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ABSTRACT
SURVEYS AS COMMUNICATION:
IT'S NOT JUST WHAT YOU ASK, BUT HOW YOU ASK IT
By
Geneviéve Risner
As survey rates decline, survey researchers musiaer the factors leading to
reductions in response rates, especially the resgls survey-taking experience. This research
sought to study the effects of question type amdliement on a number of outcomes of survey
participation. Respondents participated in an endinrvey experiment about one of four issues
(universal health care, same-sex marriage, coptgigmusic file-sharing, or space exploration)
in one of two question formats (open- or closedeghdRegression analysis was used to test the
effect of these variables on time to complete theey, feelings of self-expression, fatigue,
survey enjoyment, willingness to endorse a relatedpaign, and willingness to participate in a
future survey. Results demonstrate that using @peled survey questions may increase the self-
expression of the respondent. This increase iresglfession may lead to more survey
enjoyment and a greater willingness to participatieiture surveys. This study also found that
asking open-ended survey questions may interahtseif-expression to increase the willingness
of the respondent to endorse a campaign relatdekttopic covered in the survey. While neither
outcome- nor value-relevant involvement appeardtht@ strong effects on variables of interest,
topic appeared to have an important role. Imploatiof these findings and considerations for

future research are discussed.
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Introduction

“For more than 75 years, sample surveys have reeda remarkably useful and efficient
tool for learning about people’s opinions and bétis? (Dillman, Smyth & Christian, 2009, pg.
1). Organizations of all types use surveys to erpabgrams, policies, and communication
campaigns, as well as develop business, fundraismgustomer service strategies, to name only
a few purposes. Some researchers, such as Gedigp,Bave viewed surveys as a forum to
facilitate “scientific democracy,” while others Feaproposed that survey results have the
potential to shape politician’s policy stances oaial issues (Hogan, 1997). While surveys serve
a critical role in generating policy decisions aredv knowledge, today’s survey researcher faces
a problematic era of declining survey rates. Paergspondents are more willing than ever to
decline to participate, and social norms reinfdha it is perfectly acceptable to say no
(Dillman, Smyth & Christian, 2009). As a resultJleoting data to solve critical issues becomes
increasingly more difficult.

One approach to solving this problem is to gaietier understanding of respondents’
experience during the survey process. Schwarz {1©g8ains that survey participation is a
communication process that relies on norms of caat®nal conduct. If we look at surveys in
this way, as a two-way process of communicatiowbeh the survey sponsor and the
respondent, the understanding of surveys extengmieseeing a survey as a mere data
collection method. In fact, it is likely, under seroonditions, the very act of participating in a
survey may transform the respondent’s attitudes imargbme cases, actual behaviors (Morwitz,
2005). If researchers ask questions in ways andtdbpics that elicit an unfavorable response,

the respondent may come to associate unfavoraddiade with survey participation. Therefore,



the objective of this study is to improve the ursti@nding of the respondent’s survey experience

and determine the attitudinal and other relatedaues that arise during the survey process. The

premise is that improving respondents’ survey-tgl@rperience will lead to desirable outcomes

including increased participation rates. Yet, idesrto improve the survey-taking experience, we

must first understand the relationships among varfactors that may lead to survey enjoyment.
Background

Surveys of the public have been the source of ekterexamination and scrutiny. One
line of literature, primarily in political sciencsuggests the lack of stable attitudes among
members of the electorate (Converse, 1964). Intiadgdisome scholars have concluded that
during surveys, respondents rely on the most dati@msiderations available to them at the time,
and use these considerations to express an at{ifiatler & Feldman, 1992). As a result, surveys
of the public may not measure true, well-formulatgdble attitudes, but rather the changing
considerations accessible to people at the tintkeo$urvey (Zaller & Feldman, 1992).

The marketing literature on the mere measureméattdiuilds on the notion that
attitudes may not exist at the time of the surfieging that the act of participating in a survey
(or participation in repeated surveys over time) alier the thoughts and behavior of the
respondent (Morwitz, 2005). According to the memasurement effect, the act of survey
participation may cause respondents to form judgsrat may not have evolved in the absence
of a survey (Dholakia & Morwitz, 2002; Feldman &ngh, 1988). The mere measurement
effect has been shown to increase purchase intesndiod brand loyalty (Borle, Dholakia, Singh
& Westbrook, 2007; Dholakia & Morwitz, 2002; Fitesdbns & Morwitz, 1996), increase voting

behavior (Greenwald, Carnot, Beach & Young, 198}l increase health behaviors such as



blood donations, registration in blood drives (@od@heeran, Conner & Germain, 2008), dental
flossing, and consumption of non-fatty foods (Le¥akitzsimons, 2006).

From the social psychology and survey methodoldgyalture, the effects of the
guestions themselves are studied. Scholars hausddon question wording, question order,
and context effects (Tourangeau, Rips & Rasin€02 Schwarz, 1996, 1999; Schuman &
Presser, 1981). Additionally, the value of opemnpared to closed-ended questions has
received considerable attention. However, whenlacheompare open- and closed-ended
guestions, they typically assess the quality anidit)aof the responses acquired (lvis, Bondy &
Adlaf, 1997; Kealy & Turner, 1993; Schuman, 196épgth (Dillman, Sinclair & Clark, 1993;
Herzog & Bachman, 1981), or expense (Dillman, 1978)

Given the potential for surveys to shape resporslettitudes and subsequent behaviors,
it seems critical to understand the role of questypes used in surveys on other attitudes. Of
particular interest is the use of open- versusetleended question types. Typically, researchers
consider the use of open- and closed-ended quediesed on their research question, and the
cost and time required to collect, code, and armallye data. When we think of using question
types in this way, based on our resources andnasaaeds, the respondent becomes a means to
an end - a mere data conduit. However, as Schwae9] describes, respondents rely on norms
of conversational conduct when participating iuevey, making the survey process akin to a
two-way form of communication. If we think of sugjgeas a channel through which a survey
sponsor communicates with the respondent, andveisa, it becomes important to ask, what are
the attitudinal and other related outcomes thaearom using open- versus closed-ended

guestions? This research attempts to answer testign.



Specifically, this research attempts to demonstrat question type is related to time
spent answering survey questions, feelings ofdatideelings of self-expression, enjoyment of
survey participation, subsequent behavior, andhtriteparticipate in future surveys. It is also
argued that involvement with the topic plays anom@nt role in the time spent participating and
self-expression. A new model with familiar variable proposed to explain outcomes of
participating in open- compared to closed-endedesis.

Toward a Theory of Survey-taking Outcomes
Open- Versus Closed-ended Questions

Open- and closed-ended questions are differenamymegards. Closed-ended questions
provide a set of potential options from which teepondent may choose. These question types
elicit the potential for a host of negative effeictsluding satisficing, question order, and context
effects (Tourangeau, Rips & Raskinski, 2000). Hosvesurvey researchers have treated closed-
ended questions as the preferred choice (Greet,)1Bata from closed-ended questions are
easier to collect, code, and analyze comparede¢a-epded questions, making this question type
the favored choice among survey researchers (G884, citing Schuman & Presser, 1981).

Although more cumbersome than closed-ended quasstipen-ended questions provide
numerous benefits. Most importantly, open-endedgtes provide more information compared
to their closed-ended counterparts. In answeringpgm-ended question, the respondent is not
restricted to a response by the options providadh&t, the respondent can answer the question
according to his/her interpretation of the questiarthis way, open-ended questions do not
suffer restriction in range problems that may kespnt in closed-ended questions (Tourangeau,

Rips & Rasinski, 2000). Also, open-ended questamsot present opportunities for the



respondent to be biased by the order of resportsengpas these options are not provided (see
Schwarz, Hippler, and Noelle-Neuman 1992, and Setmuamd Presser, 1981 for additional
discussion of response order effects).

Also, open-ended questions allow the respondeansaver questions in his/her own
words — providing him/her a “voice” in the surveypgpess (Schuman, 1966). As a result, open-
ended questions have been used when the respardestirveyor are especially different in
“education, cultural characteristics, or life chasit(Schuman, 1966, pg. 218). Thus, open-ended
guestions allow the respondent to express hisfffeerghts, feelings, or attitudes in his/her own
way — unlimited by predetermined language and caieg created by the investigator.

Time Spent Answering Questions

When answering open-ended questions, the respormiesttread and consider the
guestion and its meaning, then formulate his/her ocponse, and write this response onto the
survey. Conversely, with a closed-ended questtanréspondent is provided with the response
options. In this case, the respondent still needsdad and consider the question and its meaning,
but rather than generate a response, he/she chioasea set of pre-selected options. Usually,
the respondent need only check a box or circlespomse — not write down the entire answer in
his/her own words.

Responding to closed-ended questions is easi¢hdéamespondent than responding to
open-ended questions (Mitchell & Carson, 1989) pReding to open-ended questions requires
more effort on the part of the respondent thanaeding to closed-ended questions. Open-ended
guestions require the respondent to generate ansspunassisted by pre-determined categories

provided by the researcher, and transfer this responto the survey in his/her own words.



Thus, responding to open-ended questions should taknore time than responding to
closed-ended questions (H1).
Self-expression and Value Expressive Attitudes

Even though open-ended questions may take moeettiraomplete, the respondent may
find value in sharing his/her thoughts in his/hemnowvords. Sjoberg (1954) studied public
opinion about participating in surveys among pedmm high and low socioeconomic areas and
found that not only did respondents believe pespteuld be asked their opinions but, on
average, people like to be interviewed. Eighty-#¢hpercent of high socioeconomic participants,
and 70% of low socioeconomic participants repoadxtlief that “people should be asked their
opinions about social and economic problems” (Sjpb#954, pg. 424). He also found that 52%
of high socioeconomic participants liked to be imi@wved, while only 28% did not, and 38% of
low socioeconomic participants liked to be intevweel, while 26% did not (Sjoberg, 1954).

Heberlein and Baumgartner (1978) conducted a aeddysis on factors affecting mail
survey response rates. They found that salienteeasurvey topic (defined as those topics
covering important and current behaviors or intisre the respondent) was significantly and
positively correlated with response rates. Theisgideemed highly salient (N =112) had a 77%
return rate, while the low salience studies (N & only a 44% return rate. A subsequent
study by Goyder (1982) replicated these findingsim concluding that issue salience had a
significant effect on mail survey return rates.e$@ results suggest that the desire to express an
attitude about a topic might serve an importanppse in the survey process.

Specifically, the question type employed in a syrand the resulting time spent

answering the question may affect the respondélsgs of self-expression. Previous research



has found that expressing one’s personal attitide topic may serve an important purpose.
According to Katz’s (1960) functional view of attttes, attitudes serve four primary functions:
“the adjustive function of satisfying utilitarian needs, tlego-defensive function of handling

internal conflicts, theral ue-expressive function of maintaining self-identity and of enhancing the
self-image, and thienowledge function of giving understanding and meaning to the amkiggi

of the world around us” (Katz, 1960, pg. 204). Apendent’s self-expression, an ability to share
an attitude in one’s own words, is linked to thkueaexpressive function.

Values are “abstract principles that people comgm®e guiding principles in their life”
(Maio & Olson, 2000, pg. 249 citing Rokeach, 19%8 &chwarz, 1996). Examples of values
include helpfulness, opportunity, and freedom. Adotg to Katz (1960), when a person shares
an attitude linked to his/her personal valuesjnidéevzidual experiences satisfaction. “[The value-
expressive] function is central to doctrines of eggchology which stress the importance of
self-expression, self-development, and self-redtina (Katz, 1960, pg. 170).

