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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

Marketing writers seem to have associated satisfaction with a confirmation of 

expectations or a positive disconfirmation of expectations. Conversely, a negative 

disconfirmation of expectations results in dissatisfaction. Since customer satisfaction (at 

a profit) is the marketer's goal, models tend to end where satisfaction is the outcome; 

however, detailed models follow the dissatisfaction outcome. In these details models 

differ: some focus on causes; some focus on consequences or expectancies; some focus 

on outcomes. The satisfaction-complaining relationship has been modeled with weak 

results. Other predictors for behavior have been sought, one of which is emotion and 

expectancy via attribution theory (Weiner 1985). 

It is possible that the poor performance of satisfaction in predicting behavior is 

due to the operationalization of the satisfaction concept. Associating dissatisfaction with 

only negative disconfirmation of expectations seems to be a weakness in most existing 

models of satisfaction. One can readily hypothesize situations where expectations were 

acmally confirmed and dissatisfaction was still the result, for instance, when one "takes 

a chance" in a consumption experience. Although there is hope for positive results, a 

negative outcome is the expectation, and when it occurs, satisfaction is not the result. 

Another weakness in extant satisfaction models is the dichotomous representation 

of the satisfaction construct. This is largely because of the lack of empirical support 

for early models, which conceptualized satisfaction as an "ideal point" function of 



ignore positive satisfaction, focusing completely on negative satisfaction. This 

expectations (Anderson 1973; Engel, Kollat, and Blackwell 1968; Howard and Sheth 

1969). In most, satisfaction is viewed as a discrete function, satisfaction or 

dissatisfaction. However, consumers are often mildly satisfied or mildly dissatisfied. 

Some outcomes may be so mediocre that there is no real satisfaction, positive or 

negative. This implies that satisfaction is a continuous concept. 

In conceptualizing satisfaction as having dichotomous outcomes, models tend to 

is 

understandable since satisfaction is the goal of marketing efforts. There is no perceived 

problem. Dissatisfaction, then, is the outcome marketers have focused on, to find out 

why the consumer is dissatisfied and how to reverse this dissatisfaction. 

When the dichotomous outcomes orientation is used to describe satisfaction, the 

expectation is that the dissatisfied consumer will complain. The literature, however, 

indicates that many consumers do not complain. Why is this? Simple dissatisfaction 

apparently is not enough to explain or to predict when consumers will complain. Recent 

research (Westbrook and Oliver 1991) indicates that satisfaction may not be a powerful 

predictor of consumer complaining behavior (CCB). Other factors, such as attributions 

and emotions, may better predict the complaining outcome. Another class of 

considerations is expectancies. These expectancies may be based on not only who is at 

fault, but on past experience, the situational specifics, people's felt role in society, and 

perhaps other factors. 

In models of complaining behavior where attributions are considered, a process 

is typically shown in which a negative confirmation of expectation occurs, resulting in 



dissatisfaction. The consumer then searches out the reason for the negative outcome and 

makes the decision of whether and how to complain based on the attribution assigned to 

the failure. These models do not consider that an attribution may be arrived at 

immediately upon a negative outcome, independently of expectation. In some cases the 

attribution may even be "ready made" in anticipation of a negative outcome. Together, 

the attribution and expectation (the priors one has related to the consumption experience) 

then drive satisfaction, as well as the emotional and expectancy factors (the priors one 

has concerning a complaint behavior) that affect the actual consumer complaint behavior 

(CCB). 

Purpose and Contribution of the Research 

The goal of this research is to develop and test a theory that examines the effects 

of emotion, attribution, and expectancy on CCB. The concepts dealt with in this 

research are similar to the work of Richins (1983) and Folkes (1984) in marketing. 

However, this project represents a first attempt to examine the multiple effects of 

attribution on emotion, expectancy, and complaining behavior. The hope is to achieve 

a high level of integration of the generalizable portion of Weiner's (1985) attributional 

theory with the theoretical concepts of satisfaction and complaining behavior. This 

model is the basis for empirical exploration. 



CHAPTER II 

LITERATURE REVIEW AND MODEL DEVELOPMENT 

Consumer Satisfaction 

Discrepancy Models 

Traditionally, the notion of discrepancy has been central to the study of consumer 

satisfaction/dissatisfaction (CS/D). In various approaches, CS/D results from 

discrepancies between the expectation associated between the consumption event and its 

outcome (Oliver 1980). These events can be product use experiences, the consumption 

of services, or other related consumption phenomena. Theories of CS/D consistently 

suggest that satisfaction results from the subsequent cognitive state equaling or exceeding 

the prior cognitive state. Dissatisfaction results when the difference is negative 

(Woodruff et al. 1983). These theories differ in their operationalizations of cognitive 

states, and in their comparative mechanisms. 

Andreason (1977) further clarifies the CS/D concept by suggesting two critical 

points in the post-purchase process where CS/D may occur. The first is the S/D 

resulting from the consumer's disconfirmation of expectation with product or service 

performance. The second is the consumer's reaction to complaint handling. Thus, CS/D 

can be viewed as an emotion that occurs initially in reaction to product performance, and 

again in response to the seller's reaction to the complaint. 



The Desires Congruency Model 

Spreng and Olshavsky (1993) contend that disconfirmation of expectations is not 

a powerful predictor of satisfaction. They propose an alternative construct, desires 

congruency, as a preferred predictor of satisfaction, and they report strong empirical 

results to bolster their position. This is controversial in the light of the strong tradition 

of expectation that exists in the CS/D literature. 

This controversy arises from (at least) two discrepancies in the literature. The 

issue addressed by the authors is that of a definition of expectations. The literature has 

proliferated several conceptualizations of expectations and a universally accepted 

definition of the construct has yet to emerge. A commonly accepted approach to 

expectations is that a consumer has a preconceived idea of how a product or service 

should perform and then compares the consumption outcome to the expectation. 

Several problems with this approach are cited. The first involves products that 

are "best performers" on the market. In such a case even unrealistic expectations created 

by advertising, which cause a disconfirmation of expectations, may not result in 

dissatisfaction because the product still performs better than anything else (LaTour and 

Peat 1979). Second is the case of very low expectations of performance that are 

confirmed. This will very likely result in dissatisfaction, in spite of confirmed 

expectations (LaTour and Peat 1979). Third, consumers may be dissatisfied with aspects 

of a consumption experience even though they had no prior expectation (Westbrook and 

Reilly 1983). Finally, disconfirmation of expectations restricts expectations to attributes 

of the focal brand (Cadotte, Woodruff, and Jenkins 1987). 



Spreng and Olshavsky (1993) contend that the desires construct is not limited by 

the same constraints as is expectations. Further, they propose that desires congruency 

is conceptually superior to the disconfirmation of expectations model in predicting 

satisfaction. 

The second basis for the controversy surrounding how to predict satisfaction deals 

with defining the dependent variable. This facet of the problem is not treated by Spreng 

and Olshavsky. They implicitly conceptualize satisfaction as emotion versus a cognitive, 

post consumption, evaluation. This is evidenced by the two items they use to measure 

satisfaction. The first item asks, "how satisfied would you be ...?" and is anchored by 

"very dissatisfied" and "very satisfied." The second item asks how the subject would/^^/ 

about the described experience followed by a response anchored with "terrible" and 

"delighted." 

Expectations may not be an inherently weak predictor of satisfaction so much as 

that it has been (in some instances) too narrowly defined to capture the richness of this 

construct. Expectations can be intuitive, based not only on prior knowledge of a product 

or service, but also based on the consumer's framework of how the world works, or how 

the world should work. Satisfaction, as defined, may also be a culprit in this 

controversy, because satisfaction may not be a completely emotional response (Westbrook 

and Oliver 1991). 



Satisfaction, Emotion or Judgment 

Singh (1985) identifies a shortcoming common to the aforementioned approaches 

to CS/D. Namely, there is little focus on the concept of satisfaction. Part of his 

research attempts to conceptualize the satisfaction concept as a precursor to integrating 

CS/D and consumer complaining behavior (CCB) research. 

Initially, Singh (1985) seeks to resolve whether satisfaction can accurately be 

conceptualized as an attitude or an emotion. Attitudes are described as being persistent 

and fairly stable over time (Day 1984). Satisfaction is the result of a consumption event; 

it does not exist before the event occurs and does not necessarily affect future 

consumption. This is especially true for frequently purchased services and products. 

Thus, Day concludes that satisfaction is not an attitude. 

Some research supports the notion of satisfaction as an emotion (Westbrook 1983; 

Woodruff et al. 1983). Day (1984) defines emotion as a state of arousal. Thus an 

emotion may quickly abate when the situation changes. Westbrook (1983) presents the 

results of an empirical study and Woodruff et al. (1983) provide a theoretical framework 

incorporating an emotional conceptualization of CS/D. 

Westbrook and Oliver (1991) examine the correspondence between consumption 

emotion and satisfaction. Differing from Singh (1985) in their assessment of satisfaction, 

they use Day (1984) to support the notion that satisfaction is an event specific, post-

choice, evaluative judgment. This differentiation between emotion and evaluation allows 

for a conceptual separation of the specific emotions associated with a consumption event 

from the level of satisfaction the consumption experience engenders. This is an 
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important clarification, because conceptualizing satisfaction as a post-choice emotion 

requires it to be nonspecific, a collage of basic emotions. 

What is especially notable about Westbrook and Oliver's (1991) results deals with 

the correspondence (weak) between negative emotions and satisfaction. They report only 

mild dissatisfaction even with very negative emotions. This gives rise to the possibility 

that emotions and expectancy may be better predictors of intent to complain than 

satisfaction has been. This research focuses on the emotional dimensions relating to a 

consumption experience as predicters of CCB. 

Consumer Complaining Behavior 

Competing conceptualizations of CCB have been proposed in the literature (see 

Figure 2.1). Bearden and Teel (1983) suggest that CCB is an action resulting from the 

emotions of dissatisfaction. Such a concepmalization assumes no intervening variables 

between CS/D and CCB. 

Much of the empirical work with this conceptualization suggests a very weak 

relationship between CS/D and CCB, with typically only 15% of the variance explained 

(Day 1984). Such findings suggest a more complex relationship between CS/D and 

CCB. A competing conceptualization posits that complaining behavior is a distinct set 

of activities logically subsequent to a consumption experience, influenced by a variety 

of situational and personal factors that appear unrelated to the intensity of dissatisfaction 

(Day 1984). The implication is that CS/D is an emotional state which under some 

circumstance motivates consumers to engage in a complaining/non-complaining decision 
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Figure 2.1: Two Competing Conceptualizations of Consumer Complaint Behavior 
(Singh 1985, p.49) 

process, the outcome of which is the specific CCB (Singh 1990b). Dissatisfaction 

motivates the consumer to undergo a subsequent decision-making process, which depends 

not so much on how strong the emotions of dissatisfaction are, but on the consumer's 

attribution of the dissatisfaction, the expectancy and value of outcomes, the costs 

involved, the product's importance, etc. This is consistent with many empirical findings 

that show a large number of dissatisfied customers not complaining (Best and Andreason 

1977; Day and Ash 1979; Warland et al. 1975). This conceptualization is also consistent 

with Weiner's (1985) attribution-based theory of achievement and motivation. 

Since the inception of the literamre surrounding CS/D and CCB, an important 
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issue has been the conceptualization and classification of complaining behavior. Table 

2.1 highlights some of the different approaches to this problem. 

In the more recent research, theoretically based and competing taxonomies of 

CCB are empirically evaluated by Singh (1988, 1990, 1990a). This research validates 

a factor analysis of response categories from one data set by doing confirmatory factor 

analyses on three subsequent data sets. The best fitting categorization of CCB responses 

was a three factor classification system that was labeled "Voice," "Private," and "Third 

party." Voice actions are dyadic ones (e.g., salesperson, retailer, provider). Private 

actions involve negative word-of-mouth communication with, for example, friends of 

relatives or exiting from the exchange relationship. Third-party actions involve 

complaints against the provider through other parties such as the newspaper, the Better 

Business Bureau, or an attorney. 

Table 2.1: Complaining Behavior Categorization 

Categories 

Upset-No action/Upset-Action 

Action/None, Public/Private 

Motive, Redress/Future Beh. 

Exit, Voice, Word-of-Mouth 

Action/None, Redress/Behavioral, 
Public/Private, Dyadic/Third Party 

Voice, Private, Third Party 

Voice, Exit, Retaliation 

Author(s) 

Mason and Himes 1973 

Day & Landon 1977 

Day 1980 

Richins 1983 

Singh 1985 

Singh 1988, 1990; Singh & Pandya 
1991 

Hunt 1991 
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Hunt (1991) classifies complaining into three categories: voice and exit and 

retaliation. Retaliation comprises such actions as negative word of mouth and third-party 

responses (Singh and Pandya 1991) but is broadened to include vigilante practices by the 

consumer (especially applicable to dissatisfaction with retailers). Since Singh (1990) does 

not include such responses as alternatives, it is not surprising that vigilante responses are 

not a part of his categorization. 

Attributions and Complaining 

In her 1984 article, Folkes takes an attributional approach to investigating 

consumers' reactions to product failure. In general, she adheres to Weiner's (1980) 

conceptualization of attributions. Folkes tries to establish a relationship between causal 

dimensions, the dimensions of attributions of cause, and the consumers' reaction. The 

focal dimensions of attribution are stability, locus, and controllability. She does not look 

at intentionality and the focus is on the initial reactions of dissatisfaction in the consumer. 

Folkes (1984) predicts that controllable/ external product failure will create a "desire to 

hurt the seller's business" (p. 501). She also makes the point that consumers and 

providers may disagree on locus or controllability of product failure. This illustrates the 

potential importance of the seller's reaction to expressed dissatisfaction. However, in 

the context of initial reaction to product failure, the adage that the customer is always 

right again prevails. 

Singh (1990) posits empirical regularities that are seen when situations that result 

in complaining behavior are aggregated across episodes, consumers or industries. 
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Two-way aggregations are also mentioned such as episodes and consumers. 

Consumer attributes that have been shown to exert a positive influence on the 

propensity to complain are: age, income, household size, education, political 

membership, stock ownership, (Warland, Herrman and Willits 1975) and consumerist 

attitudes such as alienation (Beardon and Mason 1983) and activism (Warland, Herrman 

and Willits 1975). Little has been done to assess the effects of individual characteristics 

on the type of complaining behavior in which consumers engage (Singh 1990). A notable 

exception is Singh's (1990a) typology of response styles. Singh reports that the response 

styles of consumers vary according the variables consumer alienation, attitude toward 

complaining, and evaluation of the effectiveness of a response type (voice, private, third 

party) given the recall of a critical incident. Four response styles were identified based 

on cluster analysis of data. These styles were Passives, Irates, Voicers, and Activists. 

Day (1984) and others, contend that the attitude toward the act of complaining affects the 

incidence of complaining by consumers. While attimde toward the act of complaining 

is undoubtably associated with higher incidence of complaining, this is not a particularly 

useful distinction. Somehow, one would suspect that people who have a positive attitude 

toward complaining will complain more often. 

Expectancy of success is also mentioned by Day as a predictor of complaining. 

An external factor (that is to say defined by the situation), it is probably is both external 

and internal to the subject. Weiner's (1985) theory regarding achievement and 

motivation posits that there is, within persons, an attributional style. This attributional 

style affects expectancies and motivation and is a concept related to self image. 
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While expectancies are often mentioned in the CCB literamre, the subsequent 

concept of motivation is not well developed. A more complete application of Weiner's 

(1985) theory of Motivation and Achievement using Vroom's (1964) Expectancy Theory 

could remedy this lack of context. Vroom's conceptualization appears potentially useful 

in that it distinguishes between expectancy, instrumentality, and valence. Although this 

theory was designed to predict motivation in the workplace, it should be workable in the 

context of consumer motivations toward complaining. 

Attribution Theory 

Introduction to Attributions 

Attribution based models of CS/D and CCB in the marketing literamre draw from 

the work of psychologist Bernard Weiner. Weiner's (1985) "An Attribution Theory of 

Achievement Motivation and Emotion" highlights the connection between attribution and 

emotion. 

Weiner's (1985) theory allows a richer development of consumer satisfaction/ 

dissatisfaction. Whereas in the past, consumer satisfaction/dissatisfaction has been 

described simply as an emotion, the application of attribution theory to this idea would 

give us a richer conceptualization. The emotions elicited by events might be things such 

as anger, guilt, shame, gratitude, hopelessness, or pride, to name a few. These in mm 

then may allow a better understanding as to why some consumers who are dissatisfied 

complain and others do not, and why among consumers who complain, some complain 

privately, others publicly, and still others through third parties. In order to understand 
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an attribution-based theory of consumer complaining behavior, a familiarity with 

Weiner's (1985) theory of motivation and achievement may be useful. 

Weiner's Theory of Attribution 

Weiner's (1985) theory represents expectancy value as a temporal sequence. This 

sequence is represented in Figure 2.2. In addition, the theory links value to the affect 

that comes from following goal-directed activity. Other motivational theories largely 

ignore the emotions. Examining Figure 2.2, one can follow a story line drawn from 

Weiner (1985). A little league baseball player performs poorly during a game. Instead 

of appearing at the next game, the boy stays home. The figure illustrates that a 

motivational sequence begins with an outcome that individuals interpret as positive or 

negative. Affects are directly linked to the outcome. There is also a connection between 

outcome and the reactions of "happy" for success and "frustrated" or "sad" for failure. 

These associations are designated as linkage 1. In the baseball scenario, the boy 

performed poorly, eliciting generally negative reactions. 

A causal search is undertaken then to determine why this outcome occurred. This 

is linkage 2. Many antecedents may influence the causal explanation reached. Known 

attribution antecedents include: past personal history, performance of others, and other 

situational characteristics. In our example, the boy may have played poorly, even while 

practicing many hours. Other children on the team have played well. On the basis of 

history, comparison, and effort expenditure, the boy decides that he is low in baseball 

playing ability. That is, he thinks, "I failed because I'm not good at baseball." This is 

linkage 3. A unique, affective reaction may be produced by this decision, linkage 4. 



15 

OUTCOME oe- CAUSAL 

ANTECEDEMTS 

CAUSAL 

ASCRIPTIQMS 

CAUSAL 

DIMENSIONS PSYCHOLOQIGAL COWSEQUEHCES 

COQNmVE AFFECTIVE H 

BEHAVIORAL 

CQWSEQUENCBS 

12 

SELF.DIRECTED 

^ ^ 

OUTCOME -

1 -4 

IFPOSmVE 

HAPPY 

w 
W 

IF NEQATIVE. 

FRUSTRATED 

AND SAO 

IF UNEXPEC

TED, NEQA

TIVE, OR 

IMPORTANT 

2 

spECinc 

INFORMATION 

CASUAL RULES 

ACTOR vs. 

OBSERVER 

HEDONIC 

BIASES 

ETC. 

ACHIEVEMENT I LOCUS 

ABILTTY 

EFFORT 

STRATEGY 

TASK 

HICK , 

ETC. -

STABILTTY 

(OVERTIME) 

TQLOBALTTY 

I (OVER SITUATIONS) 

^EXPECTANCY 

OF 

SUCCESS 

- ^ PRIDE 

SELF-ESTEEM 

- > • HOPELESSNESS 

HOPEFULNESS 

11 

RELAXATION 

SURPRISE 

^ ETC. I 

AFRUATION 

PHYSICAL 

CHARACTER 

PERSONALHY 

AVAILABILTTY 

OF TARGET 

ETC. 

I 

CONTROLLABILrTY 

7INTENTI0NAUTY 

10 

SHAME 

QUILT 

OTHER-DIRECTED I 
I 

ANGER 

A QRATTTUDE 

PTTY 

Y 
ACTIONS 

HELPING 

ACHIEVEMENT 

STRMNQS 

PAROLE DEC. 

ETC. 

CHARACT-

IST1C3 

INTENSITY 

LATENCY 

PERSISTENCE 

ETC. 

A 

13 

Figure 2.2: An Attributional Theory of Motivation and Emotion (Weiner 1985, p.565) 

Subsequently, the cause is located in dimensional space, depicted as linkage 5. 

Three important properties of causes are locus, stability, and controllability, with 

globality and intentionality considered as possible causal properties. The little leaguer 

ascribes his (inferior) performance to low ability. Low ability is likely to be perceived 

as internal, stable, and uncontrollable (although that placement must be analyzed from 

the perceiver's perspective). It also might be unintentional and global, "I am a poor 

athlete." 

Causal dimensions have psychological consequences. These relate to expectancy 

and affect. The stability of a cause influences the expectancy of future success, linkage 

6. In our scenario, the boy anticipates repeated failure because his low ability is 



16 

perceived as stable. He may increase his expectancy of failure in other sporting activities 

if this cause is perceived as global. Stability influences the temporal aspects of 

expectancy and globality influences expectancies across situations. 

Considering affective consequences, the locus of a cause will exert influence on 

self-esteem and pride. Internal ascriptions elicit greater self-esteem for success and lower 

self-esteem for failure than do external ones. This is linkage 7. The boy in our vignette 

failed because of a cause considered to be internal, and therefore he should be 

experiencing low self-esteem. The stability of the cause by affecting expectancy also 

fosters feelings of hope or a lack thereof. This is indicated in linkage 8. The little 

leaguer with a history of failure and the current failure ascribed to low ability should be 

feeling hopeless. 

Finally, controllability influences social emotions; controllable causes of personal 

failure promote feelings of guilt, whereas uncontrollable causes generate shame. This 

is linkage 9. These are represented as self-directed affects, as are the specific attribution-

linked emotions of relaxation and surprise. Among the affects directed toward others are 

anger, pity, and gratitude. This is linkage 10. The failing little leaguer is likely to feel 

ashamed of himself and humiliated, whereas his coach or mother feels pity for him. 

Finally, expectancy and affect are presumed to determine action. These are linkages 11, 

12, and 13. 

These actions can be described according to their intensity, latency, and so on. 

In the baseball scenario, the boy has a low expectancy of future success, is feeling sad. 
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has low self-esteem, is ashamed, and hopeless. These conditions promote withdrawal 

since behaviors are not instrumental in attaining the desired goal. The boy stays home. 

Although Figure 2.2 appears to depict exhaustive concepmal analysis, even 

greater complexity has been documented. The linkages in the figure are all represented 

as unidirectional, but it is known this is not the case. For example, expectancy of 

success influences attributions (Weiner 1985). 

