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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

Interest in the field of consumer satisfaction and 

dissatisfaction has grown at a phenomenal rate over the last 

decade. As markets are become increasingly competitive both 

nationally and internationally, organizations are 

recognizing the critical nature of cultivating and 

maintaining satisfied and, thus (presumably), loyal 

customers (TARP 1986). Even so, it has been estimated that 

one in five shopping experiences leads to some form of 

consumer dissatisfaction (Andreasen and Best 1977). The 

dissatisfied consumer may be a lost consumer forever and the 

cost of losing a consumer usually exceeds the cost of trying 

to satisfy and retain a consumer (Clark et al. 1992). 

According to Rosenberg and Czepiel (1983), the effect on 

company profits is a $118 loss for every lost consumer, 

while the cost of trying to maintain a satisfied consumer is 

only $20. Despite the interest of marketers, the prevalence 

of dissatisfied consumers persists and is a costly problem. 

The research presented here attempts to address the 

still-unanswered questions behind both the causes and 

consequences of (dis)satisfaction. The research 

incorporates a proven, though often criticized, model of 

consumer satisfaction (the disconfirmation of expectations 

paradigm) in an attempt to specify the conditions under 
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which a consumer may arrive at a (dis)satisfaction 

assessment. 

This research contributes to the growing body of 

literature in several ways. First, the research adopts a 

process view of consumer satisfaction/dissatisfaction 

(CS/D), rather than the more traditional event-oriented 

approach. This distinction is a critical one. The 

traditional approach to the study of (dis)satisfaction has 

treated it as a time-independent collection of attribute 

assessments. Just as a series of individual transactions 

does not occur all at once, neither does each of the 

episodes involved in a single transaction. In the services 

industry, this is particularly evident. In going out to 

eat, for example, the consumer faces a series of events that 

might include: parking the car far away; waiting 45 minutes 

for a table; being served by a rude waiter; receiving a cold 

meal; etc. Though not as readily apparent in the purchase 

of a good, similar events occur: having to park far away; 

not being able to find the desired product; enduring a long 

wait at the check-out line; an inconvenient check acceptance 

policy, etc. 

A review of the current literature reveals that 

investigations into consumer satisfaction have taken a 

bundle of attributes and explored them on a before-and-after 

basis as if they all occurred at once. However, this 

research suggests that these events do not occur 



simultaneously. Due to the traditional event-oriented 

approach to studying CS/D, researchers currently are unable 

to tell if poor performance on attributes that occur early 

in the transaction have any influence on subsequent 

evaluations. 

Current research assumes that all transactions involve 

a discrete beginning and ending point. However, not all 

transactions reach a full and final conclusion. Many 

transactions abruptly end on the basis of events that cause 

such a high degree of dissatisfaction (could not find a 

place to park, had to wait 45 minutes to be seated, etc.) 

that the consumer is unwilling to continue the transaction. 

Just as behavioral intentions have been investigated in the 

exploration of events over time (i.e., continue patronage, 

switch brands), so, too, should they be explored in the 

context of the single transaction (i.e., intend to endure 

the 45 minute wait, intend to go to a different store where 

one may easily park). Thus, it appears to be important that 

investigations into transaction-specific occurrences examine 

the influence of initial events on subsequent events. 

This research also investigates the conditions under 

which information provided by message claims and product 

evidence is beneficial and when it may be detrimental. 

Specifically, ambiguity of information is explored in the 

context of the CS/D evaluation. Consumers often assess 

attribute performance on the basis of promises made by the 
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provider of the goods or services. However, in many cases, 

the consumer is given rather vague promises. This research 

examines how performance evaluations may differ when 

consumers are presented with either ambiguous or unambiguous 

information. 

Finally, the sequence of episodes within a transaction 

is explored to determine not only how early episodes within 

the transaction affect the overall CS/D evaluation, but also 

how they contribute to consumers' expectations regarding 

future episodes within the same transaction. 

Managers may benefit from this research in several 

ways. First, any incremental knowledge that has been 

gleaned as to how and why consumers are either satisfied or 

dissatisfied will aid in managers' development of consumer 

satisfaction and retention policies and strategies. 

Second, insights gleaned from this undertaking may aid 

managers in implementing intervention strategies. For 

example, if the very first impression consumers have of an 

establishment or brand is unfavorable, how will that affect 

their overall evaluation; and what, if anything, can 

managers do to combat that first impression? How does the 

final impression, as well as subsequent impressions, affect 

consumers' overall assessments? At least two possibilities 

exist: (1) managers are required to "put their best foot 

forward" if the first impression is the most critical in the 

consumer's evaluation; or (2) managers must leave a final 



favorable impression if the consumer adopts the opinion that 

"all's well that ends well." 

Third, the research may assist managers in discerning 

which type of promotional strategies are best suited to 

achieving consumer satisfaction. Is an abstract or a 

concrete message more effective in gaining and maintaining 

customers? How do product characteristics affect message 

strategy selection? Is it likely that no amount of 

advertising may overcome objective product evidence? The 

answers to these questions are vitally important to managers 

engaged in promotional efforts. 

Another benefit to managers is that this research 

further refines the marketing concept. If managers are 

better able to understand exactly what consumers expect, 

then they will be in a better position to deliver what the 

consumers want or need. In implementing a more thoughtful 

delivery of the marketing concept, the employees, in turn, 

know what to expect from consumers and what is expected of 

them in providing goods and services to consumers. 

Marketing researchers also may benefit from the 

research. In addition to the traditional approach to the 

study of consumer satisfaction in which consumers are 

generally asked for their assessment "after the fact," this 

research proposes that a temporal aspect to data collection 

be considered. If the only measure of satisfaction is one 

that is collected after dissatisfaction occurs, then 



researchers may be missing how each of the potentially 

numerous attributes contribute to the overall assessment as 

well as to one another. This research may indicate that a 

different method of data collection and analysis needs to be 

used to obtain the richest and most informative insights. 

An additional benefit for marketing researchers is that 

the research attempts to address many of the unresolved 

criticisms of a popular model of (dis)satisfaction, namely 

the disconfirmation of expectations model. The current 

conceptualization presents an overview of how and why 

promotional strategies, ambiguity of product claims, 

ambiguity of product evidence, and order effects 

(specifically primacy and recency) all contribute to a more 

comprehensive understanding and utilization of the 

disconfirmation of expectations model. 

Outline of the Dissertation 

The dissertation is organized as follows: (a) a review 

of the conceptual and empirical studies in the CS/D area; 

(b) the development of a framework for investigating the 

CS/D phenomenon as a process rather than an event and the 

development of key hypotheses; (c) the data collection 

procedure and methods used for analysis; (d) results from 

the analysis; and (e) a discussion of the implications, 

contributions, and limitations of the research. 



CHAPTER II 

SURVEY OF THE LITERATURE 

The consequences of having dissatisfied consumers have 

been extensively researched and well documented (e.g., Singh 

1990, Richins 1987; Cadotte and Turgeon 1988; Day 1980; 

Halstead and Droge 1991). The forms of reactions to 

(dis)satisfaction are graphically portrayed in Figure 2.1. 

According to Day and Landon (1977), the consumer has 

two broad-based options available upon experiencing 

dissatisfaction: (1) take some form of action; or (2) take 

no action. When a consumer elects to take some action in 

response to a dissatisfying experience, the action may be 

public or private. The most private action would be to do 

nothing. It has been estimated that as many as 26% of all 

consumers who are dissatisfied do nothing in response to 

their dissatisfaction (Day and Landon 1977). Several 

potential reasons exist for the decision to do nothing. One 

potential reason is that, while consumers may desire to 

resolve the problem, they do not know how to do so. A 

second potential reason is that consumers may think it is 

not worth their time and/or effort to pursue the issue. 

Other potential reasons might include consumers' beliefs 

that no one could or would do anything about the problem, 

time pressures, and feelings of embarrassment about speaking 

out regarding a negative aspect of an organization. Under 
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conditions of high store and/or high brand loyalty, 

consumers also may not take action. If consumers have 

patronized the store or bought the product many times in the 

past, they may benevolently accept the current dissatisfying 

situation as "unusual" and give the store and/or product 

another chance. Finally, the type of industry involved also 

may explain why consumers do not take action. Consumers may 

feel as if they have no recourse in industries in which the 

level of concentration is high. Considering this rather 

extensive list of potential explanations for consumers' 

failure to take action in dissatisfying situations, it is 

important to note that the consumer's decision to not take 

action does not imply that consumers have been satisfied. 

Other private forms of action are available for those 

consumers who are unwilling to ignore their dissatisfaction. 

One option is to voice their discontent to their family and 

friends, also known as engaging in negative word of mouth 

behavior. It has been estimated that 85 percent of those 

consumers who are dissatisfied tell their friends and 

members of their families about the negative experience. In 

turn, each informed person tells an average of five others 

the same negative information (Richins 1983). This 

phenomenon can have considerable ill effect on the firm or 

product and can lead to loss of current and future business. 

A final private alternative available to consumers would be 

to modify their future purchasing. This private action is 
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commonly known as brand or store "switching" and also may 

include boycotting the brand or store. 

If consumers opt for a more public form of action, 

three options are available. One of the responses they may 

choose is to complain to a third-party agency, such as the 

Better Business Bureau or the Federal Trade Commission. 

Another form of public action is to seek legal action for 

purposes of resolving dissatisfaction. Examples of legal 

action are malpractice and product liability suits. A third 

form of public action is to seek redress directly from the 

firm. Public complaining of this type may involve seeking a 

cash refund, a product exchange or refund, or an explanation 

or apology from the firm. Compared to other public forms of 

complaining behavior, this alternative represents the 

optimal condition for the firm. In seeking redress directly 

from the firm, consumers give valuable feedback to the firm 

and provide it with an opportunity to rectify the problem 

without the ramifications of the alternative response 

choices. Collectively, the responses just discussed are 

classified as consumer complaining behaviors (CCB). 

It has been claimed that the greater the 

dissatisfaction consumers experience the more likely they 

are to engage in CCB. So what determines the "amount" of 

dissatisfaction a consumer experiences? Two variables are 

especially important to the discussion of the degree of 

dissatisfaction felt by consumers. One variable is the 
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direction or valence of the (dis)satisfaction. Unfavorable 

outcomes are generally accepted as producing dissatisfaction 

and carrying negative valences, while favorable outcomes are 

accepted as producing satisfaction and carrying positive 

valences. The second variable is the degree or magnitude to 

which the dissatisfaction is felt. Though some researchers 

have argued otherwise (Bleuel 1990; Cadotte and Turgeon 

1988; Donnelly 1991), satisfaction may be perceived as a 

continuum ranging from extreme satisfaction to extreme 

dissatisfaction (Westbrook and Oliver 1991). Four factors 

have been extensively researched to uncover the valence and 

magnitude of consumer satisfaction/dissatisfaction (CS/D). 

These include attribution, problem severity, industry type, 

and involvement. The following section reviews each of 

these four factors. 

Four Factors Affecting the Valence and 
Magnitude of CS/D 

Attribution. Attribution theory maintains that 

individuals assess the causes for both positive and negative 

outcomes (satisfaction and dissatisfaction, respectively, 

for purposes of this research) in terms of stability, 

controllability, and locus (Wimer and Kelley 1982). 

Stability refers to the assessment one makes as to whether 

the cause for dissatisfaction is permanent or temporary. 

For example, an individual may be required to wait in line 

30 minutes at a drive-through bank. The individual may 
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conclude one of two things: the bank always has long 

waiting lines (permanent); or there is something peculiar 

about this situation such as an upcoming holiday, pay day, 

or rush hour (temporary). The more permanent the delay is 

perceived to be, the greater the dissatisfaction (Taylor 

1994). Consumers experiencing problems at a travel agency 

were much more dissatisfied when they believed the problem 

was likely to recur than when they believed the problem was 

a rare event (Bitner 1990). Those consumers who believed 

that problems at a restaurant were stable showed a strong 

preference for a refund rather than an exchange. Since they 

expected the problems were stable, they had expectations 

regarding the continuing poor quality and preferred to walk 

away rather than give the restaurant a second chance (Folkes 

1984) . 

Controllability is the element of attribution theory 

that addresses how much control or volition is involved in 

the event. Using the banking example again, the consumer 

may work full-time and be unable to conduct banking business 

during slower time periods, and thus has very little 

control. On the other hand, the consumer may conclude that 

these lengthy delays could be better managed (more 

controllable) by management. When negative events are 

perceived as controllable by the provider, consumers will be 

more dissatisfied (Taylor 1994; Folkes 1984; Bitner 1990). 

Bitner (1990) found that consumers experiencing service 



13 

failures at a travel agency were much less satisfied when 

the failures were believed to be controllable by the agency 

than when the failures were believed to be uncontrollable. 

Utilizing critical incident analysis, Folkes (1984) asked 

respondents to recall a dissatisfying episode at a 

restaurant. Consumers who felt that the bad event was 

controllable by the restaurant were more angry and vengeful 

than others who felt the bad incident was uncontrollable by 

the restaurant (Folkes 1984). Taylor (1994) explored the 

effect of attributions on satisfaction evaluations in the 

airline industry. Specifically, she investigated the 

attributions made for delayed flights. Those passengers who 

believed the delays could have been prevented by the airline 

reported greater anger than those who believed the delays 

were unavoidable. 

Finally, locus addresses whether the cause for 

dissatisfaction is attributed externally (to the 

seller/provider) or internally (to the consumer). The 

consumer may conclude that the bank hires incompetent 

tellers and this causes transactions to be slow (external). 

On the other hand, the consumer may fault herself for 

procrastinating all day and not taking care of her banking 

business earlier in the day (internal). Folkes (1984) 

examined the impact of locus with respect to the type of 

reactions consumers would exhibit in response to external 

and internal attributions. In general, she concluded when 
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the locus of the cause was external, consumers become angry 

and expect some form of compensation or redress. However, 

when locus of cause was internal, no anger was experienced 

nor compensation or redress demanded. Consumers who 

experienced dissatisfaction with clothing and appliances 

were more willing to engage in negative word of mouth when 

blame for the dissatisfaction was placed on marketing 

institutions than when the consumers placed the blame on 

themselves (Richins 1983). 

Problem Severity. Perceived problem severity has been 

explored with regard to its impact on consumer satisfaction. 

In general, the problem is perceived to be more severe when 

the price is higher, when the good or service is highly 

visible, when the good or service is necessary for daily 

functioning, and when issues of health and safety are 

involved (Westbrook 1987; Richins 1987). In general, the 

more severe the problem, the greater the dissatisfaction. 

Richins (1987) examined this variable and found that 

distinctions between high and low levels of problem severity 

were predictive of whether redress was sought and, if so, 

which form. Her findings suggest that as problem severity 

increases, consumers will be more dissatisfied and more 

likely to seek redress. 

Industry Tvoe. Hirschman (1970) claims that as 

industries become more concentrated (more closely 

representing a monopoly), consumers will be more likely to 

ft 
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do nothing in response to their dissatisfaction. The 

reasons he provides include lack of available alternatives, 

restricted information, and consumers' lack of knowledge. 

This theory was tested by Andreasen (1983). He used the 

health care industry as representative of a "loose 

monopoly." His findings suggest that consumers adhere to 

the theory posited by Hirschman. In essence, patients were 

very reluctant to voice their dissatisfaction to their 

health care provider or to switch patronage. This theory 

also was tested by Singh (1990) who reported conflicting 

findings. In the Singh study, consumers were more likely to 

switch patronage in more highly concentrated industries 

(medical) than in less concentrated industries (grocery). 

However, those same consumers were more likely to voice 

their dissatisfaction to the grocery provider than they are 

to voice their dissatisfaction to the medical provider. 

Fornell and Robinson (1983) investigated 26 different 

products from differing levels of industry concentration and 

found no relationship between industry concentration and 

consumer dissatisfaction. 

A further examination of the level of industry 

concentration variable was conducted by McClure and Kiecker 

(1992). Their findings suggest that the incidence of 

seller-directed complaints increases as the level of 

concentration increases. A possible explanation, they 

suggest, is that consumers will assess the dissatisfactory 

fl 
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episode not in terms of the industry involved independent of 

all else, but in conjunction with other factors such as 

problem severity and attribution of blame. Another possible 

explanation for the conflicting findings could be that of 

perceived personal relevance (Greenwald and Leavitt 1984). 

It is not difficult to imagine that issues involving health 

care will be considered more personally relevant than issues 

involving grocery items. Consumers, therefore, should 

respond more proactively regarding more relevant issues. 

McClure and Kiecker (1992) reported that as the level of 

industry concentration increases, the likelihood of 

responding behaviorally (either publicly or privately) will 

increase. 

It still remains, however, that more concentrated 

industries are characterized by fewer alternative providers, 

restricted information, and consumers' lack of knowledge 

regarding the specific industry (medical care, for example). 

For this reason, it is possible that Hirschman's contentions 

also are correct. McClure and Kiecker (1992) found that as 

the level of industry concentration increases, the 

likelihood that consumers will do nothing and/or remain 

loyal increases. Though it may appear as if the two results 

are at odds with one another, this is not necessarily the 

case. Recall that multiple response options are available 

to consumers for any situation. Thus, consumers may be very 

displeased and voice their dissatisfaction to the 
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seller/provider and yet still continue to patronize the 

establishment that caused the dissatisfaction. They may be 

loyal because there are no alternatives, or perhaps because 

the individuals perceive there has been a valuable 

investment made in the seller/provider relationship. 

Involvement. Four facets of involvement that have the 

potential for influencing consumer dissatisfaction are: (1) 

perceived product importance, (2) perceived risk associated 

with product purchase, (3) symbolic value of the product, 

its purchase and consumption, and (4) the hedonic value of 

the product (Laurent and Kapferer 1985). Perceived product 

importance includes any personal meaning the consumer may 

attach to the product. Perceived risk includes both the 

importance of negative consequences from making a bad choice 

and the probability associated with making that type of 

error. The symbolic value of the product is more ego-

involving due to its ability to express one's lifestyle or 

personality. Finally, the hedonic value of the product is 

its ability to provide pleasure. The more involved a 

consumer is, the greater the magnitude of (dis)satisfaction 

associated with a negative (positive) consumption 

experience. 

Another type of involvement beyond those previously 

mentioned was posited by Siehl et al. (1992). It provides a 

new perspective as to how the industry concentration issue 

might be resolved. They suggest that the degree of 
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psychological involvement required of the consumer will vary 

from one provider to the next. A high level of 

psychological involvement would be characterized by three 

primary criteria: (1) a service or good directly involving 

the consumers' person or their abilities; (2) products or 

services requiring repeated or lengthy contact between 

consumers and the seller/provider; and (3) products or 

services that are less tangible. Interestingly, the studies 

utilizing the health care, auto repair, and grocery 

industries (e.g., Singh 1990; McClure and Kiecker 1992) may 

have been better off utilizing the psychological involvement 

construct than focusing on industry structure 

characteristics. The industries representing levels of 

concentration coincide with high, medium, and low levels of 

psychological involvement (health care, auto repair, and 

grocery store, respectively). Medical care represents a 

high level of psychological involvement because it involves 

the patient's body, it requires an intimate relationship 

with the physician, and it is intangible. The grocery 

industry, in contrast, reflects the opposite. 

Furthermore, the selection of the specific industries 

utilized in the studies previously discussed is 

questionable. A utility company, for example, also is 

representative of a highly concentrated industry. Had the 

utility company been used in previous studies, would their 

results have been the same? It is highly doubtful in light 
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of the rationale behind the psychological involvement 

argument just presented. 

As evidenced by the foregoing discussion, there are 

many factors influencing the valence and magnitude of 

(dis)satisfaction as well as the associative CCBs. Still 

not fully understood, however, are the antecedents to an 

assessment of (dis)satisfaction and how those assessments 

may vary throughout the course of the purchase experience. 

The disconfirmation of expectations model (Oliver 1980) has 

been used successfully to address the antecedents of the 

(dis)satisfaction assessment and is discussed in the 

following section. 

Disconfirmation of Expectations 

The disconfirmation of expectations paradigm states 

that consumers possess preconceived expectations regarding 

performance standards of key attributes within a transaction 

(Oliver 1980). These attributes could be strictly product-

related, such as price, flavor, or sound, or they could be 

service-related, such as length of wait, courtesy of the 

sales staff, or free delivery. In many cases, consumers 

possess both product-related and service-related 

expectations regarding the transaction (e.g., fast, friendly 

service at a reasonable price). Consumers then enter into 

the transaction and are exposed to these attributes. 

Finally, consumers engage in a postpurchase evaluation of 

the transaction. In this evaluation, they compare what 
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actually occurred with what they expected to occur. If the 

experience does not live up to expectations, the 

expectations are negatively disconfirmed and consumers 

experience dissatisfaction. If the experience exceeds 

expectations, expectations are positively disconfirmed and 

consumers are, presumably, satisfied. If the experience 

merely meets expectations, consumers are not dissatisfied. 

Disconfirmation of expectations results when there is a 

discrepancy between prior expectations and actual 

performance evaluations (Oliver 1980; Churchill and 

Suprenant 1982; Halstead et al. 1994). The magnitude and 

direction of the resultant evaluation determines the 

intensity of the satisfaction appraisal (Woodruff et al. 

1983; Churchill and Suprenant 1982). The disconfirmation of 

expectations model is presented as Figure 2.2. 

The disconfirmation of expectations model contains four 

essential components: expectations, performance, 

(dis)confirmation, and (dis)satisfaction. Having just 

discussed disconfirmation, each of the other three will be 

discussed separately in the following sections. 

Expectations 

Three types of expectations exist in the context of 

CS/D: expectations about the nature and performance of the 

good or service, expectations about the costs and efforts 

that will have been expended to obtain the product or 

service, and expectations of the associated social benefits 
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(DIS)CONnRMATlON ^ (DIS)SATISFACT10N 

Figure 2.2 

Disconfirmation of Expectations 

3ti 



22 

or costs of the good or service (Day 1977). Oliver (1980) 

claims that the type of expectations a consumer possesses 

toward the good or service is based on the good or service 

itself, the context, and individual characteristics. Most 

commonly used in the disconfirmation of expectations model 

are expectations about the nature and performance of the 

good or service. Expectations are commonly defined as 

pretrial beliefs or predictions about a focal object 

possessing the desired attributes (Olson and Dover 1976; 

Oliver 1980), anticipated performance (Churchill and 

Suprenant 1982), or predictive expectations (Swan and 

Trawick 1981). In short, an expectation represents a 

subjective judgment regarding the likelihood of a 

relationship between two concepts (Fishbein 1967). 

Consumers' prior expectations are established through 

both internal and external sources (Parasuraman et al. 

1985). Internal sources that aid in forming these 

expectations are based primarily on past experiences, while 

external sources would include advertisements, 

recommendations from friends, and peripheral cues such as 

appearance of the establishment. These expectations provide 

a frame of reference or standard by which consumers 

evaluate the actual experience or attribute performance 

(Oliver 1980). By definition, these expectations are 

cognitive in nature and provide a script or schema for 

consumers to evaluate subsequent product or service 
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performance. Thus, expectations generally affect 

satisfaction indirectly—through disconfirmation of expected 

performance compared to actual performance. Expectations 

also have been shown to have direct effects on performance 

and satisfaction. The relationships between each of these 

component elements of the model will be discussed in the 

following section. 

Expectations-Performance Link. Consumer experience 

with the product or service (or lack thereof) may bias 

perceptions of actual performance (Woodruff et al. 1983). 

The consumer who is inexperienced may have unrealistically 

low (high) expectations, which will cause the consumer to 

over- (under-) state actual performance (Olson and Dover 

1976; LaTour and Peat 1979). The greater the perceived 

negative discrepancy between expectations and perceived 

performance, the greater the (dis)satisfaction. Consumers 

who have very low expectations consequently exaggerate 

perceived performance, and therefore demonstrate higher 

levels of satisfaction. The converse also would hold true; 

consumers who have very high expectations diminish perceived 

performance and therefore demonstrate lower levels of 

satisfaction (or higher levels of dissatisfaction). 