Katz (1960) specified two primary conditions in winithe value expressive function of
attitudes can be aroused. First, an environmentabc stimulus that is linked to the attitude
must be made salient. For example, a studentaeglir opposed to an increase in school tuition
and opposes paying a public university to receivellege education. The student is a member
of a local group on campus that is discussing ¢lsent news from the university to increase
tuition in the upcoming school year. According tatk (1960), the environmental cue
(discussion of the tuition increase) will arouse #tudent’s attitude toward opposition of the new

tuition rate, regardless of the university’s ratiten



Second, the value-expressive function of the alditwill be aroused when the
individual’s ability to express his/her attitudetire recent past has been precluded (Katz, 1960).
If the student from the earlier example was dethedopportunity to express his/her views about
the tuition increase that occurred in the previetisool year, the value-expressive function of
his/her attitude about the university’s tuitionnease would become aroused. As a result, this
student would be likely to seek opportunities tpress his/her attitude about the issue. When
respondents have an opportunity to express théude on a topic, which they care about and
have previously felt unheard, they fulfill a need $elf-expression.

Open-ended questions may provide exactly this ofmgportunity. They provide the
respondent with an outlet for sharing his/her it in his/her own words, while closed-ended
guestions restrict attitude expression to the ogtjgrovided by the researcher. Plus, being able
to share one’s thoughts in his/her own words, withbe fear of social sanctions, may allow the
individual an opportunity to express his/her tra#.s

Psychologists have noted that individuals have iplalsenses of self (Goffman, 1959;
Jung, 1953). These senses of self include pubtidrarer selves, and the inner self may reside in
one’s unconscious ego (Bargh, McKenna & Fitzsim@@§2 citing Goffman, 1959 and Jung,
2002). Literature on the self-concept suggeststseb/es may be categorized as ideal (desired),
ought (required), or actual (existing) (Bargh, MolKa & Fitzsimons, 2002 citing Higgins,

1987). Another type of self, the true self, suggestlifference between the public, inner, and
actual selves (Bargh, McKenna & Fitzsimons, 20@giRogers, 1951). The true self is the
inner self a person possesses, but does not shoublit life. It may exist at a conscious or

unconscious level. In either case, the individued b strong need to express his/her true self



(Bargh, McKenna & Fitzsimons, 2002). The abilityetixpress one’s true self is important in
establishing and reaffirming one’s individual iden{Bargh, McKenna & Fitzsimons, 2002).

Open-ended surveys provide a unique opportunityhfeindividual to express his/her
true self. Because surveys are anonymous, theidudivdoes not need to fear social sanctions
for his/her response. In particular, online survelysuld reduce demand effects and fear of social
sanctions for sharing one’s inner self. In an anbarvey, the respondent does not receive
feedback for his/her response. Because of thisyaniby, the respondent should feel more
comfortable expressing his/her true self when ansg@pen-ended survey questions. If this is
the case, we predict two relationships.the respondent spends more time answering survey
guestions, he/she should experience greater feelsgf self-expression (H2)Also,
respondents should indicate greater self-expressi@after responding to open-ended survey
guestions compared to closed-ended survey questiofi$3).

In addition to providing the respondent with atleifor expressing one’s true self,
studies in psychology, education, political scierared survey methodology have found
numerous benefits arising from the act of self-egpion. In particular, these studies point to the
importance of writing as a means to facilitate-gaipression. This relationship between self-
expression and writing is particularly interestlmgrause it suggests benefits that are
transferrable to open-ended surveys.

Writing may allow people to “understand their esipeces and themselves” (Pennebaker
& Seagal, 1999, pg. 1243). By writing, people coigely process and organize their thoughts,

feelings, and experiences using language (PenneBaReagal, 1999; Shumacher & Nash,



1991). The writing process forces people to integrdifferentiate, and organize ideas, values,
and information (Pennebaker & Seagal, 1999; Schbhera& Nash, 1991).

As a result of writing, individuals reap positibenefits. Some of these benefits may
include improvements in physical health (Penneb&k®eagal, 1999), mental health
(Pennebaker & Segal, 1999), emotional intelligefVeeng, Schutte & Bryne, 2006), life
satisfaction (Wing, Schutte & Byrne, 2006), andmézg (Shumacher & Nash, 1991). Positive
effects are found for writing about a variety gbitcs including personal extreme traumas
(Pennebaker & Seagal, 1999), imaginary traumasef@erg, Wortman & Stone, 1996), positive
events with emotion regulation cues (Wing, Sché&ttryne, 2006), non-extreme events such as
attending college (Spera, Buhrfiend, & Pennebake®4), and through more general topical
essays in college courses (Shumacher & Nash, 1P919, in at least one study, writing about
personal events has been found to increase panicgointent to participate in an additional
study (Pennebaker, 1997).

In addition to positive effects from writing, theene measurement effect also posits that
survey participation can have desirable outcomesnantioned earlier, the mere measurement
effect suggests the act of survey participation stepe or alter respondent’s attitudes and
behaviors (Morwitz, 2005). By participating in agely, the respondent cognitively processes
guestions asked and shares his/her thoughts, lmebawr attitudes though his/her response
(Fitzsimons & Shiv, 2001). As a result of this ctiye processing and response generation, the
respondent may think about a topic in a new wagsitter a perspective he/she had not
considered, and/or form an opinion on a topic heetsdd not considered previously (Dholakia &

Morwitz, 2002; Feldman & Lynch, 1988). Additionallhe survey process can increase the

10



salience of the survey topic for the respondenvée Fitzsimons, 2006). For example, in a
survey about dental flossing, a respondent mayskedato consider the benefits of flossing and
his/her current behaviors. After processing infaroraprovided, questions asked, and his/her
responses, he/she may decide to begin flossing frezqeently (Levav & Fitzsimons, 2006). In
fact, the mere measurement effect has found sutclomes for flossing (Levav & Fitzsimons,
2006) and a host of other behaviors mentioned pusly.

Plus, at their very heart, surveys are about geingr self-expression from the
respondent. Sure, researchers want to know abbiisleand behaviors (e.g., How often do you
exercise?). However, surveys also want to know alEspondents’ values, attitudes, and
opinions (e.g., How important is exercising to ypW¥hen researchers ask respondents to share
their thoughts in an open-ended format, they mdnaroe the opportunity for self-expression.
No matter how much time a researcher spends agafiencomprehensive list of closed-ended
response options or how accurate the linguistitufea of the options may be, the provided
responses can never be a respondent’s “own wokdsa’result, the ability for closed-ended
surveys to achieve true self-expression are limiiéetrefore, when open-ended surveys provide
a means for a respondent to share his/her thoughts/her own words, and especially through
writing, we would expect these respondents wilhime likely to engage in a related behavior
compared to respondents who complete a closed-enutedy. For examplé, respondents
participate in an open-ended survey about a soci@sue, we would expect as self-expression
increases, respondents should be more likely to sigon to a related campaign (H4).

Involvement

11



Involvement should also affect the time spent radpw to a survey and feelings of self-
expression. Involvement is broadly defined as #keent to which an individual cares about a
particular topic” (Oskamp & Schultz, 2005, pg. 228hile the involvement construct has been
widely studied in the area of persuasion reseamtgus researchers have defined and

operationalized involvement in different ways. Brfcular, Johnson and Eagly (1989) specify

distinctions between value-relevant and outcomevesit involvement%

Value-relevant involvement refers to “the motivatb state induced by an association
between an activated attitude...” and an individualiguring values (Johnson & Eagly, 1989,
pg. 293; Johnson & Eagly, 1990). Johnson and EHd§l$9) assert that value-relevant
involvement, typically, is measured by a subjesgH-reports and has been studied, primarily,
using social policy issues (Johnson & Eagly, 1988yough meta-analysis, Johnson and Eagly
(1989) found that high value-relevant involvemergvented persuasion from occurring, which
aligns with earlier findings related to the effe€iego involvement on persuasion.

In fact, the value-relevant involvement construaileed from ego involvement, a key
component of Sherif and Hovland’s (1961) Socialgient Involvement Theory (SJIT). Ego
involvement refers to an attitude that is a defjntomponent of one’s sense of self or values

(Sherif & Hovland, 1961). According to SJIT, atties fall along a continuum, and the

! Impression relevant involvement, a third typerafalvement, links a subject’s attitude to a
desire to make “a favorable impression on othelshfison & Eagly, 1989, pg. 293). Impression
relevant involvement is not directly applicablehs study for a number of reasons: respondents
to a survey are typically anonymous, may not exqgnee a need to defend their positions in an
identifiable setting, and are not communicatingweh interviewer because the study is online.
Therefore, impression-relevant involvement is rialy to occur in the current study, and | do
not elaborate on its role in the persuasion litemat

12



persuasiveness of incoming messages are dependesieoe the message falls relative to
reference points along one’s attitude continuunn.a@fy given issue, an individual has a
reference point, or anchor, which is one’s owrtiade. Along the attitude continuum, the
individual also has latitudes of acceptance, wieicbompass all positions the individual finds
acceptable, latitudes of rejection, which encomadigsositions the individual finds
unacceptable, and latitudes of noncommittal, wimckude all positions the individual finds
neither acceptable nor unacceptable (Sherif & Hul|d961).

When a person receives a persuasive messagelated on his/her attitude continuum
and evaluated relative to the anchor (his/her ottitude) and the latitudes of acceptance,
rejection, and noncommittal. Messages within otetitude of acceptance tend to increase
persuasiveness, while those within one’s latitudejection tend to decrease persuasiveness
(Sherif & Hovland, 1961). SJIT states that peopin wow ego involvement will have larger
latitudes of acceptance and non-committal and smititudes of rejection, while people with
high involvement will have larger latitudes of rejen and smaller latitudes of noncommittal
and acceptance (Sherif & Hovland, 1961). Thus, dé€Licts that as ego involvement increases,
attitude change becomes less likely to occur, ngagersuasion more difficult. While SJIT,
itself, has resulted in many conflicting findingsthe literature (Oskamp & Schultz, 2005), the
ego involvement concept has received ample atieintistudies of persuasion and has been
closely linked to value-relevant involvement (Jabmg& Eagly, 1989).

Another type of involvement includes outcome-refgyavhich links a subject’s attitude
to his/her “purposive aspects of the self” (John&deagly, 1989). The more relevant an

outcome is to the subject’s current goals, thetgrdas/her outcome-relevant involvement

13



should be, while the less relevant an outcomedgstibject’s current goals, the less his/her
outcome-relevant involvement should be (Johnsora8l¥ 1989). Typically, outcome-relevant
involvement is manipulated by altering the likeldaothat subjects will be affected or unaffected
by some outcome (e.g., in the present or distdntduat the subject’s school or a distant
school). Primarily, outcome-relevant involvemens baen studied using college student issues
(Johnson & Eagly, 1989). For example, researchars breated outcome-relevant involvement
by manipulating whether the university proposemstitute comprehensive exams as a
graduation requirement (Johnson & Eagly, 1989).

Outcome-relevant involvement is similar to the esgwolvement construct, which is a
key variable in Petty and Cacioppo’s (1981) ElaboreLikelihood Model (ELM) (Johnson &
Eagly, 1989). According to the ELM, when a persohighly involved with a topic or issue,
he/she experiences greater motivation to procegsgaming message or engage in high levels
of elaboration. As the amount of elaboration insesa the individual employs a central
processing approach. Central processing is antffocareful, and cognitive approach to
evaluating content and features of messages, comatars, and other elements of a persuasive
attempt. Conversely, when involvement is low, tgividual experiences less motivation to
process the message and engages in low levelaladration. As the amount of elaboration
decreases, the individual employs a peripheralgssiog approach. Peripheral processing is less
effortful, deliberate, and cognitive, using heucdstand cues to make judgments (Petty,
Cacioppo, & Goldman, 1981).

In a test of the ELM, Petty, Cacioppo, and Schum@883) conducted a2 x 2 x 2

factorial experiment with 160 undergraduate stuslentvhich they manipulated involvement

14



(high vs. low), argument strength (strong vs. weakyl source (celebrity vs. non-celebrity) to
test these variables’ effects on attitude towapdoaluct and cognitive considerations. They
found that high involvement subjects relied on camrocessing and were affected by argument
guality in forming an attitude toward the produlthus, high involvement increases persuasion
when the argument is strong (Johnson & Eagly, 1986hversely, low involvement subjects
relied on peripheral processing and were affectesbloirce cues to form an attitude toward the
product (Petty, Cacioppo & Schumann, 1983).