In an excellent overview of attribution theory, Roger Brown (1986) expands on 

what Ross (1977) calls "the fundamental attribution error." This error deals with the 

divergence between actors and observers in the assessments of causes for behavior. It 

is characterized by the observer's tendency to discount the effects of simation in favor 

of internal characteristics (personality or character traits) of the actor. Further, actors 

seem to make more accurate assessments of causes for action or inaction than observers 

(Miller, Jones, and Hinkle 1981). This could explain why consumer characteristics seem 

to have so little explanatory value in anticipating complaining behavior (in addition to the 

common but unhelpful assertion that human behavior is inherently stochastic). In 

addition, Seligman et al. (1979) relate attributional style to clinical depression in college 

students, finding that depressed subjects tend to make internal/ stable/ uncontrollable 

attributions of failure. Although this is not a focus of the current research, examination 

of the effects of attributional style on CS/D and CCB may prove to be a fruitful avenue 

for future research. 

Day (1984) has been interpreted to define satisfaction as an emotion (Singh 1985) 

and also as a postchoice evaluation (Westbrook and Oliver 1991). Dissatisfaction has not 
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been effective in predicting complaining behavior, even in the simplest sense of 

complaining versus non-complaining. There has been even less success in predicting 

what type of complaining behavior the consumer will employ given he or she does 

complain. Affective influences have been rather weak in their explanatory power in 

complaining behavior research (Beardon and Mason 1983). This may be because the 

influences measured have been too general since Singh (1985) characterizes CCB as, 

"...a specific response to a specific dissatisfaction" (p. 35). Singh's (1985) typology for 

the nature of CCB links impulse behavior with low levels of dissatisfaction and 

expectancy-value judgments with medium and high levels of dissatisfaction. This linkage 

denies the emotional content of extreme dissatisfaction. Popular and scientific literamre 

as well as intuition would support impulsive behavior being linked to extreme 

dissatisfaction (e.g., "crimes of passion"). The conceptual problem may lie with the 

conflation of satisfaction and emotion. One can be slightly dissatisfied, but due to 

circumstance or attribution become very emotional. Conversely, one could be very 

dissatisfied and emotionally detached. The prior examples could produce Singh's 

typology, but indicate the typology to be less than exhaustive. 

Weiner's (1985) theory suggests that subsuming dissatisfaction into the attribution 

process allows a more focused emotion to emerge (guilt, shame, anger, embarrassment, 

etc.). The interplay of emotions and the expectancies associated with various acts of 

complaining (and other factors) has potential to explain more behavioral variance among 

dissatisfied consumers. 
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Model Conceptualization 

Although Weiners' (1985) theory has been conceptualized in an achievement 

context, he asserts a wide range of applicability. It has been used to explore a variety 

of subjects such as parole decisions (Carroll 1978), loneliness (Peplau, Russell, and Heim 

1979), and need for help (Betancourt 1983). The generality is asserted by the following 

argument. A motivational episode is initiated following any goal related outcome. 

Since consumption is characterized as being goal directed, it seems reasonable to apply 

this theory to a consumer complaining behavior context. A visual representation of the 

following discussion appears as Figure 2.3. 
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Figure 2.3: An Attribution Theory-Based Model of Consumer Complaining 
Behavior (Weiner 1985; Singh 1985, 1990; Manrai and Gardner 1991). 
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The Model 

In most conceptualizations of consumer satisfaction, there has been a tendency 

to break the satisfaction construct into a dichotomy, satisfaction versus dissatisfaction. 

Whether this began as a measurement issue is unknown, but the result has been that the 

literature refers no longer to satisfaction, but to CS/D. Measurement challenges aside, 

it is intuitively more appealing to view the construct as a continuum anchored by 

"extremely satisfied" and "extremely dissatisfied." A similar simation exists with the 

concept of confirmation of expectations. Writers have a tendency to refer to this notion 

by its three distinct outcomes (positive disconfirmation, confirmation, and negative 

disconfirmation of expectations) rather than the concept itself. As with satisfaction, it 

seems useful to visualize confirmation as continuous, with extreme positive 

disconfirmation as one anchor, confirmation as a mid-point, and extreme negative 

disconfirmation of expectations as the other anchor. 

Causal antecedents is a concept directly borrowed from Weiner (1985). In the 

model, it is subsumed within Belk's (1975) notion of situational variables. Causal 

antecedents are, however, distinguished from other situational variables, which are 

referred to in the model as environmental (Bateson and Hui 1992). The causal ascription 

of product/service failure is also borrowed from Weiner. This is a multi-dimensional 

concept that includes locus, stability, intentionality, and control. Causal ascription is 

posited to have an emotional consequence manifested as any of the gamut of emotions 

such as joy, anger, fear, guilt, etc. The emotional consequence of ascription and the 

level of confirmation should drive satisfaction as well as the behavioral outcome. 
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Contemporaneous with emotional consequence is the formation of an attribution 

based expectancy. Expectancy measures an individual's belief that he or she has the 

ability to impact a situation, whether that unpact will change his or her stams in the 

system (reward, remuneration, adjustment, etc.) and the degree to which he or she values 

the status change. As the model shows, expectancy is driven by causal ascription and 

situation. Readers will recall that causal ascription refers to the cause of product failure 

("The product was broken when I opened the package." vs. "I dropped the product and 

broke it."). The basis of that failure will influence whether the consumer believes 

complaining will result in a valuable outcome. If attribution based expectancy is 

conceptualized similarly to Vroom's (1964) theory, causal antecedents (attimdes toward 

one's self such as ability and role perceptions) will also drive the consumer's expectancy 

about first-order outcomes. Additionally, causal antecedents such as experience will 

color the consumer's assessment of their instrumentality in a specific consumption event. 

Situation also affects expectancy, although in a different fashion than does causal 

ascription. Situation may affect the assessment of the value of the reward for a 

complaining behavior. In such a situation we define value similarly to profit, that is: 

outcome less inputs. Outcome is the marketer's response (replacement, refund, apology, 

premium, etc.) and inputs are the sum of monetary and psychic costs. Waiting in line 

just after the Christmas holidays to remrn an inexpensive but defective toy will not yield 

the same value assessment as would breezing in to remrn the item in May. Inputs both 

in terms of time and the stress of dealing with grouchy post-holiday crowds (and clerks) 

are higher. In view of this discussion, the following propositions are extended. 
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The Propositions 

The propositions below correlate to the numbered arrows shown in Figure 2.3. 

PI: Disconfirmation of expectations influence emotional consequence. 

P2: Causal ascription of product failure influences emotional consequence. 

P3: Causal ascription of product failure influences attribution based expectancy. 

P4: Environmental variables influence value for complaining behavior. 

P5: Emotional consequence influences behavioral outcome. 

P6: Attribution based expectancy influences behavioral outcome. 

P7: Value influences behavioral outcome. 

While it is convenient to think in terms of "emotional consequences," "causal ascription," 

and "complaining behavior," these concepts must be further identified for 

operationalization. As with many such complex concepts, work has been done to 

uncover their underlying dimensionality, making measurement less difficult. 

From Weiner's (1985) research, three universally applicable dimensions of cause 

are identified. These are locus of cause (whether external or internal to the actor), 

stability of cause (which examines whether the cause was unique to the incident, or is 

likely to persist), and controllability of cause (the measure of whether prudence could 

have prevented the incident). 

Collateral risk and outcome are also contextual variables, but not specifically 

related to causal ascription. The risk variable has to do with what is at stake during the 

consumption experience. The outcome variable is the realization of the collateral risk 
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variable. For instance, risk might be considered high an individual is interviewing for 

a job during dinner, as opposed to a casual date with a friend. Outcome is whether the 

individual landed the job as a result of the interview over dinner or did not. 

Mehrabian and Russell (1974) examined dimensions of emotion. The result of 

their work is a three-dimensional strucmre that is purported to measure both the quality 

and the quantity of emotion. Therefore, emotional consequences are operationalized in 

terms of three emotional dimensions: pleasure, arousal, and dominance. Pleasure is a 

valence measure of emotion. Arousal is the measure of emotional intensity, while 

dominance is the measure of control that is felt by an individual during some emotional 

experience. These measures take on the form of three, four item, semantic differential 

scales and are intended to reflect the emotional consequences felt by an individual. 

Conversely, the behavior construct is formative rather than reflective. The 

concept is comprised of the CCB categorization used by Singh (1988). These categories 

are voice behavior, private (or informal) behavior, and third-party behavior. Voice 

behaviors include such actions as complaining, verbally or in writing, to management or 

asking for a refund or replacement. Informal behavior are activities such as telling 

friends and family about a negative consumption experience or refusing to do further 

business with the offending individual or establishment. Finally, third-party behavior is 

defined as contacting the Better Business Bureau about a dissatisfactory experience or 

product, or taking legal action against an individual or organization. 

Expectancy and value are concepts that are CCB specific, that is to say that, given 

a situation, one may feel that complaining to management would be effective while 
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refusing to do further business would not. Additionally, people might value the ability 

to express themselves to the manager, creating a high valence for the effect such an 

action would produce. Because of this specificity in expectancy and value, these 

constructs are operationalized in a manner parallel to that used for CCB, they are 

formative summates of the expectancy or value for each category of CCB, given the 

situation. This creates three expectancy concepts and three value concepts to match the 

three CCB concepts in the model. 

Weiner (1985) does not operationalize emotion as dimensions in his theory of 

motivation and emotion, so some interpretation is necessary in assigned dependencies. 

Locus or cause and controllability of cause seem to affect all emotional dimensions as 

described above, while stability seems to affect expectancy for success. Because of the 

specific setting, it would also seem that locus of cause would also impact a consumer's 

expectancy for success in any CCB. 

Confirmation of expectations has been linked with satisfaction (Oliver 1980). 

This implies, in the current research, a link to emotion. Therefore as a clarification of 

PI, it is hypothesized that disconfirmation of expectations will have: (Hla) a negative 

effect on pleasure, and (Hlb) a positive effect on arousal. 

The attributional variable locus of cause is hypothesized to have a: (H2a) negative 

effect on pleasure, (H2b) positive effect on arousal, and a (H2c) negative effect on 

dominance. Further, controllability of cause is hypothesized to have a: (H2d) negative 

effect on pleasure and a (H2e) positive effect on arousal. 
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Attributional variables also are hypothesized to have an effect on expectancy for 

success in CCB. Specifically, locus of cause should have a (H3a) positive effect on 

expectancy while controllability should have a (H3b) negative effect on expectancy. 

Collateral risk is hypothesized to have a (H4a) positive effect on valence for CCB. 

Collateral outcome is also expected (H4b) to have a positive effect on valence for CCB. 

Pleasure is hypothesized to have (H5a) negative effects on CCBs. Arousal (H5b) 

and dominance (H5c) are expected to have a positive impact on CCBs. 

As mentioned earlier, expectancy for success (H6) and the value placed on the 

CCB outcome (H7) should both have positive impacts on CCBs. These hypotheses are 

summarized in Table 2.2 

Managerial Implications of the model 

In previous models of CS/D, the notion has been that events created an attimde 

in the consumer referred to as dis/satisfaction. Since many events leading to 

dissatisfaction are uncontrollable, especially by the manufacmrer, the retailer's response 

to the consumer complaint has been considered of paramount importance. This is 

because of the iterative nature of the consumer's consumption experience in cases where 

the product or service is not initially acceptable. The weakness of such an approach is 

that it is completely reactive in orientation. Management literature has long touted the 

importance proactive approaches to problem solving. In the present approach to 

conceptualizing CS/D, existing attitudes about one's self, consumption, and similar 

variables are posited to: (1) alter expectations; (2) affect attributions; and (3) color 
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emotional responses to consumption events. This is important because now, mainly 

through marketing promotion, manufacturers and retailers can be proactive in dealing 

with the inevitable dissatisfaction that occasionally occurs as a part of consumption. 

Table 2.2: A Summary of the Research Hypotheses 

PI: Disconfirmation of expectations influence emotional consequence. 
Hla: Disconfirmation of expectations has a negative effect on pleasure. 
Hlb: Disconfirmation of expectations has a positive effect on arousal. 

P2: Causal ascription of product failure influences emotional consequence. 
H2a: External attributions will have a negative effect on pleasure. 
H2b: External attributions will have a positive effect on arousal. 
H2c: External attributions will have a negative effect on dominance 
H2d: Controllable attributions will have a negative effect on pleasure. 
H2e: Controllable attributions will have a positive effect on arousal. 

P3: Causal ascription of product failure influences attribution based expectancy. 
H3a: External attributions positively influence expectancy. 
H3b: Stable attributions negatively influence expectancy. 

P4: Environmental variables influence value for complaining behavior. 
H4a: Collateral risk positively influences value for complaining behavior. 
H4b: Collateral outcome positively influences value for complaining 

behavior. 

P5: Emotional consequence influences behavioral outcome. 
H5a: Pleasure negatively influences complaining behavior. 
H5b: Arousal positively influences complaining behavior. 
H5c: Dominance positively influences complaining behavior. 

P6: Attribution based expectancy influences behavioral outcome. 
H6: Expectancy positively influences complaining behavior. 

P7: Value influences behavioral outcome. 
H7: Valence positively influences complaining behavior. 



CHAPTER III 

THE METHOD 

Introduction 

Because of the importance of the impact of situation and attribution in this 

research, the critical incident technique commonly used in complaining behavior research 

may not be an optimal approach. This is because treatments need to be manipulated in 

order for effects to be assessed. It is not obvious how to ask respondents to manipulate 

the circumstances surrounding an incident they happen to remember, and it would be 

taxing to try to remember several incidents that differ in simation. Similarly, field 

observation would be an inefficient method of collecting data on subjects' reactions to 

unsatisfactory consumption experiences in a variety of settings. Alternatively, scenario 

responses appear to be an efficient method for collecting the data needed for this 

research. 

Marketers and sociologists have accepted for some time the use of scenarios or 

vignettes in substantive areas of research where context is important. In the marketing 

literature, a suggestive list of the types of smdies employing scenarios include: 

attribution theory (Folkes 1988a; Weiner, La Forge, and Goolsby 1990), the evaluation 

of service encounters (Bitner 1990), the moral cognitions of marketers (Goolsby and 

Hunt 1992), mental accounting (Thaler 1985), risk assessment (Folkes 1988b), the 

framing of buying decisions (Puto 1987; Bettman and Sujan 1987), and information 

economics (Urbany 1986). 

27 
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Scenarios 

By using the scenario, richness, as well as specificity and concreteness, is 

introduced (Alexander and Becker 1978). This provides contextual guidance that 

enhances the subject's ability to respond. Although scenarios have been used for some 

time, there is no coherent literature that exists to aid researchers in designing them 

effectively. While one may find assistance in designing scenarios for a specific purpose 

such as strategic planning (Shoemaker 1993) or creating ethical dilemmas (Hunt 1990), 

there is no general approach to scenario construction. 

Scenario applications are quite varied both substantively and methodologically. 

When scenarios are used as the stimulus in an experiment, dimensions of the story being 

told can be manipulated in order to discern their effects. Based on the design 

implemented, the investigation may be limited to main effects or extended to two-way 

or even higher order interactions. 

Scenarios may also be used in a more limited sense. In this case the scenario is 

simply an image enhancing strategy that is utilized to enrich respondent's involvement 

(Kiselius and Stemthal 1984). 

Widespread use notwithstanding, the scenario is not well understood. There has 

been little effort in the literature to approach the use of scenarios from a considered, 

standardized base. It seems that there are (at least) three issues whose importance merit 

a considered approach. These issues are identification, construction, and analysis. 
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Identification 

As a begirming, it is necessary to identify exacfly what is being referred to when 

the term scenario is used. While the reader may be intuitively comfortable with the 

term, this is less true when one closely scrutinizes the diverse research applications that 

purport to be "scenario based." This is because there is a inmitive understanding of the 

term scenario in the literature rather than the scientific understanding required for 

classification. To gain the level of understanding necessary for research requires not 

only a definition of some depth, but also comparisons with other research 

techniques/tools of the same genre; i.e., other projection based techniques of data 

collection. These similar techniques include (but may not be limited to) vignettes, role 

playing, remembering, and conjoint data collection. 

Vignette is a term that is more conmion to the sociology literature than to 

marketing. Other than the discipline in which it is commonly used, there is little to 

differentiate it from the scenario. In fact, the term seems to be simply a synonym. 

Finch (1987) describes vignettes as "...short stories about hypothetical characters in 

specified circumstances, to which the interviewee is invited to respond" (p. 107). This 

also describes the scenario. Finch further mentions the diversity of research designs that 

make use of the vignette. This diversity exists along the dimensions of vignette 

complexity, the number of vignettes used in the research design, as well as whether 

facets of the vignette are systematically manipulated within the design. Finch feels that 

American researchers (in sociology) tend to use vignettes differently than do researchers 

in Great Britain. American researchers such as Alves and Rossi (1978) present the 
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respondent with many (50) vignettes, asking only one question concerning each. British 

researchers have presented fewer vignettes but asked more questions about the vignettes 

they present. 

Role Playing is a scenario in which the respondent is asked to become the 

hypothetical character in the story. In this case the researcher is asking the respondent 

to make a judgment or predict their actions given the simation. Carlsmith, Ellsworth, 

and Aronson (1976) classify role playing as an alternative to deception. This puncmates 

the fact that role playing can be accomplished in the laboratory as well as by survey 

research. If the investigation of role playing is limited to survey applications, one can 

safely construe role playing as a first-person scenario. 

Remembering, often referred to as the critical incident technique (Folkes 1984), 

asks the respondents to think back on a situation thev have experienced. In this case, the 

memory of the incident takes the place of the hypothetical simation presented in a 

scenario. Obviously, remembering is also a first-person technique like role playing. 

Remembering is also not without weaknesses. For any given situation a 

respondent is asked to recall, there will be a large number of those sampled that have not 

had the experience, cannot recall it, or will not recall it. There may also be wide 

variance amongst the incidents that respondents feel are appropriate to report from. 

Finally, even if the experience is recalled, there is no guarantee that respondents will 

answer accurately about their experience. Given the benefit of his or her experience the 

respondent may tell the researcher what he or she feels should have been done rather 

than what he or she actually did. The motivation for such responses may be rooted in 
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a desire to "help" the researcher, an attempt to avoid appearing odd, or a need to 

establish individuality. 

Conjoint data collection is a technique that uses an abbreviated form of the 

scenario. Rather than present each scenario separately, the scenario is introduced once, 

along with the alternatives that are to be manipulated. Subsequent presentations consist 

of the different combinations of alternatives the researcher wishes the respondent to 

consider. The literature is replete with conjoint smdies and there is some emphasis on 

the construction of conjoint data collection. The literamre on the analysis of conjoint 

data is also extensive, centering on within subject and two step techniques. Because of 

the focus of conjoint analysis on product preference, most examples of conjoint data 

collection employ a first-person orientation similar to role playing. There are, however, 

examples in the sociology literature of using conjoint-like techniques for scenario 

presentation (see Alves and Rossi 1978). 

The preceding discussion represents a variety of scenario-like data collection 

techniques. While these techniques have obvious parallels, they are also disparate in 

some regards. Depending on the particular technique and the area of investigation, 

scenarios may be subject centered or stimulus centered, first-person or third-person, and 

theoretically based or descriptive in nature. These differences suggest a classification 

scheme, which is the focus of the next section. 
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Classification 

There are two general approaches to classification, an a priori approach and 

a post hoc approach (Hunt 1983). The post hoc approach is called grouping and is 

driven by the researcher's data. Factor analysis, multiple discriminant analysis, 

clustering, and multi-dimensional scaling are all examples of this type of classification 

technique. Post hoc approaches to classification are relatively simple to implement by 

simply running the data through a statistically based grouping program. While one can 

be guaranteed that there will be a grouping made, there is no guarantee that the grouping 

will be useful. Hunt (1983) lists usefulness as the final criterion for evaluating 

classificational schemata. 

The a priori approach to classification is referred to as logical partitioning. 

In this method of classification, the researcher identifies the dimensionalities of the 

phenomena being smdied and uses the combinations of the various dimensions to create 

classificational cells. The weakness of this approach is that it takes quite a lot of 

groundwork to identify the useful (for classificational purposes) dimensions of a given 

phenomenon. A strength of this approach to classification is that since the cells 

generated are not data dependent, it is likely there will be cells that are initially empty 

of examples. Empty cells represent opportunities for the researcher. These opportunities 

may come in the form of new phenomena to be observed, or new applications for a 

research methodology. 

In the measurement literature, subject-centered scales are those in which the 

respondent places himself or herself along an attribute continuum. A stimulus-centered 
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measure requires the respondent to place an object along the measured continuum 

(Torgerson 1958). This is significant because response tendencies may differ based on 

what the scenario is being used to measure. Ferrell (1989) asserts that socially desirable 

responses may be more common in subject-centered measures while halo effects may be 

unique to stimulus-centered measures. 

In addition, scenarios can be written either first- or third-person. This may also 

have a strong predictive effect on the presence of bias due to social desirability. In the 

sociological literamre focusing on deviance (Liska 1987) and in marketing's consumer 

fraud literature (Wilkes 1978), scenarios are sometimes used to illustrate a simation 

involving deviant behavior. Then the items meant to measure attimdes toward the 

behavior are presented in third-person terms, in effect asking "would your friends engage 

in such behavior?" It is not clear whether socially desirable responses would be 

prompted solely by person, by person and measure centering independently, or if there 

is an interactive effect. 

Another important distinction between data collection techniques previously 

mentioned is the fact that "remembering" is not projective. A projective technique is one 

that asks the respondent to tell the researcher what he or she would do or how he or she 

would feel given a certain set of circumstances (if first-person) or what the hypothetical 

character should do (if third-person). This is distinctly different than asking the 

respondent what he or she did or how he or she felt when actually confronted with the 

situation. Projective techniques have been criticized due to the weak relationship 

between intentions and behavior that are almost universally encountered in consumer 
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research (Weiner, La Forge, and Goolsby 1990). Also, projective techniques may 

require people to cognitively respond to a situation that, if experienced, they would 

respond to in a noncognitive fashion (Kassarjian 1977; Zajonc 1980). This may engender 

artificiality in the responses obtained from projective techniques. 

Using scenarios to elicit emotions raises the issue of whether such a thing can be 

done. While scenarios have been used to generate any number of cognitive responses, 

their ability to generate emotional responses is perhaps less clear, or at least not as 

generally known. However, inspections of both the consumer behavior literamre in 

marketing and the emotion literature in psychology indicate the use of scenarios as 

emotion generators (Bateson and Hui 1992; Hui and Bateson 1991; Rosen 1983). 

