPTS 

 
Legal Prompt 
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Moral Prompt 

 
 

Instrumental Prompt 
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Social Prompt 

 
 
 

Generic Prompt 
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FIGURE 11 
PRE-PROMPT CONTRACT PERFORMANCE 

(QUESTIONS ANSWERED) ACROSS CONDITIONS 

 
 
 

FIGURE 12 
TOTAL QUESTIONS ANSWERED ACROSS CONDITIONS 
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FIGURE 13 
POST-PROMPT CONTRACT PERFORMANCE ACROSS PROMPTS 

 
 

FIGURE 14 
PERCENT OF SUBJECTS RETURNING TO THE SURVEY FOLLOWING 

RECEIPT OF PROMPT ACROSS PROMPTS 
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TABLES 

TABLE 1 
 DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS OF PARTICIPANTS 

    
Category  N Percentage 
Female  748 54.12% 
    
Education    
 Less than High School 27 1.97% 
 High School 666 48.47% 
 Junior College 271 19.72% 
 Bachelor’s Degree 337 24.53% 
 Graduate Degree 73 5.31% 
Household Income    
 Less than $10,000 71 5.14% 
 $10,000 to $19,999 149 10.78% 
 $20,000 to $39,999 321 23.23% 
 $40,000 to $59,999 249 18.02% 
 $60,000 to $99,999 229 16.57% 
 $100,000 or more 132 9.55% 
 Prefer not to answer 92 6.66% 
 Don’t know 139 10.06% 
Employment Status    
 Working full time 534 36.25% 
 In school 334 22.67% 
 Working part time 242 16.43% 
 Home maker 140 9.50% 
 Temporarily not working 84 5.70% 
 Unemployed or laid off 65 4.41% 
 Other 31 2.10% 
 Retired 26 1.77% 
 Prefer not to answer 17 1.15% 
Marital Status    
 Never married 798 59.24% 
 Married 420 31.18% 
 Divorced 72 5.35% 
 Separated 22 1.63% 
 Widowed 12 .89% 
 Prefer not to answer 23 1.71% 
Race/Ethnicity    
 White 1,064 81.22% 
 Asian or Pacific Islander 64 4.89% 
 Black 52 3.97% 
 Hispanic, Chicano or Latino 45 3.44% 
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 American Indian or Alaskan native 19 1.45% 
 Middle Eastern 6 .46% 
 Don’t know 7 .53% 
 Prefer not to answer 32 2.44% 

 
 

TABLE 2 
CONTRACT PERFORMANCE ACROSS CONDITIONS 

     
  Pre-Prompt 

Questions 
Answered 

 Total Questions 
Answered 

 N Mean SD N Mean SD 
Condition       

1. Conventional 
Boilerplate 

381 82.4 112.1 394 124 148.1 

2.  Non-substantive 
Choice 

322 91.9 103.2 335 132 138.9 

3. Substantive Choice 266 106.8 116.7 274 150.3 145.6 

4. Control (no contract) 384 78.1 109.9 397 112.6 144.8 

 
 
 
 

TABLE 3 
POST-PROMPT QUESTIONS ANSWERED BY PROMPT 

    
Prompt N Mean SD 
Legal 285 18.1 41.5 

Moral 200 47.7 100.2 

Instrumental 252 28 74 

Social 231 29.5 72.4 

Generic 384 22.1 66.2 
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TABLE 4 
ONE-SIDED T-TEST SIGNIFICANCE LEVELS FOR POST-PROMPT  

QUESTIONS ANSWERED BY PROMPT 
     
 Legal Moral Instrumental Social 
Legal --    

Moral p < .001 --   

Instrumental p < .05 p < .01 --  

Social p < .05 p < .05 ns -- 

Generic ns p < .001 ns p < .10 

 
 
 
 

TABLE 5 
PERCENT WHO RETURN TO DO AT LEAST ONE QUESTION 

FOLLOWING RECEIPT OF PROMPT 
     

Prompt N Return % Return 

P value for 2-sided 
binomial test against 

generic (50.5 %) 
Legal 285 131 46.0% ns (p = .14) 

Moral 200 141 70.5% p < .001 

Instrumental 252 108 42.9% p = .02 

Social 231 139 60.2% p = .004 

Generic 384 194 50.5% -- 

Total 1,352 713 52.7%  
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TABLE 6 

2-SIDED BINOMIAL TEST SIGNIFICANCE LEVELS FOR  
POST-PROMPT RETURN RATE BY PROMPT 

     
 Legal Moral Instrumental Social 
Legal --    

Moral p < .001 --   

Instrumental ns (p = .34) p < .001 --  

Social p < .001 p < .001 p < .001 -- 

Generic ns (p = .14) p < .001 p < .05 p < .01 

 
 