While much work has been devoted to understandiaegdle of involvement in
persuasion, there remains an important potenttahfounding variable in studies; that is,
outcome- and value-relevant involvement appeaetodmfounded with knowledge of the topic
used in the study (Park, Levine, Kingsley-Western@nigen & Foregger, 2007; Johnson &
Eagly, 1989). Studies measuring value-relevantlieroent tend to use real social issues, for
which subjects are likely to possess at least stegece of knowledge, while studies
manipulating outcome-relevant involvement tendde fictitious or hypothetical scenarios, for
which subjects are unlikely to possess knowledgek(Bt al., 2007; Johnson & Eagly, 1989). As
a result, typically, value-relevant involvement ha&en studied as attitude change, while
outcome-relevant involvement has been studiedtéigda formation (Park et al., 2007; Johnson
& Eagly, 1989).

Cho and Boster (2005)’'s work to develop measuremeales for the various
involvement constructs led to the conclusion thatome relevant-involvement was highly
correlated with information seeking. They also fddnat value-relevant and outcome-relevant

involvement were highly correlated with attituddrerity (Cho & Boster, 2005). Taken
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together, these results suggest that the effaovofvement on persuasion is not as
straightforward as one might hope, and studiesldrsmek to parse out the effects of knowledge
from the effects of involvement; the current stursiuded.

An important distinction also exists between presgiavork and the current study.
Typically, researchers employ designs that tesetfet of involvement on persuasive outcomes
while also manipulating messages and/or argumestigth. In these cases, the predictions posed
by SJIT and ELM have not always held (e.g., Padi.eR007). However, in the current study,
neither the persuasive power of specific messagethe strength of arguments is of interest.
Objective surveys should present respondents Wilopportunity to express their views on
either side of an issue in an anonymous contexteya should not attempt to persuade
respondents to adopt any particular position.

Also, it is also argued that many social issuesclwbBurveys commonly address, are
likely to activate an individual's valuesd concern about outcomes. Take for example the issue
of health care. It is likely an individual may havigh value-relevant involvement as the issue
links his/her attitude with values of equality fmcess to care, opportunity for people to live free
from pain or disease, or freedom to choose a piaysié\t the same time, the issue of health care
may activate outcome-relevance as the same suragyseek to determine whether an individual
is willing to pay some additional amount in taxesund a new health care proposal, or whether
the individual believes a health care proposal wifprove (or harm) his/her current levels of
service.

Public transportation is another example of anddikely to activate value- and

outcome-relevant involvement among people. Itkslyi that value-relevant involvement may
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cause people to support a policy about public trdmased on values of equality of employment
opportunity for people with disabilities or stewsingp of the environment, while others may
oppose a policy based on values of limited govemtrard free-market enterprise. For some
people, public transportation may be outcome-reieifdhey personally rely on public
transportation, provide rides to people who cowdd public transit if it was available, or are
unable to afford an additional amount in taxesutodfexpanded routes or service hours.

Given the potential that many social issues (ape@ally surveys about these issues) are
likely to activate more than one type of involvernana time, it becomes important to
understand the potential for differential effect®ach type of involvement on attitudes. Of
particular interest to the current study are ttieat$ of value- and outcome-relevant involvement
on the relationship between time spent answerisigneey and feelings of self-expression.

There are a number of reasons to believe thatlas-velevance increases, the
relationship between time spent answering a suanelyfeelings of self-expression will
strengthen. First, as mentioned earlier, Katz (186@gests that individuals experience feelings
of self-expression, particularly when they haveopportunity to express their attitude about an
issue closely linked to their values, and when theye previously felt unheard. For reasons
stated previously, a number of social issues kedylito activate a person’s values. Also, it is
expected that, often, people do not have a foruexpoess their views on many social issues on
which surveys collect data. Furthermore, SJIT sstyggdat when people’s attitudes are closely
linked to their values, value-relevant involvemamtreases, and the individual should be less
persuaded by incoming messages. This reductioarsupsion suggests that individuals with

strong values about an issue may be better allevielop counterarguments to messages (i.e.,
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they are able to refute messages that are disdrejsartheir own attitude or values). Also,
because value-relevant involvement studies have theeight of as attitude change studies, this
suggests that a number of people already posd@ssied on topics addressed; they have given
the issue at least some thought, which should geothe survey respondent with more
arguments or content to include in his/her respofsa result, as value-relevant involvement
with a survey topic increases, the respondent shalbpend more time answering the survey
guestions, resulting in greater feelings of self-gxession (H5a).

Additionally, ELM research suggests that high oateerelevant involvement may cause
individuals to spend more time processing incommregsages, or in the current study — spend
more time thinking about and carefully answeringyey questions. The results of Cho and
Boster’s (2005) meta-analysis also suggest thabowt-relevant involvement significantly
correlates with attitude extremity and informatgeeking. Thus, it is likely that as outcome-
relevant involvement increases, and individualseglemce a stronger association between their
attitude and a personal goal, they should alsodsp®re time expressing their views on an
issue.Therefore, as outcome-relevant involvement with ausvey topic increases, the
respondent should spend more time answering the sugy questions, resulting in greater
feelings of self-expression (H5b).

While predictions are put forth regarding the etfeaf outcome- and value-relevant
involvement, a research question remaighich type of involvement, or particular
combination of outcome- and value-relevant involveent, will create the strongest

relationship between time spent answering the suryeand feelings of self-expression (RQ)?
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Because previous research does not offer an exatisiver, this study will seek to provide an
initial look at the proposed question.

In summary, when involvement with the topic addeesis a survey is high, “...the cost
of responding may be reduced, and personal inpiletstudy may be judged by the respondent
as more important” (Heberlein & Baumgartner, 193®,458). Many surveys (and issue topics)
are not limited to activating only value- or outaemelevant involvement. Therefore, the current
investigation assesses the effect of both typé&svolvement, as well as combinations of the
two, on the relationship between time spent answgeaisurvey and feelings of self-expression.
Also, in this study, outcome- and value-relevanbimement are treated as continuous variables
to retain degree information and allow the posgibihat involvement may exist in different

forms and amounts given the issue covered in a&gyusing approaches similar to Park et al.,

2007, and Cho and Boster, 200?5)Finally, to ascertain the unique effects of imashent -
separate from knowledge about a particular issue eontrol for knowledge about the particular
topic addressed in the survey.
Fatigue

One concern with open-ended questions is the patéot respondent fatigue. Fatigue is
“[tlhe awareness of a decreased capacity for phlaied/or mental activity due to an imbalance

in the availability, utilization, and/or restoratiof resources needed to perform activity”

2 . . . .

Antil (1984) argues for involvement to be treateda continuous variable based on the
variations of the construct among different induads/topics and the potential of increased
consistency among scholars who use involvemeritain studies.
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(Aaronson et al., 1999, pg. 46). Often, fatigudained by the subjective experience of the
individual (Aaronson et al., 1999).

Fatigue has been thought of as one of the factading to survey non-response (de Heer
& Israels, 1992). As the burden of the survey tigtee increases, the respondent is less likely to
participate (Bogen, 1996). Open-ended surveys haea presumed to be especially prone to
generating respondent fatigue (Bogen, 1996).

Bogen (1996) conducted a literature review on ffeceof questionnaire length on
response rates and concluded the literature isch@rd somewhat inconclusive. While some
studies provide evidence that increased surveythdegds to greater fatigue and lower response
rates, other studies seem to suggest the oppBsigen (1996) finds the literature to be
disproportionately represented by mail surveys, mady studies to be wrought with poor
measurement and confounding of variables.

Galesic and Bosnjak (2009) sought to improve uperipus studies by manipulating the
length of a web survey (10, 20, or 30 minutes) stndying its effect on participation and quality
of responses to open-ended questions. Their rede®nstrated a negative relationship between
survey length and willingness to participate iuevey. When respondents were told the survey
would be 10 minutes long 75% continued with thezeyy but only 63% continued when the
survey length was stated to be 30 minutes (Gaéesiosnjak, 2009). Galesic and Bosnjak
(2009) also found a negative relationship betwaelity of responses to open-ended questions
and survey length. As survey length increased, theyd that the quality (length) of the

responses to open-ended questions decreased.résaklte suggest the followinfn general,
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the more time a respondent spends answering a quist, the more fatigue he/she should
feel (H6).

However, the experience of fatigue could be miadaty the opportunity to express an
attitude in the respondent’s own words and on etibyat is relevant to the respondent. To the
author’s knowledge, no studies, to date, have fipalty looked at the effect of feelings of self-
expression on respondent fatigue in the conteatsafrvey. Yet, the literature on value-
expressive attitudes suggests that some respondegténd value in communicating their
views. Some people may be seeking an outlet teeghair attitudes and express their feelings
on a topic. When this is the case, the respondentld not experience burden from increased
length of a survey due to open-ended questionfidRahe respondent should be energized by
sharing his/her attitud@hus, the greater the respondent’s feeling of seixpression the less
fatigue he/she should report (H7).

Survey Enjoyment

Fatigue and self-expression should also affecegtent to which the respondent enjoys
participating in the survey. Fatigue is a negatireotion or an aversive state (Charlton, n.d.). It
is perceived by the brain as a signal of exhausti@ha need to cease activity and rest (Charlton,
n.d.). Previous research has shown that fatigudtses more negative attitudes toward the task
at hand. Kumashiro and Nagae (1984) found thataakexs’ self-reported feelings of fatigue
increased, their attitude toward their jobs bechess favorable.

Similar effects should be realized in a survey erntFatigue may cause respondents to

tire of the survey, to wish to cease participatemg to enjoy the survey leSsherefore, the
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more fatigue a respondent experiences, the less $le¢ should enjoy participating in the
survey (H8).

However, as noted earlier, fatigue could be contbbyea chance to express an attitude.
Swan, Trawick, and Carroll (1981) collected dedorgdata on respondents’ ratings of their
survey experience after completing a questionnaieerestaurant setting. They found that
among 340 respondents, 87% stated they liked theramity to express an opinion. Also, a
large majority (92%) of respondents indicated aetb¢he survey was conducted so that the
restaurant could find out how to please its custsrn®wan, Trawick & Carroll, 1981). When
respondents experience value in sharing their thisuig a survey, they should feel energized,
rather than fatiguedn this case, greater feelings of self-expressia@mould result in more
enjoyment participating in the survey (H9).
Intent to Participate in Future Surveys

Respondent enjoyment or displeasure with the suskieyld affect the resulting attitude
toward participating in future surveys. In fact,getberg et al. (2001) studied the effect of a
general attitude toward surveys on intent to piie in future studies. The authors found that

the more positive one’s attitude toward surveys,gteater one’s willingness to participate in
future surveys. This finding should apply in a more specific semdere survey enjoyment

should result in an increase in one’s intent to pdicipate in future studies by the same

survey sponsor (H10).

3 It is important to note, the Rogelberg et al. 8(42) study asked questions about attitudes
toward surveys after conducting a specific survegking it difficult to ascertain whether they
were measuring a general attitude toward survegsspeecific, salient attitude toward the
recently completed survey.
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Model

When a respondent participates in an open-ended\sur which he/she is highly
involved and has previously felt unheard, he/shpeagnces greater feelings of self-expression.
These feelings of self-expression off-set the tagige/she feels from the increased time to
complete the survey and may increase the likelirefaehgaging in a related behavior, such as
signing on to a campaign. These feelings of seghiression make the survey enjoyable. Feelings
of survey enjoyment increase the respondent’s irtteparticipate in future surveys by the same
sponsor.

Closed-ended questions should also create a siefitzot as involvement increases.
However, because the time spent answering the ywiiebe less in a closed-ended format, so
too should the feelings of self-expression andikeihood of signing on to a campaign as a
result of self-expression. In turn, while the raspent will also report feelings of survey
enjoyment and an intent to participate in futureveys, the open-ended survey should elicit
stronger positive attitudes than the closed endecks.