Conversely, the critical incident technique, which is the other common method for 

smdying emotional reactions that is amenable to survey methods, has been criticized 

(Scherer et al. 1988). This is based on the argument that storage and retrieval of 

emotional events may be influenced by ego-involvement, defense mechanisms, or 

inferential tendencies and heuristics such as "vividness," "representativeness," or 

"availability" (Scherer and Tannenbaum 1986; Nisbett and Ross 1980; Tversky and 

Kahneman 1974). As earlier mentioned, the critical incident technique may also be 

problematic when within subject responses are required because of the difficulty 

associated with remembering several incidents that are similar, but vary systematically 

in terms of attribution of failure or situational risk. 

In his doctoral dissertation, Rosen (1983) studied appraisal-emotion relationships 

by presenting systematically manipulated scenarios concerning events experienced by 
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third parties. Subjects then rated how intensely various emotions were experienced by 

the third parties. The emotions, and intensity or emotion, of the scenario protagonists 

were inferred by the subjects of the study. 

Hui and Bateson (1991) used a combination of written scenarios and slides to 

evoke emotions. The measures of emotions evoked included two variables (pleasure and 

approach-avoidance) resulting from Mehrabian and Russell's (1974) three emotional 

dimensions (pleasure-displeasure, dominance-submissiveness, and arousal-unarousal). 

The felt intensity of 24 emotional terms selected to measure the eight basic emotion 

components described by Plutchik (1980) and three emotional terms to measure 

"comfort" were also included. 

Obviously, just because researchers operationalize a study to elicit emotion using 

scenarios does not imply the method is justified. Justification requires evidence that 

emotions generated by scenarios are equivalent to emotions generating by direct 

experience. Bateson and Hui (1992) provide such evidence. In a smdy of the effects of 

consumer choice on perceived crowding, they compare the results of subjects who read 

scenarios and were shown either photographic slides or videotapes of the environment, 

with subjects who actually experienced the environment and situation related in the 

scenarios. The equality of the correlation matrices produced from the three sets of data 

were investigated, using multi-group LISREL analysis (Joreskog and Sorbom 1989). The 

hypothesis that the matrices were equal could not be rejected. While the authors' 

primary objective was to show the equivalence of using slides versus video as methods 
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of visual presentation, they also provide strong evidence that scenarios can be used to 

generate emotions similar to those generated by direct experience. 

Construction 

Construction is the next important consideration. The construction of scenarios 

can be broken down into two major elements. These elements focus on analytical and 

semantic considerations. 

Analytical considerations are issues such as what kind of experimental design is 

needed to answer the questions that are pertinent to the investigation. In this context, 

one is interested in designing the smdy such that needed information is available after the 

data are collected. 

Semantic considerations revolve around the reliability/validity issues involved in 

creating scenarios. Finch (1987) mentions that care must be taken to ensure that 

scenarios are believable, even if they are not common to the respondent's experience. 

A contrarian note exists in conjoint analysis research. Moore and Holbrook (1990) 

report that unrealistic combinations of environmentally correlated product attributes do 

not seem to affect responses. These results may or may not be generalizable to subject 

centered measures. Actually, the point may be moot because unbelievable combinations 

of attributes may be easily avoided in the current research context. 

Havlena and Holbrook (1986) suggest the use of third person scenarios in 

consumer research. They suggest that the effects of social desirability can be 

discouraged through the mental effort needed to project into another's situation, and to 
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reduce individual reactions to specific types of activities. For this research, it would be 

unfortunate to create cognitive involvement to the detriment of emotional involvement 

because, to a large degree, the success of the research depends on whether emotional 

involvement and emotional responses are attained. Eroglu (1987) maintains also that 

respondent involvement is enhanced by the third person scenario and that third person 

scenarios are more common to consumer research. Nonetheless, because of the 

"fundamental attribution error" made by observers (Ross 1977), a subject-centered, first-

person, theoretical scenario (scenario based role play) seems to be indicated. 

Shoemaker (1993) examines scenario development in a strategic planning context. 

While the goals of planning are different than the current context, there still remains the 

similar goal of the assessment of causal effects. Drawing from his work and adapting 

it to the needs of experimental research yields a more general, seven step, process that 

serves as a broad guide for scenario development. First, the issues to be investigated 

need to be defined. This implies defining the variables of interest and the relevant range 

of the variables. Second, a model of the elements that are proposed to affect these 

variables should be developed showing the linkages and causal relationships that are 

theorized. Third, a population needs to be identified for which these issues are relevant. 

Fourth, construct two scenarios, one that reflects all treatments at the high level, and one 

with all treatments at the low level. These scenarios should be developed with the 

sample population specifically in mind. Fifth, the internal consistency and plausibility 

of these scenarios should be assessed. If there are impossible or implausible 

combinations in the scenario set, then (sixth) these combinations should be eliminated. 
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Note that if the research involves the experimental manipulation of treatments within the 

scenarios, and a balanced design is desired, then a reworking of the scenario may be 

preferred to arbitrarily eliminating treatment combinations. Last, a manipulation check 

should be made to insure treatments are effective in communicating differences to 

subjects. A tabular summary of this process is presented in Figure 3.1. 

The above process is obviously iterative in namre. If at any point in the 

development process one cannot proceed, it is a cue that some preceding issue has not 

been adequately understood and dealt with. 

Define the issues you wish to understand in terms of scope and variables. 

2. Make a list of elements that will affect the variables of interest. A 
diagram may be developed to show the interlinkages and causal 
relationships theorized. 

Identify a population who would have an interest in these issues. 

4. Construct two scenarios, one which contains all treatments at the high 
level and one with all treatments at the low level. 

Assess the internal consistency and plausibility of these scenarios. 

6. Eliminate combinations that are impossible or implausible. 

Test to see if manipulation is achieved. 

Figure 3.1: Steps in Scenario Construction 

Experimental Design 

A challenging issue of this project is how to expose subjects to and record their 

responses from the necessary range of experimental manipulations implied by the 

scenarios in Exhibit 3.1. A full factorial implementation of these treatments would 
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produce a 2'' factorial survey. Exposing each subject to every treatment combination 

would require them to respond to 128 scenarios, which is an unrealistic task. 

A useful alternative approach is to produce a fractional factorial survey 

(Alexander and Becker 1978). The idea is, generally, that by carefully considering the 

questions that need to be answered (main effects, interactions, etc.) significant economies 

in data collection can be achieved. Standard experimental design texts such as 

Montgomery (1984) consider fractional factorial designs and the various tradeoffs to be 

considered. One consideration in the fractional design is that of resolution. If one is 

interested only in main effects, a minimal number of treatments must be presented to 

gather required data for analysis. If interactions are potentially important or of particular 

interest, a larger fraction of the design must be responded to. Interestingly, fractional 

designs create more efficiency in large designs. If one is interested in assessing main 

effects and two-way interactions in an 2̂  factorial the full design (8 presentations) must 

be made. In a 2̂  design, only one-eighth (16) of the 128 scenarios of the full design 

must be presented to test main effects and two-way interactions, assuming higher order 

effects are insignificant. A 2̂  design requires a one-quarter fraction (also 16) of the 64 

scenarios the full design to assess main effects and two-way interactions. 

If within-subject variance is not specifically of interest, the number of 

presentations made to each subject can be even further reduced. This is achieved by 

breaking the fraction into multiple sets of presentational blocks. Since main effects, and 

at least some two-way interactions, are important in this study, as well as analysis of the 

effect of subject variables, a 2̂ "̂  fractional factorial design was used. To gain full 
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information both within and between subjects, this design implies subjecting respondents 

to 16 treatment combinations, which is problematic. While Alves and Rossi (1978) have 

presented as many as 50 scenarios to respondents, they were simple and only one 

question was asked in regard to the presentation, a simple assessment. Finch (1987) 

maintains that responding to more than four of the more complex vignettes used in her 

research could create problems. St. John and Bates (1990) asked subjects to respond to 

ten scenarios that were manipulated in six variables, an indicator of some complexity, 

with good results. Even so, sixteen scenarios may be beyond the limit that one can 

expect good results from respondents. 

Data Collection 

To elicit full information from a five-factor (2 )̂ experimental design would have 

required the presentation of 32 scenarios to each subject. Information on main effects 

and two-way interactions can be retained by presenting a one half-fraction, or 16, of 

these 32 scenarios. This assumed that three-way and higher order interactions were non

significant, because two-way interaction information was confounded with higher order 

interaction information. As discussed earlier, multiple responses to 16 complex scenarios 

was still probably to large a task to expect careful responses, so further reductions were 

made. 

Although data collection was made somewhat more complex, the response task 

was made less difficult by presenting different subsets of the experimental fraction to 
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each subject. In this case, each subject responded to only two scenarios and provided 

background data. This approach provided the experimental information necessary for a 

between-subjects analysis. 

Since two scenario responses were elicited from each subject, effects were a 

concern. To control for these effects, the order of scenario presentation were reversed 

for one half of the sample within each cell. This necessitated 16 data collection 

instruments, eight pairs of scenarios that were subsequently reverse ordered. 

In an analysis such as this one, it was important to ensure that the data were 

balanced. This required that each of the 16 cells of the fraction have the same number 

of observations, and that each cell's observations were comprised of one half first 

presentations and one half second presentations. Table 3.2 specifies the treatment 

combinations used to produce the data necessary to "isolate" treatment effects in the 

fractional design. Data collection instruments were assembled from pairs of the specified 

scenarios, requiring the development of 16 instruments (eight pairs of scenarios, in two 

presentational orders). 

Since there were 16 cells in the design it was inmitively appealing to have at least 

16-1-1 observations per cell. Since the cells must be balanced for presentation effects this 

required there be 18 (9-1-9) observations per cell. Based on this, 288 usable scenario 

responses were collected for the project. Because each subject responded to two 

scenarios, 144 subjects were required to generate the necessary data. 
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The Project 

Exogenous Variables 

Causal Variables 

The scenarios developed for this research were manipulated in terms of the 

context of a failed consumption experience. Specifically, a dinner date where hair was 

found in the food served. Figure 3.2 presents the scenario where all treatments are at 

the high level (Scenario A) and where all treatments are at the low level (Scenario B). 

Table 3.1: 2̂ '̂  Resolution V Fractional Factorial Design with Defining 
Contrast ABCDE 

A 

-

-1-

-

-1-

-

+ 

-

-1-

-

-1-

-

+ 

-

+ 

-

+ 

B 

-

-

-1-

-1-

-

-

+ 

+ 

-

-

+ 

+ 

-

-

-1-

+ 

C 

-

-

-

-

+ 

+ 

+ 

+ 

-

-

-

-

-1-

+ 

-1-

-1-

D 

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-1-

+ 

-f-

+ 

+ 

-1-

+ 

-1-

E=ABCD 

-

+ 

-1-

-

-1-

-

-

-1-

-

-1-

+ 

-

-1-

-

-

-1-

Treatment 

(1) 

ae 

be 

ab 

ce 

ac 

be 

abee 

d 

ade 

bde 

abe 

cde 

acd 

bed 

abede 

Effect 

none 

a 

b 

ab 

c 

ae 

be 

de 

d 

ad 

bd 

ce 

ed 

be 

ae 

e 

Alias 

-

bcde 

aede 

ede 

abde 

bde 

ade 

abc 

abee 

bee 

aee 

abd 

abe 

acd 

bed 

abed 
' — • • 
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These two scenarios were the basis of a manipulation check that was run to see if 

respondents viewed the different treatment levels as significant. 

The first step in pretesting the data collection instrument was to do a manipulation 

check on the scenarios to be used in the research. To achieve this goal an instrument 

was prepared that contained a single scenario (either treatments ABCDE or abode) along 

with a series of semantic differential items designed to assess whether subjects viewed 

the high and low treatments as being different for the five dimensions: locus of cause, 

collateral risk, controllability of cause, collateral outcome, and stability of cause. This 

assessment was similar to the approach of Russell (1982) in determining how individuals 

perceive cause. The assessment items were then paired with each scenario creating two 

instruments. 

These instruments were then distributed to 48 upper division business smdents 

who each rated either Scenario A or Scenario B on the basis of the five dimensions 

above. By asking each subject to respond to only one of the two scenarios, there was 

no basis for comparison. This eliminated potential demand effects and made a stronger 

statement that the scenarios are actually perceived as being different by the population 

of interest, rather than being merely different by comparison. 

The two groups of resulting data were subjected to a series of mean comparisons 

to determine if the scenarios were perceived as different in all dimensions. Two of the 

five dimensions (collateral risk and controllability of cause) were only perceived as 

nominally different by the raters. A third division, stability, was also not significant at 

p< .001, but more so than risk and controllability. 
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Scenario A (ABCDE Treatment Levels) 
You have just received a full scholarship to go to a prestigious university. The new university will be 

a wonderful challenge, great for your future, and you are very excited at the prospect. The only negative is that 
you are required to relocate. Relocation is very likely to cause serious problems between you and your 
"significant other" (boyfriend, girlfriend, spouse). 

In an attempt to soften the blow of announcing the upcoming move to your "other," you make 
arrangements to meet at your favorite restaurant. Hopefully, the pleasant associations the establishment has for 
both of you will create a setting in which you and your "other" can rationally discuss the situation. 

After being seated in one of the better tables in the house and ordering, you begin to bring up the 
subject of the scholarship and the move. The situation is tense, but no one has become irrational, and perhaps 
the relationship will survive. 

The waiter brings your salads and the break in conversation has a slightly negative effect on your 
"other's" mood. You are beginning to talk again, desperately trying to soften the hard edges you're beginning to 
feel from her/him. The salads are beautiful except for the dark curly hair sticking out of hers/his. For a moment 
it looks as if your "other" is going to be ill, then the focus of their revulsion seem to move from their salad to 
you. As if a decision has been made, your "other" stands up from the table, turns around, and without ever 
saying a word, walks out of the restaurant. You sense the relationship is over. 

While it has never happened to you, you have heard of similar occurrences at this establishment even 
though hair is a problem that most restaurants handle easily. 

Old Scenario B (abcde Treatment Levels) 
You have just received a full scholarship to go to a prestigious university. The new university will be 

a wonderful challenge, great for your future, and you are very excited at the prospect. To announce the 
upcoming move to your "significant other," you make arrangements to meet at your favorite restaurant. You are 
looking forward to a very special evening. 

After being seated in one of the better tables in the house and ordering, you begin to bring up the 
subject of the scholarship and the move. The waiter brings your salads. You are eating and conversing 
pleasanUy when simultaneously you notice hair in her/his salad that somehow you know is yours. For a moment 
it looks as if your "other" is going to be ill, a look which thankfully passes. 

Modified Scenario B (abcde Treatment Levels) 
You and your significant other are out for the evening. Before going to a movie, you decide to have 

dinner at a restaurant you both have enjoyed in the past. 
After being seated and ordering, you begin to visit. The waiter brings your salads. You are eating 

and conversing pleasantly when simultaneously you notice hair in her/his salad that somehow you know is yours. 
How could this happen? You had just been to the restroom to make sure your appearance was just right. 

For a moment it looks as if your "other" is going to be ill, a look which thankfully passes. Then 
she/he visibly brightens and says, "Everything is fine, let's just get rid of this salad. What movie are we going 
to see tonight?" 

Figure 3.2: Scenario Exemplars 

After reviewing the scenarios, scenario B was rewritten to increase the difference 

in the situation. In the new scenario, the risk factor of the consumption experience was 

reduced by taking out all reference to the scholarship and moving. The experience 

became "just another night out" thereby reducing risk. Apparently the risk factor was 



45 

also having an effect on the perception of controllability. This may have been due to a 

sense of being strictly liable in a high risk situation. In any event the modified scenario 

B created strongly different perceptions of cause in all five dimensions when compared 

with scenario A. Table 3.2 summarizes the results of these comparisons. 

The manipulations of causal attribution were locus, controllability, and stability 

of cause. The locus construct was manipulated by the origin of the hair in the salad, 

those from the kitchen being external in origin. The controllability attribution was 

manipulated by the assessment of the extent of other establishment's hair problem. If 

many restuarants were having a problem, then controllability was low. Stability was 

manipulated by whether the hair problem was chronic, or had been brought on by recent 

weather. 

Cause 

Risk 

Control 

Outcome 

Stability 

Scenario 
A mean 

.667 

.722 

1.28 

.722 

.333 

Table 3.2: Manipulation Check Results 

Scenario 
A var 

2.11 

1.64 

1.75 

1.31 

1.11 

Old 
Scenario B 
mean 

4.91 

4.91 

1.52 

3.14 

4.52 

Old 
Scenario B 
var 

.943 

3.39 

3.46 

2.63 

4.8 

t-value 
using old 
B 

8.33* 

1.25 

2.66 

7.02* 

3.02 

Modified 
Scenario B 
mean 

3.31 

4.43 

4.06 

3.5 

3.68 

Modified 
Scenario B 
var 

3.46 

2.37 

2.56 

3 

3.96 

t-value 
using 
new B 

4.65* 

7.67* 

5.55* 

5.57* 

4.38* 

* = = significant at .001 critical value = 3.64 

Collateral risk (the high level) was represented by the significant other being upset 

by the news of the promotion due to the relocation issue. Finally collateral outcome was 

manipulated by whether the consumption incident caused the "other" to leave (indicating 

the relationship had come to an end) or finally laughed (indicating that things would work 

out). The variables in the model that have been discussed to this point were those 
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experimentally manipulated within the scenarios. Table 3.1 represents the manipulation 

of environmental variables and dimensions of causal ascription. The next section 

examines the treatment given the endogenous, measured, variables. 

Endogenous Variables 

The scenarios discussed above were used to create levels for the exogenous 

variables in the model. These levels were hypothesized to affect the value of subsequent 

variables in the model. To assess the impact of these endogenous variables required 

measurement. Measurements indicated by the model include level of emotion, attribution 

based expectancy, value assessment, and behavioral outcome. Appendix A illustrates the 

approach taken in collecting these data. 

Appendix A contains examples of the eight scenario-based data collection 

instruments. Headed by the scenario, the respondent was then asked to rate the degree 

to which the food at the restaurant did not meet, met, or exceeded his or her expectations 

on a scale of -4 to 4. Next respondent was asked to rate his or her level of satisfaction 

with the food and service at the restaurant via a seven-point semantic differential scale. 

Next, the respondent was asked to pick from a list of emotions the one he or she feel 

would most apply when faced with the above scenario, and as a follow on, he or she was 

asked to rate the intensity of that felt emotion on a ten point thermometer scale. 

The next section of the instrument measured the expectancy and value assessments 

of each of the various complaint actions the respondent could take given the scenario. 
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Finally, a projection of what they feel he or she would have done if faced with the 

situation the scenario proposed. 

The Sample 

For this research, university students were used as respondents. While there has 

been criticism of using students for consumer research, in this smdy it was not 

problematic. Aside from the well-documented debate regarding "strong tests of theory" 

between Calder, Philips, and Tybout (1981, 1982, 1983) and Lynch (1982, 1983) the 

practical question of whether smdents qualified as consumers in this context applied. The 

answer seemed to be yes, because smdents, as well as other consumers, encounter 

unsatisfactory consumption experiences and sometimes they complain. 

The Instrument 

Figure 3.3 (developed from Figure 2.3) summarizes the variables and hypotheses 

that were operationalized in the research. In Figure 3.3 operationalized constructs are 

represented by circles and the relationships are summarized by the arrows and the signs 

associated with each arrow. Environmental variables in the research were manipulated 

in the scenarios, as were causal ascriptions (the treatments). Specifically, environmental 

variables were collateral risk and collateral outcome. The high risk condition was 

operationalized as the significant other being against relocation that was necessitated by 

taking the scholarship. Collateral outcome was whether the significant other walked out 

of the restaurant, ending the relationship. 
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Causal ascription was operationalized by its dimensions (locus of cause, stability 

of cause, controllability of cause) rather than specific adverbial causes. This was done 

because Weiner's (1985) previously discussed theory suggests that consequences of 

ascription vary systematically with respect to these dimensions of cause. 

The confirmation of expectations was explicitly measured via a semantic 

-^ voice 

^ n f o r m a l 
. r 

^ 3party 

Figure 3.3: The Operational Model 

differential item that asked whether the respondent's expectations of the consumption 

experience would have been met in the situation described. 

The balance of the concepts in the model were measured by responses to inquiries 

made of the subject subsequent to the presentation of each scenario. The confirmation 
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of expectations concept was operationalized by a -4 to +4 rating scale anchored by "did 

not meet expectation" and "exceeded expectation." The respondents circled the rating 

number that most closely reflected how they would feel in such a simation. 

As has been earlier noted, emotional consequences were operationalized via the 

Mehrabian and Russell (1974) Pleasure, Arousal, Dominance (PAD) paradigm. This 

operationalization resulted in 12 seven-point bipolar adjective items that attempt to 

capmre both the multidimensionality and intensity of emotion evoked from the vicarious 

consumption experience. 

It is useful to return to attribution theory to briefly explain and summarize the 

model's hypothesized paths, and the signs of those paths. Weiner (1985) suggests that 

if locus of cause is external it should have a negative effect on pleasure, a positive effect 

on arousal, and a negative effect on dominance. In addition, external locus of cause 

should have a positive effect on expectancy for CCB. If the cause is stable, there should 

be a negative effect on attribution based expectancy. Controllability should have a 

negative effect on pleasure and a positive effect on arousal. 

Attribution based expectancy and situation based value were measured by a set 

of two bipolar items positioned after an introduction of each of the possible "do 

something" complaint responses. They asked the respondent to rate the extent to which 

they feel such an action would "be effective," and "be worthwhile" (in terms of expected 

outcome), given the particular scenario presented. Finally, the respondents were asked 

to indicate which of the complaint actions they would be likely to take, given the 

circumstances. Respondents were allowed to indicate taking more than one action. The 
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relationship dymanics between expectancy, value, and behavior were then operationalized 

by creating three summates each (reflecting the voice, informal, third-party categorization 

of CCB) of expectancy for CCB, value for CCB and the CCB itself. 



CHAPTER IV 

ANALYSIS OF THE EXPERIMENTAL DATA 

Structural equations modeling programs, such as LISREL, allow evaluation of the 

quality of measures simultaneously with the structural model's ability to capmre the 

unobserved concepts. Even so, it is useful to use a two-step approach to modeling such 

as that advocated by Anderson and Gerbing (1988) and others. Using this approach, the 

measures are analyzed simultaneously with, but separately from, the strucmral model to 

determine their quality (reliability and validity). This approach was adopted for the 

present project. 

Measurement model analysis serves a similar function to confirmatory factor 

analysis. The model is represented in two equations. The first equation, y = Aytj + e, 

specifies the relationships between the observable indicants (the p x 1 vector y) and the 

endogenous constructs (ri) through the loadings (represented by the p x m matrix Ay of 

Xy's) of the observable indicants and their error terms (the p x m vector e). The second 

equation, x = A^̂  + 6, specifies the same relationships for the indicants (x's) of the 

independent (exogenous) latent constructs (^) through the indicants' loadings (the X/s of 

the matrix A J and their error terms (5). 