According to Olshavsky and Spreng (1989), when performance 

is difficult to evaluate, expectations influence perceptions 

of product performance in the direction of expectations. 

Performance is particularly difficult to evaluate when the 
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attributes are ambiguous (LaTour and Peat 1979). In lieu of 

any objectively verifiable criteria, consumers will simply 

see what they expect to see. In light of any disconfirming 

evidence, consumers will use this default type of 

processing. 

A third way in which expectations may influence 

performance evaluations is through memory. Prior knowledge 

of the product or brand either through experience or outside 

sources leads to expectations about the product's 

attributes. Often these expectations are "stronger than 

subjects' abilities to discriminate differences on these 

attributes" (Bettman 1979, p. 81), and may therefore lead to 

illogical generalizations regarding the product's 

attributes. 

A fourth and final way in which consumers' expectations 

may directly influence attribute performance evaluations may 

be credited to innovation and diffusion strategies. As 

products become more "new and improved," consumers will 

raise the level of performance required of the product 

and/or its individual attributes (Olshavksy and Spreng 

1989). Murphy et al. (1985) found that expectations of 

performance from a pool of potential employees shifted to 

fit the characteristics of that pool. If the pool were 

comprised of a few outstanding candidates, then anything 

below the outstanding candidates was considered below 

average and higher performance was expected of all the 
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candidates. Conversely, if the pool of candidates were 

merely average, expectations were revised downward. Murphy 

et al. (1985) drew on Helson's adaptation level theory 

(1964) to explain their findings: 

prolonged exposure to a specific level of a 
stimulus causes rates to adapt to that level 
and to interpret changes in the stimulus in 
terms of that adaption level. (Murphy et al. 
1985, p. 74) 

Thus, performance expectations may be altered to fit the 

circumstances. 

Expectations-Satisfaction Link. Expectations may 

directly affect satisfaction when attributes are ambiguous 

(LaTour and Peat 1979). "The more ambiguous the attribute, 

the more the consumer will be forced to rely on the 

expectation-producing information rather than personal 

judgment in forming a belief" (LaTour and Peat 1979, p. 

433). For ambiguous attributes, then, the manager may 

benefit from creating high consumer expectations. Since the 

consumer is incapable of discerning any real discrepancy 

between the subjectively obtained level of performance and 

the expected level, higher satisfaction will result. The 

same is not true for unambiguous attributes, however. Since 

attribute performance may be objectively discerned, 

expectation levels that are above the objective level would 

produce dissatisfaction. 

Churchill and Suprenant (1982) concluded that the 

disconfirmation of expectations, expectations, and 
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performance each directly affected satisfaction for 

nondurable goods, but only performance directly affected 

satisfaction for durable goods. Their measures for the 

nondurable goods, however, were based more on objectively 

verifiable attributes than were the measures for the durable 

goods. For the durable goods, then, if the products worked, 

they were considered satisfactory. There were no objective 

measures for disconfirming expectations. This finding 

supports the notion that ambiguity of product attributes may 

require that the traditional disconfirmation of expectations 

be modified to accurately represent the effect of both 

ambiguous and unambiguous attributes on satisfaction. 

Performance 

Consumers evaluate performance in at least two ways. 

One way involves the identification of a single dominant 

attribute to evaluate. If that attribute is evaluated 

positively, the consumer is satisfied. Another method of 

performance evaluation involves identifying a number of 

attributes for evaluation. Two possibilities exist if the 

consumer is evaluating several attributes: (1) all 

attributes must be evaluated positively for the consumer to 

be satisfied; or (2) some attributes may be evaluated 

negatively, but the consumer is still satisfied (Day 1977). 

Furthermore, evaluation standards may change over time 

(Murphy et al. 1985). 
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Whereas some studies have investigated a single 

attribute's actual performance versus expected attribute 

performance (e.g., Richins 1987), Woodruff et al. (1983) 

maintain that satisfaction be conceptualized as an additive 

function of the positive and/or negative disconfirmations of 

perceived attribute levels obtained from the experience, and 

the accompanying comparison levels between achieved 

performance versus expected performance. Most contemporary 

studies investigate more than one attribute. 

As with expectations, performance also may affect 

satisfaction both directly and indirectly through 

disconfirmation. Perceived performance is often determined 

by the product category and the nature of consumers' 

expectations (Halstead et al. 1994) and these will largely 

determine whether the path to satisfaction is direct or 

indirect. 

Performance-Satisfaction Link. Oliver (1980) and 

Bolton and Drew (1991) claim that in the case of repeat 

purchases or continuously provided services, consumers' 

expectations become passive over time. In these 

circumstances, the overall assessment does not hinge on 

disconfirmation unless there is a dramatic divergence from 

the performance levels the consumer has become accustomed to 

obtaining. 

Another situation in which performance may directly 

influence satisfaction is when the consumer has no 

« 
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expectations regarding the performance of the product prior 

to its use (LaTour and Peat 1979). Without expectations, 

there can be no disconfirmation. McGill and lacobucci 

(1992) suggest that, in the absence of expectations, 

consumers resort to a bottom-up method of processing. They 

suggest that consumers generate a comparison case after the 

fact. Consumers evaluate the service not in terms of what 

was expected (since they had no expectations), but instead 

in terms of performance that occurred compared to 

performance that could have been. Subjects in this study 

were asked to provide their expectations regarding a 

computer class they were about to take. Most respondents 

mentioned specific outcomes they hoped to achieve (learn 

word processing, improve job skills, etc.). Upon completion 

of the course, the subjects were asked to evaluate the 

course. Most respondents evaluated the course on process 

features (instructor had a bad sense of humor, the room was 

too loud, etc.). This post-experience evaluation in which 

attributes are evaluated only as they are experienced 

results in a "typically harsh evaluation," since the actual 

performance is always less desirable than the post-

experience standard (McGill and lacobucci 1992). 

Attribute type also may influence the extent to which 

performance directly affects satisfaction. Goods and 

services may be classified as possessing one of three types 

of properties (Nelson 1974; Darby and Kami 1973); search. 
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experience, and credence properties. Search properties are 

those attributes that a consumer may determine in advance of 

actual purchase; experience properties are those attributes 

that may only be evident during or after consumption; and 

credence properties are "unknowable" even after consumption. 

If the product attributes include experience properties, 

then, by definition, there can be no expectations upon which 

to compare actual performance for a first-time buyer. 

Satisfaction 

While expectations are considered pre-existing and 

cognitive in nature, "(dis)satisfaction" is more 

transaction-specific and contains both cognitive and 

affective components. Satisfaction may be defined as "the 

level of affect (positive to negative) that the consumer 

experiences in response to a specific consumption 

experience" (Swan and Oliver 1989, p. 519). More positive 

affect represents increasing levels of satisfaction, whereas 

more negative affect represents increasing levels of 

dissatisfaction (Westbrook 1987). Westbrook and Oliver 

(1991) define satisfaction as a "postchoice evaluative 

judgment concerning a specific purchase selection" (p. 84). 

The more favorable the cognitive appraisal, the greater the 

level of satisfaction. 

Initially, the consumer engages in a cognitive process 

of comparing what was expected to occur with what actually 
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occurred. The comparison results in a cognitive, evaluative 

judgment, followed by an affect. Westbrook (1987) states: 

"affects are held to arise as a function of the individual's 

evaluation of the meaning, causes, consequences, and/or 

personal implications of a particular stimulus" (p.259). 

Further evidence indicating that cognition precedes 

affect is found in a review of the literature regarding 

affect and cognition provided by Cohen and Areni (1991). 

They maintain that evaluations of the consumption experience 

form the basis for the consumer's affective response, which 

in turn leaves strong "markers" in memory that are highly 

accessible for subsequent cognitive processing. Thus, 

initial cognition precedes the affective response, which in 

turn forms the future cognition. 

Affect typically is an emotional response to a 

stimulus, such as the purchase or consumption experience. 

In the CS/D literature, what generally is investigated is 

the affect resulting from a (dis)confirmed expectation. 

Using Izard's (1977) DES scale, Westbrook (1987) concluded 

that the consumption episode may evoke very unpleasant, 

negatively valenced affect (disgust, contempt, distress) or 

very pleasant positively valenced affect (surprise, joy, 

elation). Other affects, such as interest, are considered 

more neutral. For an experience that is "at least as good 

as it was supposed to be" (Hunt 1977, p. 459), the resulting 

evaluation is satisfaction, which reportedly is accompanied 
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by the affective components of acceptance, happiness, 

relief, and delight (Westbrook 1987). Experiences falling 

short of expectations result in dissatisfaction, which 

contain the following affective components (in order of 

decreasing favorableness): tolerance, sadness, regret, 

agitation, and outrage). Feelings of satisfaction are 

heightened as disconfirmation becomes more positive and are 

diminished as disconfirmation becomes more negative (Cadotte 

et al. 1987). 

Criticisms of the Disconfirmation of 
Expectations Model 

A number of criticisms have been launched over the use 

of the disconfirmation of expectations model. While most 

critics agree that some type of model or comparison is 

needed to assess pre-purchase goals with post-purchase 

outcomes, the use of expectations in particular has been 

criticized as an inappropriate standard (Spreng and 

Olshavsky 1993; LaTour and Peat 1979; Westbrook and Reilly 

1983; Tse and Wilton 1988; Swan and Oliver 1989; Swan and 

Trawick 1981; Cadotte et al. 1987; Woodruff et al. 1983). 

The concerns of these researchers will be addressed in the 

following paragraphs. 

One criticism of the disconfirmation of expectations 

model is that the use of expectations is superfluous and 

that performance evaluations alone are equally effective and 

more parsimonious in predicting the satisfaction assessment 
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(LaTour and Peat 1979). For those researchers who have 

tested the disconfirmation of expectations model, the 

results have been mixed. Some have found that performance, 

but not disconfirmation, was successful in predicting 

satisfaction (Cronin and Taylor 1992). Others have found 

that disconfirmation, but not performance, was successful at 

predicting satisfaction (Oliver and Swan 1989; Westbrook 

1987; Cadotte et al. 1987; Swan and Trawick 1981; Oliver 

1980). Still others have found that both performance and 

disconfirmation are significant predictors of satisfaction 

(Tse and Wilton 1988; Oliver and DeSarbo 1988; Churchill and 

Suprenant 1982). In response to this criticism, Oliver 

(1989) claims that if only performance is measured, many of 

the psychological reactions to suboptimal product 

performance will be missed. Cadotte et al. (1987) claim 

that the use of expectations may or may not be justified, 

depending on the research objectives. They state: 

when the research objectives call for 
comparing standards with perceived 
performance to see what is causing the 
disconfirmation gap (e.g., low performance, 
high standard, or both), both measures are 
necessary, (p. 313) 

yThus, the research objectives should dictate whether 

expectations (or any other comparison standard) is an 

appropriate measure. 

The disconfirmation of expectations model presupposes 

that the consumer possesses some level of product knowledge 

or experience prior to assessing performance (Halstead et 
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al. 1994). As discussed in the preceding sections, however, 

the consumer is not always in a position to accurately 

assess performance. Accordingly, the second criticism 

surrounding the use of expectations (and thus the 

disconfirmation of expectations model) is that often 

consumers have no expectations regarding a consumption 

experience (as in the case of a discontinuous innovation) or 

they may not have expectations for attributes of the product 

for which they were unaware before consumption (Spreng and 

Olshavsky 1993; McGill and lacobucci 1992). Consumers may 

not possess expectations for a new product or product class 

and, since they have no expectations, they are incapable of 

either confirming or disconfirming their experience. It is 

doubtful, however, that consumers would engage in a 

consumption experience without at least expecting the 

experience to fulfill a want or need. As cited earlier, 

V consumers typically engage in purposeful behavior for which 

they anticipate certain outcomes (Fishbein 1967). 

A third criticism of the disconfirmation of 

expectations model involves the conclusion that the greater 

the negative discrepancy between expected and actual levels 

of performance, the greater the dissatisfaction. LaTour and 

Peat (1979) argue that, in the case of a new and 

significantly superior product, even if the manufacturer had 

created unrealistically high expectations, the consumer 

would still be satisfied because the product was better than 
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anything else currently available. They further claim, 

however, that it is likely that the consumer would have been 

more satisfied had the claims not been so exaggerated. 

In the same study, LaTour and Peat (1979) launch a 

fourth criticism of the model. They discuss the consumer, 

who, for a variety of reasons (the preferred product is out 

of stock, alternatives are unavailable), will buy an 

inferior product, which they expect to perform poorly. When 

this expectation is confirmed, it is unreasonable to assume 

that the consumer is satisfied. However, they conclude that 

it is possible that the consumer may have been even more 

dissatisfied had the attributes been unexpected. 

A fifth criticism of the disconfirmation of 

expectations model is that it assumes that consumers are 

capable of accurately evaluating performance. However, 

consumers often have difficulty assessing performance-

levels, especially when they lack the knowledge to do so 

(Spreng and Olshavsky 1993), when the attribute is "fuzzy or 

subjective," (Sabrini and Silver 1982), or when the 

attribute is entangled with other attributes (Ha and Hoch 

1989). 

A final criticism of the use of disconfirmation of 

expectations involves the way in which both expectations and 

performance are conceptualized and/or measured. Expectations 

have been conceptualized in numerous ways. Parasuraman et 

al. (1991) contend that consumers' expectations are dual-



35 

leveled: (i) what is desired (what can be and should be); 

and (2) what is adequate (acceptable). On a continuum 

ranging from "very low expectations" to "very high 

expectations," the "desired" and "adequate" points fall 

somewhere in-between and represent the consumers' "zone of 

tolerance." In an earlier work. Miller (1977) suggested 

there were four types of expectations: (1) Ideal, (2) 

Expected, (3) Minimum Tolerable, and (4) Deserved. These 

concepts were incorporated in the work of Parasuraman et al. 

(1991). The differences in conceptualization and 

operationalization have led to inconsistent findings. 

Though it would appear to be a simple task to 

operationalize the concepts as: 

Dissatisfaction = Performance < Expectation 
and 

Satisfaction = Performance > or = Expectation, 

such is not the case. For one reason, there often are 

multiple attributes associated with a single good or service 

(Woodruff et al. 1983). At a department store, for example, 

a consumer may evaluate availability of parking, 

atmospherics, product selection, and prices. To allow for 

multiple attributes, the formula is better expressed as: 

m 

i=l (1) 
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where: 

S= overall perceived satisfaction, 

Pi= performance perception of attribute i, 

î= performance expectation of attribute i, 

m = the number of attributes. 

The higher the number associated with S, the greater 

the satisfaction. Negative values reflect dissatisfaction. 

Additionally, all attributes may not be equally important to 

the consumer, and thus, different weights must be applied to 

each one. In the department store example, price and 

selection may be much more important to the consumer than 

availability of parking and atmospherics. Therefore: 

w 
s^'E^iiPi-^i) 

i=l 
(2) 

where: 

S 

Pi 

m 

= overall perceived satisfaction, 

= performance perception of attribute i, 

= performance expectation of attribute i, 

= relative importance weight applied to 

attribute i, 

= the number of attributes. 

It is possible that all four attributes in the department 

store example are equally important to the consumer. If 

such is the case then W^^ = 1.0. 
M 
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To a great extent the interpretation of both 

expectations and performance is subject to the type of 

attribute that is being investigated. Essentially there are 

two types of attributes: (1) vector attributes; and (2) 

classic attitudinal model ideal point attributes (Teas 1993; 

Teas 1994; Parasuraman et al. 1994). Vector attributes are 

those for which "a customer's ideal point is at an infinite 

level" (Parasuraman et al. 1994, p. 112). For these 

attributes. Equation 2 adequately represents increasing 

levels of satisfaction attributable to increasing levels of 

perceived performance of the attribute against expectations 

regarding the same. However, under the classic attitudinal 

model ideal point, more is not always better (a sweet drink 

can be too sweet). The classic attitudinal model ideal 

point may be represented as: 

in 

3=Yi -^i C' Pi-^i' -' ̂ r^i' 3 
i=l (3) 
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where: 

S 

Pi 

Ii 

m 

= overall perceived satisfaction, 

= performance perception of attribute i, 

= performance expectation of attribute i, 

= relative importance weight applied to 

attribute i, 

= the ideal amount of attribute i, 

= the number of attributes, 

= the absolute value function. 

Two categories of attributes are subsumed under the classic 

attitudinal model ideal point: (1) the classic ideal point; 

and (2) the feasible ideal point. The classic ideal point 

model assumes that the expectations norm is equal to the 

ideal point (E=I). The feasible ideal point is "a feasible 

level of performance under ideal circumstances; that is, the 

best level of performance by the highest quality provider 

under perfect circumstances" (Teas 1993, p. 20).^ If 

consumers assume that the researcher is asking for a 

feasible ideal point as a level of expectation, the ensuing 

performance appraisal likely would be more harsh than had 

the consumer assumed that the researcher was asking for the 

classic ideal point. 

Despite these criticisms, the disconfirmation of 

expectations paradigm continues to be successfully utilized. 

F̂or a more comprehensive explanation of the derivation 
and application of the ideal point model, see Teas (1993) 
and Parasuraman et al. (1994). 

At 
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Rather than throwing out the proverbial baby with the bath 

water, this research will adopt the disconfirmation of 

expectations model with modifications as necessary to meet 

the research objectives. These modifications will be 

discussed in detail where necessary. 

\ .i,i^.i. 
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CHAPTER III 

FRAMEWORK FOR THE STUDY OF CS/D AS A PROCESS 

The CS/D literature has taken two approaches to the 

study of (dis)satisfaction. The first is critical incident 

analysis, in which respondents are requested to recall a 

transaction that caused them to become dissatisfied. In the 

critical incident analyses, subjects are asked to recall: 

(1) any incident that caused them to become dissatisfied; 

(2) an incident involving a specific industry; or (3) an 

incident involving a specific attribute. Analyses then are 

conducted to determine the importance of that single 

occurrence on overall satisfaction assessments. The second 

approach to studying CS/D has been experimentation. 

Experimentation studies manipulate variables in the 

transaction (usually one) such as problem severity, industry 

concentration, causal attribution, or affect to determine 

the influence of the variable on the overall 

(dis)satisfaction assessment. Both approaches have assumed 

that the transaction is a discrete event, much like a 

photographic snapshot. Furthermore, each of these types of 

studies has assumed that the satisfaction assessment is a 

global, net assessment of the transaction in its entirety. 

In reality the transaction may be more accurately 

viewed as a sequential process involving a series of smaller 

episodes, each contributing to the total transaction. This 

serial view is rather obvious in the service sector. For 
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example, the consumer who goes out to eat may be greeted by 

a hostess, wait to be seated, be seated, have the order 

taken, be served, eat the meal and finally, pay the bill. 

Though perhaps not as apparent, this serial view also 

applies to the goods sector. A consumer going to the 

grocery store finds a place to park, assesses store 

attributes such as cleanliness, forms an impression of the 

store's prices compared to others, waits in line to check 

out, and so on. Any one of these individual episodes may 

evoke a dissatisfactory assessment (e.g., distant parking, 

dirty floors, or lengthy check-outs). These discrete 

episodes have been the focus of past CS/D research. 

(^ However, it is plausible that the transaction, due to its 

y serial nature, is more like a video than a snapshot, with 

the consumers' satisfaction evaluations changing and 

evolving with each individual episode. Early evaluations 

feed into future expectations, performance evaluations, and 

j overall satisfaction assessments. For the purposes of the 

current study, the term "episode" will refer to the 

individual encounters involved in the overall "transaction," 

the term that will be used to refer to the total of the 

individual episodes. 

Just as a single transaction may determine consumers' 

future reactions (complaint, brand loyalty/switching, 

negative word of mouth, litigation, and so on) so too may 

each episode contribute to consumers' reactions to 

^ 
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subsequent episodes within the transaction. As stated 

earlier, this potential sequential and interactive dynamic 

component of cs/D has been neglected in the CS/D literature. 

The focus of the current research is on the possibility that 

individual episodes within the transaction may not be 

logically viewed as isolated incidents; that events before 

and after a singular episode are affected by that episode, 

and that the series of episodes more logically derive the 

final satisfaction assessment. 

Four important questions are addressed: First, do 

consumers revise their expectations throughout transactions? 

Second, if so, what is the direction and magnitude of the 

revision? Third, how do ambiguous message claims and 

ambiguous consumption experiences affect expectations? 

Finally, what is the influence of revised expectations on 

consumers' overall satisfaction assessments? Each of these 

questions is examined in the following sections. 

Do consumers revise their expectations 
throughout the transaction? 

It has been shown that consumers' expectations serve as 

a schema or script for interpreting later events. According 

to Bettman (1979), a schema is an organized pattern of 

expectations for a stimulus domain. These expectations are 

formed from an individual's past knowledge and experience. 

A script is a schema for a temporal sequence of events 

(Folkes and Keisler 1991). Schema-based models are generic 

• = 2 
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knowledge structures "abstracted from experience with 

instances, and they contain richly interconnected 

information about the attributes of the most usual instance" 

(Fiske 1982, p. 60). Thus, schemata aid memory for schema-

consistent recognition and guide further information 

processing. Furthermore, they enable the individual to make 

inferences and predictions (Shank and Abelson 1977). 

Therefore, as long as events are matched to schema-

consistent categories, evaluation is relatively effortless. 

Thus, schemata provide a method by which individuals 

anticipate, predict, and interpret events. 

When events do not conform to pre-existing 

expectations, the result is termed schema incongruity. The 

disconfirmation of expectations paradigm is a specific case 

of schema incongruity. Because the discrepant information 

is novel, it will receive greater attention than would have 

been granted to information that conformed to the schema. 

Consequently, it will require more extensive processing 

(Sujan and Bettman 1989; Meyers-Levy and Tybout 1989). 

Consumers essentially have two alternatives for 

processing discrepant information: assimilation and 

accommodation. If the information is slightly or moderately 

discrepant from the existing schema (or expectations), 

consumers will utilize a process of assimilation. 

Assimilation allows consumers to integrate the new concept 

into the existing schema (Sujan and Bettman 1989). On the 

m 
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other hand, if the new information is severely discrepant 

from the existing schema (expectations), consumers will 

engage in a process of accommodation. An accommodation 

process requires consumers to substantially modify the 

existing schema or create a new schema to interpret the new 

information (Mandler 1982; Piaget 1970; Sujan and Bettman 

1989). Thus, "assimilation provides cognitive continuity 

and integration, while accommodation allows cognitive 

change" (Mandler 1982, p. 13). 

Through these processes of assimilation and 

accommodation. Miller (1977) contends that as performance is 

measured, "the individual modifies and updates expectations 

through processes such as dissonance reduction, 

rationalization, or selective gathering of information to 

modify or validate expectations" (p. 73). This notion is 

supported by the work of Sujan (1985) regarding "piecemeal" 

versus "category-based" processing. Indeed, consumers 

utilize a "category-based" (schema-based) method of 

processing incoming stimuli until there is a discrepancy 

between what occurred and what was expected to occur. By 

definition, all disconfirmations would be considered to be a 

discrepancy between expectation and actuality. However, as 

Sujan (1985) notes, in the event of a discrepancy, the 

consumer must resort to a "piecemeal" approach of 

processing, where each attribute is reviewed and integrated 

separately. Fiske (1982) states: 
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Perceivers assess each input "on-line," as it is 
encoded, add it into the cumulative summary, and 
retrieve that summary affective judgment upon 
demand. In this view, people gradually accumulate 
and modify an affective reaction, changing it with 
each new bit of data; each input separately 
contributes to the outcome, at the time it is 
encoded, (p. 58) 

It is reasonable to assume, then, that when information 

^ is discrepant from initial category structure expectations, 

individuals assess one episode at a time, evaluate that 

episode, and allow that evaluation to influence expectations 

regarding subsequent episodes and the attendant appraisal of 

outcomes. To reflect this assumption, the following 

hypothesis is offered: 

HI: Disconfirmed expectations during initial 
episodes will influence (positively or 
negatively) expectations regarding 
subsequent episodes. 