However, we would expect different outcomes amsurgjects with low involvement
when different questions types are employed. Irctbeed-ended condition compared to the
open-ended condition, respondents will spend less answering a survey, and they will report
lower levels of fatigue. Additionally, because thewe less involvement with the issue in the
survey than their high involvement counterpartsytwill also report lower levels of self-
expression. As a result, their attitude towardsimevey will be neutral to slightly unfavorable.
They are also likely to report neutral to slightiylikely intent to participate in future surveys

and sign on to a campaign.
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In the open-ended condition, as respondents’ lefvelvolvement decreases, we would
expect the same relationships among the variaBktswe would expect the relationships to be
stronger. Respondents with low levels of involvetneifi not spend as much time answering
guestions as respondents with high involvementthmy should spend slightly more time in the
open-ended compared to closed-ended conditionadtie thature of the responses requested. As
a result, as involvement decreases, respondetiie wpen-ended survey compared to closed-
ended survey will experience greater fatigue. Altifftoopen-ended respondents compared to
closed-ended respondents may experience morexgeHssion, because the topic is not one they
care about, it is likely this effect of self-expses will not be enough to off-set their fatigues A
a result, as involvement decreases, respondetiie wpen-ended survey compared to
respondents to the closed-ended survey are likdiige the survey less, report a lower intent to
participate in future surveys, and be unwillingsign on to a related campaign. Figure 1 provides
the predicted path model.

Method

This study employed a 2 x 4 experimental desigre ihdependent variables were
guestion type (open- and closed-ended) and topivdtsal health care, same-sex marriage,
copyrighted music file-sharing, and space explorgtiWithin each topic, outcome- and value-
relevant involvement were treated as measuredinuants variables. To ensure variation on
involvement, a number of issue topics were pilstdd. The four topics that exhibited the
greatest variation were used as topics for the -opreth closed-ended surveys, creating eight
conditions. The dependent variables were time speswering the survey, fatigue, feelings of

self-expression, enjoyment of the survey, willingsé&o sign on to a campaign, and intent to
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participate in a future survey. In addition, a n@mbf variables were controlled including
attitude toward the issue, knowledge of the sutegyc, willingness to communicate,
conservativism, age, ethnicity, and gender.

Sample

Participants (N = 400) were Michigan State Uniugrandergraduate students enrolled in

communication courses (50 participants per é'eIR)espondents were between the ages of 18 and
40 M = 20.16,SD = 1.98), and were primarily female (67%). The mi&oof respondents were

White (78%), while 8.50% were Asian, 8.25% weredB|&2.5% were multi-racial, 1% were

Hispanic, 1% were Arab, 0.50% were a non-liste@ raad 0.25% were Pacific Islandr)er.
Tables 1 and 2 display descriptive statistics efdgAmple for all variables of interest.
Procedure

Participants were randomly assigned to one of egperimental conditions through an
online survey. This format was selected for thesesons. First, Dillman, Smyth, and Christian
(2009) suggested that respondents tend to provade detailed responses to open-ended survey

guestions when they are provided through a webegutempared to a paper and pencil format.

4 Completion rates varied by condition. The follog/ivere the total number of incomplete
responses for open-ended surveys by topic: univieesdth care (12), same-sex marriage (5),
space exploration (6), music file-sharing (6). Imgbetes for the closed-ended conditions
included: universal health care (0), same-sex-mger(6), space exploration (2), and music file-
sharing (2). Inspection of these cases demonstth&anost people, whether in an open- or
closed-ended condition, did not complete any qaestor only completed the first question, then
ended the survey. Only a couple people completédheasurvey before stopping.

> Although this study had a high number of Asiarpaeglents, they were evenly dispersed
throughout conditions.

25



Therefore, a web-based survey was selected tagstrem the open-ended question inducti%ns.
Second, the online format provided greater conststén timing survey completion. The survey
host automatically times participation from theeithe survey link is accessed until the time the
survey is closed. Third, given the sample is c@lagdergraduates, which is a technologically
savvy population that lives online (Howe & Strau&300), we can assume they are used to
expressing themselves in an online format.

After consenting to participate, each respondeat asked ten questions on one issue
topic in either a closed- or open-ended formatsehguestions served as the experimental
induction. Ten questions were thought to be ampladuce induction effects without agitating
respondents and causing a reduction in survey aimaplrates. Questions in both the open- and
closed-ended conditions were identical. The ontigdeinces were that the closed-ended
condition had response options provided and incube following statement: “Please select the
answer that best represents your views.” In thevageled condition, a response box was
provided for the respondent to type his/her ansmeérincluded the following statement: “Please
provide a response that best represents your Vidwshe end of each open-ended question,
respondents were asked to “Please explain.” Thetigus used in the induction are provided in
Appendix A. Following the experimental inductiotl,r@spondents were asked a series of
closed-ended questions to measure dependent atrdlo@riables of interesVariables were
asked in the following order after the manipulationtcome-relevant involvement, value-

relevant involvement, attitude toward survey topidlingness to sign on to a campaign, feelings

6 It is assumed that any individual differences ttugyping proficiency among participants will
be randomly dispersed throughout the conditions.
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of self-expression, fatigue, survey enjoyment,inghess to participate in future surveys,
knowledge about survey topic, writing apprehenseamservativism, demographics; time was

automatically recorded. Correlations among all tdus variables are provided in Table 3.

Additionally, the topics of the surveys varied (i#®pic was a random effec7t).:our
different survey topics were used, which were piésted for variation on value- and outcome-
relevant involvement among respondents. The fquicsoused in the survey were universal
health care, same-sex marriage, copyrighted milsisharing, and space exploration. Questions
for each topic were taken from existing surveyg.(&he Roper Center, The Pew Forum on
Religious and Public Life, and Gallup).

At the conclusion of each survey, respondents Weneked for their time. Once all

responses were collected, each respondent waa slebriefing message via e-mail to let

him/her know the true purpose of the sur\§ey.
Measures
A dummy variable for survey type was created. Gleseded surveys were treated as the
baseline. Open-ended surveys were dummy codedvathlclosed-ended surveys coded as 0.
Outcome-relevant involvement was measured as @ncnis level variable using the

guestion and scale created by Park et al. (200tcdine-relevant involvement was

! The disadvantage of varying topics is inconsistansurvey wording between studies of
different topics. However, the advantage to varyopjcs is that the study presents a stronger
test of the effects of open-ended and closed-emdkdttions, as well as the ability to enhance
external validity by looking at whether hypothesizeedictions hold across a variety of topics
which public opinion surveys seek data.

8 .
The survey process took approximately two morahsotlect all responses.
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operationalized as the average response to atlEmrtiikert-type scale. Respondents were asked
to consider an issue topic and how it might afteetn personally. Then, respondents were asked
to indicate their agreement with four items usirggale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7
(strongly agree). An example item is “Universalltieaare would affect me personally.”
Appendix B provides this scale. This scale had@Bach’s alpha coefficient of .89. Higher
scores reflect greater outcome-relevant involver(ddnt 3.76,5D = 1.50).

Value-relevant involvement was measured as a aoouis level variable. Value-relevant
involvement was operationalized as the averagelgest’'s answers to a four-item scale,
combining features of the question used by Padk ¢2007) and scales used by Cho & Boster
(2005). Respondents were asked to consider antepigeand how it fits with their values.

Then, respondents were asked to indicate theieagget with four items using a scale ranging
from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agrea).example item is “My attitude toward
universal health care is based on my core valWggaendix C provides this scale. This scale had
a Cronbach’s alpha of .88. Higher scores refleeatgr value-relevant involvemem & 3.70,

D =1.40).

Time spent answering the survey was measured asti@agous level variabl%.Time
was operationalized as the number of seconds frbemwhe respondent opened the first page of

the survey until the time when the respondent dxite survey, signaling completion. Higher

scores reflected more time spent answering theeguiw = 1134.29SD = 853.87)%0

o Subjects were not told they were timed duringstuely to prevent a demand effect.

10 . . o .
Seven times were excluded. These times indic&2dd 36 hours to complete the survey. This

possibility seemed highly unlikely. If respondefaged to select the “done” button on the last
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Fatigue was measured with a modified version ofRiper Fatigue Scale (Piper et al.,
1998). The original scale consists of 11 semantieréntial pairs each measured on a 10-point
scale. Higher scores indicate greater subjectigknigs of fatigue. Subjects rate the degree to
which they are now feeling: strong/weak, refreshiest!, awake/sleepy, able to
concentrate/unable to concentrate. Appendix D pies/all items in this scale. As recommended
by Dillman, Smyth, and Christian (2009), to decesasspondent burden, the ranges of scales
used throughout a survey should be consistent efdrey, the scale range was altered from a 10-
to a 7-point scale to maintain consistency in theey’s design. This scale had a Cronbach’s
coefficiento of .91 M = 3.72,9D = 0.98).

Feelings of self-expression were measured witketitems asking subjects to report their
feelings of self-expression during the survey. Resients were asked three questions based on
their subjective ratings of their survey-taking expnce using a scale ranging from 1 (not at all)
to 7 (a great deal). An example item includes, “Howuch did you feel like you shared your
thoughts?” Appendix E provides all items used. Huale had a Cronbach’s coefficiendf .90.
Higher scores reflect greater feelings of self-espion 1 = 4.97,3D = 1.26).

Enjoyment of the survey was measured with threstons regarding the respondent’s
subjective ratings of his/her experience. Respatsd@ted their enjoyment on a scale from 1
(not at all) to 7 (a great deal). An example quesincludes, “How much did you enjoy
completing the survey?” Appendix F provides alingeused. One item proved to be a poor

measure of enjoyment; this item was “How much did gislike participating in the survey?”

page of the survey and either opened another wintdawurf the web or left their computer
running, the timer on the survey would continueuwo. Because these scenarios seemed highly
likely, these outliers were removed from the ddtase
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After removing this item, the enjoyment scale hatranbach’s coefficient of .85. Higher
scores reflect more enjoymei € 3.99,SD = 1.40).

Willingness to sign on to a campaign was treated dichotomous variable. Based on
their response to an attitude toward the topic tjuesrespondents were asked whether they
would be willing to sign on to a campaign as a sufgs or opponent of the issue in the survey.
For example, if the respondent indicated he/shep@tigd universal health care, he/she was
provided with the following statement and questife are creating a list of people who support
universal health care to share with decision-makédesy we add your name to this list? “Yes”
responses were coded as 1, and “No” responsescoeeel as 0 (Yes = 45.25%).

Intent to participate in a future survey was meadwrith a modified version of
MacKenzie, Lutz, and Belch’s (1986) intention taghase scale consisting of three items
measured using a seven-point semantic differestele. Respondents were asked: What is the
probability that you will take another survey contid by (The Gillens Group) if they are to
contact you again: likely/unlikely, probable/impedide, possible/impossible. This scale had
Cronbach’s alpha coefficient of .95. Higher scarecate a greater intent to participate in future
researchil = 4.45,3D = 1.48).

Attitude toward the topic was controlled. Attitud@s measured with two items.
Respondents were asked to indicate to what extegtdppose/support and do not favor/favor
the issue topic in the survey using a 7-point sdimalifferential scale. This scale had a
Cronbach’s alpha coefficient of .95. Higher scaftect a more favorable attitude toward the

topic M = 4.75,SD = 1.65).
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Respondents indicated knowledge about the topilseo$urvey subjectively. While there
are differences between subjective knowledge (Wieatespondent thinks he/she knows) and
objective knowledge (what the respondent actuailyws), in some conditions objective
knowledge may be significantly correlated with sdbive knowledge (Carlson, Vincent,
Hardesty & Bearden, 2009). In a meta-analysis,d0arkt al. (2009) found an overall significant
correlation between objective and subjective kndgée¢ = .37) as well as for societal issues (
=.36) and public goods € .65). Strategies to enhance the accuracy oéstib¢ ratings
include, using multiple indicators and framing theestion in terms of a comparison between the
respondent’s knowledge and an expert’s knowledgienopic (Carlson et al., 2009).
Therefore, subjective knowledge was measured Withetitems using a 7-point scale ranging
from 1 (none) to 7 (a great deal). An example itecludes, “Compared to an expert on the
topic, please rate your knowledge on universalthezre. Appendix G provides this scale. This
scale had Cronbach’s alpha coefficient of .92. idigdtores indicated higher ratings of
subjective knowledga = 2.73,SD = 1.26).