When multiple indicants of a latent construct are used, the coefficient of one (X) 

will be fixed at a value of 1.00. This provides a metric on which the concept is 

measured. For the singly indicated construct, error variance information must also be 

provided (̂ 5 or 6^). The single-item error term can be set to zero, making the item a 

51 
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perfect indicant of the concept (Dillon and Goldstein 1984), or the variance can be 

partitioned between X and 6 according to some prior. If the variance is partitioned, it 

should be remembered that o^ = \^ + 0 (Howell 1987). In this analysis, X's for single-

item measures are set to .9 while ^'s are set to .19. 

Once the scales have been set and allowances have been made for single indicant 

error, the LISREL program will attempt to find a solution for the equation x = Â ^ -I-

d, taking into account the measurement model's hypothesized parameters. The goal is 

produce a model-specified variance-covariance matrix (L) that adequately reproduces the 

sample matrix S. In addition, it is useful to minimize unexplained variance. 

Unexplained variance is characterized by; large values for 6, large modification indices 

for X's, or large modification indices for off-diagonal elements of 0. Standardized 

residuals, representing the differences between the S and L, also help assess the fit of the 

model. When sample sizes are large, these residuals can be interpreted as standard 

deviates, generally being considered large if the exceed the 2-2.58 range (Joreskog and 

Sorbom 1989). 

Measurement Model Respecification 

Following the above approach, items in the current project were candidates for 

deletion from the model if they: showed several large residuals with other indicants, 

displayed non-significant loadings for the expected construct, shared large amounts of 
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unexplained error with other indicants (large modification indices in 6), or shared 

significant common variance with multiple indicators of some other construct (large 

modification indices for A). 

Overall Fit 

Several measures of overall fit are provided by the LISREL program, including: 

the chi-square (x )̂ statistic, the adjusted goodness-of-fit statistic (AGFI), the root mean 

square error of approximation (RMSEA), the P-value for test of close fit(p-RMSEA), the 

non-normal fit index (NNFI), and the comparative fit index (CFI). The y^ statistic, given 

the sample size is sufficiently large, can be used to test the model against the alternative 

that E is unconstrained. In practice, since x̂  is a direct function of sample size, it is 

very likely that any L will be found to be different from S, given a large sample. 

Therefore, x̂  is more appropriately used as a measure of the general goodness (or 

badness) of fit. This is accomplished by comparing the x̂  value to the degrees of 

freedom {df) where models with large x :̂̂ ^ ratios are less likely to reflect reality than 

those with small ratios. 

The AGFI measure represents a df adjusted comparison of the fit function after 

(the numerator) and before (the denominator) any model has been fitted. As with x '̂ 

AGFI can be used to compare alternative models. AGFI can also be used to compare 

the fit functions of models estimated from different samples. 
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Reflective Measures 

Three of the concepts in the current model, Mehrabian and Russell's (1974) three 

dimensions of emotion (pleasure, arousal, and dominance), are multi-indicant, reflective 

concepts. Before testing the full measurement model, the measures that imply these 

concepts were tested separately from the formative (summate) and single indicant 

measures. This approach makes the overall analysis of the full measurement model more 

manageable. In this case the assessment of the reflective measures was a confirmatory 

analysis, because the dimensionality of these measures was well documented (Havlena 

and Holbrook 1986; Holbrook 1986). Each of the three dimensions of emotion are 

measured by the bipolar items (pleas l-pleas4, arousl-arous4, doml-dom4). The multi-

indicant measurement model proposed by the literamre corresponds to Figure 4.1. 
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Figure 4.1: Proposed Multi-Indicant Measurement Model 

Fitting S to the L estimated from the model implied by Figure 4.1 resulted in a 

X̂  (51 df) of 85.78 (p = .002), an AGFI of .867 and RMR of .191. An examination of 
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Figure 4.2: Fitted Multi-Indicant Measurement Model 

the modification indices revealed that arousl wanted to load heavily (8.319) on pleasure 

while dom3 wanted to load on both pleasure (6.569) and arousal (11.785). These items 

were dropped from the model and the resulting model re-estimated. This fitted model 

corresponds to Figure 4.2 and was carried forward to the structural model. The results 

of this analysis are reported in Table 4.1. This model resulted in a very good fit with 

a x̂  (32 df) of 29.58, an AFGI of .931 and RMR of .082. All of the r-values of the 

resulting measurement paths were significant at .001 (144 df), and the largest 

modification index was 1.962 (the tendency for pleas 1 to load on dominance). 

Analvsis of The Structural Model 

If the analysis of the measurement model is successful, respecification is 

minimized during the analysis of the structural model. Such was the case in this 

analysis. Therefore before any discussion of strucmral model respecification, the results 
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of the analysis of the proposed theoretical model pictured in Figure 4.3 will be reviewed. 

It bears mention at that due to the non-continuous, non-normal nature of the categorical 

treatment variables (locus, stability, control, risk, and outcome), a standard covariance 

matrix was contraindicated (Joreskog and Sorbom 1989). Therefore, a polychoric 

correlation matrix was produced, and is the basis for the analysis. 

Table 4.1: Reflective Measure Loadings 

Item 

pleas 1 

pleas2 

pleas3 

pleas4 

arous2 

arous3 

arous4 

doml 

dom2 

dom4 

reliability 

Pleasure 

X 

0.92 

0.85 

0.91 

0.94 

.871 

Arousal 

X 

0.79 

0.91 

0.66 

.786 

Dominance 

X 

0.68 

0.65 

0.53 

.589 

df= 32 x̂  = 29.58 (p = .59) AGFI = .931 RMR = .082 
RMSEA = 0 (p = .921) NNFI = 1.004 CFI = 1 

The Proposed Structural Model 

The proposed structural model was analyzed using the measures resulting from 

the measurement model analysis listed in Table 4.1. The results of this analysis are 
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listed in Tables 4.2 and 4.3. The proposed structural model had a resulting goodness-of-

fit index of .85, an AFGI of .776, a CFI of .933, a NNFI of .908, a RMR of .098, a 

RMSEA of .0588(p =. 138) and a x̂ 2i8) of 325.84(p=0.00003). The proposed structural 

model is represented in Figure 4.3. 

Table 4.2: The Proposed Model (Gamma) 

Path 

Confirmation of Expectations -^ Pleasure 

Confirmation of Expectations -^ Arousal 

Locus of Cause -^ Pleasure 

Locus of Cause -^ Arousal 

Locus of Cause -^ Dominance 

Locus of Cause -^ Expectancy for Voice Actions 

Locus of Cause -^ Expectancy for Informal Actions 

Locus of Cause -^ Expectancy for Third-party Actions 

Stability of Cause -» Expectancy for Voice Actions 

Stability of Cause -^ Expectancy for Informal Actions 

Stability of Cause -^ Expectancy for Third-party Actions 

Controllability of Cause -^ Pleasure 

Controllability of Cause -^ Arousal 

Collateral Risk -^ Value for Voice Actions 

Collateral Risk -^ Value for Informal Actions 

Collateral Risk -^ Value for Third-party Actions 

Collateral Outcome -^ Value for Voice Actions 

Collateral Outcome -^ Value for Informal Actions 

Collateral Outcome -^ Value for Third-party Actions 

Estimate 

.94 

-.52 

.16 

-.36 

.14 

.35 

.02 

.27 

-.10 

-.09 

-.09 

.05 

-.09 

-.06 

.00 

-.05 

.1 

.01 

.14 

r-value 

11.2 

-4.79 

2.12 

-3.28 

1.24 

5.16 

.24 

2.95 

-1.58 

-1.12 

-1.01 

.76 

-1.04 

- .93 

.01 

- .60 

1.51 

.08 

1.65 
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Table 4.3: The Proposed Model (Beta) 

Path 

Pleasure -» Voice Actions 

Pleasure -^ Informal Actions 

Pleasure -^ Third-party Actions 

Arousal -* Voice Actions 

Arousal -^ Informal Actions 

Arousal -^ Third-party Actions 

Dominance -» Voice Actions 

Dominance -» Informal Actions 

Dominance -^ Third-party Actions 

Expectancy for Voice Actions -^ Voice Actions 

Expectancy for Informal Actions -^ Informal Actions 

Expectancy for Third-party Actions -^ Third-party Actions 

Value for Voice Actions -» Voice Actions 

Value for Informal Actions -> Informal Actions 

Value for Third-party Actions -^ Third-party Actions 

Estimate 

.04 

-.37 

-.17 

.03 

-.07 

.02 

-.04 

.25 

.14 

.31 

.00 

.03 

.47 

.54 

.31 

r-value 

.39 

-3.97 

-1.63 

.26 

- .62 

.16 

- .40 

2.08 

1.08 

2.23 

- .02 

.24 

3.42 

3.35 

2.80 

xV8) = 325.84 RMSEA = .059(p = .138) RMR=.098 GFI = .85 AGFI = .78 
NNFI-.908 CFI = .933 critr=1.65 

Assessing the results in terms of paths, seven of nineteen y paths and seven of 

fifteen (3 paths are significant and have the correct sign. However, twelve 7s (74 2, locus 

of cause -^ dominance; 752, locus of cause -^ expectancy for informal actions; 743, 

stability -^ expectancy for voice actions; 75 3, stability ^ expectancy for informal actions; 

7^3, stability -* expectancy for third-party actions; 714, controllability of cause -^ 

pleasure; 72.4, controllability of cause -^ arousal; 77 5, collateral risk -^ value for voice 
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actions; 73 5, collateral risk ^ value for informal actions; 79 5, collateral risk ^ value for 

third-party actions; 77 6, collateral outcome ^ value for voice actions; and 73 5 collateral 

outcome -^ on value for informal actions), and eight /Js (/̂ loi, pleasure -^ voice actions; 

i8io,2, arousal -^ voice actions; iSn,2, arousal -^ informal actions; /3i2,2, arousal -^ third-

party actions; 1810,3, dominance -^ voice actions; /3i2,3, dominance -^ third-party actions; 

1̂ 11,5' expectancy for informal actions -^ informal actions; and iSi2,6, expectancy for third-

party actions -» third-party actions) had non-significant r-values. In addition, 

modification indices for T and B indicated the need for inclusion of some paths that had 

not been specified in the model. 

~^( voice 

^informal 

X . 

' ^ /3par ty^ 

Figure 4.3: The Proposed Model 
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Respecification of the Structural Model 

Based on the results of the analysis of the proposed strucmral model, steps to 

respecify the model were taken. The approach to respecification was consistent with that 

proposed by Joreskog and Sorbom (1990). According to Joreskog and Sorbom, only 

those respecifications that can be supported by theory should be made. Generally, many 

alternative models will display equal goodness-of-fit measures and are considered to be 

observationally equivalent. Consequently, respecifications should be made in the light 

of valid substantive arguments. Causal relationships can only be argued as an outgrowth 

of theory. 

Within the bounds of substantive theory, Joreskog and Sorbom offer the following 

suggestions for modifying strucmral models. First, fixed parameters with large 

modification indices should be relaxed. Second, parameters whose r-values are non

significant should be fixed to zero, and parameters whose signs are contrary to theory 

should be considered for fixing to zero. Third, these modifications should be made one 

parameter at a time, with careful consideration of the results at each step. 

The respecification process generally followed a decision tree process for model 

respecification that is outlined in Anderson and Gerbing (1988). The first respecification 

of the structural model was to allow a (7) path between confirmation and dominance. 

It is possible that when one's expectations are disconfirmed, one would feel less in 

control. 

The next respecification was to allow three paths; locus of cause on value for 

voice, informal, and third-party, actions. These paths were freed as a module because 
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the theory does not differentiate between the value concepts of the operational model. 

Next a path was allowed between locus of cause and informal behavior. While theory 

does not specifically predict these relationships, their existence does not contradict the 

theory. 

The last respecification was to allow collateral outcome to drive pleasure, arousal 

and dominance. Certainly, it can be supported that a negative outcome would color 

emotion and such a respecification was justified. 

Next, a series of constraining respecifications were engaged in. These 

respecifications involved fixing non-significant paths to zero. This was done for several 

reasons. First, allowing the LISREL program to estimate non-significant paths has an 

adverse effect on parsimony. Second, in fixing these paths to zero (especially in the case 

of the correlations in ^), the variance may be forced into theorized paths, making a 

positive impact on the support the model has for the theory. Because of these 

considerations, the thirty-seven paths were constrained over eleven different LISREL 

runs. After each run, a careful assessment was made of the impact of the changes on t-

values and modification indices of the concepts. 

From the beginning, the concept error terms had been allowed to correlate within 

each "column" of concepts in the theoretical model. This was allowed because these 

concepts had not been operationalized in an orthogonal fashion and because they are 

related concepts. Fourteen of these error correlations (1/̂ 2.1, V's.i, ^SA, ^1,1, ^9,2. ̂ 4.3' \̂ 8,3. 

\̂ 5 4, \̂ i211' ^6,1' 8̂.2» 'As.B' V̂ 6,3' ^^^ ^6,2) ^crc flxcd after being determined non-significant 

(this was done over several runs). 
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Beta paths were then considered. In one change the paths for; pleasure ^ voice 

behavior, arousal -^ voice behavior, arousal -» third-party behavior, dominance -* voice 

behavior, and dominance on informal behavior were constrained. Next, expectancy for 

informal behavior -^ informal behavior and expectancy for third-party behavior -* third-

party behavior were constrained along with arousal -^ informal behavior. 

Gamma paths were next selected for constraint. First, confirmation of 

expectations -^ arousal, locus of cause -^ pleasure, locus of cause -̂  arousal, 

controllability of cause -^ pleasure, and controllability of cause -^ arousal were 

constrained. Next, locus of cause -̂  value for third-party behavior, risk -^ value for 

voice behavior, collateral risk -^ value for informal behavior, collateral risk -^ value for 

third-party behavior. Third, collateral outcome -^ value for voice behavior, collateral 

outcome -^ value for informal behavior, collateral outcome -^ value for third-party 

behavior were constrained. Fourth, stability of cause -^ expectancy for informal behavior 

and stability of cause -» expectancy for third-party behavior were constrained, along with 

stability of cause -^ expectancy for voice. 

Finally, because of both a large modification index for jSn^ and a significant 

correlation value for V'12,11, The \p path was fixed and a causal path for third-party 

behavior -^ informal behavior was allowed. This is justifiable since if one takes a third-

party action it is likely they will also feel compelled to talk about the incident to friends 

and family, as well as stop doing business with the concern. 

A comparison of the overall measures of fit for the theoretical model, the relaxed 

model, and the, ultimately accepted, constrained model are compared in Table 4.4. The 
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respecified model (with path coefficients and r-values) is pictured in Figure 4.4. The 

accepted model has three concepts (stability of cause, controllability of cause, and 

collateral risk) that were neither predicted by or predicted another concept in the model. 

Because of this it seemed necessary to estimate a model with these concepts deleted. 

While the x̂  statistic is, of course, affected, the other indicators of overall fit are not 

significantly impacted. These results are also reported in Table 4.4. Further, no paths 

were rendered non-significant by the reduction of the model. Finally, an inspection of 

modification indices for T, B, *, and "^ revealed no significant impact in terms of the 

constrained paths for the reduced model. A summary of the hypotheses (and whether 

they were supported or unsupported by the data) is presented in Table 4.5. 

Theoretical 

Saturated 

Constrained 

R-Constrained 

df 

218 

210 

247 

180 

Table 4.4: Comparison 

x̂  

325.84 

212.88 

233.25 

172.11 

RMSEA 

.0588 

.0098 

0.0 

0.0 

p-RMSEA 

.138 

.998 

1 

.999 

of Overall Fit of the Models 

RMR 

.098 

.053 

.0618 

.0614 

AGFI 

.776 

.841 

.852 

.863 

NNFI 

.908 

.997 

1.01 

1.006 

PNFI 

.603 

.622 

.723 

.642 

CFI 

.933 

.998 

1 

1 
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Figure 4.4: The Respecified Model 
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Table 4.5: A Summary of the Research Hypotheses 

Hypotheses Support 

Hla: Disconfirmation of expectations has a negative effect on pleasure. 
Hlb: Disconfirmation of expectations has a positive effect on arousal. 

H2a: External attributions will have a negative effect on pleasure. 
H2b: External attributions will have a positive effect on arousal. 
H2c: External attributions will have a negative effect on dominance 
H2d: Controllable attributions will have a negative effect on pleasure. 
H2e: Controllable attributions will have a positive effect on arousal. 

H3a: External attributions positively influence expectancy for: 
1 voice, 
2 informal, 
3 and third-party complaining behaviors. 

H3b: Stable attributions negatively influence expectancy for: 
1 voice, 
2 informal, 
3 and third-party complaining behaviors. 

H4a: Collateral risk positively influences value for: 
1 voice, 
2 informal, 
3 and third-party complaining behaviors. 

H4b: Collateral outcome positively influences value for: 
1 voice, 
2 informal, 
3 and third-party complaining behaviors. 

H5a: Pleasure negatively influences: 
1 voice, 
2 informal, 
3 and third-party complaining behaviors. 

H5b: 
1 
2 
3 

Arousal positively influences: 
voice, 
informal, 
and diird-party complaining behaviors. 

H5c: Dominance positively influences: 
1 voice, 
2 informal, 
3 and third-party complaining behaviors. 

H6: Expectancy positively influences complaining behavior. 
1 expectancy for voice behavior -• voice complaining behavior 
2 expectancy for informal behavior -»informal complaining behavior 
3 expectancy for third-party behavior -^ third-party complaining behavior 

H7: Value positively influences complaining behavior. 
1 Value for voice behavior -» voice complaining behavior 
2 Value for informal behavior -^ informal complaining behavior 
3 Value for third-party behavior -* third-party complaining behavior 



CHAPTER V 

ANALYSIS OF THE CRITICAL INCIDENT DATA 

The Instrument and the Sample 

For comparison with the scenario data, a critical incident sample was collected. 

The instrument used to collect these data was created by replacing the scenarios of the 

scenario-based instrument with a series of open-ended and semantic differential items. 

Respondents were asked to remember an incident where they had experienced a 

problem in a restaurant and to write down a short description of the problem. Next, they 

were asked to write about how the occasion they were remembering was important (if 

indeed it was an important occasion) to them. Next, a series of semantic differential 

items asked the respondent to rate: (1) the occasion's importance; (2) who was at fault 

with respect to the problem they experienced; (3) if the problem they had experienced 

was a unique one; and (4) if the problem could have been avoided if reasonable care had 

been exercised. Next, an open-ended item asked if the experience had resulted in any 

negative outcome for the respondent. Finally, the respondents were asked to rate the 

level of negative effect by responding to another semantic differential item. The balance 

of the instrument mirrored the scenario instruments except that the behavior items 

became categorical outcome items rather than continuous items as in the scenario 

instrument. The critical incident instrument is included in Appendix B. 

The population sampled (as with the scenarios) was upper-division business 

students at a state supported, southwestern university. One hundred sixty-four students 

66 
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responded to the questionnaire for extra course credit. Of the questionnaires remmed, 

four were discarded due to non-completion. The remaining 160 questionnaires were 

coded and appropriate items were reverse scored. The formative variables (expectancies, 

values, and behaviors) were then synthesized by summing and averaging within 

respondent. The resulting data matrix was then input to the PRELIS program to generate 

a polychoric correlation matrix to use in the subsequent LISREL analysis. 

Of the 164 respondents, only one reported taking any third-party action 

(contacting the Better Business Bureau). Because of this lack of response it was 

necessary to delete three concepts from the proposed model, third-party complaining 

behavior as well as expectancy and value for third-party complaining behavior. 

Assessment of the Measurement Model 

As in the analysis of the experimental data, items in the critical incident model 

were candidates for deletion from the model if they: showed several large residuals with 

other indicants, displayed non-significant loadings for the expected construct, shared 

large amounts of unexplained error with other indicants (large modification indices in 9), 

or shared significant common variance with multiple indicators of some other construct 

(large modification indices for A). Three of the concepts in the critical incident model 

(as in the experimental model), Mehrabian and Russell's (1974) three dimensions of 

emotion (pleasure, arousal, and dominance) were multi-indicant, reflective concepts. 

Again, before testing the full model, the measures that unplied these concepts were tested 

separately from the formative (summate) and single indicant measures, making the 
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analysis of the full model more manageable. Again, the assessment of the reflective 

measures was a confirmatory analysis, because the dimensionality of these measures was 

well documented (Havlena and Holbrook 1986; Holbrook 1986). Each of the three 

dimensions of emotion were measured by the bipolar items (pleasl-pleas4, arousl-arous4, 

doml-dom4). The multi-indicant measurement model proposed by the literamre for the 

critical incident data also corresponds to Figure 4.1. 

Fitting S to the E estimated from the model implied by Figure 4.1 resulted in a 

X̂  (51 df) of 75.56 (p = .0143), an AGFI of .887 and RMR of .0595. An examination 

of the modification indices revealed that: (1) pleasl wanted to load on dominance (3.56), 

(2) arous2 and arous3 wanted to load heavily (4.95 and 6.99, respectively) on pleasure, 

and (3) dom4 wanted to load on both pleasure (1.75) and arousal (5.32). These items 

were dropped from the model and the resulting model re-estimated. The resulting fitted 

model corresponds to Figure 5.1 and was carried forward to the strucmral model. The 

results of this analysis are reported in Table 5.1. This model resulted in a very good fit 

with a x̂  (17 40 of 12.52, an AGFI of .96 and RMR of .0272. All of the r-values of 

the resulting measurement paths were significant at better than .001 (160 4/), and the 

largest modification index was 1.35 (the tendency for pleasl to load on dominance, the 

same as with the experimental data). 

After fitting the measurement model, the next step was to investigate the 

characteristics of the structural model. This is summarized in the next section. 
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Figure 5.1: Fitted Multi-Indicant Measurement Model for Critical Incident Data 

Table 5.1: Reflective Measure Loadings for Critical Incident Data 

Item 

pleasl 

pleas3 

pleas4 

arous1 

arous4 

doml 

dom2 

dom3 

reliability 

Pleasure 

X 

0.87 

0.74 

0.80 

.879 

Arousal 

X 

0.57 

0.73 

.841 

Dominance 

X 

0.67 

0.78 

0.77 

.895 

df= 17 x' = 12.52 (p = .768) AGFI = .96 RMR = .0272 
RMSEA = 0 (p = .948) NNFI = 1.019 CFI = 1 
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Analvsis of the Critical Incident Data Strucmral Model 

The Proposed Structural Model 

The structural model proposed in Figure 5.2 was analyzed using the measures 

resulting from the measurement model analysis listed in Table 5.1. The results of this 

analysis are listed in Tables 5.2 and 5.3. The proposed strucmral model had a resulting 

goodness-of-fit index of .905, an AFGI of .835, a CFI of .932, a NNFI of .893, a RMR 

of .0844, a RMSEA of .0568(p = .245) and a x\m) of 181.58(p=0.00024). 