If consumers revise expectations throughout 
the transactionf what is the direction of 
the revision? 

Given the transaction is comprised of several 

c individual episodes, it is important to understand how 
^initial episodes may influence expectations and assessments 

of later episodes if consumers revise expectations. 

Furthermore, an investigation of how each of the episodes 

individually and collectively affects the final evaluation 

I of (dis)satisfaction is warranted. 

The following hypothetical cases demonstrate potential 

implications of the proposed research. In the three cases 

presented, it is assumed that the individual possesses a 
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script for a particular transaction, which includes three 

distinct episodes. In_Case^ 1 expectations are not revised. 

Ujnder these conditions, the traditional static models of 

consumer satisfaction would be appropriate. In Case 2, 

expectations are revised in the same direction as the most 

recent episode so that a positively disconfirmed expectation 

causes the consumer to augment future expectations and, 

conversely, a negatively disconfirmed expectation causes the 

consumer to diminish future expectations. Case 3 

demonstrates the potential that expectations are revised in 

an opposite direction of the most recent episode, so that a 

positively disconfirmed expectation causes the consumer to 

diminish future expectations, and a negatively disconfirmed 

expectation causes the consumer to augment future 

expectations. 

Case #1—Expectations for each of the episodes are not 

revised, but remain stable throughout the transaction. In 

other words, the expectations for the second, third and 

fourth episodes are unaltered by disconfirming evidence from 

the preceding episodes. 

Case #2—Expectations are revised in the same direction 

as the most recent episode. That is, positively 

disconfirmed expectations for the first episode lead to 

augmented expectations for subsequent episodes (e.g., 

because the consumer did not have to wait to be seated as 

long as anticipated, she or he assumes the service also may 



47 

be better than originally expected). In the case of a 

negatively disconfirmed expectation on the first episode, 

expectations regarding subsequent episodes are diminished 

(e.g., because the consumer had to wait longer than expected 

s/he assumes that the restaurant does not have its "act 

together" and now expects to receive poorer service than 

originally expected). 

Case #3—Expectations are revised in the opposite 

direction of the most recent episode. If the initial 

episode performance is positively disconfirmed, future 

expectations are diminished (e.g., the consumer may be so 

pleasantly surprised that she or he did not have to wait as 

long as she or he had expected, that now expectations 

regarding later episodes become more "forgiving." 

Therefore, she or he may tolerate a lower level of food 

quality). If the initial episode performance is negatively 

disconfirmed, future expectations are upgraded (e.g., the 

consumer may feel justified in expecting excellent service 

in return for such a lengthy wait to be seated). 

Cases 2 and 3 highlight the importance of the 

distinction between what Miller (1977) termed "the expected" 

and "the minimum tolerable" types of expectations. 

According to Miller (1977), the expected level of 

expectations is a prediction regarding future events. The 

minimum tolerable type of expectation is the least 

acceptable level that performance must be. The 
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conceptualization which most closely parallels the 

objectives of the current research is the expected, or 

predicted, level of performance. 

To further demonstrate the differential impact that 

each of the cases may have, assume that the consumer has an 

"average" initial expectation regarding each episode (on a 

scale of 1-7, assume the consumer expects each episode to 

perform at "4"). In each case, the consumer is exposed to 

an episode for which expectations are either positively or 

negatively disconfirmed. A positively disconfirmed 

expectation (one in which performance exceeds expectations) 

will be denoted as a "good" event (G) and a negatively 

disconfirmed expectation (one in which performance falls 

short of expectations) will be denoted as a "bad" event (B). 

These manipulations would result in eight possible 

treatments: GGG, GGB, GBG, GBB, BGG, BGB, BBG, and BBB. 

Assuming expectations are revised, they increase or 

decrease by the same amount. For illustration purposes, 

assume the consumer is exposed to each of three episodes, 

one at a time. For each episode evaluation, the 

expectations, if revised, are revised in increments of .5 

each time. Additionally, assume that each time performance 

is measured, it either exceeds expectations by 1.0 or falls 

short of expectations by 1.0. Table 3.1 illustrates the 

process, assuming expectations are not revised but instead 

remain constant. 

i 
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Table 3.1 

Case 1—Expectations Are Not Altered 

El 

4.0 

PI 

5.0 

3.0 

E2 

4.0 

4.0 

P2 

5.0 

3.0 

5.0 

3.0 

E3 

4.0 

4.0 

4.0 

4.0 

P3 

5.0 

3.0 

5.0 

3.0 

5.0 

3.0 

5.0 

3.0 

TREATMENT 

GGG 

GGB 

GBG 

GBB 

BGG 

BGB 

BBG 

BBB 

AVERAGE 
PERFORMANCE 

5.0 

4.3 

4.3 

3.7 

4.3 

3.7 

3.7 

3.0 

l.,\.l.,l./. 
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Table 3.2 depicts the same conditions if expectations 

are revised in the same direction as the initial episode 

performance (positive disconfirmation results in subsequent 

expectations being revised upward and negative 

disconfirmation results in subsequent expectations being 

revised downward). 

Finally, Table 3.3 represents the possibility that 

consumers modify their future expectations in the opposite 

direction of the initial attribute performance (positively 

disconfirmed initial expectations cause consumers to 

decrease subsequent expectations and negatively disconfirmed 

initial expectations cause them to increase subsequent 

expectations). 

Table 3.4 details the consumer's final assessment of 

satisfaction (positive or negative) under each of the eight 

possible treatments, as well as the average performance 

level scores for each possible manipulation. Assuming that 

all three attributes were initially equally weighted (at 

1.0), and that any score above a 4.0 yields satisfaction 

(since that was the expected level of performance for each 

episode), two points are noteworthy. First, identical 

satisfaction assessments are derived from varying levels of 

performance within each case; and second, identical 

satisfaction assessments are derived from varying levels of 

performance between each case (see Table 3.4). 
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Table 3.2 

Case 2—Expectations Altered 
In Direction Of Most Recent Episode 

El 

4.0 

PI 

5.0 

3.0 

E2 

4.5 

3.5 

P2 

5.5 

3.5 

4.5 

2.5 

E3 

5.0 

4.0 

4.0 

3.0 

P3 

6.0 

4.0 

5.0 

3.0 

5.0 

3.0 

4.0 

2.0 

TREATMENT 

GGG 

GGB 

GBG 

GBB 

BGG 

BGB 

BBG 

BBB 

AVERAGE 
PERFORMANCE 

5.5 

4.8 

4.5 

3.8 

4.2 

3.5 

3.2 

2.5 

Table 3.3 

Case 3—Expectations Altered In Opposite Direction 
Of Most Recent Episode 

El 

4.0 

PI 

5.0 

— — — 

3.0 

E2 

3.5 

^""^ 

4.5 

P2 

4.5 

2.5 

" " " 

5.5 

"̂ ̂ » ̂ » 

3.5 

E3 

3.0 

" " " 

4.0 

" " " 

4.0 

5.0 

P3 

4.0 

2.0 

5.0 

3.0 

5.0 

3.0 

6.0 

4.0 

TREATMENT 

GGG 

GGB 

GBG 

GBB 

BGG 

BGB 

BBG 

BBB 

AVERAGE 
PERFORMANCE 

4.5 

3.8 

4.2 

3.5 

4.5 

3.8 

4.2 

3.5 
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Comparison Of The Three Cases 
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TREATMENT 

GGG 

GGB 

GBG 

GBB 

BGG 

BGB 

BBG 

BBB 

AVERAGE 

CASE 1 

5.0 

4.3 

4.3 

3.7 

4.3 

3.7 

3.7 

3.0 

PERFORMANCE 

CASE 2 

5.5 

4.8 

4.5 

3.8 

4.2 

3.5 

3.2 

2.5 

CASE 3 

4.5 

3.8 

4.2 

3.5 

4.5 

3.8 

4.2 

3.5 

OVERALL 
SATIS
FACTION 
INDEX 

+3.0 

+1.0 

+1.0 

-1.0 

+1.0 

-1.0 

-1.0 

-3.0 

m 
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To illustrate the importance of the first point, 

consider each of the three hypothetical cases individually. 

Case #1 adheres to the standard approach to the study of 

CS/D whereby the consumer possesses a schema or script as a 

standard to which she or he may compare the transaction and 

form a summary judgment of overall satisfaction. Assuming 

expectations remain constant over the course of the 

transaction, an average score of 4.3 over the three episodes 

always yields a satisfaction index of 1.0. 

Case #2 provides some additional insights. Three 

different values yield a satisfaction index of 1.0; 4.8 

(GGB), 4.5 (GBG) and 4.2 (BGG). Case #2 thus suggests that 

if consumers do revise their expectations in the direction 

of the most recent episode on an ongoing basis throughout 

the transaction, higher levels of performance may be 

required to satisfy a consumer when the transaction started 

off well than when it started off poorly. 

Similarly, Case #3 also yields three different 

performance levels producing an overall satisfaction index 

of 1.0. The values are 3.8 (GGB), 4.2 (GBG), and 4.5 (BGG). 

Particularly interesting here is that an average performance 

level of 3.8 (less than 4.0) leads to satisfaction. 

Additionally, in the BBG treatment. Case #3 yields an 

overall performance of 4.2 and is nonetheless considered to 

be dissatisfactory. 

f ^*" * •••'•^•t. H'-m. « * J-
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To illustrate the second point (that identical 

satisfaction assessments are derived from varying levels of 

performance between each case), consider the same 

manipulation for all three cases. Even when all three 

events are "good" (the GGG treatments for each case yield 

satisfaction indexes of 3.0), differing levels of average 

performance would be required to satisfy a consumer. Case 

#2 requires an average performance of 5.5 to achieve the 

same level of satisfaction achieved by an average 

performance of 4.5 in Case #3. In the same way, meeting and 

even exceeding initial average expectations may result in 

dissatisfaction, as in the Case #3 BBG manipulation in which 

an average performance score of 4.2 yields dissatisfaction. 

As presented in an earlier section, the 

(dis)satisfaction equation is: Performance - Expectations = 

Satisfaction. Thus, these numbers are not really earth-

shattering since expectation levels were manipulated and, 

therefore, by simple mathematical principles, the 

performance evaluations HAD to be different to balance the 

equation. Examples were merely devised to demonstrate a 

"what-if" condition. 

~\ From the examples, it is evident that managers must 

know whether consumers revise their expectations throughout 

the transaction and, if they do, in which direction and to 

what magnitude. Perhaps different ordering of the same 

events produce different assessments. What if, for example. 

•" ̂ f^'jrn-
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the wait to be seated at the restaurant is so lengthy that 

no level of service or food quality can make up for the 

dissatisfaction the consumer experienced from the wait? If, 

in fact, there is nothing managers can do to remedy the 

dissatisfaction, they may be forced to "put their best foot 

forward." On the other hand, consider the consumer who, due 

to his lengthy wait, is provided with a free meal on his 

next visit and is therefore completely satisfied. Here, the 

manager would adopt the philosophy that "all's well that 

ends well." This information is vital for the manager. It 

is critical for the provider to perform at or better than 

the consumers' expected levels to increase the likelihood 

that consumers will be satisfied. Depending on the 

direction in which consumers modify expectations (if at 

all), the transaction that initially exceeds expectations 

may take one of three forms: (1) the transaction must 

sustain superior levels of performance to achieve 

satisfaction; or (2) the transaction may be able to realize 

suboptimal levels of performance to achieve the same level 

of satisfaction; or (3) the transaction may achieve initial 

performance expectations. The question remains: if 

expectations are revised, which direction will these 

revisions take? 

As discussed, (dis)satisfaction is an affective 

response to a stimulus. As such, (dis)satisfaction may 

range from feeling elated and delighted to feeling angered 

m 
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and depressed (Westbrook and Oliver 1991). It follows, 

then, that satisfaction would be considered a positive 

affective state and that dissatisfaction would be considered 

a negative affective state. 

The influence of affective reactions on expectations 

and evaluations has been extensively researched. The 

research tends to support the notion that affect will bias 

expectations in a mood-congruent direction, but will not 

necessarily bias evaluations in the same mood-congruent 

direction (Taylor 1994; Isen et al. 1978; Clark and Isen 

1985). The mood congruency theory asserts that an 

individual in a positive affective state will evaluate 

performance as more positive than it actually was, and that 

an individual in a negative affective state will evaluate 

performance as more negative than it actually was. 

According to Clark and Isen (1985): 

(P)eople who are in positive feeling states 
seem to make judgements and to behave as if 
they view the world through rose coloured 
glasses—everything seems slightly better 
than usual...Likewise, on the other side of 
the coin, negative feeling states sometimes 
seem to have the opposite, but parallel 
effect on people. People in negative states 
may tend to see the negative side of things 
and be more pessimistic than usual, and their 
behaviour may reflect these negative 
expectations....(p. 78) 

In an earlier work, however, Isen et al. (1978) 

concluded that positive and negative affect are not 

symmetrical in their effects. Findings suggest that 

subjects experiencing positive affect follow a mood 
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congruent pattern, but that subjects experiencing negative 

affect do not follow the same mood congruent pattern. 

Numerous studies have investigated the influence of 

affect on cognitions—in this case, expectations and 

evaluations (Veitch and Griffitt 1976; Feather 1966; Carson 

and Adams 1980; Masters and Furman 1976; Schwarz and Clore 

1983; Johnson and Tversky 1983; Isen and Shalker 1982; 

Gouaux 1971; Isen et al. 1978). Most studies have induced 

either positive or negative affective states in their 

subjects and then analyzed subjects' expectations and 

evaluations of a target. The research suggests that 

positive thoughts and feelings are easily accessible to 

subjects in positive affective states and conversely, 

negative thoughts and feelings are more accessible to 

subjects in negative affective states (Tversky and Kahneman 

1973; Johnson and Tversky 1983; Isen and Shalker 1982). As 

stated by Isen and Shalker (1982), 

feeling state can serve as a retrieval cue, 
making positive material more accessible, 
more likely to come to mind, and thus more 
likely to influence decisions and evaluations 
under consideration, (p. 58) 

Thus, subjects in either of the affective states tend to 

generate cognitive thoughts consistent with that affective 

state. 

Though the accessibility of material for positive and 

negative affective states may be parallel, the two do not 

appear to have corresponding effects on evaluations (Isen et 
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al. 1978; Sinclair 1988). A possible explanation for the 

different effects on evaluations is offered by Isen et al. 

(1978). They suggest that a person in a positive mood state 

will behave in a manner consistent to maintain that positive 

mood state. Any behaviors that endanger the positive mood 

or require cognitions incompatible with the positive mood 

state are avoided in an attempt to maintain the positive 

mood. A person in a negative affective state, however, most 

likely does not want to maintain the negative mood and will 

attempt to counter the process (Masters and Furman 1976; 

Isen et al. 1978). Because positive and negative affect 

have been shown to result in similarly valenced material 

being accessible, but also have been shown to have 

differential effects on decision-making (expectations in the 

context of the current research) and evaluation (performance 

assessment in the context of the current research), each 

will be discussed separately. 

The Effect of Affect on Expectations 

According to Masters and Furman (1976), individuals 

arrive at natural causal connections between an outcome and 

its simultaneously occurring affective state. This 

association then causes individuals to expect certain 

classes of outcomes during affective states. Therefore, 

individuals in positive affective states will have higher 

expectations for outcomes and individuals in negative 

affective states will have lower expectations for outcomes. 
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Several studies have confirmed this relationship. Masters 

and Furman (1976) found that preschool children in positive 

affective states had significantly higher expectancies for 

serendipitous events than the children in either the neutral 

or negative affective states. Johnson and Tversky (1983) 

reported that mood induction had a significant effect on the 

individuals' expectancies of the prevalence of life-

threatening occurrences, such as natural disasters and 

disease. Subjects in negative affective states grossly 

overestimated the occurrences, while those in positive 

affective states dramatically underestimated those events. 

In short, positive affect causes individuals to be more 

optimistic and negative affect causes individuals to be more 

pessimistic. 

The Effect of Affect on Evaluations 

Sinclair (1988) found that subjects in positive 

affective states evaluated a teacher more positively than 

subjects in either the neutral or negative affective states. 

However, his findings also suggested that subjects in 

negative affective states tended to be more accurate in 

their evaluations than subjects in positive or neutral 

affective states. A possible reason offered by Sinclair is 

that subjects in positive mood states tend to resort to 

"heuristic/automatic-like processing resulting in broad 

categorization" (p. 24). Those in negative affective 

states, however, may engage in "more algorithmic/controlled-

^ l.|\ii.,l./. 
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like processing leading to narrow categorization, less error 

...., and greater differentiation across performance levels" 

(p. 24). 

Schwarz and Clore (1983) manipulated mood and found 

that subjects reported more happiness and satisfaction with 

their lives when in good moods than when in bad moods. They 

concluded that individuals use their "momentary affective 

states as information in making judgments" (p. 520). 

Furthermore, individuals in negative affective states are 

more likely to search for and use information to explain 

their state than are individuals in positive affective 

states, perhaps in an effort to reduce the unpleasantness 

(Schwarz and Clore 1983; Carlston 1980). 

In another study, Isen et al. (1978) manipulated mood 

state by giving some respondents but not others a free gift, 

thereby inducing a mild positive affective state in those 

receiving the gift. The respondents were then asked to 

evaluate the performance and service records of their 

automobiles and televisions. Respondents who had received 

the free gift gave significantly higher ratings for their 

products than those who had not received the free gift. The 

authors suggest that affect serves as a retrieval cue, which 

causes similar material to be more available, more likely to 

come to mind and, thus more likely to influence decisions. 

Accordingly, they conclude that subjects who have reason to 

be in a good mood tend to see "the bright side of things," 
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and to be more optimistic. This positive bias, then, is 

reflected in their evaluations. 

Thus, consumers in positive affective states will be 

more optimistic—have higher expectations—regarding future 

events than individuals in neutral or negative affective 

states. Furthermore, individuals in positive affective 

states will evaluate performance more positively than those 

in neutral or negative affective states. Individuals in 

negative affective states will be more pessimistic and, 

thus, have lower expectations. However, they may be more 

accurate and controlled in their evaluations in an attempt 

to overcome the negative state. 

Expectations take on a more evaluative nature when 

applied to consumer behavior, specifically the application 

of the disconfirmation of expectations model. The model 

predicts that performance levels that are less than expected 

are "bad" and result in negative affective states, and that 

performance levels that are higher than expected are "good" 

and result in positive affect. Since satisfaction is a 

positive affective state resulting from a positive 

disconfirmation, and since dissatisfaction is a negative 

affective state resulting from a negative disconfirmation, 

the following hypotheses are offered: 
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H2: Expectations will be revised in a direction 
congruent with the most recently established 
affective state. 
a. Consumers experiencing 

positive disconfirmation for 
initial episodes in the 
transaction will possess more 
positive expectations 
regarding subsequent episodes 
within the transaction. 

b. Consumers experiencing 
negative disconfirmation for 
initial episodes in the 
transaction will possess more 
negative expectations 
regarding subsequent episodes 
within the transaction. 

H3: Affective state will influence performance 
evaluations. 
a. Consumers experiencing positive 

disconfirmation for initial episodes in 
the transaction will evaluate subsequent 
performance as more favorable than it 
actually was. 

b. Consumers experiencing negative 
disconfirmation for initial episodes in 
the transaction will evaluate subsequent 
performance as less favorable (perhaps 
more objectively) than consumers 
experiencing positive disconfirmation. 

Isen and Shalker (1982) exposed subjects to a series of 

photographic slides, some of which were pleasant, some 

unpleasant, and some ambiguous. They found that subjects in 

negative mood states tended to consistently rate the slides 

as more unpleasant than subjects in positive mood states. 

The effect was most pronounced when the slides were 

ambiguous and required interpretation. When forced between 

two alternative interpretations for a slide, the subjects in 

negative affective states opted for the negative evaluation 

while the subjects in positive affective states did just the 
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opposite. In the absence of any other information or cues, 

consumers' affect will drive evaluations. 

Veitch and Griffit (1976) found that subjects exposed 

to bad news on a simulated radio broadcast tended to 

evaluate strangers as less "desirable" and less 

"attractive," (rather subjective and ambiguous criteria), 

but the bad news had no significant effect on the ratings of 

the stranger's intelligence, knowledge of current events, 

morality, or adjustment (more objective and unambiguous 

criteria). The subjects exposed to the good news 

consistently evaluated strangers more favorably. This 

evidence suggests that affective states cause individuals to 

inflate their evaluations, and that negative affective 

states do not necessarily cause individuals to deflate their 

evaluations, unless the material is ambiguous. When 

material is ambiguous, individuals will allow their 

affective states to drive their evaluations. 

The Effect of Ambiguous Information on 
Expectations and Evaluations 

Consumers often are provided with a variety of 

promotional and good-related information in an attempt to 

arouse their expectations in order to gain their patronage 

and loyalty. Often, however, promotional information and 

product attributes are ambiguous (open to multiple 

interpretations), making it difficult for consumers to form 

expectations, to make educated choices, and to form 
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subsequent evaluations. Ambiguity is particularly 

bothersome for credence products due to their inherent 

nature. However, search products are not immune to 

ambiguity either. So what do consumers do when faced with 

ambiguous messages and/or ambiguous good or service 

attributes? 

Some message claims are inherently more testable (or 

confirmable) than others (Hoch and Deighton 1989). 

Consider, for example, the message claims "superior styling" 

versus "23 miles per gallon." After viewing the product 

evidence, the "superior styling" claim is obviously open to 

multiple interpretations, whereas the "23 miles per gallon" 

is easily verifiable. Consumers generally have a preference 

for objective over subjective claims (Holbrook 1978). The 

processes by which consumers evaluate objective and 

subjective claims are different. In evaluating objective 

message claims, consumers will utilize a data-driven, 

bottom-up technique whereby perceptions are guided by the 

objective characteristics of the stimulus. This bottom-up 

technique is analogous to the "piecemeal" approach posited 

by Fiske (1982) and the accommodation approach (Piaget 1970) 

mentioned earlier here. Once presented with objective 

product evidence, consumers may easily confirm or disconfirm 

message claims. 

In evaluating subjective message claims, the consumer 

will utilize a concept-driven, top-down method of 
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information processing in which perceptions are guided by 

expectations and prior knowledge (Hoch and Ha 1986; Hoch and 

Deighton 1989; LaTour and Peat 1979; Ha and Hoch 1989). 

This method of processing is analogous to the "schema-based" 

approach indicated by Fiske (1982) and the assimilation 

approach outlined by Piaget (1970). Because the subjective 

claims are, by definition, neither confirmable nor 

disconfirmable, consumers are more likely to interpret 

ambiguous information as "hypothesis-confirming" (Hoch and 

Ha 1986). This confirmation bias presents several problems. 

In the absence of any flagrantly disconfirming evidence 

(sufficiency test), the consumer may perceive the message 

claims as more diagnostic than they actually are. As Hoch 

and Deighton (1989) claim, the information environment may 

be "data-rich but information poor." Therefore, the 

consumer may fall prey to a form of default processing where 

"more information is better" regardless of the diagnosticity 

of the information. A second problem is that the consumer 

may not bother to compare competitive products on the same 

attributes (necessity test). Finally, the consumer runs the 

risk of relying too heavily on prior expectations and 

perhaps maintaining incorrect stereotypes (Hoch and Ha 

1986). The following hypothesis addressees the interactive 

effect of affect and ambiguity of information: 

H4: The influence of mood on expectations 
and evaluations is moderated by 
ambiguity of good-related information. 
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Just as message claims in the form of market 

information may be ambiguous, so too might product 

attributes possess a level of ambiguity. Hoch and Ha (1986) 

operationalized product ambiguity as a function of the 

distinctiveness of the different brands and the potential 

for multiple interpretations of overall quality. Subjects 

in a pilot study evaluated six mesh shirts and six brands of 

paper towels. They evaluated the mesh shirts as fairly 

invariant in quality and appearance (ambiguous), but 

evaluated the paper towels as varying dramatically in 

quality matters as absorbency and durability (unambiguous). 