Writing apprehension, an additional non-demographitable, was controlled. Writing
apprehension is a general fear of communicatinmutyit writing (Daly & Miller, 1975). Akin to
communication apprehension, it is a general traiiety about writing either within or outside of
a classroom. The fear of writing causes peopleztidanriting whenever possible, and,
typically, those with writing apprehension selectptoyment that requires as little writing as
possible (Daly & Miller, 1975). In part, this studgeks to study the effect of writing responses

to open-ended questions on attitudes; therefoig pibssible that when an individual has writing
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apprehension, he/she may report unfavorable attittmlvard the survey due to trait anxiety, not
the manipulations in the study.

Writing apprehension was measured using a modviggsion of Daly and Miller’s
(1975) 5-point scale, ranging from strongly agreetd strongly disagree (5) and consisting of
20 items for use outside of the classroom. To dsgreespondent burden and maintain
consistency with the current survey, respondente &sked to indicate the degree to which each
statement describes them using a 7-point scalemaufigm 1 (does not describe me at all) to 7
(describes me exactly). Examples of items inclddavoid writing;” “I look forward to writing
down my ideas;” “I don’t seem to write as well assnhother people.” Appendix H lists all items
in this scale. This scale had a Cronbach’s alple#ficeent of .94. Higher scores reflect greater
writing apprehensiony = 3.57,SD = 1.10).

Conservativism was also controlled in the analyRBrsvious research suggests people
with conservative ideologies may engage in striectutecision-making, while people with
liberal ideologies have an easier time engagirgpgnitive tasks that involve ambiguity,
complexity, and novelty (Amodio, Jost, Master, &Y2007). Open-ended questions are less
structured than closed-ended questions. Plus, epded questions require the respondent to
deal with ambiguity when they must form their owrsaer, complexity when they must
integrate ideas, and novelty in determining howetpond in their own words. Closed-ended
responses may be easier for conservatives thaalsb® answer. Using the same conservative
measure as used by Amodio et al. (2007), resposdletitated their conservativism on a
semantic differential scale ranging from -5 (extetyriiberal) to +5 (extremely conservative).

Higher scores reflect more conservativigvh< -0.39,SD = 2.45).
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Demographics were also measured. Age was treat@d@stinuous variablé/ = 20.16,
D =1.98). Sex was dummy coded so that males sevéae baseline; females were coded as 1
(Females = 67%). Race was dummy coded so that \WW4sp®ndents served as the baseline.
Black was coded as 1, with all other values coded. &lispanic was coded as 1, with all other
values coded as 0. Asian was coded as 1, withladr walues coded as 0. Pacific Islander was
coded as 1, with all other values coded as 0. Hatimerican was coded as 1, with all other
values coded as 0. Arab was coded as 1, withladiratalues coded as 0. Multi-racial was coded
as 1, with all other values coded as 0. Other wdgd as 1, with all other values coded as O.

Results

Pilot Test

A pilot test was conducted with (N = 54) Michigarate University students enrolled in
communication courses to identify issue topicsljike vary on outcome- and value-relevant
involvement. The average pilot test respondentav2® year old$D = 1.17) female (63%).
Fourteen topics were pilot tested (See Table 4sédlect topics, the websites of polling firms
(e.g., The Roper Center, The Pew Forum on ReligamasPublic Life, and Gallup) were
reviewed. Popular topics listed on these sites wekected, such as same-sex marriage, the
economy, and immigration policy. Many of the togisted on these polling firms’ websites are
likely to be high on one or both types of involverh#r many respondents. Therefore, topics
likely to be low on both types of involvement wedded to the list, such as space exploration
and congressional term limits.

As a result of the pilot test, four topics wereestd for the main study. Universal health

care was deemed high on both outcome-relevantuewatnt, 1 = 5.31,SD = 1.29),t(53) =
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7.46,p < .001, and value-relevant involvememi] € 5.06,SD = 1.49),t(53) = 5.27p < .001.
Space exploration was deemed low on both outcotegamet involvement,Nl = 2.85,SD =
1.62),1(53) = -5.20p < .001, and value-relevant involvemem £ 2.81,SD = 1.69),t(53) = -
5.20,p < .001. Same-sex marriage was deemed low on outcel@eant involvementM =
2.21,9D =1.33),t(53) = -9.85p < .001, and high on value-relevant involvemekt,H5.03,3D
=1.88),1(53) = 4.02p < .001. Copyrighted music file-sharing was deemigti bn outcome-
relevant involvementM = 4.86,9D = 1.47),t(53) = 4.31p < .001, and low on value-relevant
involvement, M = 3.39,3D = 1.70),t(53) = -2.64p < .05. Figure 3 displays scores on value-
and outcome-relevant involvement for each issugtop
Main Study

A manipulation check was conducted on respondamt@vement with the four issues
selected for the main study. Universal health @ase high on outcome-relevant involvement,
(M =4.759D =1.21),t(99) = 6.19p < .001, however, not significantly high on valuéerant
involvement, M = 4.19,9D =1.11),t(99) = 1.68p = .10. Space exploration was deemed low on
both outcome-relevant involvement) € 3.56,3D = 1.30),t(99) = -3.39p < .01, and value-
relevant involvementM = 3.08,9D = 1.36),t(99) = -6.77p < .001. Same-sex marriage was
deemed low on outcome-relevant involvemelt 5 2.59,5D = 1.23),t(99) =-11.51p < .001,
however, not significantly high on value-relevamtalvement, i1 = 4.27,SD = 1.39),t(99) =
1.91,p < .06. Copyrighted music file-sharing was not digantly high on outcome-relevant
involvement, M = 4.14,9D = 1.33),t(99) = 1.03p = .31, and low on value-relevant
involvement, M = 3.23,9D = 1.31),t(99) = -5.89p < .001. The results suggest regression

toward the mean (Campbell & Stanley, 1963), as sisswes did not produce levels of
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involvement that significantly differed from neutrelowever, the overall pattern of mean
involvement scores aligned with the pilot test hssu

Hypothesis 1 predicted that open-ended questiomsi@ take more time to answer than
closed-ended questions. OLS regression was usathtgze the relationship among the
variables. Table 5 provides the results. As predicbpen-ended questions took more time to
answer than closed-ended questighs (44,t = 9.26,p < .001, two-tailed). Thus, the data were
consistent with hypothesis 1.

Hypothesis 2 predicted as the respondent spends tinte answering survey questions,
he/she should experience greater feelings of sg@lfession. OLS regression was used to analyze
the relationship among the variable. Table 6 presithe results. Contrary to this prediction, as
time spent answering survey questions increasedepondent’s feelings of self-expression did
not change significantly(= -.22,t = -0.71,p = .48, two-tailed). Although predictions were not
put forth, attitude toward the topic in the surygy .14,t = 2.63,p < .01, two-tailed) appeared
to increase feelings of self-expression. Therefitre data were not consistent with hypothesis 2.

Hypothesis 3 predicted respondents would indigegater self-expression after
responding to open-ended survey questions compaiaddsed-ended survey questions. OLS
regression was used to analyze the relationshimgrtie@ variables. Table 6 provides the results.
As predicted, respondents indicated significantBater feelings of self-expression after
responding to open- compared to closed-ended sguwestionsf = .11,t = 1.99,p < .05, two-
tailed), controlling for other covariates. Thuse thata were consistent with hypothesis 3.

Hypothesis 4 predicted that open-ended surveysdioatease self-expression, thus,

increasing the likelihood of signing on to a cangpaiLogistic regression was used to analyze
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the relationship among the variables. Table 7 piewithe results. A significant interaction was
found between survey type and self-expresdion @5, z = 2.33p = .02, two-tailed),

controlling for other covariates. In open-ended/sys, as self-expression increased, a
respondent’s probability of signing on to a campargreased by 13%. This effect was not
present in closed-ended surveys. Thus, the da& eoasistent with hypothesis 4.

Two hypotheses were posed for the effect of involeet. Hypothesis 5a predicted as

value-relevant involvement with a survey topic gases, the respondent should spend more time

answering survey questions, resulting in greatelirfgs of self-expression. OLS regression was
used to analyze the relationship among the vasgablable 6 provides the results for value-
relevant involvement. Value-relevant involvemend éime did not interact to increase feelings
of self-expressiony(= .09,t = 0.24,p = .81, two-tailed), controlling for other covaeat
Hypothesis 5b predicted as outcome-relevant invoesg with a survey topic increases, the
respondent should spend more time answering suwestions, resulting in greater feelings of
self-expression. Also, outcome-relevant involvenaard time did not interact to increase
feelings of self-expressiop € .40,t = 0.96,p = .34, two-tailed), controlling for other covaeat
Table 6 provides the results for outcome-relevamblvement. Thus, the data were not
consistent with either hypothesis 5a or 5b. Thahis effect of involvement on self-expression
did not vary with time spent answering a survey.

A research question was also posed: Which typevaflvement, or particular
combination of outcome- and value-relevant involeemwill create the strongest relationship
between time spent answering the survey and feebhgelf-expression? Interactions were

tested using OLS regression. The effect of vallevemt involvement on self-expression was
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found to be significant using a one- but not twidethtest f = .35,t = 1.77,p = .078, two-
tailed), providing support by conventional standartherefore, as value-relevant involvement
increases, one’s feelings of self-expression inraey may also increase. However, outcome-
relevant involvement does not seem to effect sgif@ssion, nor does any particular
combination of outcome- and value-relevant involeatror the effect of time spent responding
to a survey. These analyses are presented in Bable

Hypothesis 6 predicted the more time a respong®nds answering a survey, the more
fatigue he/she should feel. OLS regression was tesadalyze the relationship among the
variables. Table 8 provides the results. Contramis prediction, as time spent answering a
survey increased, the respondent’s feelings ajdetdid not change significantly € .07,t =
1.56,p = .12, two-tailed), controlling for other covaeat Therefore, the data were not consistent
with the sixth hypothesis; time spent responding survey did not affect feelings of fatigue.
However, increases in attitude £ -.15,t = -3.00,p < .01, two-tailed) and knowledgg € -.14,t
=-2.91,p < .01, two-tailed) about the topic in the survepe@ared to decrease fatigue, while
increases in writing apprehensigh<.12,t = 2.46,p < .05, two-tailed) increased fatigue
significantly.

Hypothesis 7 predicted the greater the respondéglsg of self-expression the less
fatigue he/she should report. OLS regression wad tesanalyze the relationship among the
variables. Table 8 provides the results. As seffression increased, fatigue significantly
decreaseds(= -.21,t = -4.27,p < .001, two-tailed), controlling for other covdea. The data

were consistent with hypothesis 7.
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Hypothesis 8 predicted the more fatigue a respdaredgreriences, the less he/she should
enjoy participating in the survey. OLS regressi@swsed to analyze the relationship among the
variables. Table 9 provides the results. As fatigweeased, enjoyment significantly decreased
(B =-29,t=-6.62,p <.001, two-tailed), controlling for other covaga. The data were
consistent with hypothesis 8.

Hypothesis 9 predicted greater feelings of selfregpion should result in more
enjoyment participating in the survey. OLS regrassvas used to analyze the relationship
among the variables. Table 9 provides the restiiself-expression increased, enjoyment
significantly increasedi(= .36,t = 8.38,p < .001, two-tailed), controlling for other covaea.

The data were consistent with hypothesis 9.

Hypothesis 10 predicted more survey enjoyment shadult in an increase in one’s
intent to participate in future studies by the samevey sponsor. OLS regression was used to
analyze the relationship among the variables. TaBlprovides the results. As enjoyment
increased, willingness to participate in a futwevey significantly increase@ & .47,t=9.72,p
<.001, two-tailed), controlling for other covarat The data were consistent with hypothesis 10.