Table 5.2: The Proposed Model (Gamma) for Critical Incident Data 

Path 

Confirmation of Expectations -^ Pleasure 

Confirmation of Expectations -^ Arousal 

Locus of Cause -^ Pleasure 

Locus of Cause -^ Arousal 

Locus of Cause -^ Dominance 

Locus of Cause -^ Expectancy for Voice Actions 

Locus of Cause -^ Expectancy for Informal Actions 

Stability of Cause -^ Expectancy for Voice Actions 

Stability of Cause -^ Expectancy for Informal Actions 

Controllability of Cause -^ Pleasure 

Controllability of Cause -^ Arousal 

Collateral Risk -^ Value for Voice Actions 

Collateral Risk -^ Value for Informal Actions 

Collateral Outcome -» Value for Voice Actions 

Collateral Outcome -* Value for Informal Actions 

Estimate 

.68 

-.41 

-.07 

.00 

.04 

.02 

.15 

.08 

.03 

.07 

.09 

.03 

.10 

-.01 

.28 

r-value 

8.41* 

-3.12* 

- .82 

.01 

.38 

.29 

1.91* 

1.03 

.38 

.91 

.88 

.34 

1.23 

- .07 

3.58* 
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Table 5.3: The Proposed Model (Beta) for Critical Incident Data 

Path 

Pleasure -^ Voice Actions 

Pleasure -^ Informal Actions 

Arousal -^ Voice Actions 

Arousal -^ Informal Actions 

Dominance -^ Voice Actions 

Dominance -»Informal Actions 

Expectancy for Voice Actions -^ Voice Actions 

Expectancy for Informal Actions -^ Informal Actions 

Value for Voice Actions -^ Voice Actions 

Value for Informal Actions -^ Informal Actions 

Estimate 

-.01 

-.05 

.32 

-.05 

.08 

.03 

-.23 

.27 

.51 

.65 

r-value 

- .07 

- .64 

2.41* 

- .56 

.77 

.43 

-1.11 

2.35* 

2.51* 

5.56* 

X'(i20) = 181.583 RMSEA = .057(p = .245) RMR=.0844 GFI = .905 AGFI = .835 
NNFI = .893 CFI = .932 crit r=1.65 * = sig.r 

Assessing the results in terms of paths, four of fifteen y paths and four,, of ten 

/? paths are significant and have the correct sign. However, eleven 7s (712, locus of 

cause -^ pleasure; 72,2, locus of cause -^ arousal; 73 2, locus of cause -̂  dominance; 74 2, 

locus of cause -^ expectancy for voice actions; 74 3, stability -^ expectancy for voice 

actions; 75 3, stability -^ expectancy for informal actions; 714, controllability of cause -» 

pleasure; 72,4, controllability of cause -^ arousal; 77 5, collateral risk -^ value for voice 

actions; 78,5, collateral risk -^ value for informal actions; and 77 6, collateral outcome -^ 

value for voice actions), and six (3s (ĵ gj, pleasure -^ voice actions; (3gx, pleasure -^ 

informal actions; ^gi, arousal -^ informal actions; jSg 3, dominance -^ voice actions; (3^^, 

dominance -» informal actions; and 0^^, expectancy for voice actions -» voice actions) 
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had non-significant r-values. In addition, as with the experimental data, modification 

indices for T and B indicated the need for inclusion of some paths that had not been 

specified in the model. 

Respecification of the Structural Model 

As with the experimental data the approach to respecification of the critical 

incident model was consistent with that proposed by Joreskog and Sorbom (1990). 

Also as before, parameters with large modification indices were only relaxed in the light 

of theory or common sense. 

Figure 5.2: The Proposed Critical Incident Model 
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The first respecification was to allow a path from collateral outcome to pleasure 

(71,6)- There was pressure from the data to allow a negative relationship between 

collateral outcome and pleasure, and this seems reasonable; a negative outcome could 

logically have a negative influence on emotion. Next, confirmation was allowed to 

influence informal behavior both directly and through both expectancy for informal 

behavior and value for informal behavior (791, 771, and 751). The rationale for this 

being that a disconfirmation of expectations certainly would motivate one to tell friends 

and family, such stories often being the mainstay casual conversation. Next, stability 

was allowed to negatively influence voice behavior directly (78,3). This implies that when 

attributions of failure were stable, respondents felt less motivated to voice complaints to 

management directly—perhaps due to a feeling that such failures are accepted, or even 

tacitly encouraged, by management. The final relaxing respecification was to allow a 

path from collateral risk to informal behavior (79,5). This could be justified as a function 

of collateral risk promoting exit behavior, due to embarrassment associated with the 

negative consumption experience. The relaxation of these paths is not predicted by the 

theory, but neither does it contradict the theory. 

Next, a series of constraining respecifications were made, both for parsimony 

(constraining non-significant concept and concept error correlations to zero) and clarity 

(constraining non-significant causal paths to zero). In all, forty-eight parameters were 

constrained in six iterations of model estimation. The first two sets of parameters to be 

constrained were limited to structural correlations in * and ^ with very small r-values 
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(<^3,l. </>4,l, 05,2» <A6.2» </>5,3. a n d <f)^/, a n d 1/̂ 2,1, ^ 4 . 1 . '/'3,2, ^^4,2' ^5 ,2 , 1^6,2, V's.B. \^7.3. ^^5,4, ^7 ,4 , 

i/'6.5, and 1//9 8). Respecification three consisted of setting all the paths originating from 

the locus of cause concept, as well as collateral risk's and collateral outcome's effects 

on value for voice behavior, to zero (712, 72,2, 73,2, 74.2, 75,2, 76,5, and 755). 

Respecification four constrained the effects of controllability of cause on pleasure and 

arousal (714 and 72,4), as well as the effects of stability of cause on expectancy for voice 

and informal behaviors (743 and 753) to zero. Also the influence of dominance on 

informal complaining behavior (Pg^) was constrained to zero. In the fifth iteration of 

constraining respecification, the influence of dominance on voice complaining behavior 

(iS8,3) as well as three exogenous concept correlations {<l>e,5, <̂ 4,2, and ^5 4) were set to 

zero. Finally, in the last model estimation, the influences of: pleasure on voice behavior, 

arousal on informal behavior, and expectancy for voice behavior on voice behavior (/Jg,, 

1892, and 188,4) along with </)6,3 were set to zero. 

These respecifications resulted in the model presented in Figure 5.3. The overall 

indicators of fit are very encouraging (although no better than the experimental model), 

including a goodness-of-fit index of .918, an AFGI of .886, a CFI of 1, a NNFI of 

1.004, a RMR of .0576, a RMSEA of 0.0(p = .999) and a x'(i52) of 148.84(p=0.557). As 

with the experimental model, the constrained model left several concepts isolated, neither 

predicting or being predicted by any other concept. For completeness, the isolated 

concepts were removed and a reduced model estimated to assess the effects of removing 

the concepts. Overall fit was not hurt by the reduction, but one path became significant, 

a negative influence on value for voice behavior by confirmation of expectations 
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Figure 5.3: The Respecified Critical Incident Data Model 

(761 = -.45). Table 5.4 summarizes the overall fit characteristics of the proposed, 

saturated, constrained, and reduced-constrained models estimated from the critical 

incident data. 

Table 5.4: Comparison of Overall Fit of the Critical Incident Models 

Theoretical 

Saturated 

Constrained 

R-Constrained 

df 

120 

113 

152 

63 

X̂  

181.58 

119.49 

148.84 

63.94 

RMSEA 

.0568 

.019 

0.0 

.0097 

p-RMSEA 

.245 

.979 

.999 

.957 

RMR 

.0844 

.0492 

.0576 

.051 

AGFI 

.835 

.878 

.886 

.914 

NNFI 

.893 

.988 

1.004 

.998 

PNFI 

.527 

.53 

.692 

.634 

CFI 

.932 

.993 

1 

.999 



CHAPTER VI 

CONCLUSIONS AND DISCUSSION 

This research was designed to accomplish three goals. The first goal was to 

develop a framework for CCB in which the consequences of contexmal variables in a 

failed consumption experience could be identified and the strength of these relationships 

quantified and compared. The project attempted to investigate: Are causal dimensions 

key concepts in understanding the CCB process? What is the importance of other 

environmental variables? What is the role of emotion, and the expectancy and value for 

a behavior, in the complaining process? Do these variables moderate or facilitate 

complaining behavior? The second goal of the research was to globally integrate 

attribution theory into the CCB process via Weiner's (1985) theory of motivation and 

achievement. A third goal of the research was to investigate the differences in emotional 

responses engendered when two different methods of data collection were used. Do the 

responses from a scenario compare to responses to the critical incident technique? Both 

are widely used in consumer research, but have not been compared. The remainder of 

this chapter will discuss the results of this study, keeping these questions in mind. This 

will be accomplished by comparing and contrasting the proposed theoretical model, 

pictured in Figure 4.3, to the final structural model, pictured in Figure 4.4. Finally the 

limitations of the study and directions for future are detailed. 
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The Experimental Data 

Contextual Variables 

Attributions 

Locus of cause seemed to have a major impact on subsequent variables in the 

study. The theory proposed that locus of cause would affect CCB indirectly, through the 

dimensions of emotion (pleasure, arousal, and dominance) as well as through expectancy 

for behavior. The respecified model showed the only relationship to be with the 

dominance dimension. While the anticipated relationship between locus of cause and 

expectancy was indicated, there was also a relationship between locus of cause and value 

for voice and for informal CCBs. 

It was hypothesized that subjects would feel less in control when the cause of 

consumption failure was external. This was not a specific prescription of attribution 

theory, because Weiner's (1985) theory is not based on a set of emotional dimensions 

(such as Mehrabian and Russell 1974). Rather, Attribution Theory is described in terms 

of various dimensions of cause giving rise to specific emotions. Because of this, an 

interpretation of the theory was made in this project that postulated external locus of 

cause to relate negatively to the dominance dimension of emotion. This interpretation 

is apparently invalid. The relationship is fairly strong (.48), but is positive in sign. It 

appears that when a consumption experience is negative, consumers feel more in control 

if the cause is external. This may be due to the fact that the consumer feels more 

comfortable taking complaint actions when the cause of failure is external. Because of 

the plurality of recourse available, the subjects felt more in control. 
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The relationship between locus of control and expectancy for voice actions, 

informal actions, and third party actions are all reasonably large (.36 to .72) and of the 

expected (positive) sign. Apparently respondents felt that when the locus of cause was 

external, complaining behaviors were more likely to have a tangible result. 

The positive relationship between locus of cause and value for behavior was not 

hypothesized, but is indicated between this concept and value for voice and for informal 

CCB. This relationship may be an outgrowth of a modification of the respondent's 

expectations of the outcome of a CCB when the cause of consumption failure is external. 

Although expectancy (the perceived ability to make an impact) was measured, the 

respondent was not asked what outcome they expected. Locus of cause may have 

influenced not only the respondent's perception of the impact their actions would have, 

but indeed the result itself. This would explain a difference in the value assigned for a 

behavior, because of the perceived difference in the result. In addition to the 

hypothesized, indirect, relationships between locus of cause and CCB, there was a direct 

relationship between locus of cause and informal CCB. 

The attributional concept stability of cause had a non-significant effect on 

expectancy for CCBs, and no other effect except to correlate with the confirmation of 

expectations concept. In Weiner's theory of motivation and achievement (1985), the 

stability construct is primarily associated with an individual's internal attributions of 

failure. Remember the little leaguer. If failure at bat was attributed to a lack of innate 

ability, he or she would become de-motivated and fail to return to baseball. A direct 

analogy to this phenomenon in the CCB context would be exit behavior. That is to say 
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that the consumer is de-motivated to continue the consumption pattern when failure in 

consumption is attributable to a stable cause. In the current model this pattern is not 

directly measured, because the one directly analogous CCB (exit) is subsumed within the 

informal CCB concept. This project actually measures the consumer's propensity to 

engage in related, but different, behaviors, given a particular contextual setting. 

The final attributional variable to be discussed is controllability of cause. This 

concept also displayed a lack of effect. This result is not as easily explained from a 

theoretical perspective. The theory proposed that controllability of cause would have a 

negative effect on pleasure and a positive effect on arousal. Both of these concepts were 

non-significant when the theoretical model was estimated. There are two obvious 

conclusions to be drawn from this result. Either controllability of cause has no effect in 

consumer's decision process regarding CCB, or this study failed to effectively capmre 

the relationship. While the second explanation may ultimately prove true, it should be 

noted that care was taken (via manipulation check) to ensure that subjects perceived a 

difference between the controllable and non-controllable treatments of the experimental 

stimulus utilized in the project. While deferring the rest of the discussion, it should be 

noted that controllability of cause was also non-significant in the critical incident data. 

Environmental Variables 

The environmental variables used in this research were collateral risk and 

collateral outcome. Neither of these variables displayed hypothesized behavior. 

The collateral risk concept displayed no relationship with any other variable in the 
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model. Apparently subjects did not consider risk when projecting their complaining 

behavior upon the research scenarios. 

The collateral outcome variable was more successful. While the hypothesized 

relationships in the model were non-significant, there were significant effects. The 

significant effects that collateral outcome had in the model were: the negative effect of 

outcome on pleasure and the positive effect on arousal. While not hypothesized, these 

are not counter-intuitive results. It could easily be proposed that a negative outcome 

would have emotional consequences. 

Finally, the role of confirmation of expectations in the CCB process should be 

discussed. This concept differed from the other exogenous variables in the study in that 

it was the only exogenous concept that was not an experimentally manipulated categorical 

variable. Confirmation of expectations was hypothesized to impact the CCB process by 

directly affecting the emotional dimensions pleasure and arousal. The effects on both 

pleasure and arousal were found to be significant and of the correct sign when the 

theoretical model was estimated, but there was a very large modification index indicating 

that the concept had a strong tendency to impact the third emotional dimension, 

dominance. When this path was allowed, the effect on arousal became insignificant. 

The general proposition that confirmation of expectations influence CCB through 

emotion was definitely upheld, even though it was through the concept of dominance 

rather than arousal, along with the expected influence through pleasure. 



81 

Endogenous Variables 

Overall, a rather interesting pattern resulted from the investigation of the direct 

influences on CCB. From among the endogenous concepts, value for a CCB affected 

all the categories of CCB. Expectancy seemed to drive voice-based CCB, while emotion 

seemed to drive informal and third-party CCBs. A more atomistic discussion follows. 

Emotional Dimensions 

In this smdy, emotions were operationalized in a fashion unanticipated by 

attribution theory. Therefore a rather general set of hypotheses were posited, that all 

dimensions of emotion (pleasure, arousal, and dominance) would influence all categories 

of CCB. In the estimation of the theoretical model, no emotion had any effect on the 

voice category of CCB. The effects were not just non-significant, but almost non

existent. Apparently emotional considerations are not important in predicting voice 

CCBs. 

Additionally, the emotional dimension arousal had similarly (almost) non-existent 

effects on the informal and third-party categories of CCB. This is tantamount to the 

statement that emotional intensity has little to do with the incidence of CCB, an 

interesting comment to say the least. Intuition, if not theory, would have predicted that 

arousal would have a positive influence on CCB. The items measuring arousal could 

have been misunderstood, but the measurement model (Figure 4.2) estimated prior the 

structural model indicates that if arousal items were misunderstood, they were 

misunderstood in a very reliable fashion. This, while not probable, is at least possible. 
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The pleasure dimension had significant and expected (negative) relationships with 

the informal and third-party categories of CCB. It should be mentioned that these 

relationships are not very strong (.15 and .23, respectively). Even so displeasure seems 

to increase the intention to engage in informal and third-party CCB. 

The dominance dunension of emotion had an effect only on third-party CCB. 

Basically this implies that one would be more likely to engage in third-party CCB if he 

or she felt in control of the situation. When one considers the difference in level of 

commitment to complaining it takes to bring in a third-party, this result and the lack of 

impact on the other categories of CCB makes sense. While there is almost no effort 

involved with taking voice or informal actions, the perceived resource expendimre for 

third-party actions is much greater. 

Expectancy 

Of the three expectancy constructs, only expectancy for voice CCBs was 

significant. That is to say that respondents seem to base only decisions to engage in 

voice CCB on expectancy for success. Since informal behavior costs nothing, it is 

reasonable that consumers would disregard expectancy of success in decisions to take 

informal actions. The rationale for third-party actions being based on confidence and 

value only is somewhat less clear, but may be an artifact of measuring behavioral 

intentions for CCB rather than CCB. 
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Value 

All of the value concepts exhibited the expected positive relationships with the 

respective categories of CCB. This makes a rather strong statement that people are likely 

to engage in a type of CCB if they value the expected outcome of the CCB. While this 

conclusion would be expected, it does add to the predictive ability of the model and is 

therefore important in that context. 

CCB's Effect on CCB 

One last effect that resulted from the respecified model was the positive influence 

of third-party CCBs on informal complaining. This effect was not hypothesized, but does 

not run counter to theory. If the relationship between consumer and provider is bad 

enough to engender a lawsuit, one might expect the consumer to both stop doing business 

with the provider and to tell their friends and family about the incident that created the 

friction. 

The Critical Incident Data 

Contextual Variables 

Attributions 

While locus of cause seem to be the dominant predicting force in the experimental 

data, the concept has no effect in the critical incident data. This may reflect a weakness 

of the critical incident technique in gathering such data. Folkes and Kotsos (1986) have 

reported that buyers and sellers often disagree on the locus of cause of product failure. 
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Further, Brown (1986) posits that persons with a healthy self-image are likely to attribute 

blame externally. In the scenarios, locus of cause was clearly manipulated, but this was 

not a given in the critical incident data. While there was variance in the item purporting 

to measure locus of cause, framing effects, caused by the anchor statements ("at least 

somewhat my fault" and "the restaurant's fault"), may have rendered the variance in 

locus of cause inconsequential. The alternatives (using a dichotomous item and using a 

continuous item anchored by "my fault" and "the restaurant's fault") used during a 

pretest of the critical incident instrument yielded a concept with no variance at all. 

In the experiment, the remaining attributional dimensions, stability and 

controllability of cause, had no influence on subsequent concepts. This remained true 

for controllability of cause in the critical incident data. Stability of cause, however, 

directly influenced voice CCB in a negative fashion. While this effect was hypothesized 

to exist through expectancy rather than directly, the effect was generally anticipated. 

Environmental Variables 

Collateral outcome retained its negative relationship with pleasure, but did not 

significantly influence arousal in the critical incident data. In addition outcome displayed 

a significant positive (and hypothesized) relationship with value for informal CCB. 

Confirmation of expectations seemed to play the primary predictive role in the 

critical incident model. In addition to displaying the hypothesized relationships with 

pleasure and arousal, confirmation displayed effects on informal CCB both directly and 

through expectancy an value for informal CCB. The data indicate a strong relationship 
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between haveing one's expectations disconfirmed and: expecting informal CCB to have 

results, valuing the results of informal CCB, and engaging in informal CCB. 

Endogenous Variables 

Emotions 

As in the experimental data, there is a negative relationship between pleasure and 

informal CCB. However there is also a positive relationship between arousal and voice 

CCB that was not present in the experimental data. 

Expectancy 

The hypothesized positive relationship between expectancy for informal CCB and 

informal CCB is reflected in the critical incident model; however, the expected 

relationship between expectancy for voice CCB and voice CCB was not present. Both 

of these relationships were in contrast to the experimental data. 

Value 

Finally, the value constructs mirrored the experimental model by displaying 

relationships with their respective CCBs. These relationships were as hypothesized. 

Comparison of the Models 

It is useful to compare the models that were estimated from the two data 

collection techniques. This is because there was little to distinguish between the two data 
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sets other than the method of data collection. The instruments for each sample were 

designed to be as similar as possible, differing only when the method necessitated such. 

In addition, the samples were very similar (undergraduate students from state supported 

southwestern universities). The unplication is that the differences between models 

esthnated from the two samples were due mainly to the differences in method. 

The clearest advantage lay with the scenario based data, simply because it was 

more complete. This was due to the lack of third-party responses in the critical incident 

data. This problem was anticipated during the design of this research, and is to a great 

extent the reason the critical incident technique was not selected as the method of data 

collection for the initial, and main, project. While the specifics of the analyses have 

been reported previously, and because of the differences in the two theoretical models 

at the hypothesis level, the two final models should be compared at the propositional 

level. 

There are several strong similarities between the accepted scenario and critical 

incident models. The first has to do with the relationship between confirmation of 

expectations and emotion. While there were differences in which dimensions of emotion 

were affected by confirmation of expectations, both models reflected an impact. 

Confirmation of expectations definitely have emotional consequences. Second, both 

models indicated that collateral outcome had emotional consequences. This relationship 

was not proposed. 

In both samples, emotion influenced behavior. Some of the expectancies for 
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behavior influenced their respective behavior. In addition, the value for behavior 

constructs influenced their behaviors. 

The posited relationship between controllability of cause and emotion did not 

surface in either model. This was also true of the relationship between stability of cause 

and expectancy for behavior. 

There are also significant differences between the models. In the scenario data, 

some dimension of attribution influenced emotion, as well as expectancy and value for 

behaviors. The impact of attributions was fairly extensive. In the critical incident model 

there was no such influence. In fact, attributions took on a very limited role in the 

critical incident model. 

While the confirmation of expectations concept affects emotion in both models, 

this concept has a much broader influence in the critical incident data. In fact, this 

concept takes on a role similar to locus of cause in the scenario data, although not so 

extensive. 

The final major difference between the models is the influence of collateral risk. 

In the critical incident model, collateral risk affects both value for behavior and behavior. 

In the scenario model, collateral risk has no effect. 

Broadly, the scenario-based model seemed to support an attributions based theory 

of CCB. This cannot be said of the critical incident-based model. Rather, this model 

seems to reflect a process more along the lines of Day (1984) as pictured in Figure 2.1. 

Since the data were collected in a fashion that focused on comparability between the 

samples, these differences seem to be due to the data collection method itself. 
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Major Contributions 

The contributions of this research fall into two general categories: the managerial 

implications and the theoretical contributions made by the smdy. The managerial 

implications are outlined first, and then the theoretical contributions. 