The experimental group was then exposed to information from 

Consumer Reports (presumably unambiguous message) and an 

advertisement (ambiguous message) for the two target brands 

in each product category, but not for the five other brands 

in the product category. Post-exposure evaluations of the 

ambiguous target product revealed that ambiguous message 

claims were effective in enhancing the overall perceived 

quality of the product. For the unambiguous products (the 

paper towel), advertising had little effect. 

In a related study (Ha and Hoch 1989), subjects were 

provided with nine pieces of information for each of eight 

different "brands" of televisions. Subjects were divided 

into six experimental groups according to two variables: 

advertising (ad/no ad) and evidence (ambiguous, unambiguous, 

and no evidence). The ambiguous evidence presented the data 
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SO there was no clear "best" alternative. The unambiguous 

evidence presented the data so there was a clear hierarchy 

among the brands from highest to lowest performance on the 

combined attributes. Subjects in the "ad" condition were 

then exposed to five ads, one of which was the target brand, 

and four others for products not related to the study. 

Subjects receiving the ambiguous information showed 

significantly higher evaluations of the target brand after 

being exposed to an ad than those who were not exposed to an 

ad, suggesting that advertising can influence evaluations of 

ambiguous products. In circumstances in which advertising 

is the only information available, regardless of its 

ambiguity or diagnosticity, it can have a profound effect on 

arousing expectations and the resultant evaluations of 

ambiguous products. 

Other researchers have noted this effect, though not 

specific to the contributions of advertising. Olshavsky and 

Spreng (1989) claim that expectations "will influence 

perception of product performance in the direction of 

expectations, particularly if performance is difficult to 

judge" (p. 52). Spreng and Olshavsky (1993) acknowledge the 

Sconsumers' relative dependence on others for information 

y \ahen the product is difficult to judge prior to its 

' purchase. Churchill and Suprenant (1982) conclude that 

durable and nondurable goods do not conform to the 

disconfirmation of expectations model in the same way. 

file:///ahen
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Specifically, they suggest that the nondurable good (a 

houseplant) adheres to the model, but that the durable good 

(a video disc player) does not. They conclude that the 

satisfaction obtained from the durable good is derived 

solely from the performance of the good. However, as they 

acknowledge, the attributes being evaluated on both products 

may have confounded the results. The attributes being 

evaluated for the nondurable good were more unambiguous 

(number of blooms, plant height, etc.) and the attributes 

being evaluated for the durable good were more ambiguous 

(e.g., excellent picture quality). 

In an experimental setting, consumers were asked to 

evaluate several attributes of coffee, including 

"bitterness" (Olson and Dover 1976). Subjects were exposed 

to an ad touting that the coffee was not bitter. Control 

subjects were not exposed to the ad. All subjects were then 

served some of the coffee, which was brewed sufficiently 

strong as to elicit a distinct bitterness. Subjects who had 

not been exposed to the ad rated the coffee as more bitter 

than those who had been exposed to the ad. Consumers 

apparently see what they expect to see. If just planting 

the suggestion that a product rates favorably on certain 

attributes causes the consumer to provide higher ratings of 

the product, how far can (should) marketers go in 

establishing consumer expectations? Findings from Marks and 

Kamins (1988) caution that they had better not go too far. 
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If expectations are set too high, the level of 

disconfirmation (and thus, dissatisfaction) will be 

magnified. Marks and Kamins exposed subjects to one of two 

ads for pens; one ad highly exaggerated the qualities of the 

pen and the other only slightly exaggerated the qualities. 

Subjects exposed to the highly exaggerated ad experienced 

greater negative disconfirmation, and therefore, evaluated 

the pens much less favorably than the subjects exposed to 

the slightly exaggerated ad. 

^ Thus, it appears that the level of ambiguity of an 

attribute may moderate the relationships among expectations, 

performance, disconfirmation, and satisfaction appraisals. 
\ 
For highly ambiguous attributes, the consumer is not capable 

of either confirming or disconfirming the performance of the 

attribute and, therefore expectations would be expected to 

drive the overall satisfaction assessment. Marketers have 

enormous potential for helping to create and shape these 

expectations, even through ambiguous message claims. As 

discussed previously, however, the strength of the ad claim 

also must be considered. 

For unambiguous attributes in which the message claims 

were ambiguous, performance, but not disconfirmation of 

those attributes may drive the satisfaction assessment. 

Unambiguous attributes that have aroused expectations 

through unambiguous message claims would adhere to the 

traditional disconfirmation of expectations model. By 
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virtue of the confirmability of the product evidence, 

consumers utilize a bottom-up method of processing, 

analyzing each piece of data. When afforded the ability to 

discern the actual product qualities first-hand, consumers 

are vigilant in their attempts to arrive at meaningful 

conclusions. 

H5a 

H5b; 

Consumer satisfaction with a good or 
service will be determined by 
expectations when the attributes are 
ambiguous, regardless of the level of 
ambiguity of message claims. 

Consumer satisfaction with a good or 
service will be determined by 
performance of the attributes when the 
attributes are unambiguous^and the 
message claims are ambiguous. 

Consumer satisfaction with a good or 
service will be determined by a 
disconfirmation of expectations model 
when the attributes are unambiguous and 
the message claims are unambiguous. 

If consumers revise expectations throughout 
the transaction, what is the magnitude of 
the revision? 

The study of order effects appears to be a fruitful 

avenue for enhancing understanding of the CS/D concept, 

although order effects have been relatively ignored in the 

marketing literature. However, other disciplines, 

especially organizational behavior, education, and social 

psychology, have studied this phenomenon extensively and 

arrived at conclusions with far-reaching implications for 

marketing. 
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Research on order effects typically relies on the 

principles of primacy and recency. Applied to studies 

involving individuals' abilities for recall and recognition, 

the principle of primacy maintains that items at the 

beginning of a list will be better recognized and recalled, 

whereas the principle of recency maintains that items at the 

end of a list will be better recognized and recalled (Reed 

et al. 1991). The rationale behind the primacy effect is 

that initial items receive heightened attention and tend to 

act as an anchor or reference upon which other responses are 

based (Whipple and McManamon 1992). The recency effect is 

attributable to simple temporal decay (Gaffan 1992). 

Together, these two effects provide a serial position curve, 

in which both early items and late items on the list are 

better recognized and recalled than interim items (Reed et 

al. 1991). Most studies have found that primacy is the 

stronger of the two effects in the context of recognition 

and recall. 

More germane to the current study is how primacy and 

recency effects are applied to impression formation. In 

this context, primacy is the name for the fact that the 

first information about an object or event is more 

influential in shaping the total impression than is the same 

information received later (Brown 1986). Asch (1946) 

discovered primacy in impression formation by presenting two 

groups of subjects with a list of personality traits. One 
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group of subjects received a list that contained more 

positive adjectives at the beginning of the list. The 

second group received the same list of adjectives in reverse 

order, with negative adjectives presented first. The first 

group evaluated an individual possessing these traits more 

favorably than the second group. From these results, Asch 

claimed that early information somehow changed the meaning 

of items presented later. Anderson (1968) challenged this 

conclusion with his "discounting hypothesis," which predicts 

that early information is weighted more heavily in the total 

impression. Later information carries much less weight, and 

therefore is discounted. In fact, both predictions seem to 

be true. Initial items on the list tend to contain more 

information and therefore receive heightened attention. The 

initial items also set the "direction" for the consistent 

evaluation of later items. 

Order of information effects in social judgments have 

been shown in numerous studies (Tubbs et al. 1990; Sinclair 

1988; Steiner and Rain 1989; Murphy et al. 1985; Turcotte 

and Leventhal 1984). Sinclair (1988) claims that the 

effects are attributable to affective biases at the time of 

encoding initial information. Thus, "encoding initial 

positive information tends to result in more positive global 

impressions of a target, relative to encoding initial 

negative information" (p. 25). Applied to employee 

performance appraisals, the employee who initially performs 
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well and then performs poorly will be evaluated more 

favorably than the employee who starts off poorly and later 

improves, due to initial encoding biases. Since there is no 

objective difference in the total information encoded, this 

phenomenon is worthy of further investigation. 

Following this logic, one would assume that primacy is 

the dominant order effect. In fact, numerous studies have 

confirmed this. For example, Sinclair (1988) found that 

students presented with initial favorable information (such 

as availability, friendliness, preparation) about a 

professor tended to evaluate a professor more favorably than 

students who had been presented with initial negative 

information. In a study regarding public relations. Levy 

and Barclift (1986/87) concluded that the side that 

addresses the public first tends to be believed more and the 

side that comes later, "often with contrary facts, tends to 

be believed less by a press and public that has already been 

conditioned to 'know better' by the first presentation" (p. 

15). Smith et al. (1990) found a primacy effect in the more 

favorable evaluations of job descriptions when positive 

information about the job was presented first rather than 

when negative information about the job was presented first. 

Recency has been found to be dominant in other studies. 

There is substantial research supporting the recency effect, 

though it appears the effect is more likely under special 

circumstances. Larkin et al. (1983), for example, found 
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that improving typists were evaluated more favorably than 

typists who started well and ended poorly. They conclude 

that tasks involving skill development demonstrate different 

patterns than tasks that test aptitude, which is not assumed 

to change much over time. McKenzie and Humphreys (1991) 

found that task type, such as whether the task is direct or 

indirect, will influence order effects. They found recency 

effects for indirect tasks (those for which the subject was 

given production instructions) and some types of direct 

tasks (one in which subjects are given information about the 

task), but not others. Reed et al. (1991) report that when 

contrast effects are present, recall for the outstanding 

event is enhanced relative to a nonsalient item occupying 

the same serial position in the list. 

The psychology literature suggests that different 

response modes can lead to different judgments resulting 

from order of information effects (Hogarth and Einhorn 

1992). These differing response modes have accounted for 

many of the mixed results. Tubbs et al. (1990) utilized two 

different response modes to assess the direction, if any, 

that an auditor would revise his/her beliefs about the audit 

being examined when presented with positive and negative 

evidence. One response mode presented each piece of 

evidence on a separate page and required the respondent to 

make an assessment after each piece of evidence (step-by-

step) . The other response mode presented all evidence on 



mm H 

75 

one page and required the respondent to make only one 

evaluation (end-of-sequence). Recency effects were noted 

for both modes when four pieces of evidence were presented. 

However, when only two pieces of evidence were presented, a 

recency effect occurred in the step-by-step mode but not the 

end-of-sequence mode. 

Steiner and Rain (1989) conducted a similar experiment. 

They videotaped four "good" and four "bad" lectures by an 

instructor. They manipulated the serial position of a 

single good or bad performance in a series of otherwise good 

or poor performances. Students viewed the four tapes either 

in one session or over four days and then were asked to 

evaluate the instructor's performance. A recency effect was 

noted in the single-session conditions, but not in the four-

day sessions. Steiner and Rain suggest that the evaluations 

over four days allowed the subjects to evaluate specific 

behaviors and reflected the maintenance of an initial 

negative reaction. The subjects who evaluated the entire 

episode at once were able to form an overall impression 

rather than focusing on single behaviors and thus, the most 

recent events were able to capture their attention better. 

Leventhal et al. (1983) also manipulated good and bad 

lecture quality utilizing two videotaped lectures. The 

manipulations yielded four treatments: GG, GB, BG, BB. 

Students were asked to evaluate the instructor only once— 

after the second lecture. Evaluations for the BG lecture 
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received much higher evaluations than the GB lecture, 

indicating a strong recency effect. Interestingly, however, 

the BG lectures received even more favorable overall 

evaluations than the GG lectures. Leventhal et al. (1983) 

explained these results through a "gain-loss" ordering. The 

gain-loss theory alleges that favorable feedback (in this 

case, a "good" lecture) will induce positive affect and that 

unfavorable feedback (a "bad" lecture) will induce negative 

affect. However, those individuals initially receiving 

unfavorable feedback followed by favorable feedback are 

"doubly blessed" in that not only was the final outcome 

favorable, but the later, positive feedback had the effect 

of removing the initial negative affect. In other words, 

the "gain" subject will provide higher evaluations to the 

professor who improved (BG) than to the consistently good 

professor (GG). Using the same logic, the "loss" subject is 

"doubly cursed" in that the final feedback was unfavorable 

and also resulted in the removal of the initial favorable 

feedback. Therefore, the consistently poor professor (BB) 

will be evaluated more highly than the professor whose 

lecture quality declined (GB). If there is a primacy 

effect, the result would be a more favorable evaluation for 

the good lecture followed by the bad lecture than the bad 

lecture followed by the good (GB > BG). A recency effect 

would result in the opposite evaluation (BG > GB). The 

gain-loss ordering results in a negative primacy effect (BG 
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> GG reflecting the "gain" condition, and BB > GB reflecting 

the "loss" effect) and a larger positive recency effect (BG 

> BB reflecting the "gain" effect and GG > GB reflecting the 

"loss" effect).^ Thus, the predicted ranking, from most 

favorable to least favorable, under the gain-loss model 

would be BG, GG, BB, GB. 

The reinforcement-affect ordering, however, consists of 

positive primacy and larger positive recency effects. 

According to Turcotte and Leventhal (1984): 

The reinforcement-affect model predicts 
greater liking for persons associated with 
invariant reinforcing events and least liking 
for persons associated with invariant 
punishing events, (p. 783) 

Evidently, then, the GG lectures would be evaluated more 

highly than the BB lectures. Thus, reinforcement-affect 

theory predicts highest evaluations for instructors who 

deliver consistently good lectures and lowest evaluations 

for professors who deliver consistently poor lectures. The 

reinforcement-affect model, however, makes no claims 

regarding the rankings of the two other possible 

combinations (BG and GB) other than they will fall somewhere 

between the other two. According to Leventhal et al. 

(1983), the BG condition usually receives higher evaluations 

than the GB condition. Therefore, the reinforcement-affect 

^Positive primacy = GG > BG and GB > BB. Negative 
recency = BB > BG and GB > GG. 
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model predicts the following ordering (from highest to 

lowest): GG, BG, GB, BB. 

Turcotte and Leventhal (1984) replicated the study, yet 

this time, in addition to evaluating only the second 

lecture, they requested another group of students to 

evaluate the entire course. Students evaluating the entire 

course adhered to a reinforcement-affect ordering, while the 

students evaluating the second lecture only adhered to a 

gain-loss ordering. Likewise, Murphy et al. (1985) found 

that a ratee's recent average performance was rated lower if 

the same ratee's previous performance was good and higher if 

previous performance was poor. 

The foregoing discussion suggests that improving 

performance will be rated more favorably than consistently 

good performance if one response mode is utilized 

(evaluating only the most recent performance) and that 

consistently good performance will be evaluated more 

favorably if a different response mode is utilized 

(evaluating overall performance). 

The current research is most conceptually similar to 

the one conducted by Turcotte and Leventhal (1984), and will 

utilize a step-by-step response mode as presented by Tubbs 

et al. (1990). Accordingly, the following hypothesis is 

presented: 



mm 

79 

H6: Consumers evaluating an entire 
transaction will exhibit a 
reinforcement-affect ordering, 
consisting of positive primacy and 
larger positive recency effects. 

Based on the foregoing discussion, there are several 

implications for managers and researchers of CS/D. First, 

consumer surveys may not be accurately representing a 

consumer's level of satisfaction. Their level of 

satisfaction may be determined to a large extent by the 

order of occurrences of significant episodes within the 

transaction as well as the timing and quantity of their 

evaluation(s). Both managers and researchers wishing to 

have an accurate assessment of satisfaction levels may be 

obtaining illusory information at best. If they are using a 

single "end-of-service" survey, they may be obtaining a very 

different type of response than if they utilized a series of 

information-gathering techniques throughout the transaction. 

The literature base therefore highlights two implications 

for the current study: (1) consumers may demonstrate both 

primacy and recency effects; and (2) different response 

modes may result in different ordering of assessments. 
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CHAPTER IV 

RESEARCH METHOD AND FINDINGS 

The hypotheses required a 2 X 2 X 8 factorial design 

(ambiguous/unambiguous messages; ambiguous/unambiguous 

attribute performance; good/bad occurrence for each-of three 

episodes). The result is a 32-cell design. Since the 

purpose of the research was to test for specific effects and 

not generalizability per se, student subjects were utilized 

for the study (Calder et al. 1981). 

To insure that any effects that result from the design 

were not due to a specific industry involved, two service 

industries were selected for the study. Services were 

selected on the basis of several criteria. The first 

criterion was that the services selected should be ones with 

which student subjects would likely have had experience. 

This would preclude services such as hotels, taxi service, 

accounting firms, travel agencies, and maid service, to name 

a few. The second criterion was that the services selected 

should be ones for which the student subject is in a 

position to reasonably evaluate performance. This 

requirement eliminated industries such as medical care, 

automobile repair, and law. The third criterion was that 

the services selected should be ones that are not 

emotionally volatile. Highly charged emotional situations 

may result in extreme affective states (positive or 

negative), which may exaggerate the responses. The level of 

80 
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dissatisfaction resulting from inappropriate health care, 

for example, would likely be greater than the level of 

dissatisfaction resulting from a rude waitperson. The 

fourth and final criterion was that the services selected 

should be ones that possess similar levels of involvement. 

Services and products possessing high levels of involvement 

have been shown to evoke more extreme (dis)satisfaction 

responses. Thus, to insure that the possible effects are 

not due to the industry involved, the services selected 

should represent similar levels of involvement. For these 

reasons, a restaurant and a water theme amusement park were 

selected for further investigation. 

Attribute selection also was based on several criteria. 

First, the attributes selected must be the same for both 

industries to prevent inappropriate comparisons. 

Additionally, varying the order of attribute presentation 

helps ensure that order effects, if any, are not due to a 

specific attribute. For example, if there is a primacy 

effect when price is presented first and a recency effect 

when price is presented last, then perhaps there is no order 

effect at all, but rather price is a dominant component of 

the (dis)satisfaction response. 

The second criterion was that attributes should be 

selected on the basis of their ability to be both presented 

and perceived as ambiguous or unambiguous. Hypotheses 5a-c 

assert that ambiguous messages will result in the 
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establishment of a different expectation level than an 

unambiguous message, and that this expectation will drive 

the satisfaction response. Thus, messages should be 

presented as both ambiguous and unambiguous to adequately 

test this hypothesis. Hypotheses 5a-c further assert that 

the ambiguity of the attributes will affect the satisfaction 

response. Attribute selection should therefore accommodate 

this requirement. 

Finally, the attributes selected were ones that could 

be manipulated in a way in which they are perceived as 

either "good episodes" or "bad episodes." This was a 

necessary condition to adequately test both the 

disconfirmation of expectations model and the order effects. 

Eight possible combinations of episodes exist: GGG, GGB, 

GBB, GBG, BBB, BBG, BGB, and BGG. 

Three attributes common to both industries are price, 

quantity of food or drink, and waiting time. These 

attributes also possess the potential for being presented 

and perceived as either ambiguous or unambiguous. A hostess 

at a restaurant, for example, may tell you that the wait to 

be seated "won't be long" (ambiguous) or she may tell you 

the wait will be "15 minutes" (unambiguous). The episode 

may be perceived as "seeming like a long time" (ambiguous) 

or as "taking 10 minutes to be seated" (unambiguous). 

Furthermore, these attributes have the potential for being 

manipulated to be perceived as "good" or "bad" occurrences. 
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If the hostess tells you the wait to be seated will be 15 

minutes and in fact it is only 10 minutes, then this is, 

presumably, a good episode. Conversely, if the wait ends up 

being 20 minutes, then this is, presumably, a bad episode. 

Pretest 

A pretest was conducted in two stages. The first stage 

of the pretest was conducted to determine whether the three 

attributes (price, quantity, and waiting time) could be 

presented and perceived as either ambiguous or unambiguous. 

Phrases to describe each of the attributes in ambiguous or 

unambiguous terms were developed and presented to a group of 

students. The students were asked to rate the ambiguity 

level of each of the attributes on a scale of 1 (very 

unambiguous) to 5 (very ambiguous). The instrument is 

presented as Appendix A. A total of thirty-five usable 

responses was obtained from this student group. The mean 

response for each of the phrases is presented in Appendix B. 

To assure that the mean response for each phrase was 

significantly different from a neutral response (in this 

case, 3 = "no opinion; I can't tell"), a t-test was 

conducted. T-test results are presented in Appendix C. 

Results indicated that there were multiple phrases that were 

effective in eliciting significant ambiguous and unambiguous 

evaluations. Thus, "a little while" was assessed as 

ambiguous at the p = .0007 level of significance (see 

Appendix C item DW3) and "20 minutes" was assessed as 
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unambiguous at the p = .0001 level of significance (see 

Appendix IC item DW9). Those items which achieved 

significance were retained for the second stage of analysis. 

The second stage of the pretest was conducted to 

determine whether the attributes selected could be presented 

and perceived as "good" or "bad." Only attributes that 

achieved significance from the first stage of the pretest 

were retained for further consideration. From this list of 

attributes, skeletal scenarios were developed. The 

restaurant scenario is presented as Figure 4.1 and the water 

theme amusement park scenario is presented as Figure 4.2. 

Based on this conceptualization, a second pretest instrument 

was developed and is presented as Appendix 2A for the 

Unambiguous Messages and as Appendix 3A for the Ambiguous 

Messages. Student subjects were exposed to one of the two 

instruments and were asked to indicate how "good" or "bad" 

they perceived each episode to be. Means for the good and 

bad responses are presented in Appendix 2B (Unambiguous 

Message condition) and Appendix 3B (Ambiguous Message 

condition). T-test results indicate that all manipulations 

were significant at the .05 level (see Appendix 2C and 3C). 

The manipulations appear to have been successful in 

accomplishing their intended purposes, with one exception. 

Due to the study's scenario approach, it was difficult to 

conduct a full test of H5a and H4. Specifically, the 

service attributes could not be adequately presented as 
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EPISODE 

1 

2 

3 

- WAIT 

- PORTIONS 

- PRICE 

MESSAGE 
(A OR U) 

A - "It won't be 
long before we can 
seat you." 

U - "We will be able 
to seat you in 15 
minutes." 

U - "The special 
today is 'surf and 
turf which includes 
a 10 oz. sirloin and 
5-6 fan-tailed 
shrimp." 

A - waiter says "a 
really great value" 

U - menu price -
"$5.25" 

EVENT 
(G OR B) 

G - you only had to 
wait 10 minutes 

B - you had to wait 
20 minutes before 
you were seated 

G - they were out 
of the 10 oz. 
sirloin so they 
served you the 12 
oz. one instead 

G - you received a 
$2.00 discount with 
your student ID 

B - when you looked 
at the menu, you 
inadvertently read 
the lunch prices, 
and since it was 
after 2:00, the 
price was $7.50 

Figure 4.1 
Restaurant Scenario 

M 
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EPISODE 

1 - PRICE 

2 - PORTIONS 

3 - WAIT 

MESSAGE 
(A OR U) 

A - "A great family 
value for one low 
price." 

U - "$15 wristband 
admits you to all 
attractions all day 
from noon until 10 
p.m." 

EVENT 
(G OR B) 

U - "32 oz. coke is 
$2.25" 

The line for your 
favorite ride looked 
long, so you asked 
an employee how long 
it would take before 
you got to the front 
of the line. 

A - "it shouldn't 
take too long... the 
line is moving 
pretty quickly" 

U - "from the point 
at which you are 
standing, the wait 
will be about 15 
minutes." 

G - with a student 
ID you received a 
$2.00 discount 
which you had 
anticipated 

B - since it was 
Memorial Day week
end, you had to pay 
$2 more 

G - they were out 
of the 32 oz. cups, 
so they gave you a 
44 oz. instead for 
the same price 

G - the wait was 
only 10 minutes 

B - it took 20 
minutes to get to 
the front of the 
line 

Figure 4.2 
Theme Park Scenario 



B 

87 

ambiguous without creating significant demand effects. For 

example, while price can be presented unambiguously ($15), 

it is difficult to present price ambiguously ("seemed 

expensive") without implying a good or bad episode. Thus, 

H5a was not tested in this study but is presented to provide 

a balanced picture of the relevant relationships (and may be 

tested in future research efforts using a different design). 