Although specific hypotheses were not put fortle, ¢fffect of open- compared to closed-
ended survey questions was tested on the variabthe model, controlling for other covariates.
Open-ended questions significantly increased sgifession = .11,t = 2.26,p < .05, two-
tailed) and had a marginally significant effectfatigue ¢ = .09,t = 1.86,p = .06, two-tailed).
Open-ended questions did not have a statisticgtyfscant effect on enjoymeng(= -.03,t =

-.61,p = .54, two-tailed), but significantly decreasea'srintent to participate in future surveys

38



by the same sponsgt € -.44,t =-2.22,p < .05, two-tailed)l.1 Other tests included the effect of
self-expressioni= .14,t = 2.17,p < .05, two-tailed) and a potential interactionvizen survey
type and self-expressiofi € .33,t = 1.56,p = .12, two-tailed) on intent to participate inuure
survey.

Because the data did not display statisticallyificant predictions for time and
involvement, path modeling was not conducted. Timp@se of the previously mentioned
models was to create a visual of how the varialpléisis study might fit together. Because the
data were not consistent with some of these priedstthe models are not consistent with the
data.

Discussion

The purpose of this study was to determine thegtioglships among various factors that
may lead to survey enjoyment. By understandingetihelationships, researchers may better
understand the respondent’s survey experiencehenoutcomes that arise from survey
participation. Of particular interest to this stualgs to learn whether researchers can ask
guestions in ways and about topics that elicitrgfavorable response and, if so, to understand
the effects of doing so.

This study had several interesting findings traatformed to predictions and others that
were contrary. The findings suggest that open-esdeckys significantly increase a

respondent’s perceived self-expression. Althoudfhesgpression may increase enjoyment of

11After testing the effect of question type on irttemparticipate in future surveys by topic, only
the topic of space exploration generated a stedibisignificant effect; the effect was negative.

This finding provides evidence that asking openeehgluestions about topics people don't care
about can decrease people’s intent to participateture surveys.
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survey participation and intent to participate ifuture survey, open-ended surveys do not
appear to interact with self-expression to cregpeificant levels of survey enjoyment. In fact,
open-ended surveys appear to have a negative iffi@ah @ intent to participate in a future
survey. This finding suggests the type of questemployed have important implications for
survey researchers. Also, the role of self expoessi the survey process appears to have
important implications for future participation. prarticular, the fact that self-expression in
surveys can increase enjoyment, which can incrieéeset to participate is incredibly important
given the trend in declining survey rates.

One way to increase felt self-expression is toadskut topics related to the respondent’s
values. This effect is not surprising given KaA960) functional of attitudes and Roger’'s
(1951) conceptualization of the true self, botlwbich posit one’s need to express his/her core
values. A somewhat surprising finding was the latck statistically significant effect of
outcome-relevant involvement on self-expressionpéed with the negative signs for Beta
coefficients in regression models and the negativeslation with intent to participate in future
surveys. Taken together, it appears as though eeoay not find value in discussing social
issues that may impact them. Rather, respondejuyg erpressing their values.

Because the statistical effect of value-relevanbivement was margingb & .07), and
the topics used in the main study were not as mdren involvement as in the pilot test, issue
topics were assessed. Inspection of mean sconssury topic demonstrates same-sex marriage

(M =5.48,9D = 1.19) generated more self-expression than usavéealth careM = 4.79,D =
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1.30), space exploratioM(= 4.62,9D = 1.22), or music file-sharing = 4.97,9D = 1.20).12
Therefore, the particular effect of the issue tased in the survey should be considered.

The issue of same-sex marriage is unique to ther ddpics used in this study in many
ways. First, many people feel the issue of sameays@xiage is related to their values and may
not necessarily have an effect on them. In fachessex marriage created the greatest
discrepancy between valuéd € 4.27,3D = 1.39) and outcome-relevant involvemeawit£ 2.59,
SD = 1.23) compared to the other issue topics. Rase-sex marriage may not be an issue
many people would feel comfortable expressing ttne& views about to others in a social
setting. People may conceal parts of their trueeselvhen they fear social sanctions for stating
their innermost thoughts and feelings about a t&argh, McKenna & Fitzsimons, 2002). Plus,
when people are given the opportunity to express thoughts on an issue related to their
values, and on which they have previously felt amtiethey may fulfill a need for self-
expression (Katz, 1960). Thus, a survey about ekpsensitive, value-related topic such as
same-sex marriage may provide respondents an éattlstharing their innermost thoughts on a
topic that is not frequently or openly discussedgisin anonymous tool, for which people can
avoid the fear of social judgment. When the togia survey is a sensitive, social issue, surveys
may provide an outlet for respondents to fulfiieed for self-expression. Further testing of this
possibility is needed. Future studies may consstietying topics related to race, disability, and

gender. Additionally, studies may consider inclgdiuestions related to whether/how often

12 . . . . .

OLS regression was also conducted to confirm diffees between issue topic on self-
expression controlling for other variables; theutessconfirmed same-sex marriage created more
self-expression than the other issue topics.
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people have expressed their true thoughts ondsigiprior to the current survey. Asking such
guestions may provide additional evidence of theoojunity for surveys to provide a unique
opportunity for self-expression that may not exishormal discourse.

Also, this survey found that self-expression irogen-ended survey increases the
likelihood of signing on to a campaign. A caveattis finding should be noted. Respondents
were asked to sign on to a campaign that advodaséuer “side” of the issue. That is, the
campaign’s purpose aligned with the respondenpgasrti or opposition of an issue. However,
when alignment occurred, people who experienceatgreelf-expression in an open-ended
survey were more likely than those in the closedeersurvey condition to add their name to a
campaign.

This finding has important implications for patiil and social campaigns. This
approach, asking for campaign endorsements witl@rcontext of a survey, may suggest an
efficient way to stimulate public support. Some meamight argue this is simply a foot-in-the-
door or cognitive dissonance reduction approachadikyng people to take a survey first, then
sign on to a campaign, or asking people whethers$hpport or oppose an issue, then asking
that person to provide evidence by adding his/laene) the survey provides a means to employ
one of these traditional campaign approaches. Hewdve current findings suggest that
engaging people in the survey process may incealsggness to endorse a campaign due to
self-expression that occurs within the survey. Byvang people to share their voice in their
own words, surveys may be able to send an imphiegssage that this campaign cares about

“you” and what you really think. When people findlwe in being able to express their true
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thoughts, the campaign may become another outtEirnibnue to express their attitude through
another means — adding their name as an endorser.

Although the data supported several of the predieffects, they failed to detect support
for the effect of time. Time did not affect selfpggssion or interact with either type of
involvement to affect enjoyment. These findingsgrsgj variables, other than time, affect self-
expression. In fact, in regression analysis, kndgdeand attitude toward the survey topic had a
significantly positive relationship with self-exjgg@on. Therefore, self-expression appears to
occur as a result of being able to talk about issune supports, not as a result of spending more
time sharing thoughts and opinions.

This study had a number of limitations. Firststeiudy did not assess the effect of a
potentially important personality variable, selfinitoring. Self-monitoring is one’s control over
his/her verbal or nonverbal expressive acts (Snyf4). Individuals who are high self-
monitors intentionally control their verbal and rerbal expressions and behaviors according to
situational cues; whereas, low self-monitors moeelfy express their thoughts and emotions
across situations (Snyder, 1974). The survey gomay provide high self-monitors with the
opportunity to express their true self without cemmcfor social appropriateness, especially in the
context of an online, open-ended, anonymous stddwever, self-expression in a survey may
not be sufficient to encourage high self-monitargmgage in a behavior such as adding their
name to an endorsement list, especially if theielieldoing so would not be socially acceptable.
Future studies may consider the role of self-maimtpon variables such as self-expression,
enjoyment, willingness to engage in behaviors {(signing on to a related campaign), and intent

to participate in future surveys.
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Second, the current study did not address the isimpression-relevant involvement
and only focused on value- and outcome-relevardlu@ment. Not including impression-
relevant involvement is a limitation because mamyeays are conducted over the phone or face-
to-face. The presence of an interviewer may crgassure for the respondent to consider social
norms and the impression his/her responses may araltee interviewer, thereby limiting the
self-expression that occurs in the context of treesy. Additional studies may seek to parse out
the effect of the presence or absence of an i@ on self-expression, especially when the
nature of the survey topic is value-relevant armadly sensitive.

Finally, this study failed to fully create the eqgbed manipulations for involvement.

While the assumption is that regression towardhlan occurred in this study as opposed to an
unintended effect of the manipulation, future stsdshould consider including an off-set control
group to measure involvement, attitude, and knogdeidward the issue. This additional element
would provide evidence that differences in involesrscores from pre- to post-tests are a result
of respondents’ scores moving closer to the pojulahean and not from a the manipulation
that occurred in the context of the survey.

Conclusion

As researchers, we need to consider the impadwueys have on our respondents. If
we ask questions in ways and about topics that alicunfavorable response, we may be
contributing to the problem of declining surveyesatHowever, as demonstrated in this study,
when we can generate increases in a respondelitexpeession, we create opportunities for
beneficial survey outcomes. Some of these posdiferts of self-expression include increasing

behavioral outcomes of endorsing a campaign, isargaenjoyment of the survey experience,
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and increasing willingness to participate in a fatsurvey by the same sponsor. Thinking about
the respondent as merely a unit of data can betealtyin the midst of busy schedules and work
overload. However, when we step back and criticatiglyze how the respondent might feel
about his/her participation and the opportunitiesare providing for that individual to express
his/her true thoughts, we may consider the surveggss differently. Surveys communicate

information; what and how we ask matter.
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Table 1

Descriptive Satistics for Continuous Variables by Condition (N=50 participants per cell)

Health care Same-sex marriag&pace exploration Music
Closed Open Closed Open | Closed Open | Closed Open
Variable M M M M M M M M
(D) (D) (SD) (SD) (SD) (SD) (SD) (D)
Time 756.40| 1623.54 | 820.22 | 1542.22| 796.10 | 1440.00| 713.63 | 1406.82
(400.52)| (1025.18)| (482.57)| (993.98)| (555.39)| (950.50)| (361.75)| (1021.08)
Age 20.36 20.16 20.56 | 20.12 | 20.12 19.82 | 20.25 19.86
(3.37) (1.42) (2.20) | (1.80) | (1.72) | (1.38) | (1.82) (1.31)
OR 4.64 4.87 2.47 2.71 3.45 3.67 4.20 4.04
Involve | (1.20) (1.22) (2.27) | (1.18) | (1.19) | (1.40) | (1.31) (1.40)
VR 4.09 4.29 4.16 4.38 3.07 3.09 3.27 3.21
Involve | (1.14) (1.10) (2.40) | (1.37) | (1.16) | (1.55) | (1.31) (1.34)
Attitude | 4.17 3.97 5.50 5.19 4.67 4.76 4.53 5.21
(1.55) (1.88) (1.60) | (2.07) | (1.42) | (1.33) | (1.30) (1.38)
Express 4.44 5.14 5.31 5.65 4.65 4.59 4.93 5.01
(1.41) | (1.09) | (1.19) | (1.17) | (1.26) | (1.18) | (1.27) | (1.15)
Enjoy 3.77 3.77 4.54 4.41 4.04 3.55 4.01 3.87
(1.41) | (1.13) | (1.34) | (1.46) | (1.19) | (1.54) | (1.52) | (1.32)
Fatigue 3.91 3.86 3.35 3.53 3.61 4.03 3.65 3.93
(0.96) (0.97) (0.75) | (0.96) | (0.98) | (1.16) | (0.89) (0.97)
Intent 4.31 4.29 5.03 4.62 4.63 3.73 4.60 441
(1.32) | (1.51) | (1.32) | (1.35) | (1.48) | (1.51) | (1.54) | (1.46)
Willing .50 48 .68 .57 44 42 .28 .26
(.51) (.50) (.47) (.49) (.50) (.50) (.45) (.44)
Know 2.87 2.53 3.23 3.08 2.64 2.29 2.60 2.60
(1.10) | (1.27) | (1.24) | (1.16) | (1.16) | (1.35) | (1.40) | (1.15)
Writing 3.08 3.45 3.44 3.72 3.64 3.89 3.64 3.71
App. (1.12) (0.93) (2.06) | (1.13) | (1.06) | (0.96) | (1.10) (1.112)
Conser. -0.76 0.42 -0.64 -0.82 -0.18 -0.48 -0.32 -0.32
(2.75) (2.24) (2.41) | (2.43) | (2.71) | (2.31) | (2.50) (2.12)
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Table 2