Managerial Implications 

In beginning, it is important to note that the managerial implications that follow 

primarily originate from the results of the analysis of the experimental data. For reasons 

addressed in the section discussing the theoretical contribution of the research there is 

reason to believe that the data resulting from the experimental manipulation of the 

scenarios is perhaps preferable to the data resulting from the critical incident smdy. 

To effectively enumerate the managerial implications of this smdy, it is necessary 

to first make some important observations about CCB generally, and about the CCB 

categories used in the research. CCB is not necessarily negative. Humans have a 

tendency to dislike criticism, and therefore, display a tendency to create negative 

associations with complaints. However, for as long as the practice of business is 

imperfect there will be consumption failures. Given there are consumption failures, at 

least some forms of complaining behavior are useful to the firm. First, complaining 

gives the firm a chance to rectify the specific problem reported by the consumer. 

Second, a trend of similar complaints is a cue that something is out of control and should 

be investigated. As operationalized in this project, CCB falls into three categories, two 

(informal CCB and third-party CCB) are seldom in the best interest of the provider for 
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the consumer to engage in. These two CCB categories can, from the marketer's point 

of view, be considered pathological. The remaining category of CCB, voice, are those 

behaviors that marketers should encourage consumers to engage in. These behaviors 

should be encouraged because they act to resolve the complaint without harming the 

organization, perhaps even helping the organization in the long term by allowing the 

marketer to appear responsive to the consumer. 

While the propensity to complain in all categories of CCB is influenced by 

cognitive factors, emotional factors seem to contribute only to the pathological forms of 

CCB. While past research regarding the complaining process has focused largely on 

factors that cannot be easily impacted by marketers, such as the consumer's perception 

of the cause of failure, or his or her confirmation of expectations, or his or her personal 

propensity to complain, this research identifies variables that can be influenced by 

marketers. First, since voice behavior is influenced by expectation for and value for that 

category of CCB, marketers should encourage such behavior by communicating to 

consumers that such behavior will have an effect and that the effect will be one the 

consumer values. Marketers may also be able to reduce the incidence of the pathological 

forms of CCB by training employees and managers in strategies for defusing or avoiding 

emotionally charged situations that lead to informal or third-party actions. 

Theoretical Contribution 

The theoretical contribution of this research falls into two general areas. First is 

the contribution to what is known about CCB. Second, this research contributes to what 
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we know about how to conduct research concerning CCB. 

This research has integrated a potentially useful approach to investigating and 

predicting CCB into the marketing literature. While writers such as Folkes (1984) and 

Richins (1983) have investigated pieces of attribution theory in the marketing context, 

this research represents a first attempt at adapting a holistic theory of attributionally 

based motivation to a marketing research context. This, coupled with the attempt to 

validate scenario-based experiments as a method of investigating this general category 

of phenomena, represents a significant contribution to research in consumer theory. 

Folkes (1988b) has characterized attribution theory's limited impact on consumer 

research as being due to a lack of utilization rather than any inherent lack of usefulness. 

Perhaps this project represents a beginning in changing that pronouncement. 

There is also an interesting pattern resulting from comparing the two methods of 

data collection, experimentally manipulated scenarios versus remembering a critical 

incident. In general, the scenario-based study affirmed attributions of cause as 

influencing CCB through the theorized concepts emotion, expectancy, and value. In 

contrast, the critical incident-based investigation seemed to affirm the traditional (in 

marketing) negative disconfirmation of expectations -^ dissatisfaction -^ CCB approach 

to CCB explanation. This is an especially interesting observation since two studies 

utilized samples from the same population and, with respect to the endogenous variables, 

virtually identical data collection instruments. The only differences in the instruments 

were whether a stimulus was presented or remembered, and that the CCBs were in one 

case projected and in the other case reported. 
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A first reaction would be to give preference to the reported versus projected CCB 

data, but, as with many first reactions, this may not be a wise course. The inclusion of 

open-ended items in the critical incident instrument was primarily to force the respondent 

to remember an incident. These items had the additional effect of providing some basis 

of comparison between the essay responses and the response to the categorical CCB 

items. There were several respondents who indicated taking an action by checking the 

response, but when the open-ended responses were reviewed it became obvious that some 

of the responses checked had not been taken. In the instances where this was obvious, 

the data were edited to reflect the subjects' behavior. It is probable that others responded 

similarly without making it so obvious. This is in direct support of the assertion made 

in Chapter three that respondents may report what they "wish they had done" rather than 

the action they acmally took. This knowledge does not necessarily ameliorate the 

difficulty with accepting projected behavior as accurately reflecting behavior; rather, it 

points out problems with both methods of operationalization. 

The experimental data model engendered emotional responses that influenced 

CCB, and these influences were not too different that those generated by the critical 

incident study. This is, perhaps, evidence to support the assertion that scenarios can be 

utilized to elicit emotional responses. Further advantages of scenario-based studies 

include the ability to avoid empty cells in terms of treatment and (due to manipulations 

of treatments) responses. A broader range of stimuli and response are available to the 

scenario-based study. 
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Limitations and Fumre Research 

Limitations and future research are considered collectively because, in general, 

the lunitations of a study may be the most efficient method for identifying fumre 

opportunities for research. This research does have several limitations. First, and 

perhaps the most obvious, is the use of a student population in collecting the data. The 

generalizations that can be made from such a sample are at best limited, but the 

homogeneity of the sample is perhaps useful to the researcher during the validation and 

development stages of adapting theory to a particular context. Fumre research should 

consider different homogenous populations or perhaps more heterogeneous populations 

in order to give the theory a more robust validation. 

Collateral risk had no effect in the experimental model, but its effect is felt in the 

critical incident data. There is no influence on value for voice behavior, but risk does 

seem to influence informal behavior, and in a most unusual fashion. Collateral risk has 

a positive influence on informal CCB through value for informal CCB, but has a negative 

direct influence in informal CCB. One possible explanation for this phenomenon could 

be that while collateral risk does promote exit behavior given a negative consumption 

experience, there is also an inhibiting effect on relating the incident to friends and family 

because of embarrassment. This should be investigated in future research. It may also 

be that an isolation of exit behavior would impact the influence of stability of cause in 

an attributional model of CCB. 

There is also the possibility that other methods of stimulus presentation would 

produce stronger effects. The application of methods such as Bateson and Hui (1992) 
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employ (videotape presentation of stimuli in concert with paper-and-pencil data collection 

methods) may prove to be useful. In addition, studies investigating the comparative 

validity of data collection method are warranted, due to the inconclusive, but definitely 

different, outcomes of the present studies. 

There are also personal characteristics to consider in explaining the CCB process. 

Concepts such as Seligman's (1979) attributional style may add to the explanatory power 

of models attempting to explain CCB. These personal attributes imply the need to 

consider within-subject, as well as cross-sectional, effects on the CCB process. 

There is also the distinct possibility that attribution theory applies to aspects of 

consumer choice in addition to the CCB process. At the very least, there would seem 

to be applications of the theory to patronage models. Consumers might patronize small 

retailers because of the perception that management is "doing their very best," even when 

these retailers have higher prices, a limited selection of goods, and/or lower levels of 

service. Large discount retailers may be ignored as potential sources for products 

because, "they are trying to drive local operators out of business." This may occur even 

when their price, selection, and convenience is superior to local competition. 

The motivating factors behind successful sales persons may be heavily influenced 

by attributions of cause of both the incidences of failure and success in selling. Stable/ 

internal causes of success should be highly motivating. Conversely, failures that are 

identified as having internal/stable causes will be very de-motivating. These de-

motivating factors may also be instrumental in explaining turnover in the sales force. 
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Relationships in the channel of distribution are also likely to be influenced by 

attributions of cause when there is some exchange related failure. When a channel 

member identifies failures as having an extemal/stable/controllable failure, there may be 

sufficient motivation to end the channel relationship, even in the face of the significant 

transaction costs associated with such changes. 
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The following scenarios describe situations called "consumption experiences." These experiences can be 
defined as the total situation surrounding an event in which you are paying for a product or service and the right 
to use or consume the product or service. Please make an effort to place yourself within the situations described, 
and respond to the questions that follow. 

You and your significant other are out for the evening. Before going to a movie, you decide to have dinner at a restaurant 
you both have enjoyed in the past. 

After being seated and ordering, you begin to visit. The waiter brings your salads. You are eating and conversing 
pleasantly when simultaneously you notice hair in her/his salad that somehow you know is yours. How could this happen? You had 
just been to the restroom to make sure your appearance was just right. 

For a moment it looks as if your "other" is going to be ill, a look which thankfully passes. Then she/he visibly brightens 
and says, "Everything is fine, let's just get rid of this salad. What movie are we going to see tonight?" 

Please answer the following questions (don't try to analyze why you feel the way you do, just how you feel): 

On a scale of -4 to 4 please rate the degree to which the consumption experience did not meet, met or exceeded your expectation in terms of the food, service, and 
environment provided by the restaurant (indicate by circling the appropriate number below). 

did not meet 
expectation -4 

meets expectation 
-1 0 1 

exceeded 
expectation - 3 - 2 - 1 0 1 2 3 4 

Make a check in the space that indicates your level of satisfaction with this restaurant experience. 

extremely dissatisfied - - - - - - extremely satisfied 

Below are a series of 12 pairs of adjectives that could describe how you feel about a situation. Please place a check mark in the space between each pair of adjectives 
that would best describe your feelings given you had experienced the scenario above. 

unhappy - - - - - - happy 
melancholic - - - - - - contented 

annoyed - - - - - - pleased 
unsatisfied - - - - - - satisfied 

sluggish - - - - - - frenzied 
calm - - - - - - excited 

relaxed - - - - - - stimulate 
unaroused aroused 

controlled - - - - - - controlling 
guided - - - - - - autonomous 

influenced - - - - - - influential 
submissive dominant 

On a scale of one to ten (ten being the most intense) please rate the intensity you would feel given the experience above. Specifically, I am asking about the feelings 
you indicated in the question above (indicate by circling the appropriate number below). 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

There would be several options open to you in the situation above. Please indicate the degree to which each would be effective in terms of (a) 
whether the action would have any effect in correcting the situation, and (b) how much effort it would be to take this action, and (c) whether the action would 
be "worth the effort" (in terms of making you feel better) by checking the appropriate space for each action. 

stop patronizing the restaurant 

a. This would not be an effective action - - - - - - This would be an effective action 
b. This action wouldn't take much effort - - - - _- - The action would take a lot of effort 
c. This action would not be worth the effort - - - - - - This action would be worth the effort 

tell my friends and family about the experience and encourage them to avoid the restaurant 

a. This would not be an effective action - - - - - - This would be an effective action 
b. This action wouldn't take much effort - - - - - - The action would take a lot of effort 
c. This action would not be worth the effort This action would be worth the effort 

(please continue on to the next page) 
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verbally complain to management 

a. This would not be an effective action - - - - This would be an effective action 
b. This action wouldn't take much effort - - - - - - The action would take a lot of effort 
c. This action would not be worth the effort - - - - This action would be worth the effort 

complain to management in writing 

a. This would not be an effective action - - - - - - This would be an effective action 
b. This action wouldn't take much effort - - - - - - The action would take a lot of effort 
c. This action would not be worth the effort - - - - - This action would be worth the effort 

ask for a new meal 

a. This would not be an effective action - - - - - - This would be an effective action 
b. This action wouldn't take much effort - - - - - - The action would take a lot of effort 
c. This action would not be worth the effort - - - - - - This action would be worth the effort 

ask for a refund 

a. This would not be an effective action - - - - - - This would be an effective action 
b. This action wouldn't take much effort - - - - - - The action would take a lot of effort 
c. This action would not be worth the effort - - - - - - This action would be worth the effort 

report the company to the Better Business Bureau 

a. This would not be an effective action - - - - - - This would be an effective action 
b. This action wouldn't take much effort - - - - - - The action would take a lot of effort 
c. This action would not be worth the effort - - - - - - This action would be worth the effort 

initiate legal action 

a. This would not be an effective action - - - - - - This would be an effective action 
b. This action wouldn't take much effort - - - - - - The action would take a lot of effort 
c. This action would not be worth the effort - - - - - - This action would be worth the effort 

Please indicate the likelihood of taking each of the following actions by making a marking in the appropriate space, 

verbally complain to management very likely _ - _ - _ - _ - _ not at aU likely 

stop patronizing the restaurant very likely _ - _ - _ - _ - _ not at all likely 

tell my friends and family about the experience 
and encourage them to avoid the restaurant very likely _ - _ - _ - _ - _ not at all likely 

complain to management in writing very likely _ - _ - _ - _ - _ not at all likely 

report the company to die Better Business Bureau very likely _ - _ - _ - _ - _ not at all likely 

ask for a refiind very likely _ - _ - _ - _ - _ not at all likely 

initiate legal action very likely _ - _ - _ - _ - _ not at all likely 

do nothing very likely _ - _ - _ - _ _ not at all likely 

ask for a new meal very likely _ - _ - _ - _ - _ not at all likely 

(please continue on to the next page) 
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You and your significant other are out for the evening. Before going to a movie, you decide to have dinner at a 
restaurant you both have enjoyed in the past. 

After being seated and ordering, you begin to visit. The waiter brings your salads. You are eating and conversing 
pleasantly when simultaneously you notice hair in her/his salad that somehow you know is yours. How could this happen? You 
had just been to die restroom to make sure your appearance was just right. 

For a moment it looks as if your "odier" is going to be ill, Then as if a decision has been made, your "odier" stands 
up from the table, mms around, and without ever saying a word, walks out of the restaurant. You sense the evening is over. 

Please answer the following questions (don't try to analyze why you feel the way you do, just how you feel): 

On a scale of -4 to 4 please rate the degree to which the consumption experience did not meet, met or exceeded your expectation (indicate by circling the 
appropriate number below). 

did not meet meets expectation exceeded 

expectation -4 -3 -2 -1 0 I 2 3 4 expectation 

Make a check in the space that indicates your level of satisfaction with the restaurant experience. 

extremely dissatisfied - - - - - - extremely satisfied 

Below are a series of 12 pairs of adjectives that could describe how you feel about a situation. Please place a check mark in the space between each pair of adjectives 
that would best describe your feelings given you had experienced the scenario above. 

unhappy - - - - - - happy sluggish - - - - - - frenzied controlled - - - - - - controlling 
melancholic - - -__- - - contented calm^- - - - - - excited guided - - - - - - autonomous 

annoyed - - - - - - pleased relaxed - - - - - - stimulated influenced - - - - - - influential 
unsatisfied - - - - - - satisfied unaroused - - - - - - aroused submissive - - - - - - dominant 

On a scale of one to ten (ten being the most intense) please rate the overall intensity of feelings you would have given the experience above. Specifically, I am asking 
about the feelings you indicated in the question above (indicate by circling the appropriate number below). 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

There would be several options open to you in the situation above. Please indicate the degree to which each would be effective in teniLs of (a) 
whether the action would have any effect in correctmg the situation, and (b) how much effort it would be to take this action, and (c) whether the action would 
be "worth the effort" (in terms of making you feel better) by checking the appropriate space for each action. 

stop patronizing the restaurant 

a. This would not be an effective action - - - - - - This would be an effective action 
b. This action wouldn't take much effort - - - - - - The action would take a lot of effort 
c. This action would not be worth the effort - - - - - - This action would be worth the effort 

tell my friends and family about the experience and encourage them to avoid the restaurant 

a. This would not be an effective action - - - - - - This would be an effective action 
b. This action wouldn't take much effort - - - - - - The action would take a lot of effort 
c. This action would not be worth the effort - - - - - - This action would be worth the effort 

verbally complain to management 

a. This would not be an effective action - - - - - - This would be an effective action 
b. This action wouldn't take much effort - - - - - - The action would take a lot of effort 
c. This action would not be worth the effort - - - - - - This action would be worth the effort 

complain to management in writing 

a. This would not be an effective action - - - - This would be an effective action 
b. This action wouldn't take much effort - - - - The action would take a lot of effort 
c. This action would not be worth the effort This action would be worth the effort 

(please continue on to the next page) 
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ask for a new meal 

a. This would not be an effective action - - - - - - This would be an effective action 
b. This action wouldn't take much effort - - - - - - The action would take a lot of effort 
c. This action would not be worth the effort - - - - - This action would be worth the effort 

ask for a refund 

a. This would not be an effective action - - - - - - This would be an effective action 
b. This action wouldn't take much effort - - - - - - The action would take a lot of effort 
c. This action would not be worth the effort - - - - - - This action would be worth the effort 

report the company to the Better Business Bureau 

a. This would not be an effective action - - - - - - This would be an effective action 
b. This action wouldn't take much effort - - - - - - The action would take a lot of effort 
c. This action would not be worth the effort - - - - - This action would be worth the effort 

initiate legal action 

a. This would not be an effective action - - - - - - This would be an effective action 
b. This action wouldn't take much effort - - - - - - The action would take a lot of effort 
c. This action would not be worth the effort - - - - - - This action would be worth the effort 

Please indicate die likelihood of taking each of the following actions by making a marking in the appropriate space, 

verbally complain to management very likely - - - - not at all likely 

stop patronizing die restaurant very likely - - _ - _ - not at all likely 

tell my friends and family about die experience 
and encourage diem to avoid die restaurant very likely - - - _ - _ not at all likely 

complain to management in writing very likely _ - _ - _ - _ - _ not at all likely 

report die company to die Better Business Bureau very likely _ - _ - _ - _ - _ not at all likely 

ask for a refund very likely _ - _ - _ - _ - _ not at all likely 

initiate legal action very likely _ - _ - _ - _ - _ not at all likely 

do nodiing very likely _ - _ - _ - _ - _ not at all likely 

ask for a new meal very likely _ - _ - _ - _ - _ not at all likely 

Please tell me about yourself by making a check mark in die appropriate space for each question. 

Are yourmale or female ? 

Do you consider yourself to be:White , Hispanic , Native American , 
Black , Asian , odier (please specify) ? 

Is your age:less dian 25 , less dian 35 , less dian 45 , 

less dian 55 , less dian 65 or more dian 65 ? 

Are you a:fidl time , or a part time student ? 

Do you work:fiUl time , part time , or not at all ? 

Is your yearly income: under $10,000 under $15,000 under $20,000 

under $25,000 under $30,000 under $35,000 , 
under $50.000 $50,000 or more ? 

Are vou: * never married single , married , widowed , 
separated or divorced ? 
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The following scenarios describe situations called "consumption experiences." These experiences can be 
defined as the total situation surrounding an event in which you are paying for a product or service and the right 
to use or consume the product or service. Please make an effort to place yourself within the situations described, 
and respond to the questions that follow. 

You and your significant odier are out for die evening. Before going to a movie, you decide to have dinner at a restaurant 
you both have enjoyed in the past. 

After being seated and ordering, you begin to visit. The waiter brings your salads. You are eating and conversing 
pleasanUy when simultaneously you notice the dark curly hair sticking out of hers/his. For a moment it looks as if your "other" is 
going to be ill, a look which thankfully passes. Then she/he visibly brightens and says, "Everything is fine, let's just get rid of this 
salad. What movie are we going to see tonight?" 

Having some time alone to reflect, your remember something. While it has never happened to you, you have heard of 
similar occurrences at this establishment even though hair is a problem that most restaurants control easily. 

Please answer the following questions (don't try to analyze why you feel the way you do, just how you feel): 

On a scale of -4 to 4 please rate die degree to which die consumption experience did not meet, met or exceeded your expectation in terms of the food, service, and 
environment provided by die restaurant (indicate by circling die appropriate number below). 

did not meet meets expectation exceeded 

expectation -4 -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 4 expectation 

Make a check in die space diat indicates your level of satisfaction widi diis restaurant experience. 

extremely dissatisfied - - - - - - exttemely satisfied 

Below are a series of 12 pairs of adjectives diat could describe how you feel about a situation. Please place a check mark in die space between each pair of adjectives 
diat would best describe your feelings given you had experienced die scenario above. 

unhappy_-_-_-_-_-_-_happy sluggish_-_-_-_-_-_-_frenzied controlled_-_-_-_-_-_-_controlling 
melancholic~-_-_-_-_-_-_contented calni_-_-_-_-_-_-_exci ted guided_-_-_-_-_-_-_autonomous 

annoyed_-_-_-_-_-_-_pleased relaxed_-_-_-_-_-_-_stimulated influenced_-_-_-_-_-_-_influential 
unsatisfied~-_-_-_-_-_-_saUsfied unaroused_-_-_-_-_-_-_aroused submissive_-_-_-_-_-_-_dominant 

On a scale of one to ten (ten being die most intense) please rate die intensity you would feel given die experience above. Specifically, I am asking about die feelings 
you indicated in die question above (indicate by circling die appropriate number below). 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

There would be several options open to you m the situation above. Please indicate the degree to wUch each would be effective in terms of (a) 
whether the action would have any effect m correcting the situation, and (b) how much effort it would be to take this action, and (c) whether the action would 
be "worth the effort" (m terms of makmg you feel better) by checkmg the appropriate space for each action. 

stop patronizing die restaurant 

a. This would not be an effective action - - - - - - This would be an effective action 
b. This action wouldn't take much effort - - - - - - The action would take a lot of effort 
c. This action would not be worth die effort - - - - - - This action would be worth die effort 

tell my friends and family about die experience and encourage diem to avoid die restaurant 

a. This would not be an effective action - - - - - - This would be an effective action 
b. This action wouldn't take much effort - - - - - - The action would take a lot of effort 
c. This action would not be worth die effort - - - - - - This action would be worth die effort 

(please continue on to the next page) 
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verbally complain to management 

a. This would not be an effective action - - - - - - This would be an effective action 
b. This action wouldn't take much effort - - - - - - The action would take a lot of effort 
c. This action would not be worth die effort - - - - - - This action would be worth die effort 

complain to management in writing 

a. This would not be an effective action - - - - - - This would be an effective action 
b. This action wouldn't take much effort - - - - - - The action would take a lot of effort 
c. This action would not be worth die effort - - - - - This action would be worth die effort 

ask for a new meal 

a. This would not be an effective action - - - - - - This would be an effective action 
b. This action wouldn't take much effort - - - - - - The action would take a lot of effort 
c. This action woidd not be worth the effort - - - - - - This action would be worth the effort 

ask for a refiind 

a. This would not be an effective action - - - - - - This would be an effective action 
b. This action wouldn't take much effort - - - - - - The action would take a lot of effort 
c. This action would not be worth die effort - - - - - - This action would be worth die effort 

report die company to die Better Business Bureau 

a. This would not be an effective action - - - - - - This would be an effective action 
b. This action wouldn't take much effort - - - - - - The action would take a lot of effort 
c. This action would not be worth die effort - - - - - - This action would be worth die effort 

initiate legal action 

a. This would not be an effective action - - - - - - This would be an effective action 
b. This action wouldn't take much effort - - - - - - The action would take a lot of effort 
c. This action would not be worth die effort - - - - - - This action would be worth die effort 

Please indicate die likelihood of taking each of die following actions by making a marking in die appropriate space, 

verbally complain to management very likely _ - _ - _ - _ - _ not at all likely 

stop patronizing die restaurant very likely _ - _ - _ - _ - _ not at all likely 

tell my friends and family about die experience 
and encourage diem to avoid die restaurant very likely _ - _ - _ - _ - _ not at all likely 

complain to management in writing very likely _ - _ - _ - _ _ not at all likely 

report die company to die Better Business Bureau very likely _ - _ - _ _ _ not at all likely 

ask for a refund very likely _ - _ - _ - _ _ not at all likely 

initiate legal action very likely _ - _ - _ - _ - _ not at all likely 

do nodiing very likely _ - _ - _ - _ - _ not at all likely 

ask for a new meal very likely _ - _ - _ - _ - _ not at all likely 

(please continue on to the next page) 
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You and your significant other are out for die evening. Before going to a movie, you decide to have dinner at a 
restaurant you both have enjoyed in die past. After being seated and ordering, you begin to visit. The waiter brings your salads. 
You are eating and conversing pleasanUy when simultaneously you notice die dark curly hair sticking out of hers/his. 