Hypothesis 4 also was altered in order to accommodate this 

limitation. For purposes of this research, this limitation 

was overcome by the efficiency of the method. 

The primary aim of Hypothesis 6 was to test for primacy 

and recency effects. The research design, therefore, needed 

to separate the first and last episodes with some moderately 

distracting occurrence. For the most accurate testing of 

the primacy and recency effects, be they favorable or 

unfavorable outcomes, the same moderately good episode 

preceded by the same unambiguous message was used as a mild 

distractor for all intermediate episodes. Scenarios were 

developed for each of the remaining 18 cells (see Figures 

4.1 and 4.2). Only 16 of the cells, however, were 

treatments because of the control for the intermediate 

episode. Data collection instruments were developed and 

refined from the skeletal scenarios. The complete survey is 

presented as Appendix H for the restaurant industry and as 

Appendix I for the restaurant industry. 
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Data Collection 

Each subject responded to scenarios for each of the two 

industries. This reduced the required number of respondents 

by half. To properly test for the hypothesized effects, a 

minimum of 20 usable responses was obtained for each cell. 

The total number of usable responses obtained was therefore 

320 (each respondent occupies 2 cells, one per industry, X 

20 respondents in each of 16 cells). 

Subjects were recruited from undergraduate marketing 

courses with the promise of bonus points for participation. 

Subjects were instructed that bonus points would be awarded 

only if the surveys were complete. To adequately control 

the testing procedure, no more than 30 subjects were 

permitted to respond to the survey at any one setting. 

Each subject was presented with two scenarios—one for 

each of the two industries. Half the respondents received 

the restaurant scenario first and the other half received 

the water theme amusement park scenario first. For each 

scenario, subjects were presented with background 

information about the particular industry with a few details 

as to what might be typical performance for the industry. 

They were then told they would be experiencing a new 

restaurant (or theme park) and were asked to indicate what 

they expected of the new enterprise in terms of the three 

attributes being tested. Subjects then were presented with 

a message from the service provider (either evaluatively 
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ambiguous or unambiguous) regarding the first attribute 

followed by actual performance of the first attribute 

(favorable or unfavorable). Subjects were asked to evaluate 

the performance of the first attribute and then were asked 

to assess their overall level of satisfaction on the basis 

of that one attribute's performance. They then were asked 

to indicate what they expected the attribute performance to 

be for the remaining two attributes. This was followed by 

the second episode. For all subjects, the second episode 

was presented as an unambiguous message and a favorable 

outcome. Subjects again were asked to evaluate the 

performance of the attribute which was just presented and 

again were asked to evaluate their overall level of 

satisfaction on the basis of the first two episodes. 

Subjects again were asked to indicate what they expected of 

the performance level for the third attribute. Finally, 

subjects were presented with the third message (ambiguous or 

unambiguous), followed by attribute performance (favorable 

or unfavorable). They were, for a last time, requested to 

evaluate performance of the third attribute and to assess 

their overall level of satisfaction on the basis of all 

three attributes. 

Upon completion of the surveys, the subjects were 

awarded their bonus points and were dismissed. The 

procedure continued until 320 completed surveys were 

il 
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obtained. Three of the surveys were discarded due to 

careless responses, leaving a total of 317 usable responses. 

Analysis 

Manipulation checks were conducted on two primary 

assumptions. This first assumption was that the measure 

used to evaluate performance was truly measuring performance 

and not satisfaction. If the performance measure were 

merely measuring satisfaction, a very high correlation would 

be expected between the two measures for each of the three 

episodes. Considering the research design just described, 

it would be reasonable to expect a very high correlation 

between performance and satisfaction after the first 

attribute performance (as performance on the first attribute 

was the only information upon which subjects could base 

their satisfaction assessment), but declining correlations 

between performance and satisfaction on each succeeding 

measure. Correlations would be expected to decline due to 

the cumulative manner in which the evaluations were 

solicited. That is, for the second attribute, performance 

evaluations were requested for that attribute only, but 

satisfaction evaluations were solicited on the basis of both 

the first and second episodes. Likewise, for the third 

attribute, performance evaluations were requested for that 

attribute only, but satisfaction evaluations were solicited 

on the basis of all three episodes. 
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Correlation analyses for performance and satisfaction 

were conducted for each of the three measures (performance 

and satisfaction scores after each of the three episodes) 

for both the restaurant and theme park industries. Results 

of these analyses are presented in Table 4.1. As may be 

noted from the table, the correlations were indeed quite 

high after the first episode but fell sharply for the second 

episode, as expected. Interestingly, correlations were 

again quite high after the third episode in the restaurant 

industry. Though correlations from the third episode were 

still lower than those from the first episode, correlations 

of this magnitude were not expected. A possible explanation 

for this finding may be that a very strong recency effect 

was achieved. 

The second assumption of the research design which 

required testing was that both the disconfirmation of 

expectations model (performance minus expectations) and the 

performance only model would be capable of adequately 

assessing satisfaction, as suggested by Hypotheses 5b and 

5c. Simple regression was used to test these assumptions. 

Results are portrayed in Table 4.2. Both measures were 

significant in predicting satisfaction for both industries 

at each episode level. 

Results 

Hypothesis 1 suggested that disconfirmed expectations 

of initial episodes will influence expectations regarding 
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Table 4.1 

Correlation Measures for 
Performance and Satisfaction 

Restaurant Industry 

Episode 1 

Episode 2 

Episode 3 

Theie Park Industry 

Episode 1 

Episode 2 

Episode 3 

r 

.89 

.55 

.81 

.85 

.65 

.60 

WM 
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Table 4.2 

Regression Results for Overall Satisfaction 

Disconfiruation of Expectations - Restaurant 

Episode 1 

Episode 2 

Episode 3 

Disconfirmation of Expectations - Thene Park 

Episode 1 

Episode 2 

Episode 3 

Perf onance Only - Restaurant 

Episode 1 

Episode 2 

Episode 3 

Perfomance Only - Thene Park 

Episode 1 

Episode 2 

Episode 3 

bO 

3.09 

3.93 

3.50 

3.35 

3.56 

3.82 

0.81 

0.81 

1.69 

0.87 

0.63 

2.29 

bl 

0.58 

0.30 

0.54 

0.62 

0.38 

0.27 

0.77 

0.76 

0.63 

0.76 

0.77 

0.46 

t 

.0001 

.0001 

.0001 

.0001 

.0001 

.0001 

.0001 

.0001 

.0001 

.0001 

.0001 

.0001 

Kbl 
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subsequent episodes. Simple regression was used to test 

this hypothesis. Disconfirmed expectations were measured 

for each episode as the subjects' reported performance 

evaluation after the episode minus the expected performance 

for that episode measured in advance. Three tests were used 

for each industry: disconfirmed expectations from episode 1 

were tested to determine their influence on expectations 

regarding the performance of episodes 2 and 3, and 

disconfirmed expectations from episode 2 were tested to 

determine their influence on expectations regarding the 

performance of episode 3. These tests are presented 

graphically as Figure 4.3. Results are presented in Table 

4.3. 

Interestingly, as Table 4.3 indicates, disconfirmed 

expectations for episode 1 do not significantly influence 

expectations regarding episode 2. However, disconfirmed 

expectations for both episode 1 and episode 2 are 

significant in influencing expectations regarding episode 3. 

Several possible explanations exist. First, it is possible 

that subjects were withholding judgment until they were 

presented with more information. That is, they were 

reluctant to jump to any conclusions on the basis of only 

one episode. Though this would explain the results of 

episode 2's influence on episode 3 and episode I's lack of 

influence on episode 2, it does not help explain the 

influence of episode 1 on episode 3. 
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EPISODE 1 EPISODE 2 EPISODE 3 

E = EXPECTATIONS 
P = PERFORMANCE 
D = DISCONFIRMED EXPECTATIONS (P 
S = SATISFACTION ASSESSMENT 

- E) 

Solid arrows represent effects proposed in Hypothesis 1 

Figure 4.3 
Hypothesized Effects (HI) 
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Table 4.3 

Regression Results for Expectations 
Using Previously Disconfirmed Expectations 

Restaurant 

Episode 1 

Episode 2 

Thene Park 

Episode 1 

Episode 2 

bO 

3.24 

3.09 

Episode 2 

bl 

-0.02 

-0.04 

•«-» 

0.2514 

0.1101 

bO 

3.21 

3.43 

3.15 

3.16 

Episode 

bl 

-0.04 

-0.15 

-0.17 

-0.15 

3 

t 

0.0238 

0.0005 

0.0001 

0.0034 

96 

•i 
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A second possible explanation is that the order effects 

(primacy and recency) contributed to the results. Again, 

however, though order effects may help explain the influence 

of episode 1 on episode 3, it does not help to explain the 

influence of episode 2 on episode 3 or the lack of influence 

of episode 1 on episode 2. 

A third possibility is that, as Cronin and Taylor 

(1992, 1994) advocate, performance is as good a model, if 

not better, than the disconfirmation of expectations model. 

Though Cronin and Taylor contend that performance is 

superior to disconfirmation of expectations in predicting 

satisfaction (not expectations of future events), it was 

tested here to determine its overall potency. To test this 

possibility, simple regression using the performance only 

mode was used to assess the influence of disconfirmed 

expectations on expectations regarding later episodes. 

Results from this analysis are presented in Table 4.4. As 

Table 4.4 indicates, the only significant variable was 

performance assessment from the admission price at the theme 

park: the performance only measure for that one episode was 

successful in influencing expectations regarding both the 

quantity of the drink and the amount of time required to 

wait in line for one of the attractions. Based on this 

analysis, the performance only model was not superior to the 

disconfirmation of expectations model. 



V \' 

Table 4.4 

Regression Results for Expectations 
Using Performance Only Model 
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Restaurant 

Episode 1 

Episode 2 

Thene Park 

Episode 1 

Episode 2 

bO 

3.28 

3.29 

Episode 2 

bl 

-0.01 

-0.06 

t 

0.4951 

0.0383 

bO 

3.21 

3.08 

3.51 

3.41 

Episode 

bl 

-0.00 

-0.03 

-0.11 

-0.10 

3 

t 

0.8957 

0.7063 

0.0123 

0.1798 
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A final possibility is that consumers possess implicit 

theories regarding occurrences within the service industries 

selected. Consumers may, for example, witness a long line 

to be seated at the restaurant and think to themselves: 

"Long waits generally mean the restaurant is a popular one; 

popular restaurants typically serve good food and have good 

service; prices often signal the fact that 'you get what you 

pay for.'" Thus, it is plausible that respondents may have 

used this implicit theory to project expectations of later 

events. Whereas a long wait at the restaurant may cause 

consumers to assume that, due to its popularity, the overall 

expectation and satisfaction level will be high, it may not 

have caused consumers to make any assumptions regarding the 

quantity of food (small portions also could be evaluated 

highly). 

Hypothesis 1 is only partially supported. 

Hypothesis 2 asserted that expectations will be revised 

in a direction congruent with the most recent affective 

state. The disconfirmation of expectations model presumes 

that a negative affective state results from performance 

falling short of what was expected. Therefore, the test of 

this hypothesis utilized the difference between the 

performance and expectations measures to determine the 

influence and direction of affective state on expectations. 

Again, the disconfirmed expectations for episode 1 were used 

as the independent variable to determine their influence on 
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expectations regarding attribute performance during episode 

2 and episode 3. T-test results are presented in Table 4.5. 

Results are in the opposite direction from that which 

was predicted: expectation levels for all treatments were 

lower following episodes that were positively disconfirmed 

than they were for episodes which were negatively 

disconfirmed. Only one of the differences in means was 

significant: positively disconfirmed expectations for 

episode 1 in the theme park scenario resulted in 

significantly lower expectations regarding episode three. A 

potential explanation for this finding is that, though 

respondents were requested to indicate an expectation level 

reflecting what they "predicted" to occur and not what they 

"demanded" should occur (Miller 1977), it is possible that 

respondents were reflecting the latter. Thus, once 

performance exceeded expectations in episode 1, for example, 

respondents may have relaxed their standards for later 

attribute performance. For those respondents whose 

attribute performance fell short of what was expected, 

standards for later attribute performance were elevated; 

perhaps reflacting a demand to be compensated for enduring 

the poor performance they just experienced. Hypothesis 2 

failed to be supported. 

Hypothesis 3 proposed that affective state will 

influence performance evaluations. Specifically, subjects 

experiencing positively disconfirmed expectations were 
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Table 4.5 

Mean Expectation Level 
Given Disconfirmation of Previous Episode 

Restaurant 
DOE Epl~Ep2* 
DOE Epl-Ep3 
DOE Ep2-Ep3 

Theie Park 
DOE Epl~Ep2 
DOE Epl-Ep3 
DOE Ep2~Ep3 

Positive Disconf imation 

3.13 
3.18 
2.75 

3.19 
2.80 
3.02 

Negative Disconfination 

3.25 
3.25 
3.20 

3.24 
3.26 
3.20 

Pr>t 

.11 

.38 

.12 

.61 

.004 

.43 

* read 'Disconfirned expectations from episode 1 influence expectations regarding episode 2' 
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hypothesized to evaluate performance higher than subjects 

experiencing negatively disconfirmed expectations. Figure 

4.4. T-test results for the mean comparisons for 

performance evaluation given either positively or negatively 

disconfirmed expectations are presented in Table 4.6. 

In all but one treatment, performance evaluations were 

higher for those subjects experiencing positive 

disconfirmation than for those subjects experiencing 

negative disconfirmation. The one exception was in the 

theme park scenario in which disconfirmed expectations from 

episode 1 did not lead to higher performance evaluations for 

episode 2. Only half of the differences were significant, 

however. Interestingly, each of the treatments was 

significant in one industry but not the other. Thus, while 

positively disconfirmed expectations from episode 1 resulted 

in significantly higher performance evaluations on episode 2 

for the restaurant industry, they were not significantly 

higher for the theme park industry. Similarly, positively 

disconfirmed expectations from episode 1 performance 

evaluations were not significantly higher for episode 3 in 

the restaurant industry, but were significantly higher in 

the theme park industry. Finally, positively disconfirmed 

expectations obtained from episode 2 did not cause 

significantly higher performance evaluations for episode 3 

in the restaurant industry, but did cause significantly 

higher evaluations for the theme park industry. The small 
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EPISODE 1 EPISODE 2 EPISODE 3 

E = EXPECTATIONS 
P = PERFORMANCE 
D = DISCONFIRMED EXPECTATIONS (P 
S = SATISFACTION ASSESSMENT 

- E) 

Solid arrows represent effects proposed in Hypothesis 3 

Figure 4.4 

Hypothesized Effects (H3) 

m 
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Table 4 .6 

Mean Performance Eva lua t ion 
Given Disconf i rmat ion of Prev ious Episode 

Restaurant 
DOE Epl-Ep2* 
DOE Epl~Ep3 
DOE Ep2-Ep3 

Tbeie Park 
DOE Epl-Ep2 
DOE Epl~Ep3 
DOE Ep2-Ep3 

Positive Disconf imation 

4.81 
3.55 
3.47 

4.43 
3.80 
3.66 

Negative Disconfination 

4.69 
3.31 
3.20 

4.47 
3.48 
3.13 

Pr>t 

.07 

.20 

.68 

.70 

.01 

.05 

* read 'Disconfimed expectations froi episode 1 influence performance evaluations in episode 2' 
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cell sizes (20) may have prevented adeguate testing of the 

specific effects. Further, in light of the findings 

reported from Hypothesis 2~that positively disconfirmed 

expectations tended to result in lower expectations for 

later episodes—it is possible that these diminished 

expectations caused respondents to evaluate average 

performance more favorably and, conversely, that heightened 

expectations caused respondents to evaluate average 

performance less favorably. Hypothesis three is thus 

partially supported. 

Hypothesis 4 suggested that the influence of mood on 

expectations and evaluations is moderated by ambiguity of 

product-related information. As previously discussed, 

limitations of the scenario design precluded attributes from 

being presented ambiguously. The test of Hypothesis 4, 

rather than focusing on ambiguous attributes, analyzed the 

effect of the level of ambiguity of the message claim on 

subsequent performance evaluations. Thus, subjects 

presented with ambiguous messages, it is proposed, will 

evaluate performance more favorably than if presented with 

unambiguous messages. Because all subjects were provided 

with an unambiguous message for episode 2, only episode 3 

ambiguity levels could be tested using the disconfirmed 

expectations from episodes 1 and 2. The effects of both 

positively and negatively disconfirmed expectations for both 

episodes 1 and 2 on performance evaluations for each 
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ambiguity level were tested using a t-test. Mean 

performance evaluations are provided in Table 4.7. 

Differences in performance evaluations were 

significantly different in only two of the eight treatments. 

Both were in the restaurant scenario and both involved 

performance evaluations preceded by positive 

disconfirmation. In both cases ambiguous messages resulted 

in higher performance evaluations than unambiguous messages, 

as hypothesized. The remaining results, however, indicate 

that mean performance evaluations are not significantly 

different following ambiguous versus unambiguous messages. 

Hypothesis 5 suggested that satisfaction assessments 

would be derived by a performance only model when attribute 

claims are ambiguous and by a disconfirmation of 

expectations model when attribute claims are unambiguous. 

The two models are graphically presented as Figure 4.5 

(performance only model) and Figure 4.6 (disconfirmation of 

expectations model). Analysis of variance results for the 

test of this hypothesis are presented in Table 4.8. 

As exhibited in Table 4.8, both models were significant 

in predicting satisfaction assessments. When provided with 

ambiguous message claims, consumers lack concrete 

expectations upon which to later assess performance. 

Therefore, they must base their assessments on objective 

product evidence only. However, when provided with concrete 

information prior to experiencing the attribute performance. 
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E = EXPECTATIONS 
P = PERFORMANCE 
D = DISCONFIRMED EXPECTATIONS (P 
S = SATISFACTION ASSESSMENT 

- E) 

Figure 4.5 

'Performance Only' Model suggested by Hypothesis 5b 

E = EXPECTATIONS 
P = PERFORMANCE 
D = DISCONFIRMED EXPECTATIONS 
S = SATISFACTION ASSESSMENT 

(P - E) 

Figure 4.6 

'Disconfirmation of Expectations' Model suggested by 
Hypothesis 5c 
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Table 4.7 

Mean Performance Evaluation 
for Ambiguous and Unambiguous Messages 
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Restaurant 
+DOE EPl-PerfEp3 
-DOE Epl-PerfEp3 

+DOE Ep2-PerfEp3 
-DOE Ep2-PerfEp3 

Theme Park 
+DOE EPl-PerfEp3 
-DOE Epl-PerfEp3 

+DOE Ep2-PerfEp3 
-DOE Ep2-PerfEp3 

Aibiguous 
Message 

3.80 
3.39 

3.66 
2.75** 

3.79 
3.37 

3.74 
3.09 

Dnanbiguous 
Message 

3.29 
3.24 

3.29 
5.00** 

3.82 
3.58 

3.59 
3.25 

Pr>t 

.04 

.58 

.04 

.17 

.87 

.25 

.24 

.79 

* read 'Positively disconfirmed expectations from episode 1 
influence performance evaluations in episode 3' 

** only five subjects reported negative disconfirmation for 
episode 2 
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Table 4.8 

Analysis of Variance Results for Satisfaction Assessments 
Using Performance Only Model and 

Disconfirmation of Expectations Model 

Measure 

Disconfirmation 
of 
Expectations 

Performance 
Only 

Message Claim 

Ambiguous 
Restaurant 
Theme Park 

Unambiguous 
Restaurant 
Theme Park 

Ambiguous 
Restaurant 
Theme Park 

Unambiauous 
Restaurant 
Theme Park 

F Value 

40.77 
26.19 

57.97 
35.62 

68.34 
32.16 

92.95 
79.25 

Pr > F 

0.0001 
0.0001 

0.0001 
0.0001 

0.0001 
0.0001 

0.0001 
0.0001 

R^ 

.3492 

.2514 

.4264 

.3163 

.4735 

.2920 

.5437 

.5072 

n 
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both the expectations created by the information and the 

product evidence are incorporated into the satisfaction 

assessment. Thus, hypotheses 5b and 5c are both supported. 

Hypothesis 6 suggested that order effects would 

contribute to the overall satisfaction assessment. 

Specifically, Hypothesis 6 asserted that consumers would 

exhibit a reinforcement-affect ordering when evaluating a 

consumption experience. Reinforcement-affect ordering 

consists of positive primacy (GB>BB and GG>BG) and larger 

positive recency (GG>GB and BG>BB). The overall ordering of 

results should therefore be GG>BG>GB>BB. Several tests were 

undertaken to test for this effect. The first test was 

conducted to determine whether evaluations followed a 

reinforcement-affect ordering. An overall satisfaction mean 

was calculated for each of the treatment levels (GG, GB, BG, 

and BB). The means were rank ordered and tested for 

differences among the means. Results from this test are 

presented in Table 4.9. 

As Table 4.9 indicates, evaluations did in fact follow 

a reinforcement-affect ordering. Means for each treatment 

were significantly different from the preceding treatment at 

the .05 level for all comparisons except the difference 

between the GB treatment and the BG treatment in the theme 

park industry. 

The second test was undertaken to examine potential 

primacy and recency effects. The first step in this test 
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Table 4.9 

Overall Satisfaction Means 
by Treatment Level 

111 

Treatnent 

BB 

GB 

BG 

GG 

Mean 

2.88 

3.43 

4.43 

4.47 

Restaurant 

P 

.0001 

.0001 

.0136 

Mean 

3.46 

3.96 

4.08 

4.34 

Theie Park 

P 

.0001 

.3300 

.0261 
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was to pool all responses for subjects who had experienced a 

good episode first, regardless of whether the last episode 

was good or bad (GG + GB = Epl Good). Second, responses 

were pooled for all subjects experiencing a bad episode 

last, regardless of whether the first episode was good or 

bad (GB + BB = Ep3 Bad). Means for both groups were summed 

and then averaged ((Epl Good + Ep3 Bad)/2). This procedure 

was performed to isolate the effects of both positive 

primacy (GG + GB) and negative recency (GB + BB). The 

process was repeated for both negative primacy (BG + BB = 

Epl Bad) and positive recency (BG + GG = Ep3 Good). Means 

are presented in Table 4.10 for both calculations. 

The next phase of this test was to determine which of 

the two effects, recency or primacy, was larger. Means from 

the pooled positive recency condition (Ep3 Good) were summed 

with the means from the pooled negative primacy means (Epl 

Bad). These results then were averaged. This calculation 

was necessary to isolate the specific order effects. This 

figure then was compared to the mean for the "bad episode 

1/good episode 3" treatment (bg). These means—bg and 'EPl 

Bad + Ep3 Good'—were tested for significant differences. 

If an order effect is present (in this particular case, a 

positive recency or a negative primacy effect), then the 

pooled mean should be statistically different from the 

treatment mean. As Table 4.11 reveals, the pooled mean 

('EPl Bad + Ep3 Good') was 4.13 and the treatment mean 

A 
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Table 4.10 

Means for Pooled Primacy and Recency Effects 

R e s t a u r a n t 

Theme Park 

Primacy Ef fec t 

Epl Epl 

Bad Good 

3.66 4.10 

3.76 4.15 

Recency Ef fec t 

Ep3 Ep3 

Bad Good 

3.16 4.60 

3.71 4 .21 

Table 4.11 

Means Test for Positive Recency 

Restaurant 

Thene Park 

Pooled Means 

(Epl Bad + Ep3 Good)/2 

4.13 

3.99 

Treatnent Means 

(bg) 

4.43 

4.08 

Z 

8.36207 

2.60649 

P 

.0001 

.0091 
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(bg) was 4.43 for the restaurant scenario. These means are 

statistically different at the .0001 level. For the theme 

park scenario, the means were 3.99 and 4.08, respectively. 

The difference in these means was significant at the .0091 

level. These findings support the notion of a positive 

recency effect, as predicted by Hypothesis 6. 