Descriptive Satistics for Categorical Variables by Condition (N=50 participants per cell)

Health care Same-sex Space Music
marriage exploration
Variable Closed Open | Closed Open | Closed Open | Closed Open
N N N N N N N N
(%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
Sex 33 29 41 31 38 30 32 35
Female (66%) | (58%) | (82%) | (62%) | (76%) | (60%) | (64%) | (70%)
Male 17 21 9 19 12 20 18 15
(34%) | (42%) | (18%) | (38%) | (24%) | (40%) | (36%) | (30%)
Race
White 38 39 37 45 41 36 36 40
(76%) | (78%) | (74%) | (90%) | (82%) | (72%) | (72%) | (80%)
Black 3 3 6 1 3 6 6 5
(6%) (6%) | (12%) | (2%) (6%) | (12%) | (12%) | (10%)
Hispanic 1 1 1 1
(2%) (2%) (2%) | (2%)
Asian 5 6 4 3 3 7 4 2
(10%) | (12%) | (8%) | (6%) (6%) | (14%) | (8%) (4%)
Pacific Islander 1
(2%)
Arab 1 1 1 1
(2%) | (2%) (2%) | (2%)
Multiracial 3 1 1 2 1 1 1
(6%) | (2%) | (2%) (4%) | (2%) | (2%) | (2%)
Other Race 1 1
(2%) (2%)
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Table 3

Correlations Among Variables

Value- Outcome-
relevant relevant
Involve Involve
Value- 1.00
relevant
Involve
Outcome- ek 1.00
relevant
Involve
Self- opFkk -.04
express
Enjoy Y alalal .02
Fatigue T i .07
Time .05 -.04
Intent 1% -1
Willing By ke -.04

Self- Enjoy
express
1.00
48 1.00
- 28 - 4BF*
.04 -.02
2FF* LATF*
18 23%%

Fatigue

1.00

.08

- 33

-.10*

Time

1.00

-.02

-.04

Intent

1.00

207

Willing

1.00
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Table 4

Means, Sandard Deviations, and Mean Differences for Topics used in Pilot Test (N=54)

Outcome Value
Relevant Relevant
Involvement Involvement
. M Ma M Ma
Topic (SD) (value = 4) (SD.) (value = 4)
Public transportation 3.68 -0.32 2.61 -1.3G**
(1.65) (1.54)
Tuition 5.94 1.9F** 3.86 -0.14
(1.42) (1.78)
Abortion 3.10 -0.90°** 5.29 1.2G**
(1.54) (1.71)
Copyrighted music file-sharing 4.86 0.8a** 3.39 0.61
(1.47) (1.70)
Marijuana 3.01 -0.9G** 3.73 -0.27
(1.75) (1.92)
Genetically modified food 4.49 0.49 3.90 -0.10
(1.62) (1.77)
Same-sex marriage 221 1.7G** 5.03 1.03**
(1.33) (1.88)
Space exploration 2.85 J1.18** 2.81 1.1 **
(1.62) (1.69)
Global warming 4.93 0.9%** 4.36 0.36
(1.63) (1.83)
War in Afghanistan 4.01 0.01 4.82 0.83**
(1.48) (1.44)
Universal health care 531 1.3%** 5.06 1.08%*
(1.29) (1.49)
Economy 6.02 2. 0F** 4.01 0.01
(1.40) (1.83)
Congressional term limits 3.43 057* 2.84 J1.18&%*
(1.49) (1.58)
Immigration 3.17 .0.8%F* 4.15 0.15
(1.81) (1.70)

*p<.05*  p<.01,*** p<.001
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Table 5

OLS Regression Results for Effect of Survey Type on Time Spent Answering Survey

Time (in seconds)

Variable b S.e. S

Survey Type (baseline = closed-ended)
Open-ended 742.8&** 80.26 44

Controls
Attitude 19.29 25.98 .04
Knowledge 8.74 32.54 .01
Writing Apprehension -5.66 38.06 -.01
Conservativism 5.30 17.11 .02
Age -4.80 20.59 -.01
Se» (baseline = male)
Female 43.87 86.18 .02
Race (baseline = White)
Black -2.54 150.38 -.08E-2
Hispanic -193.36 394.00 -.02
Asian 140.86 143.29 .05
Pacific Islander -31.16 786.28 -.002
Arab -98.08 394.71 -.01
Multi-racial 634.07 251.14 A2
Other race 46.47 556.12 .004

Constant 713.98

F 6.86°**

Adj. R 17

N 393

*p<.05;** p<.01*** p<.001, two-tailed
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Table 6

OLSRegression Results for Effects of Survey Type, Time, and Value- and Outcome-relevant

Involvement on Self-expression

Self-expression

Variable b S.e. p
Survey Type (baseline = closed-ended)

Open-ended og* 14 11
Time (in seconds) -.03E-2 .04E-2 -.22
Value-relevant Involvement 3° .18 .35
Outcome-relevant Involvement -.03 .18 -.04
Outcome-relevant Involvement x Time .01E-2 .01E-2 .40
Value-relevant Involvement x Time .03E-3 .01E-2 .09
Outcome- x Value-relevant Involvement -.02 .05 =17
Outcome x Value-relevant Involvement x Time -.02E-3 .04E-3 -.30
Controls

Attitude 11** .04 14

Knowledge 10 .05 10

Writing Apprehension -.04 .06 -.04

Conservativism -.01 .03 -.02

Age -.04 .03 -.06

Se» (baseline = male)

Female -11 13 -.04

Race (baseline = White)

Black .26 23 .05

Hispanic -.53 .61 -.04

Asian -.38 23 -.08

Pacific Islander 1.36 1.23 .05

Arab -.24 .61 -.02

Multi-racial -.19 .40 -.02

Other race .76 .87 .04
Constant 4.04°** 1.03
F 2.84+**

Adj. R .09
N 393

*p<.05:** p<.01*** p<.001;° =.078, two-tailed
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Table 7

Logistic Regression Results for Effect Survey Type and Self-expression on Willingness to Sgn-on

to a Campaign
Willingness to Sign-on to a Campaign
Model 1 Model 2 Model 3
Variables Open-ended Closed-ended
Logit se. | Logit se | Logit s.e
Survey Type (baseline=closed-ended)
Open-ended 243 1.00
Self-expression .05 A2 | gzx* .16 .04 13
Survey Type x Self-expression 45* 19
Controls
Attitude 26 .07 .16 10| ggrx 12
Knowledge 3x*x .09 .25 A3 | g4gx* 14
Writing Apprehension -.04 A1 .02 .16 -11 .16
Conservativism -10* .05 | -11 08| -10 .06
Age .05 .06 .00 A1 .08 .07
Se» (baseline = male)
Female .03 24 -.06 .34 .04 37
Race (basdline = White)
Black -.99* 44 -.88 66| -1.29 .66
Hispanic -.31 1.18 -.25 1.56
Asian .01 40 -.04 .58 14 .59
Pacific Islander
Arab -.63 1.04
Multi-racial -.06 .68 1.37 130 -.80 .83
Other race -.61 1.48
Constant 324 154| -451 253 4egc 2.08
Log Likelihood -240.63 -115.37 -114.24
N 399 194 195

*p<.05;** p<.01;*** p<.001

Omitted scores had perfect predictions and werpp#a.

52



Table 8

OLSRegression Results for Effects of Time and Self-expression on Fatigue

Fatigue
Variable b S.e. S
Time (in seconds) .08E-3 .05E-3 .07
Self-expression -165** .04 -21
Controls
Attitude - Qg** .03 -.15
Knowledge S 11%* .04 -.14
Writing Apprehension 11* .04 12
Conservativism -.01 .02 -.04
Age -.01 .02 -.01
Se» (baseline = male)
Female 14 .10 .07
Race (baseline = White)
Black -43 17 -12
Hispanic -1.48* 46 -15
Asian -.15 A7 -.04
Pacific Islander 1.11 91 .06
Arab -.57 46 -.06
Multi-racial 31 .29 .05
Other race 1.37* .64 .10
Constant 4.86°**
F 6.20"**
Adj. R 17
N 393

*p<.05;** p<.01*** p<.001, two-tailed
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Table 9

OLSRegression Results for Effects of Fatigue and Self-expression on Enjoyment

Enjoyment
Variable b S.e. S
Fatigue L ADKKK .06 -.29
Self-expression .39 .05 .36
Controls
Attitude .05 .04 .06
Knowledge 18 .05 16
Writing Apprehension -.07 .05 -.05
Conservativism -.01E-1 .02 -.02E-1
Age .04 .03 .05
Se» (baseline = male)
Female o7* 12 .09
Race (baseline = White)
Black -.10 21 -.02
Hispanic 24 57 .02
Asian .38 .20 .08
Pacific Islander .76 1.12 .03
Arab 72 .56 .05
Multi-racial A5 .36 .02
Other race 1.67 .80 -.08
Constant 2.17%* .79
F 16.88**
Adj. R° 37
N 400

*p<.05;** p<.01*** p<.001, two-tailed
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Table 10

OLSRegression Results for Effect of Enjoyment on Intent to Participate in Future Surveys

Intent to Participate in Future Surveys

Variable b S.e. S

Enjoyment 4G .05 47

Controls
Attitude .05 .04 .05
Knowledge .04 .05 .03
Writing Apprehension .02 .06 .02
Conservativism .01 .03 .01
Age .01 .03 .02
Se) (baseline= male)
Female .06 14 .02
Race (baseline = White)
Black -.29 24 -.05
Hispanic 45 .65 .03
Asian - 59* .23 -11
Pacific Islander -4 41T 1.30 -.15
Arab -.40 .65 -.03
Multi-racial 16 41 .02
Other race -.56 .92 -.03

Constant 1.89* .80

F 10.00°**

Adj. R .24

N 400

*p<.05;** p<.01*** p<.001, two-tailed
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Figure 1

Path Model Predictions for Effects of Question Type on Survey-taking Outcomes
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Figure 2

Mean Scores for Outcome- and Value-relevant Involvement by Pilot Test Topic
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Appendix A

Manipulation Questions for Closed-ended Surveys by Issue

Universal Health Care

First, we'd like you to think about the current hleaare system in the United States.

For each of the following questions, please sealectinswer that best represents your views.

1. How well does our current health care systenmkvi@mr most Americans?
* Not at all well
* Not very well
» Just somewhat well
o Fairly well
*  Very well
» Don't know

2. How well does our current health care systenkviaryou personally?
* Not at all well
* Not very well
* Just somewhat well
* Fairly well
*  Very well
 Don’'t know

3. What issue should be the most important focusefiorm to the U.S. health care system, if
any?

* Expanding coverage for uninsured Americans

* Reducing out-of-pocket costs for individuals

» Keeping the U.S. health care system out of the frahdovernment

» Controlling escalating costs for new drugs and redechnologies

* Maintaining excellent-quality care

» Affording the cost of reforming the U.S. healtheaystem

* Maintaining individual choice of doctors, hospitalsd treatments

* | don’t think we need any changes/reform to the. bgalth care system.

» Don’t know

4. How satisfied or unsatisfied are you with theta® affordability of health care in the U.S.?
* Extremely unsatisfied
* Unsatisfied
* Somewhat unsatisfied
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e Neither unsatisfied nor satisfied
 Somewhat satisfied

e Satisfied

* Extremely satisfied

 Don’t know

5. How satisfied or unsatisfied are you with thalgy of health care in the U.S.?
* Extremely unsatisfied
e Unsatisfied
e Somewhat unsatisfied
* Neither unsatisfied nor satisfied
 Somewhat satisfied
e Satisfied
* Extremely satisfied
e Don’t know

Now, we’d like to ask your thoughts about changelsdalth care in the United States.