For a moment it looks as if your "odier" is going to be ill. Then as if a decision has been made, your "odier" stands 
up from die table, turns around, and widiout ever saying a word, walks out of the restaurant. You sense die evening is over. 

Having some time alone to reflect, your remember something. While it has never happened to you, you have heard of 
similar occurrences at diis establishment even diough hair is a problem diat most restaurants control easily. 

Please answer the following questions (don't try to analyze why you feel the way you do, Just how you feel): 

On a scale of -4 to 4 please rate the degree to which die consumption experience did not meet, met or exceeded your expectation (indicate by circling die 
appropriate number tielow). 

did not meet meets expectation exceeded 

expectation -4 -3 -2 -I 0 1 2 3 4 expectation 

Make a check in the space that indicates your level of satisfaction with the restaurant experience. 

extremely dissatisfied - - - - - - extremely satisfied 

Below are a series of 12 pairs of adjectives diat could describe how you feel about a situation. Please place a check mark in die space between each pair of adjectives 
diat would best describe your feelings given you had experienced die scenario above. 

unhappy - - - - - - happy sluggish - - _ - _ - _ - _ - frenzied controlled_-_-_-_-_-_-_controlling 
melancholic_-_-_-_-_-_-_contented calm_-_-_-_-_-_-_exci ted guided_-_-_-_-_-_-_autonomous 

annoyed_- - -_-_-_-_pleased relaxed_-_-_-_-_-_-_stimulated influenced_-_-_-_-_-_-_influential 
unsatisfied - -_-_-_-_-_satisfied unaroused_-_-_-_-_-_-_aroused submissive_-_-_-_-_-_-_dominant 

On a scale of one to ten (ten being die most intense) please rate die overall intensity of feelings you would have given die experience above. Specifically, 1 am asking 
about die feelings you indicated in die question above (indicate by circling die appropriate number below). 

I 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

There would be several optwns open to you m the situation above. Please indicate the degree to which each would be effective in terms of (a) 
whether the action would have any effect m correcting the situation, and (b) how much effort it would be to take this action, and (c) whether the action would 
be "worth the effort" (m terms of making you feel better) by checkmg the appropriate space for each actk>n. 

stop patronizing die restaurant 

a. This would not be an effective action - - - - - - This would be an effective action 
b. This action wouldn't take much effort - - - - - - The action would take a lot of effort 
c. This action would not be worth die effort - - - - - - This action would be worth die effort 

tell my friends and family about die experience and encourage diem to avoid die restaurant 

a. This would not be an effective action - - - - - - This would be an effective action 
b. This action wouldn't take much effort - - - - - - The action would take a lot of effort 
c. This action would not be worth die effort - - - - - - This action would be worth die effort 

verbally complain to management 

a. This would not be an effective action - - - - - - This would be an effective action 
b. This action wouldn't take much effort - - - - - - The action would take a lot of effort 
c. This action would not be worth die effort - - - - - - This action would be worth die effort 

complain to management in writing 

a. This would not be an effective action - - - - - - This would be an effective action 
b. This action wouldn't take much effort - - - - - - The action would take a lot of effort 
c. This action would not be worth die effort - - - - - - This action would be worth die effort 

(please continue on to the next page) 
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ask for a new meal 

a. This would not be an effective action - - - - - - This would be an effective action 
b. This action wouldn't take much effort - - - - - - The action would take a lot of effort 
c. This action would not be worth die effort - - - - - - This action would be worth die effort 

ask for a refiind 

a. This would not be an effective action - - - - - - This would be an effective action 
b. This action wouldn't take much effort - - - - - - The action would take a lot of effort 
c. This action would not be worth die effort - - - - - - This action would be worth die effort 

report the company to the Better Business Bureau 

a. This woidd not be an effective action - - - - - - This would be an effective action 
b. This action wouldn't take much effort - - - - - - The action would take a lot of effort 
c. This action would not be worth die effort - - - - - - This action would be worth the effort 

initiate legal action 

a. This would not be an effective action - - - - - - This would be an effective action 
b. This action wouldn't take much effort - - - - - - The action would take a lot of effort 
c. This action would not be worth die effort - - - - - - This action would be worth die effort 

Please indicate the likelihood of taking each of the following actions by making a marking in die appropriate space, 

verbally complain to management very likely - - - - not at all likely 

slop pati-onizing die restaurant very likely - -_ - - not at all likely 

tell my friends and family about die experience 
and encourage diem to avoid die restaurant very likely _ - - - _ - _ not at all likely 

complain to management in writing very likely _ - _ - _ - _ - _ not at all likely 

report die company to die Better Business Bureau very likely _ - _ - _ - _ - _ not at all likely 

ask for a refund very likely _ - _ - _ - _ - _ not at all likely 

initiate legal action very likely _ - _ - _ - _ - _ not at all likely 

do nodiing very likely _ - _ - _ - _ - _ not at all likely 

ask for a new meal very likely _ - _ - _ - _ - _ not at all likely 

Please tell me about yourself by making a check mark in die appropriate space for each question. 

Are you: male or female ? 

Do you consWer yourself to be: White , Hispanic , Native American , 
Black , Asian , odier (please specify) ? 

Is your age: less dian 25 , less dian 35 , less dian 45 , 

less dian 55 , less dian 65 or more dian 65 ? 

Are you a: ftdl time , or a part time student ? 

Do you work: full time part time or not at all ? 

Is your yearly income: under $10,000 under $15,000 , under $20,000 
under $25,000 under $30,000 under $35,000 
under $50,000 $50,000 or more ? 

Are you: * never married single , married , widowed , 
separated or divorced ? 
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The following scenarios describe situations called "consumption experiences." These experiences can be 
defined as the total situation surrounding an event in which you are paying for a product or service and the right 
to use or consume the product or service. Please make an effort to place yourself within the situations described, 
and respond to the questions that follow. 

You have just received a full scholarship to go to a prestigious university. The new university will be a wonderful 
challenge, great for your future, and you are very excited at die prospect. The only negarive is diat you are required to relocate. 
Relocation is very likely to cause serious problems between you and your "significant odier" (boyfriend, girlfriend, spouse). 

In an attempt to soften the blow of announcing the upcoming move to your "other," you make arrangements to meet at 
your favorite restaurant. Hopefully, die pleasant associations die establishment has for bodi of you will create a setting in which you 
and your "other" can rationally discuss the situation. 

After being seated in one of the better tables in the house and ordering, you begin to bring up the subject of die scholarship 
and the move. The situation is tense, but no one has become irrational, and perhaps the relationship will survive. 

The waiter brings your salads and the break in conversation has a slightly negative effect on your "odier's" mood. You 
are begiiming to talk again, desperately trying to soften the hard edges you're beginning to feel from her/him when simultaneously 
you notice hair in her/his salad that somehow you know is yours. How could this happen? You had just been to the restroom to 
make sure your appearance was just right. It seems as if these things are always happening around you. 

For a moment it looks as if your "odier" is going to be ill, a look which thankfully passes. Then she/he visibly brightens 
and says, "Everything is fine, let's just get rid of that salad. Now, tell me more about diis scholarship, I'm very excited about the 
opportunity!" 

Please answer the following questions (don't try to analyze why you feel the way you do, Just how you feel): 

On a scale of -4 to 4 please rate die degree to which die consumption experience did not meet, met or exceeded your expectation in terms of the food, service, and 
environment provided by die restaurant (indicate by circling die appropriate number below). 

did not meet meets expectation exceeded 

expectation -4 -3 -2 -1 0 I 2 3 4 expectation 

Make a check in die space diat indicates your level of satisfaction widi diis restaurant experience. 

extremely dissatisfied - - - - - - exu-emely satisfied 

Below are a series of 12 pairs of adjectives diat could describe how you feel about a situation. Please place a check mark in die space between each pair of adjectives 
diat would best describe your feelings given you had experienced die scenario above. 

unhappy_-_-_-_-_-_-_happy sluggish_-_-_-_-_-_-_frenzied controlled_-_-_-_-_-_-_controlling 
melancholic_-_-_-_-_-_-_contented ca lm_-_-_-_-_-_-_exci ted guided_-_-_-_-_-_-_autonomous 

annoyed_-_-_-_-_-_-_pleased relaxed_-_-_-_-_-_-_stimulated innuenced_-_-_-_-_-_-_influential 
unsatisfied_-_-_-_-_-_-_satisfied unaroused_-_-_-_-_-_-_aroused submissive_-_-_-_-_-_-_dominant 

On a scale of one to ten (ten being die most intense) please rate die intensity you would feel given die experience above. Specifically, I am asking about die feelings 
you indicated in the question above (indicate by circling die appropriate number below). 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

There would be several options open to you m the situation above. Please indicate the degree to which each would be effective in terms of (a) 
whether the actwn would have any effect m correcting the sihiation, and (b) how much effort it would be to take this action, and (c) whether the action would 
be "worth the effort" (m terms of makmg you feel better) by checkmg the appropriate space for each action. 

stop pati-onizing die restaurant 

a. This would not be an effective action - - - - - - This would be an effective action 
b. This action wouldn't take much effort - - - - - - The action would take a lot of effort 
c. This action would not be worth die effort - - - - - - This action would be worth die effort 

tell my friends and family about die experience and encourage diem to avoid die restaurant 

a. This would not be an effective action - - - - - - This would be an effective action 
b. This action wouldn't take much effort - - - - - - The action would take a lot of effort 
c. This action would not be worth die effort - - - - - - This action would be worth die effort 

(please continue on to the next page) 



113 

(continued from last page) 

verbally complain to management 

a. This would not be an effective action - - - - - - This would be an effective action 
b. This action wouldn't take much effort - - - - - - The action would take a lot of effort 
c. This action would not be worth die effort - - - - This action would be worth die effort 

complain to management in writing 

a. This would not be an effective action - - - - This would be an effective action 
b. This action wouldn't take much effort - - - - - - The action would take a lot of effort 
c. This action would not be worth die effort - - - - - - This action would be worth die effort 

ask for a new meal 

a. This would not be an effective action - - - - - - This would be an effective action 
b. This action wouldn't take much effort - - - - - - The action would take a lot of effort 
c. This action would not be worth die effort - - - - - - This action would be worth die effort 

ask for a refund 

a. This would not be an effective action - - - - - - This would be an effective action 
b. This action wouldn't take much effort - - - - - - The action would take a lot of effort 
c. This action would not be worth the effort - - - - - - This action would be worth the effort 

report die company to die Better Business Bureau 

a. This woidd not be an effective action - - - - - - This would be an effective action 
b. This action wouldn't take much effort - - - - - - The action would take a lot of effort 
c. This action would not be worth the effort - - - - - - This action would be worth the effort 

initiiate legal action 

a. This would not be an effective action - - - - - - This would be an effective action 
b. This action wouldn't take much effort - - - - - - The action would take a lot of effort 
c. This action would not be worth the effort - - - - - - This action would be worth the effort 

Please indicate die likelihood of taking each of die following actions by making a marking in die appropriate space, 

verbally complain to management very likely _ - _ - _ - _ - _ not at all likely 

stop patronizing die restaurant very likely _ - _ - _ - _ - _ not at all likely 

tell my friends and family about die experience 
and encourage diem to avoid die restaurant very likely _ - _ - _ - _ - _ not at all likely 

complain to management in writing very likely _ - _ - _ - _ - _ not at all likely 

report die company to die Better Business Bureau very likely _ - _ - _ - _ - _ not at all likely 

ask for a refund very likely _ - _ - _ - _ - _ not at all likely 

initiate legal action very likely _ - - _ - _ - _ not at all likely 

do nodiing very likely _ - _ - _ - _ - _ not at all likely 

ask for a new meal very likely - - _ - _ - _ not at all likely 
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You have just received a full scholarship to go to a prestigious university. The new university will be a wonderful 
challenge, great for your future, and you are very excited at die prospect. The only negative is diat you are required to relocate. 
Relocation is very likely to cause serious problems between you and your "significant odier" (boyfriend, girlfriend, spouse). 

In an attempt to soften die blow of announcing die upcoming move to your "odier," you make arrangements to meet at 
your favorite restaurant. Hopefully, die pleasant associations die establishment has for bodi of you will create a setting in which 
you and your "odier" can rationally discuss die situation. 

After being seated in one of die better tables in die house and ordering, you begin to bring up die subject of die 
scholarship and die move. The situation is tense, but no one has become irrational, and perhaps die relationship will survive. 

The waiter brings your salads and die break in conversation has a slighdy negative effect on your "odier's" mood. 
You are beginning to talk again, desperately trying to soften die hard edges you're beginning to feel from her/him when 
simultaneously you notice hair in her/his salad diat somehow you know is yours. How could diis happen? You had just been to 
die restroom to make sure your appearance was just right. It seems as if diese tilings are always happening around you. 

For a moment it looks as if your "odier" is going to be ill, dien die focus of dieir revulsion seem to move from dieir 
salad to you. As if a decision has been made, your "odier" stands up from die table, turns around, and widiout ever saying a 
word, walks out of die restaurant. You sense die relationship is over. 

Please answer the following questions (don't try to analyze why you feel the way you do, just how you feel): 

On a scale of -4 to 4 please rate die degree to which die consumption experience did not meet, met or exceeded your expectation (indicate by circling die 
appropriate numtjer below). 

did not meet meets expectation exceeded 
expectation -4 - 3 - 2 - 1 0 1 2 3 4 expectation 

Make a check in die space diat indicates your level of satisfaction widi die restaurant experience. 
extremely dissatisfied - - - - - - extt-emely satisfied 

Below are a series of 12 pairs of adjectives that could describe how you feel about a situation. Please place a check mark in die space between each pair of adjectives 
diat woidd best describe your feelings given you had experienced die scenario above. 

unhappy - - - - - - happy sluggish - - - - - - frenzied conttolled - - - - - - controlling 
melancholic - - - - - - contented calm - - - - - - excited guided - - - - - - autonomous 

annoyed - - - - - - pleased relaxed - - - - - - stimulated influenced - - - - - - influential 
unsatisfied - - - - - -__satisfied unaroused - - - - - - aroused submissive - - - - - - dominant 

On a scale of one to ten (ten being die most intense) please rate die overall intensity of feelings you would have given die experience above. Specifically, 1 am asking 
about die feelings you indicated in die question above (indicate by circling die appropriate number below). 

I 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

There would be several options open to you in the situation above. Please mdicate the degree to which each would be effective in terms of (a) 
whether the action would have any effect in correcting the situation, and (b) how much effort it would be to take this action, and (c) whether the action would 
be "worth the effort" (m terms of making you feel better) by checking the appropriate space for each action. 

stop patronizing the restaurant 

a. This would not be an effective action - - - - - - This would be an effective action 
b. This action wouldn't take much effort - - - - - - The action would take a lot of effort 
c. This action would not be wordi die effort - - - - - - This action would be worth die effort 

tell my friends and family about die experience and encourage them to avoid die restaurant 

a. This would not be an effective action - - - - - - This would be an effective action 
b. This action wouldn't take much effort - - - - - - The action would take a lot of effort 
c. This action would not be worth die effort - - - - - - This action would be wordi die effort 

verbally complain to management 

a. This would not be an effective action - - - - - - This would be an effective action 
b. This action wouldn't take much effort - - - - - - The action would take a lot of effort 
c. This action would not be worth the effort - - - - - - This action would be worth die effort 

complain to management in writing 

a. This would not be an effective action - - - - - - This would be an effective action 
b. This action wouldn't take much effort - - - - - - The action would take a lot of effort 
c. This action would not be worth die effort - - - - - - This action would be worth die effort 
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115 
(contmued from last page) 

ask for a new meal 

a. This would not be an effective action - - - - - - This would be an effective action 
b. This action wouldn't take much effort - - - - - - The action would take a lot of effort 
c. This action would not be worth die effort - - - - - - This action would be worth the effort 

ask for a refiind 

a. This would not be an effective action - - - - - - This would be an effective action 
b. This action wouldn't take much effort - - - - - - The action would take a lot of effort 
c. This action would not be worth die effort - - - - - - This action would be worth the effort 

report die company to die Better Business Bureau 

a. This would not be an effective action - - - - - - This would be an effective action 
b. This action wouldn't take much effort - - - - - - The action would take a lot of effort 
c. This action would not be worth die effort - - - - - - This action would be worth the effort 

initiate legal action 

a. This would not be an effective action - - - - - - This would be an effective action 
b. This action wouldn't take much effort - - - - - - The action would take a lot of effort 
c. This action would not be worth die effort - - - - - - This action would be worth die effort 

Please indicate die likelihood of taking each of die following actions by making a marking in die appropriate space, 

verbally complain to management very likely _ - _ - _ - _ - _ not at all likely 

stop pati-onizing die restaurant very likely _ - _ - _ - _ - _ not at all likely 

tell my friends and family about die experience 
and encourage diem to avoid die restaurant very likely _ - _ - _ - _ - _ not at all likely 

complain to management in writing very likely _ - _ - _ - _ - _ not at all likely 

report die company to die Better Business Bureau very likely _ - _ - _ - _ - _ not at all likely 

ask for a refiind very likely _ - _ - _ - _ - _ not at all likely 

initiate legal action very likely _ - _ - _ - _ - _ not at all likely 

do nodiing very likely _ - _ - _ - _ - _ not at all likely 

ask for a new meal very likely _ - _ - _ - _ - _ not at all likely 

Please tell me about yourself by making a check mark in die appropriate space for each question. 

y^e you: male or female ? 

Do you consider yourself to be: White , Hispanic , Native American , 
Black , Asian , odier (please specify) ? 

Is your age: less dian 25 , less dian 35 , less dian 45 , 
less dian 55 , less dian 65 or more dian 65 ? 

Are you a: fi*l' t""e , or a part time student ? 

Do you work: ftdl time , part time , or not at all ? 

Is your yearly income: under $10,000 under $15,000 under $20,000 , 
under $25,000 under $30,000 under $35,000 
under $50,000 $50,000 or more ? 

Are vou: * never married single , married , widowed 
separated or divorced ? 



116 

4A 

The following scenarios describe situations called "consumption experiences." These experiences can be 
deflned as the total situation surrounding an event in which you are paying for a product or service and the right 
to use or consume the product or service. Please make an effort to place yourself within the situations described, 
and respond to the questions that follow. 

You have just received a full scholarship to go to a prestigious university. The new university will be a wonderful 
challenge, great for your future, and you are very excited at die prospect. The only negative is diat you are required to relocate. 
Relocation is very likely to cause serious problems between you and your "significant odier" (boyfriend, girifriend, spouse). 

In an attempt to soften the blow of announcing the upcoming move to your "odier," you make arrangements to meet at 
your favorite restaurant. Hopefully, die pleasant associations die establishment has for bodi of you will create a setting in which you 
and your "odier" can rationally discuss the simation. 

After being seated in one of die better tables in die house and ordering, you begin to bring up die subject of die scholarship 
and the move. The simation is tense, but no one has become irrational, and perhaps the relationship will survive. 

The waiter brings your salads and die break in conversation has a slightly negative effect on your "odier's" mood. You 
are beginning to talk again, desperately trying to soften the hard edges you're beginning to feel from her/him. The salads are 
beautiful except for the dark curiy hair sticking out of hers/his. For a moment it looks as if your "odier" is going to be ill, a look 
which thankfully passes. Then she/he visibly brightens and says, "Everydiing is fine, let's just get rid of diat salad. Now, tell me 
more about this scholarship, I'm very excited about the opportunity!" 