This process was duplicated for the pooled negative 

recency and positive primacy means ((Epl Good + Ep3 Bad)/2). 

This mean was compared to the 'gb' treatment mean. As Table 

4.12 indicates, the pooled means were 3-63 and the means for 

the treatment were 3.43 for the restaurant scenario. The 

difference in means was significant at the .0001 level. For 

the theme park scenario, the means were 3.93 and 3.96, 

respectively. The means were not statistically different. 

This finding suggests that there is a possible negative 

recency effect, contrary to Hypothesis 6. 

A discussion and possible implications are presented 

next. 
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T a b l e 4 .12 

Means Test for Positive Primacy 

Restaurant 

Thene Park 

Pooled Means 

(Epl Good + Ep3 Bad)/2 

3.63 

3.93 

Treatnent Means 

(qb) 

3.43 

3.96 

Z 

4.39683 

0.83105 

P 

.0001 

.4059 

• ^ 



CHAPTER V 

CONCLUSIONS AND IMPLICATIONS 

The objective of this research was to answer five 

guestions: (l) Do consumers revise their expectations 

throughout the transaction?; (2) If consumers revise 

expectations throughout the transaction, what is the 

direction of the revision?; (3) If consumers revise 

expectations throughout the transaction, what is the 

magnitude of the revision?; (4) What is the effect, if any, 

of ambiguity of information on expectation formation, 

performance assessments, and satisfaction appraisals?; and 

(5) Does the order of favorable and unfavorable outcomes 

affect the overall satisfaction appraisal? To address these 

questions, six key hypotheses were developed and tested. In 

this chapter, the research is briefly reviewed and 

implications for managers is discussed. 

Do consumers revise their expectations 
throughout the transaction? 

Hypothesis 1 posited that consumer expectations for 

future episodes in a transaction would be revised on the 

basis of disconfirming evidence from subsequent episodes. 

This hypothesis was generally supported, as four of the six 

tests were significant. Marketers' efforts to create 

expectations of service delivery may be effective in gaining 

initial patronage, but if the provider cannot deliver what 

was promised early in the transaction, these efforts may be 

116 
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rapidly replaced by the consumers' personal judgments, 

-^onversely, small promises (or expectations creations) made 

X by marketers that are exceeded early in the transaction 

^serve as the consumers' new bases for judgments. Thus, 

Miller's (1977) contention that consumers modify and update 

expectations with each new piece of information is supported 

by this research. 

X This finding highlights the importance of viewing 

y consumer satisfaction as a process comprised of a dynamic 

\ series of episodes. Marketing managers and researchers who 

assess consumer satisfaction on a post hoc basis only, and 

even those who assess consumer satisfaction on a pre- and 

post- transaction basis, may be missing some critical 

elements contributing to the processes by which consumers 

arrived at their assessments, as well as the relative 

importance attached to each episode by the consumer. It is 

suggested that those interested in measuring consumer 

satisfaction adopt a serial approach, rather than the more 

traditional "transaction" approach. Managers would be well 

advised to continually monitor their performance throughout 

the transaction by soliciting consumer feedback at several 

intervals, rather than waiting until the end of the 

transaction. 

Further, using the traditional static transaction 

approach may preclude those transactions which do not come 

to a full and final conclusion. Episodes which occur early 

A 
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in the transaction may be so noxious to the consumer that 

the transaction is abruptly ended. Managers focusing only 

on those consumers who complete the transaction may be 

missing the most problematic causes for concern. Marketing 

researchers also may benefit by soliciting input from their 

subjects for more than one time period for the same reasons 

specified for the marketing managers. 

If consumers revise expectations throughout 
the transactionp what is the direction of 
the revision? 

Two hypotheses addressed this question (H2-H3). The 

first hypothesis. Hypothesis 2, predicted that expectations 

will be higher for those consumers whose early expectations 

had been positively disconfirmed and will be lower for those 

consumers whose early expectations had been negatively 

disconfirmed. This hypothesis was not supported. Though 

the effects were generally not significant, results suggest 

that the opposite pattern exists; that is, positively 

disconfirmed expectations may result in the consumers' 

holding lower higher expectations for later episodes and the 

negatively disconfirmed expectations may result in the 

consumers' holding higher expectations for later episodes. 

A possible explanation for these findings may be that the 

subjects, rather than providing responses reflecting what 

they "predicted" to occur, instead were providing responses 

reflecting what they "demanded" should occur. Though 

attempts were made to ensure that subjects knew they were 
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being asked to respond to what they "predicted" and not what 

they "demanded" (by virtue of asking both questions) the 

distinction may not have been clear to them. Future 

research should be cognizant of the distinction and be 

specific in the directions to subjects as to exactly what is 

being elicited. 

Hypothesis 3 predicted that affective state would 

influence performance evaluations; specifically, subjects in 

a good mood would evaluate performance more favorably than 

subjects in a bad mood. This hypothesis was partially 

supported. As mentioned earlier, each of the treatments was 

significant in one industry but not the other. For example, 

in the restaurant industry, a positively disconfirmed 

expectation for the first attribute (waiting time) caused 

consumers to evaluate the second attribute (portions) more 

highly than those subjects whose initial attribute 

performance had been negatively disconfirmed. The same was 

not true of the theme park industry, however. There is 

enough of a suggestion, however, that mood does affect 

performance evaluations. Managers may choose to implement 

tactics which assist in establishing a positive mood for the 

consumer early in the transaction, and repeatedly throughout 

the transaction. Since the research suggests that consumers 

in positive moods evaluate subsequent attribute performance 

more favorably than those in negative affective states and 

that higher performance evaluations lead to higher levels of 
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satisfaction, efforts to induce positive moods early in the 

transaction should result in higher overall consumer 

satisfaction. 

What is the effect, if any^ of ambiguity 
of information on expectation formation, 
performance assessments ̂  and satisfaction 
appraisals? 

Hypothesis 4 predicted that consumers in positive moods 

would evaluate performance following an ambiguous message 

more favorably than performance following an unambiguous 

message. The converse also was predicted; subjects in 

negative moods would evaluate performance following an 

ambiguous message less favorably than performance following 

an unambiguous message. The former prediction was supported 

in three of the four tests of that hypothesis. Subjects 

experiencing positive disconfirmation evaluated later 

episodes significantly higher when presented with an 

ambiguous message than when presented with an unambiguous 

message. Results were significant for the restaurant 

industry but not for the theme park industry. 

Subjects experiencing negative disconfirmation, 

however, did not evaluate performance differently when 

presented with an ambiguous message than when presented with 

an unambiguous message. This finding parallels what 

Sinclair (1988) concluded regarding the effect of positive 

and negative affect on evaluations. Sinclair suggested that 

subjects in good moods allow the positive affect to serve as 
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a retrieval cue in the absence of any objective information, 

but that subjects in bad moods resort to a more controlled 

and accurate type of processing, resulting in fewer errors. 

Thus, ambiguity of message claims makes no difference to 

subjects in bad moods. Instead, they will rely on objective 

evidence in formulating their appraisals. Those subjects in 

good moods, however, will permit this affective state to 

drive their interpretation of ambiguous material, and in 

turn, will evaluate performance more favorably, perhaps even 

less accurately. The implication presents a double-edged 

sword: following a positively disconfirmed expectation, 

ambiguous messages will result in less accurate performance 

evaluations, but higher overall performance evaluations (and 

thus satisfaction) than unambiguous messages. Conversely, 

following a negatively disconfirmed expectation, unambiguous 

messages will result in less accurate performance 

evaluations, but higher overall performance evaluations. 

These findings suggest that, if initial episodes have 

progressed favorably, managers may elect to provide the 

consumer with ambiguous information regarding subsequent 

attributes rather than "bother" the consumer with details. 

On the other hand, if the consumer has experienced a service 

failure for initial episodes, managers should be very clear 

in establishing concrete, unambiguous expectations regarding 

later episodes. 
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Hypothesis 5 predicted that consumer satisfaction with 

a good or service would be determined by performance of the 

attributes when the message claims were ambiguous and would 

be determined by a disconfirmation of expectations model 

when message claims were unambiguous. Both relationships 

were supported. Two additional findings are particularly 

noteworthy. The first is that the performance only model 

was consistently capable of explaining more variance than 

the disconfirmation of expectations model (see Table 5.1). 

Implied, though not explicitly stated in hypothesis 5c, was 

that the disconfirmation of expectations model would be 

superior to the performance only measure when message claims 

were ambiguous. As Table 5.1 indicates, this is not the 

case. The performance only measure consistently explained 

more variance than did the disconfirmation of expectations 

model, regardless of ambiguity of message claims. This 

finding suggests that no amount of expectations-creation in 

any message form—ambiguous or unambiguous; word-of-mouth, 

advertising, etc.—on the part of the provider can overcome 

actual performance. 

The two hypotheses also implied, though did not 

explicitly state, that the performance only measure would 

perform better under the ambiguous message condition than 

under the unambiguous message condition and that the 

disconfirmation of expectations model would perform better 

under the unambiguous message condition than under the 
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Table 5.1 

Explained Variance for Satisfaction Assessments 
Using Performance Only Model versus 
Disconfirmation of Expectations Model 

Performance 
Only 

Disconfirmation 
of 
Expectations 

Restaurant 

Ambiguous Unambiguous 
Claim Claim 

.473 .544 

.349 .426 

Theme Park 

Ambiguous Unambiguous 
Claim Claim 

.292 .507 

.251 .316 
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ambiguous message condition. Though this pattern held true 

for the disconfirmation of expectation measures, it did 

nothold true for the performance only measure: the 

performance only measure also performed better under 

unambiguous messages. These results are graphically 

presented in Figures 5.1, 5.2, and 5.3. Figure 5.1 

represents the implied pattern of results. Figure 5.2 

portrays the results from the restaurant industry and Figure 

5.3 portrays the results from the theme park industry. 

The second noteworthy finding is that a consistently 

higher amount of variance is explained when claims are 

unambiguous than when they are ambiguous. When message 

claims are ambiguous, subjects appear to resort to some 

comparison standard other than performance to arrive at 

their satisfaction assessment. Therefore, actual 

performance of goods and services outweighs influences of 

promotional messages affecting consumer expectations prior 

to actual experience with goods and services, regardless of 

level of ambiguity. However, unambiguous claims are more 

likely to produce satisfactory assessments of services than 

are ambiguous claims. (It is important to note that the 

ambiguity of product attributes likely affects consumer 

satisfaction as well. Researchers should be challenged to 

design a study that would allow tests of these effects). 
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For service managers, these findings suggest that 

customer satisfaction will be affected by providers' ability 

to make explicit and concrete promises regarding service 

levels (unambiguous claims). That is, unambiguous claims 

should only be used if service providers can deliver what 

they promise. Often consumers are given vague or ambiguous 

information about waiting time, for example, because 

providers are concerned about their ability to seat 

consumers in a timely fashion. However, based on this 

study's findings, it is better to offer consumers an 

explicit promise regarding waiting time, than any ambiguous 

claim. But, in order to manage customer satisfaction in 

response to performance, service providers would be advised 

to provide consumers with the "worst case" set of 

expectations. That is, if there is some uncertainty as to 

waiting time—it may be 10 or 20 minutes—consumers should 

be told that the wait will be 20 minutes. Under this set of 

expectations, then, if the wait is 20 minutes, consumers 

will not evaluate the performance as "low" or "poor" and, 

thus, will be satisfied. In contrast, if they were told 

that the wait will be 10 minutes, consumers will evaluate 

performance—that is the same 20 minute wait—as "low" and, 

thus, they will be dissatisfied. 
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If consumers revise expectations throughout 
the transaction, what is the magnitude of 
the revision? 

Hypothesis 6 predicted that consumers evaluating an 

entire transaction, one episode at a time, would follow a 

reinforcement-affect ordering, consisting of positive 

primacy and positive recency. While findings supported the 

reinforcement-affect ordering claim and the influence of 

positive recency, there was no evidence of a positive 

primacy effect in this study. Instead, both a positive 

recency and a negative recency effect were noted. The 

systematic-heuristic model may provide an explanation for 

this result (Maheswaran et al. 1992). This model states 

that consumers engaging in systematic processing are more 

analytic and will more carefully evaluate and integrate 

information. Consumers engaging in heuristic processing, on 

the other hand, use more superficial cues in deriving 

judgments. Both types of processing may occur 

simultaneously. Consumers may initially process 

heuristically, and then later process systematically. The 

systematic processing may minimize judgments formed during 

heuristic processing (attenuation). According to Maheswaran 

et al. (1992), this attenuation effect should be most 

pronounced when the systematic processing yields information 

that is discrepant from that obtained while heuristically 

processing. When the information is not discrepant, an 

additivity effect is noted, whereby judgments are formed on 

M 
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the basis of both forms of processing. In the current 

study, one half of the subjects were presented with two 

episodes that did not contradict each other (either both 

good episodes or both bad episodes) and one half of the 

subjects were presented with two episodes that did 

contradict each other (good episode/bad episode or bad 

episode/good episode). It is possible that those subjects 

presented with contradictory information attenuated the 

initial information and primarily used the most recent 

episode in forming summary judgments. This would account 

for both the positive recency and negative recency effects. 

The implication, then, is that the final impression a 

consumer receives is vitally important to the overall 

satisfaction assessment. Transactions that begin poorly but 

end well will yield higher overall satisfaction evaluations 

than those that begin well but end poorly. Managers should 

implement tactics that help to ensure that the consumer's 

last impression is a positive one. If, for example, 

consumers have to wait longer than promised for their meal, 

the manager may elect to provide the consumers with a 

certificate for a free drink on their next visit. 

Limitations of the Research 

Several limitations of the study have been previously 

discussed. Specifically, the small cell sizes (20) may have 

prevented the discovery of some of the hypothesized effects. 

Future research may consider increasing the cell size to 
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adequately test for effects that may have been missed. 

Limitations attributed to the use of scenarios have been 

extensively reported. For purposes of this research, 

however, these limitations were overcome by the efficiency 

of the method. Researchers investigating this area may 

elect to incorporate a different method of data collection, 

such as a survey based on actual experience. The use of 

student samples has also been criticized. The primary aim 

of this research, however, was to^test for specific effects. 

Student samples have been deemed appropriate (in fact 

desirable) for this type of research (Calder et al. 1981). 

For these findings to be generalizable, however, it is 

recommended that other, more representative, samples be 

used. 

The use of services rather than goods could also have 

affected the results. Churchill and Suprenant (1982) 

reported different models for satisfactions for goods versus 

services which they attributed to industry type. They also 

offered, however, that these differences could have been due 

to the ambiguity of the attribute presentation. Though the 

research design intentionally presented services both 

ambiguously and unambiguously, assuming that the results 

from the Churchill and Suprenant study were, in fact, due to 

attribute ambiguity rather than industry type, it is 

possible that the use of industries involved in goods would 

have provided evidence different from industries involved in 

H 



132 

services. Researchers in this area are encouraged to 

consider incorporating both types of industries in future 

studies to explore this potential limitation. 

Finally, the specific attributes selected for this 

study could be a limitation. As mentioned, it is possible 

that consumers possess implicit theories regarding the 

relationship between two attributes (e.g., waiting time and 

quality or quantity of f o o d ) . Researchers should consider 

testing this possibility prior to administering satisfaction 

surveys and drawing conclusions which may be tainted by 

these implied relationships. 

This research has attempted to provide additional 

insights into the complex are of consumer satisfaction. 

There are still many unanswered questions, however. It is 

hoped that managers will be enlightened by the research 

presented here to continue to pursue new approaches to 

attaining consumer satisfaction. It is further hoped that 

researchers in the area of consumer satisfaction will be 

stimulated by the findings presented here to continue in 

their efforts to develop more comprehensive and different 

ways of conducting consumer satisfaction research. 
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Pretest Instninent 
(Un)Aiibiguous Phrases 

Attribute 1 - Waiting Time 

Marketers often use terns which could be considered anbiguous. By anbiguous, we nean the extent to 
which the t e n of phrase is open to nultiple interpretations. Please indicate how anbiguous you 
consider each of the following terns or phrases to be. 

1 = very unambiguous; there is only one possible interpretation for this tern or phrase 
2 = sonewhat unambiguous; there nay be two or three interpretations for this tern or phrase 
3 = no opinion; I can't tell 
4 = sonewhat anbiguous; there nay be four or five interpretations for this tern or phrase 
5 = very anbiguous; there are nany possible interpretations for this tern or phrase 

SECTION 1 ~ WAITING TIKE. Assume you have to wait in line for sone type of service. When you ask 
how long the wait will be, you are given one of the following responses. Please indicate how 
anbiguous you think each of the responses is. 

*W1) 1. a short wait 

*W2) 2. 10 ninutes 

*W3) 3. a little while 

*W4) 4. a very long tine 

*W5) 5. line is noving pretty quickly 

*W6) 6. there are only two people ahead 
of you 

*W7) 7. not very long 

*W8) 8. line is noving slowly 

*W9) 9. 20 ninutes 

*W10) 10. before you know it 

*W11) 11. a lengthy wait 

*W12) 12. 15 ninutes 

yu SO NO SAVA 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 
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1 4 5 

Pretest Instrument 
(On)Ambiguous Phrases 
Attribute 2 - Prices 

SECTION 2 — PRICES. Assume you ask how much you will have to pay for a product or service. You 
are given one of the following responses. Please indicate how ambiguous you believe each of the 
responses is. 

*P1) 1. reasonable 

*P2) 2. $5.25 

*P3) 3. high-priced 

*P4) 4. 101 discount off normal price 

*P5) 5. expensive 

*P6) 6. competitive 

*P7) 7. $15.00 

*P8) 8. great value 

*P9) 9. 201 student discount off 
regular $10 price 

*P10) 10. $2.00 

*P11) 11. low prices 

*P12) 12. a real bargain 

*P13) 13. 101 discount off $15.00 

*P14) 14. real savings 

*P15) 15. student discount 

*P16) 16. $7.50 

*P17) 17. a fair amount 

VU SU NO SA VA 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 
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Pretest Instrument 
(Dn)Ambiguous Phrases 

Attribute 3 - Quantity/Portions 

SECTION 3 - QUANTITY OF FOOD OR DRINK. Assume you ask someone to describe "how much" food or drink 
you will receive. You are given one of the following responses. Please indicate how ambiguous you 
believe each of the responses is. 

VD SO NO SA VA 

(*Q1) 1. 

(*Q2) 2. 

(*Q3) 3. 

(*Q4) 4. 

(*Q5) 5. 

(*Q6) 6. 

(*Q7) 7. 

(*Q8) 8. 

(*Q9) 9. 

(*Q10) 10. 

(*Q11) 11. 

(Q12) 12. 

(*Q13) 13. 

(*Q14) 14. 

(*Q15) 15. 

(*Q16) 16. 

(*Q17) 17. 

(*Q18) 18. 

(*Q19) 19. 

(*Q20) 20. 

l^,r\')^\ 01 

generous portions 

just enough 

32 ounce soft drink 

6 shrimp 

king-size serving 

large soft drink 

huge steak 

enormous 

a fu l l platter 

a cup 3/4 fu l l 

a lot of food 

10 ounce steak 

liberal servings 

44 ounce soft drink 

not enough 

unlinited trips to the salad bar 

super-size 

chi ld's plate 

32 ounce soft drink 3/4 f i l l e d 

neal cones with choice of side 
dishes 

an-uftii-ran-Pflt 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

sasa 
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Table B . l 

Mean Ratings for (Un)Ambiguous Phrases 
Attribute 1 - Waiting Time 

Variable N Mean 

Wl 
W2 
W3 
W4 
W5 
W6 
W7 
W8 
W9 
WIO 
Wll 
W12 

35 
35 
35 
35 
35 
35 
35 
35 
35 
35 
35 
35 

3.3142857 
1.7714286 
3.7142857 
3.7714286 
3.6000000 
2.9714286 
3.4571429 
3.2857143 
1.7428571 
3.6857143 
3.4285714 
1.4857143 

1 = very unambiguous; there is only one possible interpretation for this term or phrase 
2 = somewhat ambiguous; there may be two or three interpretations for this term or phrase 
3 = no opinion; I can't tell 
4 = somewhat ambiguous; there may be four or five interpretations for this term or phrase 
5 = very ambiguous; there are many possible interpretations for this tern or phrase 
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Table B.2 

Mean Ratings for (Un)Ambiguous Phrases 
Attribute 2 - Prices 

Variable N Mean 

PI 
P2 
P3 
P4 
P5 
P6 
P7 
P8 
P9 
PIO 
Pll 
P12 
P13 
P14 
P15 
P16 
P17 

35 
35 
35 
35 
35 
35 
35 
35 
35 
35 
35 
35 
35 
35 
35 
35 
35 

4.2285714 
1.2285714 
4.0857143 
3.1142857 
4.2285714 
3.9714286 
1.1714286 
3.9714286 
1.3428571 
1.2857143 
3.8571429 
4.3142857 
1.2285714 
4.0285714 
3.4857143 
1.1714286 
4.1714286 

1 = very unanbiguous; there is only one possible interpretation for this tern or phrase 
2 = sonewhat ambiguous; there may be two or three interpretations for this term or phrase 
3 = no opinion; I can't tell 
4 = sonewhat ambiguous; there may be four or five interpretations for this term or phrase 
5 = very anbiguous; there are many possible interpretations for this term or phrase 
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T a b l e B.3 

Mean Ratings for (Un)Ambiguous Phrases 
Attribute 3 - Quantity 

Variable 

Ql 
Q2 
Q3 
Q4 
Q5 
Q6 
Q7 
Q8 
Q9 
QIO 
Qll 
Q12 
Q13 
Q14 
Q15 
Q16 
Q17 
Q18 
Q19 
Q20 
Q21 

N 

35 
35 
35 
35 
35 
35 
35 
35 
35 
35 
35 
35 
35 
35 
35 
35 
35 
35 
35 
35 
35 

Mean 

3.7142857 
4 .3714286 
1.3142857 
1.9714286 
3.3714286 
3.4285714 
3 .3428571 
3.8857143 
3.2571429 
2 .0857143 
3 .9428571 
1.2285714 
3 .9428571 
1.3142857 
3.5714286 
1.3142857 
3.0571429 
4 .1428571 
1.7428571 
2 .4857143 
1.8857143 

1 = very unambiguous; there is only one possible interpretation for this term or phrase 
2 = somewhat ambiguous; there may be two or three interpretations for this term or phrase 
3 = no opinion; I can't tell 
4 = somewhat ambiguous; there may be four or five interpretations for this term or phrase 
5 = very ambiguous; there are many possible interpretations for this term or phrase 
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Table C.l 

t-Test Results of Comparison of Ambiguity Level of Attributes 
being Significantly Different from a Neutral Response 

Attribute 1 - Waiting Time 

Variable N Mean Std Error Prob>|T| 

DWl 
DW2 
DW3 
DW4 
DW5 
DW6 
DW7 
DW8 
DW9 
DWIO 
DWll 
DW12 

35 
35 
35 
35 
35 
35 
35 
35 
35 
35 
35 
35 

0.3142857 
-1.2285714 
0.7142857 
0.7714286 
0.6000000 
-0.0285714 
0.4571429 
0.2857143 
-1.2571429 
0.6857143 
0.4285714 
-1.5142857 

0.1956305 
0.2285714 
0.1904061 
0.1482997 
0.1700222 
0.1986751 
0.1849045 
0.1859404 
0.2258238 
0.2121179 
0.2141456 
0.1382449 

1.6065268 
-5.3750000 
3.7513794 
5.2018220 
3.5289500 

-0.1438098 
2.4723187 
1.5365907 
-5.5669187 
3.2327037 
2.0013085 

-10.9536483 

0.1174 
0.0001 
0.0007 
0.0001 
0.0012 
0.8865 
0.0186 
0.1336 
0.0001 
0.0027 
0.0534 
0.0001 