6. Do you think it is the government’s responsipito make sure that everyone in the United
States has adequate health care, or don’t you Hufk

* Yes

* No

» Don’t know

7. How would you feel about, “Having a nationaéhle plan in which all Americans would get
their insurance through an expanded, universal furMedicare-for-all™?

e Strongly oppose

* Oppose

* Somewhat oppose

* Neither oppose nor support

* Somewhat support

e Support

» Strongly support

» Don’t know

8. How would you feel about universal health cogerd it meant longer waits for
nonemergency treatment and a limited choice ofade@t

e Strongly oppose

* Oppose

* Somewhat oppose

* Neither oppose nor support

* Somewhat support
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e Support
» Strongly support
* Don’'t know

9. How much would you be willing to pay per yeamntditional federal taxes to assure every
American citizen received health care coverage?

e $0

« Less than $100
 $100-$199
*  $200-$299
e $300-$399
e $400-$499
e  $500-$599
*  $600-$699
e $700-$799
* $800-$899
e $900-$999

« $1,000 or more
« Don't know

10. As you may know, a new health reform bill waged into law earler this year. Given what
you know about the new health reform law, whatasryopinion of it?

» Strongly unfavorable

* Unfavorable

* Somewhat unfavorable

* Neither unfavorable nor favorable

* Somewhat favorable

* Favorable

» Strongly favorable

* Don't know

Same-sex Marriage
First, we'd like you to think about movies, telawis, and books you see these days.
For each of the following questions, please sdlectinswer that best represents your views.
1. Do you think the entertainment media are inecilgdbo many gay themes and characters these
days, not enough gay themes and characters, ot @d@orght amount?
e Too many

* Not enough
* The right amount
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* Don't know
Thinking about homosexuality in general...

2. In your opinion, when a person is homosexuat,9emething that people are born with, or is
it something that develops because of the way pemg brought up, or is it just the way that
some people prefer to live?

* Something people are born with

* Something that develops because of the way peopleraught up

» Just the way some people prefer to live

* Don’'t know

3. Do you think a gay or lesbian person’s sexu@ntation can be changed or cannot be
changed? Please explain.

* Can be changed

* Cannot be changed

* Don't know

Now, thinking about homosexuality and your religidaeliefs...

4. Do you think it is a sin, or not, to engage amosexual behavior?
* Yes,itisasin.
* No, itis not a sin.
* Don't know

Next, please think about homosexuality in the ebhiBtates.

5. Do you think more acceptance of gays and lesbiayuld be a good thing or a bad thing for
the country — or
that it would not make much difference either way?

* Good for country

* Bad for country

*  Wouldn’t make much difference

» Don’t know

6. How would you describe your overall opinion aflygnen?
* Very favorable
* Mostly favorable
* Neither favorable nor unfavorable
* Mostly unfavorable
* Very unfavorable
* Don’'t know
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7. How would you describe your overall opinion elhian women?
* Very favorable
* Mostly favorable
* Neither favorable nor unfavorable
* Mostly unfavorable
* Very unfavorable
* Don’'t know

Now, please think about your views on policies rdga same-sex couples.

8. How do you feel about allowing gay and lesbianpies to enter into legal agreements with
each other that would give them many of the sagtesias married couples?

» Strongly favor

* Favor

* Somewhat favor

* Neither favor nor oppose

» Somewhat oppose

* Oppose

» Strongly oppose

* Don’'t know

9. How do you feel about allowing gays and lesbianmarry legall
» Strongly favor
* Favor
* Somewhat favor
* Neither favor nor oppose
 Somewhat oppose
* Oppose
e Strongly oppose
 Don’'t know

10. How do you feel about allowing same-sex couggdegally adopt a child?
» Strongly favor
* Favor
* Somewhat favor
* Neither favor nor oppose
* Somewhat oppose
* Oppose
» Strongly oppose
» Don't know
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Space Exploration
First, we'd like you to think about space explavatin general.
For each of the following questions, please sealectinswer that best represents your views.

1. To what degree should the U.S. explore space?
* There should not be a space program.
* We should reduce our efforts to explore space.
* We should continue our efforts at current levels.
* We should have a much more comprehensive spaceapnog
» Don't know

2. What is the main reason driving American spagxogation?
e Itis human nature to explore
* To maintain the United States' status as the iatemmal leader in space
* To provide benefits on Earth
* To keep the nation safe
* ltinspires people
* It motivates children
* Don’'t know

3. What, in your opinion, should be the ultimategmse of the U.S. planetary exploration
program?
* Determine the suitability of other planets for humtalonization
» Establish permanent robotic outposts on other pdane
» Scientific Exploration—learn everything we can abihe planets
» Learn lessons about the Earth by studying otherepéa
* Look for life on other planets
» Search for resources in space for use in space
» Search for resources in space for export to Earth
» Search for any potential danger to Earth from space
» Understand the origins of the Solar System
* Don’t know

Now, please think more specifically about futuraspexploration missions.

4. What is the mission that you think is the magportant for space agencies to accomplish in
the next decade?
* Mercury Mission
* Venus Mission
* Moon Mission
* Mars Mission
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* Phobos Mission
e Comet Mission

e Asteriod Mission
e Jupiter Mission

e o Mission

* Europa Mission
e Saturn Mission

e Titan Mission

* Uranus Mission
* Neptune Mission
* Pluto/Kuiper Belt Mission
 Don't know

5. There has been much discussion about attemiotilagd an astronaut on the planet Mars.
How would you feel about United States setting @smbney for such a project?

» Strongly favor

* Favor

* Somewhat favor

* Neither favor nor oppose
 Somewhat oppose

* Oppose

e Strongly oppose
 Don’'t know

Now, thinking about the U.S. space program.

6. How would you rate the job being done by NAS#e U.S. space agency?
* Excellent

« Good
 Fair
e Poor

« Don't know

7. It is now 40 years since the United States lenstied men on the moon. Do you think the
space program has brought enough benefits to dhistiy to justify its costs, or don’t you think
s0?

* The space program has brought enough benefitstifyjits costs.

* The space program has not brought enough benefitstify its costs.

* Don’'t know

8. Do you think spending on the U.S. space proghould be increased, kept at the present
level, reduced, or ended altogether?
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* Increased

* Kept at the present level
* Reduced

* Ended altogether

* Don’'t know

9. How should space exploration be funded?
* All funding should come from the private sector.
» Governments should continue to provide the bultheffunds for space exploration.
* We should have increases in our taxes to fund spgaeration.
* We should have decreases in other public spendeagdo fund space exploration.
» Don't know

10. If you could advise the next president aboetUlS. space program, what would you say?
* Maintain current activities, but do not commit @wprojects
» Seek international cooperation for lunar landings
» Seek international cooperation for Mars exploration
* Build a lunar base as a stepping-stone to Mars
* End the space program altogether
* Don't know

Copyrighted Music File-sharing
First, we'd like you to think about your online nnuslownloading habits.
For each of the following questions, please sdlectinswer that best represents your views.

1. How often do you download music from the Inté¢Pne
* Never
* Almost never
* Sometimes
* Almost every day
* Everyday
» Don’t know

2. How much do you care whether the music you doachlbonto your computer is copyrighted?
e Do not care at all
» Slightly care
e Somewhat care
* Moderately care
e Care a great deal
 Don't know
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3. How much do you care whether or not the files gthow others to download from your
computer are copyrighted?

* Do not care at all

» Slightly care

» Somewhat care

* Moderately care

» Care a great deal

» Don't know

4. In your opinion, is there anything wrong withmddoading copyrighted music from the
Internet?

* Yes

* No

» Don't know

5. How would you feel about allowing people to ligdownload music from up-and-coming
artists for free?

» Strongly oppose

* Oppose

* Somewhat oppose

* Neither oppose nor support

* Somewhat support

e Support

» Strongly support

* Don't know

6. How would you feel about allowing people to ligdownload music from established artists
for free?

e Strongly oppose

* Oppose

* Somewhat oppose

* Neither oppose nor support

* Somewhat support

e Support

» Strongly support

 Don't know

Now, we’d like to know your thoughts about statetsgreople sometimes make about
downloading copyrighted music.

7. To what extent do you agree or disagree witlfahewing statement, “Music downloading
and file-sharing is so easy to do, it's unrealigtiexpect people not to do it"?
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» Strongly disagree

» Disagree

 Somewhat disagree

* Neither agree nor disagree
 Somewhat agree

* Agree

» Strongly agree

* Don’'t know

8. To what extent do you agree or disagree witifdhewing statement, “As long as people are
still buying music, it's okay if they download dnare some copyrighted music for free™?

» Strongly disagree

» Disagree

* Somewhat disagree

* Neither agree nor disagree

* Somewhat agree

* Agree

» Strongly agree

* Don't know

9. To what extent do you agree or disagree wittifahewing statement, “It's never really okay
to download or share copyrighted music files oniiigout paying for them”?

» Strongly disagree

» Disagree

* Somewhat disagree

* Neither agree nor disagree

* Somewhat agree

* Agree

» Strongly agree

» Don’t know

Now, thinking about most people...

10. What do you think prevents most people from mloading copyrighted music?
* Fear of downloading a virus
* Fear of legal trouble
*  Spyware
* The person’s morals
* Don’'t know
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Appendix B

Outcome-relevant Involvement Scale

Consider the topic of _ and how it might affgmii. Please answer each of the following
guestions.

1.  would affect me personally.

2. ___ would have a big impact on my life.

3. would have important consequences for me.

4. would have little effect on me persondlly.

* This item was reverse scored.
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Appendix C
Value-relevant I nvolvement Scale

Please consider the topic of and how iwfitk your own values. Then, please answer
each of the following questions.

1. My attitude toward is based on my core values
2. My position on reflects who | am.
3. Arguments for or against are relevant tactive principles that guide my life.

4. Knowing my position on is central to unddrstathe kind of person | am.
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Appendix D

Piper Fatigue Scale

To what degree are you now feeling:

1.

2.

8.
9.

Strong/Weak
Awake/Sleepy
Lively/Listless
Refreshed/Tired
Energetic/Unenergetic
Patient/Impatient
Relaxed/Tense
Exhilarated/Depressed

Able to concentrate/Unable to concentrate

10. Able to remember/Unable to remember

11. Able to think clearly/Unable to think clearly
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Appendix E
Salf-expression Scale
1. How much did you feel like you shared your thoughts
2. How much do you feel like you communicated youmgen a meaningful way?

3. How much do you feel like you accurately expresgad views?
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Appendix F
Enjoyment Scale
4. How much did you enjoy completing this survey?

5. How much did you like sharing your thoughts in thtigdy?

6. How much did you dislike participating in the suy@&

* This item was reverse scored, then dropped fronst¢hke due to reduced reliability.
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Appendix G
Knowledge Scale
Compared to an expert on the topic, please rate:

1. Your knowledge on

2. How great of an understanding you have about

3. How much data you can recite about
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Appendix H
Writing Apprehension Scale
1. lavoid writing.
2. | have no fear of my writing being evaluatéd.

3. | look forward to writing down my ideds.

4. My mind seems to go blank when | start to work aomposition.

5. Expressing ideas through writing seems to be aengfdime.

6. | would enjoy submitting my writing to magazines &valuation and publicatich.
7. |like to write my ideas dowd.

8. | feel confident in my ability to clearly expresyiideas in writing®
9. 1like to have my friends read what | have writfen.

10.1 am nervous about writing.

11.People seem to enjoy what | write.

12.1 enjoy writing*

13.1 never seem to be able to clearly write down neasl

14.Writing is a lot of fun®

15.1 like seeing my thoughts on pager.

16. Discussing my writing with others is an enjoyalt@erience®

17.1t is easy for me to write good compositidhs.

18.1 don't think | write as well as most other peogdte
19.1 don't like my compositions to be evaluated.

20.1 am no good at writing.

* These items were reverse scored.
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