1 = very unambiguous; there is only one possible interpretation for this term or phrase 
2 = somewhat unambiguous; there may be two or three interpretations for this term or phrase 
3 = no opinion; I can't tell 
4 = somewhat ambiguous; there may be four or five interpretations for this term or phrase 
5 = very ambiguous; there are many possible interpretations for this tern or phrase 
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Table C.2 

t-Test Results of Comparison of Ambiguity Level of Attributes 
being Significantly Different from a Neutral Response 

Attribute 2 - Prices 

Variable Mean Std Error Prob>11 

DPI 
DP2 
DP3 
DP4 
DP5 
DP6 
DP7 
DP8 
DP9 
DPIO 
DPll 
DP12 
DP13 
DP14 
DP15 
DP16 
DP17 

35 
35 
35 
35 
35 
35 
35 
35 
35 
35 
35 
35 
35 
35 
35 
35 
35 

1.2285714 
-1.7714286 
1.0857143 
0.1142857 
1.2285714 
0.9714286 
-1.8285714 
0.9714286 
-1.6571429 
-1.7142857 
0.8571429 
1.3142857 
-1.7714286 
1.0285714 
0.4857143 
-1.8285714 
1.1714286 

0.1791001 
0.1592298 
0.1939047 
0.1998799 
0.1425206 
0.1505492 
0.1194224 
0.1986751 
0.1784285 
0.1617729 
0.2014354 
0.1281506 
0.1235723 
0.2069617 
0.2144817 
0.1194224 
0.2028607 

6.8596931 
-11.1249787 
5.5992154 
0.5717719 
8.6203070 
6.4525649 

-15.3117987 
4.8895340 
-9.2874329 
-10.5968664 
4.2551744 

10.2557928 
-14.3351615 
4.9698643 
2.2645954 

-15.3117987 
5.7745468 

0.0001 
0.0001 
0.0001 
0.5712 
0.0001 
0.0001 
0.0001 
0.0001 
0.0001 
0.0001 
0.0002 
0.0001 
0.0001 
0.0001 
0.0300 
0.0001 
0.0001 

1 = very unambiguous; there is only one possible interpretation for this term or i^ase 
2 = somewhat unambiguous; there may be two or three interpretations for this term or phrase 
3 = no opinion; I can't tell 
4 = somewhat ambiguous; there may be four or five interpretations for this term or phrase 
5 = very ambiguous; there are nany possible interpretations for this term or phrase 

AS 
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Table C.3 

t-Test Results of Comparison of Ambiguity Level of Attributes 
being Significantly Different from a Neutral Response 

Attribute 3 - Quantity 

Variable 

DQl 
DQ2 
DQ3 
DQ4 
DQ5 
DQ6 
DQ7 
DQ8 
DQ9 
DQIO 
DQll 
DQ12 
DQ13 
DQ14 
DQ15 
DQ16 
DQ17 
DQ18 
DQ19 
DQ20 
DQ21 

N 

35 
35 
35 
35 
35 
35 
35 
35 
35 
35 
35 
35 
35 
35 
35 
35 
35 
35 
35 
35 
35 

Mean 

0.7142857 
1.3714286 

-1.6857143 
-1.0285714 
0.3714286 
0.4285714 
0.3428571 
0.8857143 
0.2571429 
-0.9142857 
0.9428571 
-1.7714286 
0.9428571 
-1.6857143 
0.5714286 
-1.6857143 
0.0571429 
1.1428571 
-1.2571429 
-0.5142857 
-1.1142857 

Std Error 

0.1668866 
0.1301952 
0.1628085 
0.1327518 
0.1791001 
0.1549503 
0.1876115 
0.1776193 
0.1755800 
0.2221795 
0.2047456 
0.1011340 
0.1784285 
0.1521357 
0.2256111 
0.1345483 
0.1920384 
0.1368484 
0.2063808 
0.2183645 
0.2346871 

T 

4.2800661 
10.5336369 
-10.3539707 
-7.7480770 
2.0738607 
2.7658633 
1.8274846 
4.9865878 
1.4645340 
-4.1150762 
4.6050174 

-17.5156536 
5.2842291 

-11.0803366 
2.5328037 

-12.5286939 
0.2975595 
8.3512628 
-6.0913749 
-2.3551704 
-4.7479634 

Prob>|T| 

0.0001 
0.0001 
0.0001 
0.0001 
0.0457 
0.0091 
0.0764 
0.0001 
0.1522 
0.0002 
0.0001 
0.0001 
0.0001 
0.0001 
0.0161 
0.0001 
0.7678 
0.0001 
0.0001 
0.0244 
0.0001 

1 = very unambiguous; there is only one possible interpretation for this term or phrase 
2 = sonewhat unambiguous; there may be two or three interpretations for this term or phrase 
3 = no opinion; I can't tell 
4 = somewhat ambiguous; there may be four or five interpretations for this tern or phrase 
5 = very ambiguous; there are many possible interpretations for this term or phrase 
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Pretest Instrument -- (lln)Ambiguously Good/Bad Events 
Preceded by Unambiguous Message 
Part 1 Restaurant Scenario 

Assume you are involved in the following situations. Please indicate how "good" or how "bad" you 
believe the situation to be. 

1 = this is a very bad occurrence 
2 = this is a bad occurrence 
3 = this is neither good nor bad; I can't tell 
A = this is a good occurrence 
5 = this is a very good occurrence 

(*U1) You have gone to a restaurant. There is a wait to be seated, 
be able to seat you in 15 minutes." 

(*al)a. the time flew and you were seated before you knew it. 

(*ul)b. you waited 10 minutes before being seated. 

(*a2)c. it seemed like a very long time before you were seated. 

(*u2)d. you waited 20 minutes before being seated. 

The hostess tells you, "we will 

VB B N G VG 

1 2 3 H 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 ^ 5 

1 2 3 - 5 

(*U2) You are still at the restaurant. You are very hungry and ask the waiter for a reconmendation 
for a meal that will "fill you up." He recommends the "surf and turf" which includes a 10 ounce 
sirloin and 5-6 fan-tailed shrimp. 

(*al)a. you were served very generous portions. 

(*ul)b. they were out of the 10 ounce sirloin, so they served you the 
12 ounce sirloin instead. 

(*a2)c. the portions appeared so small you wondered if they had 
mistakenly served you the child's plate. 

(*u2)d. you only received four fan-tailed shrimp. 

VB B N G VG 

1 2 3 H 5 

1 2 3 H 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

(*U3) When you looked at the menu to see how much the meal would cost, you saw that the price was 
$5.25. 

(*al)a. the meal seemed like a real bargain for what you got. 

(*ul)b. you received a 32.00 discount with you student ID. 

(*a2)c. the meal seemed expensive for what you got. 

(*u2)d. when you checked the menu prices, you mistakenly read the 
lunch prices. Since it was after 2:00 p.m., there were no 
longer any special lunch rates and your meal was $2.00 more 
than you thought it would be. 

VB B N G VG 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 - 5 

1 2 3 4 5 
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PDfe-Teai Pnfe-Te^ Instrument — (Un)Ambiguously Good/Bad Events 
N — ^ Preceded by Unambiguous Message 

Part 2 - Water Theme Park Scenario 

Assume you are involved in the following situations. Please indicate how "good" or how "bad" you 
believe the situation to be. 

1 = this is a very bad occurrence 
2 = this is a bad occurrence 
3 = this is neither good nor bad; I can't tell 
^ ~ this is a good occurrence 
5 ~ this is a very good occurrence 

(*U4) You have decided to go to a water theme amusement park. You have heard an advertisement for 
the park which claims, "$15 wristband admits you to all attractions all day." 

(*al)a. the price seemed to be very reasonedale. 

VB B N G VG 

1 2 3 4 5 

(*ul)b. with a student ID, you received a $2.00 discount which you had 1 2 3 4 5 
not anticipated. 

(*a2)c. the price seemed a little expensive. 1 2 3 4 5 

(*u2)d. since it was Memorial Day weekend, the price was an additional 
$2.00. 1 2 3 4 5 

(*U5) Once inside the water park, you notice that the line waiting for your favorite attraction is 
rather long. You ask em employee how long the wait will be. She says "from the point at which you 
are standing, the wait will be about 15 minutes." 

(*al)a. the wait did not seem to take very long. 

(*ul)b. the wait was only 10 minutes. 

(*u2)d. it took 20 minutes to get to the front of the line. 

VB B N G VG 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

(*a2)c. it seemed like a very long time before you got to the front of 
the line. 1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

(*U6) You got very thirsty after a full day in the sun. You ordered a 32 ounce coke. 

VB B N G VG 

(*al)a. the coke seemed enormous. 1 2 3 4 5 

(*ul)b. they were out of the 32 ounce cups so they gave you a 44 ounce 
cup for the same price instead. 1 2 3 4 5 

(*a2)c. it didn't look like there was enough coke to satisfy your 
thirst. 

(*u2)d. the cup was only filled 3/4 of the way. 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 



pp>,jj gy yi 

APPENDIX E 

PRETEST MEAN RATINGS FOR 
UNAMBIGUOUS MESSAGE CLAIMS 

1 5 8 



159 

Table E.l 

/ 
Mean Ratings for (Un)Ambiguously Good/Bad Events 

Preceded by an Unambiguous Message 

N Ct)S Variable Mean 

33 Ulal 
Ula2 
Ulul 
Ulu2 
U2al 
U2a2 
U2ul 
U2u2 
U3al 
U3a2 
U3ul 
U3u2 
U4al 
U4a2 
U4ul 
U4u2 
U5al 
U5a2 
U5ul 
U5u2 
U6al 
U6a2 
U6ul 
U6u2 

33 
33 
33 
33 
33 
33 
33 
33 
33 
33 
33 
33 
33 
33 
33 
33 
33 
33 
33 
33 
33 
33 
33 
33 

-4.3636364 
1.9090909 
3.5454545 
2.2727273 
3.7272727 
2.5454545 
4.0909091 
1.8181818 
4.5454545 
2.3636364 
4.8181818 
2.1818182 
4.0909091 
2.2727273 
4.5454545 
2.5454545 
4.1818182 
2.4545455 
4.0000000 
2.1818182 
4.2727273 
2.0909091 
4.7272727 
2.0909091 

1 = 'this is a very bad occurrence' 
2 = 'this is a bad occurrence' 
3 = 'this is neither good nor bad; I can't tell' 
4 = 'this is a good occurrence' 
5 = 'this is a very good occurrence' 

U = Unambiguous message (1-6) 
a = ambiguous event 
u = unambiguous event 

last digit 1 = "good" event 
last digit 2 = "bad" event 

SSSB&ii 
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Table E.2 

t-Test Results of Comparison of Good/Bad Assessment Preceded by Unambiguous Message 
being Significantly Different from a Neutral Response 

N CBis Variable Mean Std Error Prob> T 

1 = 
2 = 
3 = 
4 = 
5 = 

33 DUlal 
DUla2 
DUlul 
DUlu2 
DU2al 
DU2a2 
DU2ul 
DU2u2 
DU3al 
DU3a2 
DU3ul 
DU3u2 
DU4al 
DU4a2 
DU4ul 
DU4u2 
DU5al 
DU5a2 
DU5ul 
DU5ti2 
DU6al 
DU6a2 
DU6ul 
DU6u2 

'this is a 
'this is a 

33 
33 
33 
33 
33 
33 
33 
33 
33 
33 
33 
33 
33 
33 
33 
33 
33 
33 
33 
33 
33 
33 
33 
33 

very bad 

1.3636364 
-1.0909091 
0.5454545 

-0.7272727 
0.7272727 

-0.4545455 
1.0909091 

-1.1818182 
1.5454545 

-0.6363636 
1.8181818 

-0.8181818 
1.0909091 

-0.7272727 
1.5454545 

-0.4545455 
1.1818182 

-0.5454545 
1.0000000 

-0.8181818 
1.2727273 

-0.9090909 
1.7272727 

-0.9090909 

occurrence' 
bad occurrence' 

'this is neither good nor bad; I 
'this is a 
'this is a 

good occurrence' 
very gooc 1 occurrence' 

0.1363636 
0.1180944 
0.1382446 
0.1325216 
0.1325216 
0.0880223 
0.1401003 
0.1265401 
0.1158868 
0.0850377 
0.0681818 
0.1265401 
0.1180944 
0.1089962 
0.1574592 
0.1901500 
0.0681818 
0.1382446 
0.1846372 
0.1472896 
0.1089962 
0.0909091 
0.0787296 
0.1180944 

can't tell' 

10 
-9 
3 
-5 
5 

-5 
7 

-9 
13 
-7 
26 
-6 
9 
-6 
9 

-2 
17 
-3 
5 
-5 
11 

-10 
21 
-7 

0000000 
2376043 
9455757 
4879547 
4879547 
1639778 
7866282 
3394757 
3358972 
4833148 
6666667 
4657909 
2376043 
6724612 
8149546 
3904572 
3333333 
9455757 
4160256 
5549206 
6768072 
0000000 
9393102 
6980036 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0001 
0001 
0004 
0001 
0001 
0001 
0001 
0001 
0001 
0001 
0001 
0001 
0001 
0001 
0001 
0229 
0001 
0004 
0001 
0001 
0001 
0001 
0001 
0001 

U = Unambiguous message (1-6) 
a = ambiguous event 
u = unambiguous event 

last digit 1 = "good" event 
last digit 2 = "bad" event 

^ 
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Pretest Instrument -- (Un)Ambiguously C^ood/Bad Events 

Preceded by Ambiguous Message 

Part 1 Restaurant Scenario 

Assume you are involved in the following situations. Please indicate how "good" or how "bad" you 
believe the situation to be. 

1 = this is a very bad occurrence 
2 = this is a bad occurrence 

3 = this is neither good nor bad; I can't tell 
^ - this is a good occurrence 
5 = this is a very good occurrence 

(*A1) You have gone to a restaurant. There is a wait to be seated. The hostess tells you, "It 
won't be long before we can seat you." 

VB B N G VG 

(*al)a. the time flew and you were seated before you knew it. 

(*ul)b. you waited 10 minutes before being seated. 

(*a2)c. it seemed like a very long time before you were seated. 

(*u2)d. you waited 20 minutes before being seated. 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

(*A2) You are still at the restaurant. You are very hungry and ask the waiter for a recommendation 
for a meal that will "fill you up." He recommends the "surf and turf" which he claims is "a lot" of 
sirloin and shrimp. 

(*al)a. you were served very generous portions. 

(*ul)b. they were out of the 10 ounce sirloin, so they served you the 
12 ovrnce sirloin instead. 

(*a2)c. the portions appeared so small you wondered if they had 
mistakenly served you the child's plate. 

(*u2)d. you only received four fan-tailed shrimp. 

VB B N G VG 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

(*A3) When you asked the waiter how expensive the meal would be, he said that it was a really great 
value. 

(*al)a. the meal seemed like a real bargain for what you got. 

(*ul)b. you received a $2.00 discount with you student ID. 

(*a2)c. the meal seemed expensive for what you got. 

(*u2)d. when you checked the menu prices, you mistakenly read the 
lunch prices. Since it was after 2:00 p.m., there were no 
longer any special lunch rates and your meal was $2.00 more 
than you thought it would be. 

VB B N G VG 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 
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Pretest Instrument -- (Un)Ambiguously (Jood/Bad Events 
Preceded by Ambiguous Message 

Part 2 - Water Theme Park Scenario 

Assume you are involved in the following situations. Please indicate how "good" or how "bad" you 
believe the situation to be. 

1 = this is a very bad occurrence 
2 = this is a bad occurrence 
3 = this is neither good nor bad; I can't tell 
^ = this is a good occurrence 
5 = this is a very good occurrence 

(*A4) You have decided to go to a water theme amusement park. You have heard an advertisement for 
the park which claims, "a great family value for one low price." 

(*al)a. the price seemed to be very reasonable. 

VB B N G VG 

1 2 3 4 5 

(*ul)b. with a student ID, you received a $2.00 discount which you had 
not anticipated. 1 2 3 4 5 

(*a2)c. the price seemed a little expensive. 1 2 3 4 5 

(*u2)d. since it was Memorial Day weekend, the price was an additional 
$2.00. 1 2 3 4 5 

(*A5) Once inside the water park, you notice that the line waiting for your favorite attraction is 
rather long. You ask an employee how long the wait will be. She says "it shouldn't take long. The 
line is moving pretty quickly." 

(*al)a. the wait did not seem to take very long. 

(*ul)b. the wait was only 10 minutes. 

(*a2)c. it seemed like a very long time before you got to the front of 
the line. 

(*u2)d. it took 20 minutes to get to the front of the line. 

VB B N G VG 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

(*A6) You got very thirsty after a full day in the sun. You ordered a large coke. 

VB B N G VG 

(*al)a. the coke seemed enormous. 1 2 3 4 5 

(*ul)b. they were out of the 32 ounce cups so they gave you a 44 ounce 
cup for the same price instead. 

(*a2)c. it didn't look like there was enough coke to satisfy your 

thirst. 

(*u2)d. the cup was only filled 3/4 of the way. 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

an 
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Table G.l 

Mean Ratings for (Un)Ambiguously C3ood/Bad Events 
Preceded by an Ambiguous Message 

N Obs Variable N Mean 

33 Alal 
Ala2 
Alul 
Alu2 
A2al 
A2a2 
A2ul 
A2u2 
A3al 
A3a2 
A3ul 
A3u2 
A4al 
A4a2 
A4ul 
A4u2 
A5al 
A5a2 
A5ul 
A5u2 
A6al 
A6a2 
A6ul 
A6u2 

33 
33 
33 
33 
33 
33 
33 
33 
33 
33 
33 
33 
33 
33 
33 
33 
33 
33 
33 
33 
33 
33 
33 
33 

4.2727273 
2.0303030 
3.3030303 
2.1212121 
3.7575758 
2.5151515 
4.1212121 
1.8787879 
4.3939394 
2.0909091 
4.2121212 
2.5454545 
4.6060606 
2.2121212 
4.4545455 
2.6363636 
4.0606061 
2.4545455 
3.7272727 
2.1818182 
4.6969697 
2.0606061 
4.3939394 
1.5757576 

1 = 'this is a very bad occurrence' 
2 = 'this is a bad occurrence' 
3 = 'this is neither good nor bad; I can't tell' 
4 = 'this is a good occurrence' 
5 = 'this is a very good occurrence' 

A = Ambiguous message (1-6) 
a = ambiguous event 
u = unambiguous event 

last digit 1 = "good" event 
last digit 2 = "bad" event 
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t-Test Results of Comparison of Good/Bad Assessment 
being Significantly Different from a Neutral Response 
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N Obs Variable Mean std Error Prob>IT 

1 = 
2 = 
3 = 
4 = 
5 = 

33 DAlal 
DAla2 
DAlul 
DAlu2 
DA2al 
DA2a2 
DA2ul 
DA2u2 
DA3al 
DA3a2 
DA3ul 
DA3u2 
DA4al 
DA4a2 
DA4ul 
DA4u2 
DA5al 
DA5a2 
DA5ul 
DA5u2 
DA6al 
DA6a2 
DA6ul 
DA6u2 

'this is a 
'this is a 

33 
33 
33 
33 
33 
33 
33 
33 
33 
33 
33 
33 
33 
33 
33 
33 
33 
33 
33 
33 
33 
33 
33 
33 

very bad 

1.2727273 
-0.9696970 
0.3030303 

-0.8787879 
0.7575758 

-0.4848485 
1.1212121 

-1.1212121 
1.3939394 

-0.9090909 
1.2121212 

-0.4545455 
1.6060606 

-0.7878788 
1.4545455 

-0.3636364 
1.0606061 

-0.5454545 
0.7272727 
-0.8181818 
1.6969697 

-0.9393939 
1.3939394 

-1.4242424 

occurrence' 
bad occurrence' 

'this is neither good nor bad; I 
'this is a 
'this is a 

good occurrence' 
very gooc 1 occurrence' 

0.1251721 
0.1019214 
0.1108238 
0.1492251 
0.1898479 
0.1240205 
0.1727539 
0.2165395 
0.1565453 
0.1530228 
0.1982766 
0.1745715 
0.0863769 
0.0949240 
0.1574592 
0.1558103 
0.1372028 
0.1513256 
0.1524592 
0.1188211 
0.0812409 
0.1737477 
0.1565453 
0.1307779 

can't tell' 

10.1678225 
-9.5141651 
2.7343437 
-5.8890078 
3.9904344 
-3.9094222 
6.4902293 
-5.1778646 
8.9043841 
-5.9408853 
6.1132858 
-2.6037782 
18.5936300 
-8.3001036 
9.2376043 
-2.3338399 
7.7302068 

-3.6045085 
4.7702784 
-6.8858285 
20.8881077 
-5.4066569 
8.9043841 

-10.8905476 

0. 
0. 
0. 
0. 
0, 
0. 
0. 
0, 
0, 
0. 
0, 
0, 
0 
0, 
0, 
0, 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

,0001 
.0001 
,0101 
,0001 
,0004 
,0005 
,0001 
,0001 
.0001 
.0001 
.0001 
.0139 
.0001 
.0001 
.0001 
.0260 
.0001 
.0010 
.0001 
.0001 
.0001 
.0001 
.0001 
.0001 

A = Ambiguous message (1-6) 
a = ambiguous event 
u = unambiguous event 

last digit 1 = "good" event 
last digit 2 = "bad" event 

m S£ a 
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Restaurant Scenario 

p. 1 All Respondents 

Social Security Number: 

A new restaurant has opened in your town. This restaurant desires to attract a similar 
clientele to that of restaurants such as The Depot, The 50-Yard Line, and Steak and Ale. 

The evening menus at THOSE three restaurants offer a variety of steak, chicken and seafood 
dishes ranging in price from $8.95 to $15.95. The luncheon menu offers smaller portions of the same 
dishes and also includes specialty sandwiches and soup-and-salad bars. The prices for the dishes on 
the luncheon menu are about half that of the dinner prices. Sandwiches and soup-and-salad bars are 
generally about $5.00. 

Peak serving times at THOSE three restaurants during the evening meal are between 7:00 and 
8:30. The lunch hour rush occurs from 11:45 to 1:00. During these busiest times, you can expect a 
20 minute wait to be seated. At most other times, there is no wait prior to being seated. 

Regardless of the menu item chosen, customers at THOSE restaurants generally receive plenty 
to eat and rarely walk away htingry. 

p. 2 - All Respondents 

Please describe what you would expect of the new restaurant in terms of the following 
characteristics: 

WAITING TIME: 
1) Much longer than the other three restaurants 
2) Somewhat longer than the other three restaurants 
3) Very similar to the other three restaurants 
4) Somewhat shorter than the other three restaurants 
5) Much shorter than the other three restaurants 

PORTIONS: 
1) 
2) 
3) 
4) 
5) 

Much less 
Somewhat 
Very simi 
Somewhat 
Much more 

than 
less 

the 
than 

other 
the o 

lar to the othe 
more 
than 

than 
the 

the o 
other 

three restaurants 
ther three restaurants 
r three restaurants 
ther three restaurants 
three restaurants 

PRICE: 
1) 
2) 
3) 
4) 
5) 

Much higher than the 
Somewhat higher 
Very similar to 

than 
the 

Somewhat lower than 
Much lower than the 

othe 
the 
other 
the o 
other 

r three restaurants 
other 1 
three 

three restaurants 
restaurants 

ther three restaurants 
three restaurants 
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Restaurant Scenario 

p. 3 - Unambiguous Message / Good Episode 

You have decided to try the NEW restaurant. Since you are a student on a budget, you chose 
to go at lunch time when the prices are lower than they are in the evening. Your class schedule is 
such that you only have an hour-and-a-half between classes (12:00 - 1:30). You know that this time 
is the lunch rush and would probably require a wait, but you decided to go, anyway. 

When you arrive, the hostess informs you that the wait will be approximately 20 minutes. 
As it turns out, you were actually seated after waiting 10 minutes. 

Please respond to the following questions: 

How do you feel regarding the amount of time you waited before being seated? * 

1) I am extremely pleased 
2) I am somewhat pleased 
3) I am neither pleased nor displeased 
4) I am somewhat displeased 
5) I am very displeased 

If this were your only encovinter with the new restaurant, how satisfied would you be? * 

1) I would be extremely satisfied 
2) I would be somewhat satisfied 
3) I would be neither satisfied nor dissatisfied 
4) I would be somewhat dissatisfied 
5) I would be extremely dissatisfied 

p. 3 - Unambiguous Message / Bad Episode 

You have decided to try the NEW restaurant. Since you are a student on a budget, you chose 
to go at lunch time when the prices are lower than they are in the evening. Your class schedule is 
such that you only have an hour-and-a-half between classes (12:00 - 1:30). You know that this time 
is the lunch rush and would probably require a wait, but you decided to go, anyway. 

When you arrive, the hostess informs you that the wait will be approximately 20 minutes. 
As it turns out, you were actually seated after waiting 30 minutes. 

Please respond to the following questions: 

How do you feel regarding the amount of time you waited before being seated? * 

1) 
2) 
3) 
4) 
5) 

am extremely pleased 
am somewhat pleased 
am neither pleased nor displeased 
am somewhat displeased 
am very displeased 

If this were your only encounter with the new restaurant, how satisfied would you be? * 

1) I would be extremely satisfied 
2) I would be somewhat satisfied 
3) I would be neither satisfied nor dissatisfied 
4) I would be somewhat dissatisfied 
5) I would be extremely dissatisfied 

an 
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Restaurant Scenario 

p. 3 - Ambiguous Message / Good Episode 

You have decided to try the NEW restaurant. Since you are a student on a budget, you chose 
to go at lunch time when the prices are lower than they are in the evening. Your class schedule is 
such that you only have an hour-and-a-half between classes (12:00 - 1:30). You know that this time 
is the lunch rush and would probably require a wait, but you decided to go, anyway. 

When you arrive, the hostess informs you that there will be a short wait. 
after waiting 10 minutes. 

Please respond to the following questions: 

How do you feel regarding the amount of time you waited before being seated? * 

1) I am extremely pleased 
2) I am somewhat pleased 
3) I am neither pleased nor displeased 
4) I am somewhat displeased 
5) I am very displeased 

If this were your only encounter with the new restaurant, how satisfied would you be? * 

1) I would be extremely satisfied 
2) I would be somewhat satisfied 
3) I would be neither satisfied nor dissatisfied 
4) I would be somewhat dissatisfied 
5) I would be extremely dissatisfied 

You were seated 

p. 3 - Ambiguous Message / Bad Episode 

You have decided to try the NEW restaurant. Since you are a student on a budget, you chose 
to go at lunch time when the prices are lower than they are in the evening. Your class schedule is 
such that you only have an hour-and-a-half between classes (12:00 - 1:30). You know that this time 
is the lunch rush and would probably require a wait, but you decided to go, anyway. 

When you arrive, the hostess informs you that there will be a short wait. You were seated 
after waiting 30 minutes. 

Please respond to the following questions: 

How do you feel regarding the amount of time you waited before being seated? * 

1) I am extremely pleased 

2) I am somewhat pleased 
3) I am neither pleased nor displeased 
4) I am somewhat displeased 
5) I am very displeased 

If this were your only encounter with the new restaurant, how satisfied would you be? * 

1) I would be extremely satisfied 
2) I would be somewhat satisfied 
3) I would be neither satisfied nor dissatisfied 
4) I would be somewhat dissatisfied 
5) I would be extremely dissatisfied 

m mm 
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Restaurant Sceneurio 

p. 4 - All Respondents 

In light of this one experience you have had with the new restaurant, please describe the 
new restaurant in terms of what you expect of the portions and prices at the new restaurant: 

PORTIONS: 
1) 
2) 
3) 
4) 
5) 

Much less 
Somewhat 

than 
less 

the 
than 

Very similar to the 
Somewhat 
Much more 

more 
than 

than 
the 

othe 
the 

r three restaurants 
other 

; other thr 
the 
othe 

other 
ir thre 

three restaurants 
"ee restaurants 
three restaurants 
;e restaurants 

PRICE: 
1) 
2) 
3) 
4) 
5) 

Much higher than the 
Somewhat higher 
Very similar to 

than 
the 

Somewhat lower than 
Much lower than the 

othe 
the 
other 
the o 
other 

r thre< 
other 1 
three 

2 restaurants 
three restaurants 
restaurants 

ther three restaurants 
three restaurants 
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Restaurant Scenario 

p. 5 - All Respondents 

In light of this one experience you have had with the new restaurant, please describe what 
level of portions and prices that you would tolerate or demand in order to walk away from this 
experience satisfied. 

PORTIONS: 
1) The portions could be much smaller than the other three 

restaurants and I would be satisfied 
2) The portions could be somewhat smaller than the other three 

restaurants and I would be satisfied 
3) The portions should be very similar to the other three 

restaurants for me to be satisfied 
4) The portions should be somewhat larger than the other three 

restaurants for me to be satisfied 
5) The portions should be much larger than the other three 

restaurants for me to be satisfied 

PRICE: 
1) 

2) 

3) 

4) 

5) 

Much higher than the 
satisfied 

Somewhat higher 
satisfied 

Very similar to 
satisfied 

! othe] 

than the ( 

the 

Somewhat lower than 
satisfied 

Much lower than 
satisfied 

the 

other 

the oi 

other 

c three restaurants 

3 ther 

three 

; for 

three restaurants 

restaurants for 

ther three restaurants 

three restaurants for 

• me to be 

for me to 

me 

for 

me 

to be 

me to 

to be 

be 

be 
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Restaurant Scenario 

p. 6 - All Respondents 

You noticed that the restaurant offers daily lunch specials. You asked the waiter what the 
lunch special was for that day and he said that it was the 'surf and turf which included a 6 ounce 
sirloin and 5-6 fan-tailed shrimp. That sounded pretty good (this way you could sample the quality 
of both the beef and the seafood), so you ordered it. When the meal arrived, the steak actually 
appeared larger than what you thought a 6 ounce steak would be and you received 7 fan-tailed shrimp 
rather than the 5 or six you had expected. 

Please respond to the following questions: 

How do you feel regarding the portions you received at the restaurant? * 

1) I am extremely pleased 
2) I am somewhat pleased 
3) I am neither pleased nor displeased 
4) I am somewhat displeased 
5) I am very displeased 

If the waiting time and portions were your only encounters with the new restaurant, how satisfied 
would you be? * 

1) I would be extremely satisfied 
2) I would be somewhat satisfied 
3) I would be neither satisfied nor dissatisfied 
4) I would be somewhat dissatisfied 
5) I would be extremely dissatisfied 

p. 7 - All Respondents 

In light of these two experiences you have had with the new restatiremt, please describe the 
new restauremt in terms of what you expect of the prices at the new restaurant: 

PRICE 
1) The 

• • 

price 
restaurants 
2) The price 

could 
and I 
could 

three restaurants 
3) The price 
restaurants 
4) The price 
restaurants 
5) The price 
restaurants 

[ be much higher than the 
would be satisfied 
[ be 
and 

somewhat higher than 
I would be satisfied 

should be very similar to the 
for me 
must 
for me 
must 

to be satisfied 

othe 

the 

othe 

ir three 

other 

jr three 

be somewhat lower than the other three 
to be satisfied 

be much lower than the other three 

sii 
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Restauremt Scenario 

p. 8 - All Respondents 

In light of these two experiences you have had with the new restauremt, please describe 
what the price you would tolerate or demand in order to walk away from this experience satisfied. 

PRICE: 
1) The price should be much lower than the 
restaurants for me to be satisfied 
2) The price should be somewhat lower than 
restaurants for me to be satisfied 
3) The price should be very similar to the 
restaurants for me to be satisfied 
4) The price could be somewhat higher than 
restaurants for me to be satisfied 
5) The price could be much higher than the 
restaurants for me to be satisfied 

other three 

the other three 

other three 

the other three 

other three 
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Restaurant Scenario 

p. 9 - Unambiguous Message / Good Episode 

You had noticed that the daily lunch specials were priced at S6.50. When you requested the 
check, the waiter asked if you were a college student. Since you are, you said, "Yes." The waiter 
informed you that students were entitled to a 151 discount, so you were charged $5.53 for the meal. 

Please respond to the following questions: 

How do you feel regarding the price which was charged at the restaurant? * 

1) I am extremely pleased 

2) I am somewhat pleased 
3) I am neither pleased nor displeased 
4) I am somewhat displeased 
5) I am very displeased 

Please evaluate your overall level of satisfaction with the new restaurant. * 

1) I am extremely satisfied 
2) I am somewhat satisfied 
3) I am neither satisfied nor dissatisfied 
4) I am be somewhat dissatisfied 
5) I am extremely dissatisfied 

p. 9 - Unambiguous Message / Bad Episode 

You had noticed that the daily lunch specials were priced at $6.50. When you received the 
check, you noticed that you were charged $8.00. You asked the waiter why you were not charged the 
daily lunch special price and he said that, had you read the menu more carefully, you would have 
noticed that shrimp is one of the seafood items which is not currently in season and therefore, the 
restaurant had to charge more for this particular item. 

Please respond to the following questions: 

How do you feel regarding the price which was charged at the restaurant? * 

1) I am extremely pleased 
2) I am somewhat pleased 
3) I am neither pleased nor displeased 
4) I am somewhat displeased 
5) I am very displeased 

Please evaluate your overall level of satisfaction with the new restaurant. * 

1) I am extremely satisfied 
2) I am somewhat satisfied 
3) I am neither satisfied nor dissatisfied 
4) I am be somewhat dissatisfied 
5) I am extremely dissatisfied 

m 
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Restaurjint Scenario 

p. 9 - Ambiguous Message / C5ood Episode 

Since the daily lunch special was not printed in the menu, you were not really sure how 
much the meal would cost. You had received larger portions than you expected and the food was cjuite 
good, so you anticipated the meal would be a little expensive. When you received your check, the 
price was comparable to the regular menu items ($5.50). 

Please respond to the following questions: 

How do you feel regarding the price which was charged at the restaurant? * 

1) I am extremely pleased 
2) I am somewhat pleased 
3) I am neither pleased nor displeased 
4) I am somewhat displeased 
5) I am very displeased 

Please evaluate your overall level of satisfaction with the new restaurant. * 

1) I am extremely satisfied 
2) I am somewhat satisfied 
3) I am neither satisfied nor dissatisfied 
4) I am be somewhat dissatisfied 
5) I am extremely dissatisfied 

p. 9 - Ambiguous Message / Bad Episode 

Since the daily lunch special was not printed in the menu, you were not really sure how 
much the meal would cost. You had received larger portions than you expected and the food was quite 
good, so you anticipated the meal would be a little expensive. When you received your check, the 
price was comparable to evening menu prices ($8.00). 

Please respond to the following questions: 

How do you feel regarding the price which was charged at the restaurant? * 

1) I am extremely pleased 

2) I am somewhat pleased 
3) I am neither pleased nor displeased 
4) I am somewhat displeased 
5) I am very displeased 

Please evaluate your overall level of satisfaction with the new restaurant. * 

1) I am extremely satisfied 
2) I am somewhat satisfied 
3) I am neither satisfied nor dissatisfied 
4) I am be somewhat dissatisfied 
5) I am extremely dissatisfied 

tt^B 
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Theme Park Scenario 

p. 1 - All Respondents 

Social Security Nvmiber 

A new theme park has opened 30 miles from where you live. This theme park is similar to 
theme parks such as Six Flags Over Texas, Astro World, Sea World, and Wet 'n' Wild in that they are 
family oriented parks with rides, shops, restaurants, and entertainment. The theme for the new park 
is American History; thus each area of this park centers around an event such as the Civil War, the 
American Revolution, and so on. 

The admission price for adults to the other theme parks averages $12 on weekdays and $18 on 
the week-end. This price generally admits you to all attractions in the park all day. 

The other theme parks tend to be more crowded between 6 and 9 p.m. Monday thru Friday and 
all day Saturday and Sunday. During these time periods, people generally wait in line about 10 
minutes for most rides (about 15 minutes for the more popular rides). 

The restaurants at those other parks offer a wide variety of fast food items. The prices 
tend to be a little high for the quality and quantity of food or drink you receive. Menus at those 
theme parks would resemble the following: 

Soft Drinks: 

Hot Dog: 
French Fries: 
Hamburger: 

Lg 
Med 
Sm 

$3.00 
2.25 
1.50 
2.50 
2.00 
4.00 
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Theme Park Scenario 

p. 2 - All Respondents 

Please describe what you would expect of the NEW theme park in terms of the following 
characteristics: 

ADMISSION: 
1) 
2) 
3) 
4) 
5) 

Much higher than the 
Somewhat higher 
Very similar to 

than 
the 

Somewhat lower than 
Much lower than the 

othe 
L the 

other 
the o 
other 

r theme parks 
other 1 
theme 

theme parks 
parks 

ther theme parks 
theme parks 

QUANTITY OF FOOD OR DRINK: 
1) Much less than the other theme parks 
2) Somewhat less than the other theme parks 
3) Very similar to the other theme parks 
4) Somewhat more than the other theme parks 
5) Much more than the other theme parks 

WAITING TIME FOR RIDES: 
1) Much longer than the other theme parks 
2) Somewhat longer than the other theme parks 
3) Very similar to the other theme parks 
4) Somewhat shorter than the other theme parks 
5) Much shorter than the other theme parks 
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Theme Park Scenario 

p. 3 - Unambiguous Message / Good Episode 

You have seen this new theme park advertised on television. In this commercial, they claim 
that "$15 admits you all day to all attractions." You decide to go to the new park. Since you are 
a full-time student, you cannot get away during the week, and so decide to go during the Labor Day 
weekend. 

When you got to the admission gate you noticed that you would receive a $2.00 discount with 
your Tech ID. 

Please respond to the following question: 

How do you feel regarding the price which was charged at the theme park? * 

1) I am extremely pleased 
2) I am somewhat pleased 
3) I am neither pleased nor displeased 
4) I am somewhat displeased 
5) I am very displeased 

If this were your only encounter with the new theme park, how satisfied would you be? * 

1) I would be extremely satisfied 
2) I would be somewhat satisfied 
3) I would be neither satisfied nor dissatisfied 
4) I would be somewhat dissatisfied 
5) I would be extremely dissatisfied 

p. 3 - Unambiguous Message / Bad Episode 

You have seen this new theme park advertised on television. In this commercial, they claim 
that "$15 admits you all day to all attractions." You decide to go to the new park. Since you are 
a full-time student, you cannot get away during the week, eaid so decide to go during the Labor Day 
weekend. 

When you arrived at the admission gate you noticed that the admission price was soi 
additional $2.00 on holiday weekends, which includes this Labor Day. 

Please respond to the following question: 

How do you feel regarding the price which was charged at the theme park? * 

1) I am extremely pleased 

2) I am somewhat pleased 
3) I am neither pleased nor displeased 
4) I am somewhat displeased 
5) I am very displeased 

If this were your only encounter with the new theme park, how satisfied would you be? * 

1) I would be extremely satisfied 
2) I would be somewhat satisfied 
3) I would be neither satisfied nor dissatisfied 
4) I would be somewhat dissatisfied 
5) I would be extremely dissatisfied 
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Theme Park Scenario 

p. 3 - Ambiguous Message / Good Episode 

You have seen this new theme park advertised on television. In this comnercial, they claim 
that the park is "a great family value for one low price." You decide to go to the new park. Since 
you are a full-time student, you cannot get away during the week, and so decide to go during the 
Labor Day weekend. 

When you got to the admission gate you noticed that you would receive a $2.00 discount with 
your Tech ID. 

Please respond to the following questions: 

How do you feel regarding the price which was charged at the theme park? * 

1) I am extremely pleased 

2) I am somewhat pleased 
3) I am neither pleased nor displeased 
4) I am somewhat displeased 
5) I am very displeased 

If this were your only encounter with the new theme park, how satisfied would you be? * 

1) I would be extremely satisfied 
2) I would be somewhat satisfied 
3) I would be neither satisfied nor dissatisfied 
4) I would be somewhat dissatisfied 
5) I would be extremely dissatisfied 

p. 3 - Ambiguous Message / Bad Episode 

You have seen this new theme park advertised on television. In this commercial, they claim 
that the park is "a great family value for one low price." You decide to go to the new park. Since 
you are a full-time student, you cannot get away during the week, and so decide to go during the 
Labor Day weekend. 

When you arrived at the admission gate you noticed that the admission price was an 
additional $2.00 on holiday weekends, which includes this Labor Day. 

Please respond to the following question: 

How do you feel regarding the pric6 which was cheurged at the theme park? * 

1) I am extremely pleased 

2) I am somewhat pleased 
3) I am neither pleased nor displeased 
4) I am somewhat displeased 
5) I am very displeased 

If this were your only encounter with the new theme park, how satisfied would you be? * 

1) I would be extremely satisfied 
2) I would be somewhat satisfied 
3) I would be neither satisfied nor dissatisfied 
4) I would be somewhat dissatisfied 
5) I would be extremely dissatisfied 
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Theme Park Scenario 

p. 4 - All Respondents 

In light of this one experience you have had with the new theme park, please describe the 
new theme park in terms of what you expect of the portions and waiting time at the new 
theme park. 

QUANTITY OF FOOD OR DRINK: 
1) Much less than the other theme parks 
2) Somewhat less than the other theme parks 
3) Very similar to the other theme parks 
4) Somewhat more than the other theme parks 
5) Much more than the other theme parks 

WAITING TIME FOR RIDES: 
1) Much longer than the other theme parks 
2) Somewhat longer than the other theme parks 
3) Very similar to the other theme parks 
4) Somewhat shorter than the other theme parks 
5) Much shorter than the other theme parks 
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Theme Park Scenario 

p. 5 - All Respondents 

In light of this one experience you have had with the new theme park, please describe what 
level of portions and waiting time that you would tolerate or demand in order to walk away from this 
experience satisfied. 

QUANTITY OF FOOD OR DRINK: 
1) The portions could be much smaller than the other theme parks 

and I would be satisfied 
2) The portions could be somewhat smaller than the other theme 

parks and I would be satisfied 
3) The portions should be very similar to the other theme parks 

for me to be satisfied 
4) The portions should be somewhat larger than the other theme 

parks for me to be satisfied 
5) The portions should be much larger than the other theme parks 

for me to be satisfied 

WAITING TIME FOR 
1) The waiting time 

theme parks and I 
2) The waiting time 

other theme parks 
3) The waiting time 

theme parks and I 
4) The waiting time 

other theme parks 
5) The waiting time 

theme parks and I 

RIDES: 
could be much longer than the other 
would still be satisfied 
could be somewhat longer than the 
and I would still be satisfied 
should be very similar to the other 
would still be satisfied 
should be somewhat shorter than the 
and I would still be satisfied 
should be much shorter than the other 
would still be satisfied 
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Theme Park Scenario 

p. 6 - All Respondents 

After strolling through the park for a few hours, you became very thirsty and decided to 
get a soft drink. Since you were so thirsty, you ordered the large coke ($3.00). You had expected 
a large coke to be about 32 ounces, but this one was 44 ounces. 

Please respond to the following question: 

How do you feel regarding the cruantitv of the drink you received at the theme park? * 

1) I am extremely pleased 

2) I am somewhat pleased 
3) I am neither pleased nor displeased 
4) I am somewhat displeased 
5) I am very displeased 

If the price and quantity of beverage were your only encounters with the new theme park, how 
satisfied would you be? * 

1) I would be extremely satisfied 
2) I would be somewhat satisfied 
3) I would be neither satisfied nor dissatisfied 
4) I would be somewhat dissatisfied 
5) I would be extremely dissatisfied 

p. 7 - All Respondents 

In light of these two experiences you have had with the new theme park, please describe the 
new theme park in terms of what you expect of the waiting time for rides: 

WAITING TIME FOR RIDES: 
1) Much longer than the other theme parks 
2) Somewhat longer than the other theme parks 
3) Very similar to the other theme parks 
4) Somewhat shorter than the other theme parks 
5) Much shorter than the other theme parks 
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Theme Park Scenario 

p. 8 - All Respondents 

In light of these two experiences you have had with the new theme park, please describe the 
amount of waiting time you would tolerate or demand in order to walk away from this experience 
satisfied. 

WAITING TIME FOR RIDES: 
1) The waiting time could be much longer than the other 

theme parks and I would be satisfied 
2) The waiting time should be somewhat longer than the 

other theme parks and I would be satisfied 
3) The waiting time should be very similar to the other 

theme parks and I would be satisfied 
4) The waiting time should be somewhat shorter than the 

other theme parks and I would be satisfied 
5) The waiting time should be much shorter than the other 

theme parks and I would be satisfied 



le%4 

186 

Theme Park Scenario 

p. 9 - Unambiguous Message / Good Episode 

Toward the end of the day, you came to your favorite ride. The line looked very long, so 
you asked a park employee how long it would take before you got to the front of the line. She said, 
"from the point at which your are stemding, the wait is usually about 15 minutes." You decided to 
stemd in line. 

You were at the front of the line in 10 minutes. 

Please respond to the following question: 

How do you feel regarding the waiting time you experienced at the theme park? * 

1) I am extremely pleased 
2) I am somewhat pleased 
3) I am neither pleased nor displeased 
4) I am somewhat displeased 

5) I am very displeased 

Please evaluate your overall level of satisfaction with the new theme park. * 

1) I am be extremely satisfied 

2) I am be somewhat satisfied 
3) I am be neither satisfied nor dissatisfied 
4) I am be somewhat dissatisfied 
5) I am be extremely dissatisfied 

p. 9 - Unambiguous Message / Bad Episode 

You decided to 

Toward the end of the day, you came to your favorite ride. The line looked very long, so 
you asked a park employee how long it would take before you got to the front of the line. She said, 
"from the point at which your are standing, the wait is usually about 15 minutes, 
stand in line. 

You were at the front of the line in 20 minutes. 

Please respond to the following question: 

How do you feel regarding the waiting time you experienced at the theme park? * 

1) I am extremely pleased 
2) I am somewhat pleased 
3) I am neither pleased nor displeased 
4) I am somewhat displeased 
5) I am very displeased 

Please evaluate your overall level of satisfaction with the new theme park. * 

1) I am be extremely satisfied 
2) I am be somewhat satisfied 
3) I am be neither satisfied nor dissatisfied 
4) I am be somewhat dissatisfied 
5) I am be extremely dissatisfied 
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Theme Park Scenario 

p. 9 - Ambiguous Message / Good Episode 

Toward the end of the day. you came to your favorite ride. The line looked very long, so 
you asked a park employee how long it would take before you got to the front of the line. She said, 
"it shouldn't take too long. The line is moving pretty quickly." You decided to stand in line. 

You were at the front of the line in 10 minutes. 

Please respond to the following question: 

How do you feel regarding the waiting time you experienced at the theme park? * 

1) I am extremely pleased 
2) I am somewhat pleased 
3) I am neither pleased nor displeased 
4) I am somewhat displeased 
5) I am very displeased 

Please evaluate your overall level of satisfaction with the new theme park. * 

1) I am be extremely satisfied 
2) I am be somewhat satisfied 
3) I am be neither satisfied nor dissatisfied 
4) I am be somewhat dissatisfied 
5) I am be extremely dissatisfied 

p. 9 - Ambiguous Message / Bad Episode 

Toward the end of the day, you came to your favorite ride. The line looked very long, so 
you asked a park employee how long it would take before you got to the front of the line. She said, 
"it shouldn't take too long. The line is moving pretty quickly." You decided to stand in line. 

You were at the front of the line in 20 minutes. 

Please respond to the following question: 

How do you feel regarding the waiting time you experienced at the theme park? * 

1) I am extremely pleased 

2) I am somewhat pleased 
3) I am neither pleased nor displeased 
4) I am somewhat displeased 
5) I am very displeased 

Please evaluate your overall level of satisfaction with the new theme park. * 

1) I am be extremely satisfied 
2) I am be somewhat satisfied 
3) I am be neither satisfied nor dissatisfied 
4) I am be somewhat dissatisfied 
5) I am be extremely dissatisfied 