Please answer the following questions (don't try to analyze why you feel the way you do, Just how you feel): 

On a scale of -4 to 4 please rate die degree to which die consumption experience did not meet, met or exceeded your expectation in terms of the food, service, and 
environment provided by die restaurant (indicate by circling die appropriate number below). 

did not meet meets expectation exceeded 

expectation -4 -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 4 expectation 

Make a check in die space that indicates your level of satisfaction widi diis restaurant experience. 

extremely dissatisfied - - - - - - extremely satisfied 

Below are a series of 12 pairs of adjectives diat could describe how you feel about a situation. Please place a check mark in die space between each pair of adjectives 
diat would best describe your feelings given you had experienced die scenario above. 

unhappy - - - - - - happy sluggish_- -_- - _ - _ - frenzied conU-olled_-_-_-_-_-_-_controlling 
melancholic -_-_-_-_-_-_contented ca lm_-_-_-_-_-_-_exci ted guided_-_-_-_-_-_-_autonomous 

annoyed_-_-_-_-_-_-_pleased relaxed_-_-_-_-_-_-_stimulated influenced_-_-_-_-_-_-_influential 
unsatisfied -_-_-_-_-_-_sat is f ied unaroused_-_-_-_-_-_-_aroused submissive_-_-_-_-_-_-_dominant 

On a scale of one to ten (ten being die most intense) please rate die intensity you would feel given die experience above. Specifically, I am asking about die feelings 
you indicated in die question above (indicate by circling die appropriate number below). 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

There would be several optmns open to you m the situation above. Please mdicate the degree to which each would be effective in terms of (a) 
whether the action would have any effect in correctmg the situation, and (b) how much effort it would be to take this action, and (c) whether the action would 
be "worth the effort" (in terms of making you feel better) by checkmg the appropriate space for each action. 

stop pati-onizing die restaurant 

a. This would not be an effective action - - - - - - This would be an effective action 
b. This action wouldn't take much effort - - - - - - The action would take a lot of effort 
c. This action would not be worth die effort - - - - - - This action would be worth die effort 

tell my friends and family about the experience and encourage them to avoid the restaurant 

a. This would not tie an effective action - - - - - - This would be an effective action 
b. This action wouldn't take much effort - - - - - - The action would take a lot of effort 
c. This action would not be worth die effort - - - - - - This action would be worth the effort 
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verbally complain to management 

a. This would not be an effective action - - - - - . This would be an effective action 
b. This action wouldn't take much effort - - - - - - The action would take a lot of effort 
c. This action would not be worth die effort - - - - - - This action would be worth die effort 

complain to management in writing 

a. This would not be an effective action - - - - - - This would be an effective action 
b. This action wouldn't take much effort - - - - - - The action would take a lot of effort 
c. This action would not be worth die effort - - - - - - This action would be worth die effort 

ask for a new meal 

a. This would not be an effective action - - - - - - This would be an effective action 
b. This action wouldn't take much effort - - - - - - The action would take a lot of effort 
c. This action would not be worth die effort - - - - - - This action would be wordi die effort 

ask for a refund 

a. This would not be an effective action - - - - - - This would be an effective action 
b. This action wouldn't take much effort - - - - - - The action would take a lot of effort 
c. This action would not be worth die effort - - - - - - This action would be wordi die effort 

report die company to die Better Business Bureau 

a. This would not be an effective action - - - - - - This would be an effective action 
b. This action wouldn't take much effort - - - - - - The action would take a lot of effort 
c. This action would not be worth die effort - - - - - - This action would be worth die effort 

initiate legal action 

a. This would not be an effective action - - - - - - This would be an effective action 
b. This action wouldn't take much effort - - - - - - The action would take a lot of effort 
c. This action would not be worth die effort - - - - - - This action would be worth die effort 

Please indicate the likelihood of taking each of the following actions by making a marking in die appropriate space. 

verbally complain to management very likely - - -_ - not at all likely 

stop pati-onizing die restaurant very likely -_ - - - not at all likely 

tell my friends and family about the experience 
and encourage them to avoid die restaurant very likely - -_ - - not at all likely 

conq>lain to management in writing very likely _ - _ - _ - _ - _ not at all likely 

report die company to die Better Business Bureau very lUcely - - - - not at all likely 

ask for a reftmd very likely _ - _ - _ - _ - _ not at all likely 

initiate legal action very likely - - - - not at all likely 

do nodiing very likely - - - - not at all likely 

ask for a new meal very likely - - - - not at all likely 
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You have just received a full scholarship to go to a prestigious university. The new university wdl be a wonderful 
challenge, great for your future, and you are very excited at die prospect. The only negative is diat you are required to relocate. 
Relocation is very likely to cause serious problems between you and your "significant otiier" (boyfriend, girifriend, spouse). 

In an attempt to soften the blow of announcing die upcoming move to your "other," you make arrangements to meet at 
your favorite restaurant. Hopefully, die pleasant associations die establishment has for bodi of you will create a setting in which 
you and your "odier" can rationally discuss die simation. 

After being seated in one of die better tables in die house and ordering, you begin to bring up die subject of die 
scholarship and die move. The simation is tense, but no one has become irrational, and perhaps die relationship will survive. 

The waiter brings your salads and die break in conversation has a slighdy negative effect on your "odier's" mood. 
You are beginning to talk again, desperately trying to soften die hard edges you're beginning to feel from her/him. The salads 
are beautiful except for die dark curiy hair sticking out of hers/his. You know diat hair is an easily controllable problem and 
can't imagine why this happened. 

For a moment it looks as if your "other" is going to be ill, a look which thankfully passes. Then she/he visibly 
brightens and says, "Everything is fine, let's just just get rid of diat salad. Now, tell me more about this scholarship, I'm very 
excited about the opportunity!" 

Please answer the following questions (don't try to analyze why you feel the way you do, just how you feel): 

On a scale of -4 to 4 please rate the degree to which die consumption experience did not meet, met or exceeded your expectation (indicate by circling die 
appropriate number below). 

did not meet meets expectation exceeded 
expectation -4 -3 -2 -1 0 I 2 3 4 expectation 

Make a check in die space diat indicates your level of satisfaction widi the restaurant experience. 
exU-emely dissatisfied - - - - - - extremely satisfied 

Below are a series of 12 pairs of adjectives diat could describe how you feel about a situation. Please place a check mark in die space between each pair of adjectives 
that would best descritie your feelings given you had experienced the scenario above. 

unhappy - - - - - - happy sluggish - - - - - - frenzied controlled - - - - - - conu-olling 
melancholic - -_-_-_-_-_contented ca lm_-_-_-_-_-_-_exci ted guided_-_-_-_-_-_-_autonomous 

annoyed - - - _ - - - pleased relaxed - -_ - -_ - - stimulated influenced_-_-_-_-_- - influential 
unsatisfied - - -_-_-_-_satisfied unaroused_-_-_-_-_-_-_aroused submissive_-_-_-_-_-_-_dominant 

On a scale of one to ten (ten being die most intense) please rate die overall intensity of feelings you would have given die experience above. Specifically, 1 am asking 
about die feelings you indicated in die question above (indicate by circling die appropriate number below). 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

There would be several options open to you m the situation above. Please indicate the degree to which each would be effective in terms of (a) 
whether the action would have any effect m correcting the situation, and (b) how much effort it would be to take this action, and (c) whether the action would 
be "worth the effort" (in terms of making you feel better) by checkmg the appropriate space for each action. 

stop patronizing die restaurant 

a. This would not be an effective action - - - - - - This would be an effective action 
b. This action wouldn't take much effort - - - - - - The action would take a lot of effort 
c. This action would not be worth die effort - - - - - - This action would be wordi die effort 

tell my friends and family about die experience and encourage diem to avoid the restaurant 

a. This would not be an effective action - - - - - - This would be an effective action 
b. This action wouldn't take much effort - - - - - - The action would take a lot of effort 
c. This action would not be worth die effort - - - - - - This action would be worth die effort 

verbally complain to management 

a. This would not be an effective action - - - - - - This would be an effective action 
b. This action wouldn't take much effort - - - - - - The action would take a lot of effort 
c. This action would not be worth die effort - - - - - - This action would be worth die effort 

complain to management in writing 

a. This would not be an effective action - - - - - - This would be an effective action 
b. This action wouldn't take much effort - - - - - - The action would take a lot of effort 
c. This action would not be worth the effort - - - - - This action would be worth die effort 
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ask for a new meal 

a. This would not be an effective action - - - - This would be an effective action 
b. This action wouldn't take much effort - - - - - - The action would take a lot of effort 
c. This action would not be worth die effort - - - - - - This action would be worth die effort 

ask for a refund 

a. This would not be an effective action - - - - - - This would be an effective action 
b. This action wouldn't take much effort - - - - - - The action would Udce a lot of effort 
c. This action would not be worth die effort - - - - - - This action would be worth die effort 

report die company to die Better Business Bureau 

a. This would not be an effective action - - - - - - This would be an effective action 
b. This action wouldn't take much effort - - - - - - The action would take a lot of effort 
c. This action would not be worth die effort - - - - - - This action would be worth die effort 

initiate legal action 

a. This would not be an effective action - - - - - - This would be an effective action 
b. This action wouldn't take much effort - - - - - - The action would take a lot of effort 
c. This action would not be worth die effort - - - - - - This action would be worth die effort 

Please indicate the likelihood of taking each of the following actions by making a marking in die appropriate space, 

verbally complain to management very likely - - - - not at all likely 

stop pad-onizing die restaurant very likely __- - - - not at all likely 

tell my friends and family about die experience 
and encourage diem to avoid die restaurant very likely - - - - not at all likely 

complain to management in writing very likely - - - - not at all likely 

report die company to the Better Business Bureau very likely - - _ - - not at all likely 

ask for a refiind very likely _ - _ - _ - _ - not at all likely 

initiate legal action very likely - _ - _ - _ - _ not at all likely 

do nodiing very likely _ - _ - _ - _ - _ not at all likely 

ask for a new meal very likely _ - _ - _ - _ - _ not at all likely 

Please tell me about yourself by making a check mark in die appropriate space for each question. 

Are you: male or female ? 

Do you consider yourself to be: White , Hispanic , Native American , 
Black , Asian , odier (please specify) ? 

Is your age: less dian 25 , less dian 35 , less dian 45 , 

less than 55 , less than 65 or more than 65 ? 

Are you a: fidi time , or a part time student ? 

Do you work: full time part time , or not at all ? 

Is your yearly income: under $10,000 under $15,000 under $20,000 

under $25,000 under $30,000 under $35,000 
under $50,000 $50,000 or more ? 

Are you: * never married single , married , widowed , 
separated or divorced ? 
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The following scenarios describe situations called "consumption experiences." These experiences can be 
defined as the total situation surrounding an event in which you are paying for a product or service and the right 
to use or consume the product or service. Please make an effort to place yourself within the situations described, 
and respond to the questions that follow. 

You and your significant other are out for the evening. Before going to a movie, you decide to have dinner at a restaurant 
you both have enjoyed in the past. 

After being seated and ordering, you begin to visit. The waiter brings your salads. You are eating and conversing 
pleasantiy when simultaneously you notice hair in her/his salad that somehow you know is yours. How could this happen? You knew 
you should have gone to the restroom to make sure you weren't "shedding!" It seems as if diese things are always happening around 
you. 

For a moment it looks as if your "other" is going to be ill, a look which thankfully passes. Then she/he visibly brightens 
and says, "Everything is fine, let's just get rid of that salad. What movie are we going to see tonight?" 

Please answer the following questions (don't try to analyze why you feel the way you do, just how you feel): 

On a scale of -4 to 4 please rate die degree to which die consumption experience did not meet, met or exceeded your expectation in terms of die food, service, and 
environment provided by die restaurant (indicate by circling die appropriate number below). 

did not meet meets expectation exceeded 

expectation -4 - 3 - 2 - 1 0 1 2 3 4 expectation 

Make a check in die space diat indicates your level of satisfaction widi diis restaurant experience. 

exti-emely dissatisfied - - - - - - exO-emely satisfied 

Below are a series of 12 pairs of adjectives diat could describe how you feel about a situation. Please place a check mark in die space between each pair of adjectives 
diat would best describe your feelings given you had experienced die scenario above. 

unhappy_-_-_-_-_-_-_happy sluggish_-_-_-_-_-_-_frenzied controlled_-_-_-_-_-_-_controlling 
melancholic~-~-_-_-_-_-_contented ca lm_-_-_-_-_-_-_exci ted guided_-_-_-_-_-_-_autonomous 

annoyed - -_-_-_-_-_pleased relaxed_-_-_-_-_-_-_stimulate influenced_-_-_-_-_-_-_influential 
unsatisfied~-Z-Z-Z-_-_-_sa'isfied unaroused_-_-_-_-_-_-_aroused submissive_-_-_-_-_-_-_dominant 

On a scale of one to ten (ten being die most intense) please rate die intensity you would feel given die experience above. Specifically, I am asking about die feelings 
vou indicated in die question above (indicate by circling die appropriate number below). 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

There would be several options open to you in the situation above. Please mdkate the degree to which each would be effective in terms of (a) 
whether the actwn would have any effect m correcting the situation, and (b) how much effort it would be to take this action, and (c) whether the action would 
be "worth the effort" (m terms of makmg you feel better) by checkmg the appropriate space for each action. 

stop patronizing die restaurant 

a. This would not be an effective action - - - - - - This would be an effective action 
b. This action wouldn't take much effort - - - - - - The action would take a lot of effort 
c. This action would not be worth die effort - - - - - - This action would be worth die effort 

tell my friends and family about die experience and encourage them to avoid die restaurant 

a This would not be an effective action - - - - - - This would be an effective action 
b. This action wouldn't take much effort - - - - - - The action would take a lot of effort 
c. This action would not be worth die effort - - - - - - This action would be worth die effort 

(please continue on to the next page) 
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verbally complain to management 

a. This would not be an effective action - _ _ - ^ - _ _ - ^ - - This would be an effective action 
b. This action wouldn't take much effort - - - - . - The action would take a lot of effort 
c. This action would not be worth die effort - ^ - ^ - ^ - ^ - - This action would be worth die effort 

complain to management in writing 

a. This would not be an effective action - - - - - - This would be an effective action 
b. This action wouldn't take much effort - - -__-__- - The action would take a lot of effort 
c. This acuon would not be worth die effort - - - - - - This action would be worth die effort 

ask for a new meal 

a. This would not be an effective action - - - - - - This would be an effective action 
b. This action wouldn't take much effort - - - - - - The action would take a lot of effort 
c. This action would not be worth die effort - - - - - - This action would be worth the effort 

ask for a refiind 

a. This would not be an effective action - - - - - - This would be an effective action 
b. This action wouldn't take much effort - - - - - - The action would take a lot of effort 
c. This action would not be worth die effort - - - - - - This action would be worth die effort 

report die company to die Better Business Bureau 

a. This would not be an effective action - - - - - - This would be an effective action 
b. This action wouldn't take much effort - - - - - - The action would take a lot of effort 
c. This action would not be worth die effort - - - - This action would be worth the effort 

initiate legal action 

a. This would not be an effective action - - - - - - This would be an effective action 
b. This action wouldn't take much effort - - - - - - The action would take a lot of effort 
c. This action would not be worth die effort - - - - - - This action would be worth die effort 

Please indicate die likelihood of taking each of die following actions by making a marking in the appropriate space, 

verbally complain to management very likely - - - - not at all likely 

stop patronizing the restaurant very likely - - - - not at all likely 

tell my friends and family about the experience 
and encourage diem to avoid die restaurant very likely - - - - not at all likely 

complain to management in writing very likely - - - - _ not at all likely 

report die company to die Better Business Bureau very likely - - -_ - not at all likely 

ask for a refund very Idcely - - - - not at all likely 

initiate legal action very likely - - - - not at all likely 

do nodiing very likely - - - - not at all likely 

ask for a new meal very likely __-^-^-^-^ not at all likely 

(please continue on to the next page) 



122 

You and your significant odier are out for die evening. Before going to a movie, you decide to have dinner at a 
restaurant you bodi have enjoyed in die past. 

After being seated and ordering, you begin to visit. The waiter brings your salads. You are eating and conversing 
pleasandy when simultaneously you notice hair in her/his salad diat somehow you know is yours. How could diis happen? You 
knew you should have gone to die restroom to make sure you weren't "shedding!" It seems as if tiiese tilings are always 
happening around you. 

For a moment it looks as if your "odier" is going to be ill. Then as if a decision has been made, your "odier" stands 
up from die table, turns around, and widiout ever saying a word, walks out of die restaurant. You sense die evening is over. 

Please answer the following questions (don't try to analyze why you feel the way you do. Just how you feel): 

On a scale of -4 to 4 please rate die degree to which die consumption experience did not meet, met or exceeded your expectation (indicate by circling die 
appropriate number below). 

did not meet 
expectation -4 

meets expectation 
0 

exceeded 
expectation 3 - 2 - 1 0 1 2 3 4 

Make a check in the space that indicates your level of satisfaction with the restaurant experience. 

extremely dissatisfied - - - - - - exu-emely satisfied 

Below are a series of 12 pairs of adjectives that could describe how you feel about a situation. Please place a check mark in die space between each pair of adjectives 
that would best describe your feelings given you had experienced die scenario above. 

unhappy -^-^-^- - - happy 
melancholic - - - - - - contented 

annoyed - - - - - - pleased 
unsatisfied - - - - - - satisfied 

sluggish - - - - - -__frenzied 
calm__- - - - - - excited 

relaxed - - - - - - stimulated 
unaroused - aroused 

controlled - - - - - - controlling 
guided - - - - - - autonomous 

influenced - - - - - - influential 
submissive - - - - - - dominant 

On a scale of one to ten (ten being die most intense) please rate the overall intensity of feelings you would have given die experience above. Specifically, 1 am asking 
about the feelings you indicated in die question above (indicate by circling the appropriate number below). 

I 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

There would be several options open to you in the situation above. Please indicate the degree to which each would be effective in terms of (a) 
whether the action would have any effect in correcting the situation, and (b) how much effort it would be to take this action, and (c) whether the action would 
be "worth the effort" (in terms of making you feel better) by checking the appropriate space for each action. 

stop patt-onizing die restaurant 

a. This would not be an effective action - - - - - - This would be an effective action 
b. This action wouldn't take much effort - - - - - - The action would take a lot of effort 
c. This action would not be worth die effort - • - - - - This action would be worth die effort 

tell my friends and family about die experience and encourage diem to avoid die restaurant 

a. This would not be an effective action - - - - - - This would be an effective action 
b. This action wouldn't take much effort - - - - - - The action would take a lot of effort 
c. This action would not be worth die effort - - - - - - This action would be wordi die effort 

verbally complain to management 

a. This would not be an effective action - - - - - - This would be an effective action 
b. This action wouldn't take much effort - - - - - - The action would take a lot of effort 
c. This action would not be worth the effort - - - - - - This action would be worth die effort 

complain to management in writing 

a. This would not be an effective action - - - - - - This would be an effective action 
b. This action wouldn't take much effort - - - - - - The action would take a lot of effort 
c. This action would not be worth die effort This action would be worth die effort 

(please continue on to the next page) 
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ask for a new meal 

a. This would not be an effective action - - - - - - This would be an effective action 
b. This action wouldn't take much effort - - - - - - The action would take a lot of effort 
c. This action would not be worth die effort - - - - - - This action would be worth die effort 

ask for a refund 

a. This would not be an effective action - - - - - - This would be an effective action 
b. This action wouldn't take much effort - - - - - - The action would take a lot of effort 
c. This action would not be worth die effort - - - - - - This action would be worth die effort 

report die company to die Better Business Bureau 

a. This would not be an effective action - - - - - - This would be an effective action 
b. This action wouldn't take much effort - - - - - - The action would take a lot of effort 
c. This action would not be worth the effort - - - - - - This action would be worth die effort 

initiate legal action 

a. This would not be an effective action - - - - - - This would be an effective action 
b. This action wouldn't take much effort - - - - - - The action would take a lot of effort 
c. This action would not be worth the effort -_ _- - - - - This action would be worth the effort 

Please indicate die lUcelihood of taking each of die following actions by making a marking in the appropriate space. 

verbally complain to management very likely - - - - not at all likely 

stop patt-onizing die restaurant very likely - -_ - - not at all likely 

tell my friends and family about the experience 
and encourage diem to avoid die restaurant very likely - - - - not at all likely 

complain to management in writing very likely - - _ - _ - not at all likely 

report die company to die Better Business Bureau very likely _ - - - _ - _ not at all likely 

ask for a refiind very likely _ - _ - _ - _ - _ not at all likely 

initiate legal action very likely _ - _ - _ - _ - _ not at all likely 

do nodiing very likely _ - _ - _ - _ - _ not at all likely 

ask for a new meal very Idcely _ - _ - _ - _ - _ not at all likely 

Please tell me about yourself by making a check mark in die appropriate space for each question. 

Are you: niale or female ? 

Do you consider yourself to be; White , Hispanic , Native American , 
Black , Asian , odier (please specify) ? 

Is your age: less dian 25 , less dian 35 , less dian 45 , 

less dian 55 , less dian 65 or more dian 65 ? 

Are you a: fdU time , or a part time student ? 

Do you work: full time , part time , or not at all ? 

Is your yearly income: under $10,000 under $15,000 under $20,000 
under $25,000 under $30,000 under $35,000 
under $50,000 $50,000 or more ? 

y^e you: a never married single , married , widowed , 
separated or divorced ? 
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verbally complain to management 

a. This would not be an effective action - - - - . - This would be an effective action 
b. This action wouldn't take much effort - - - - - - The action would take a lot of effort 
c. This action would not be worth die effort - - - - - - This action would be worth the effort 

complain to management in writing 

a. This would not be an effective action - - - - - - This would be an effective action 
b. This action wouldn't take much effort _ _ - _ _ - - - - - The action would take a lot of effort 
c. This action would not be worth die effort - - - - - - This action would be worth die effort 

ask for a new meal 

a. This would not be an effective action - - - - - - This would be an effective action 
b. This action wouldn't take much effort - - - - - - The action would take a lot of effort 
c. This action would not be worth die effort - - - - - - This action would be worth die effort 

ask for a refiind 

a. This would not be an effective action - - - - - - This would be an effective action 
b. This action wouldn't take much effort - - - - - - The action would take a lot of effort 
c. This action would not be worth die effort - - - - - - This action would be worth die effort 

report die company to die Better Business Bureau 

a. This would not be an effective action - - - - - - This would be an effective action 
b. This action wouldn't take much effort - - - - - - The action would take a lot of effort 
c. This action would not be worth die effort - - - - - - This action would be worth die effort 

initiate legal action 

a. This would not be an effective action -_ - - - - - This would be an effective action 
b. This action wouldn't take much effort - - - - - - The action would take a lot of effort 
c. This action would not be worth die effort - - - - - - This action would be worth die effort 

Please indicate die likelihood of taking each of die following actions by making a marking in die appropriate space. 

verbally complain to management very likely - - - - ^ not at all likely 

stop pati-onizing die restaurant very likely - - - - _ not at all likely 

tell my friends and family about die experience 
and encourage diem to avoid die restaurant very likely - - - - not at all likely 

complain to management in writing very likely - - - - not at all likely 

report the company to die Better Business Bureau very Idcely - - - - not at all likely 

ask for a refund very likely - - - - not at all likely 

initiate legal action very Idcely - -__- - not at all likely 

do nodiing very lUcely - - - -__ not at all likely 

ask for a new meal very likely -__-_r_-^_ not at all likely 

(please continue on to the next page) 
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You and your significant odier are out for die evening. Before going to a movie, you decide to have dinner at a 
restaurant you bodi have enjoyed in die past. 

After being seated and ordering, you begin to visit. The waiter brings your salads. You are eating and conversing 
pleasantly when simultaneously you notice die dark curiy hair sticking out of hers/his. You know diat hair is an easily 
controllable problem and can't imagine why diis happened. 

For a moment it looks as if your "odier" is going to be ill. Then as if a decision has been made, your "odier" stands 
up from die table, ttims around, and widiout ever saying a word, walks out of die restaurant. You sense die relationship is 
over. 

Please answer the following questions (don't try to analyze why you feel the way you do. Just how you feel): 

On a scale of -4 to 4 please rate die degree to which die consumption experience did not meet, met or exceeded your expectation (indicate by circling the 
appropriate number tielow). 

did not meet meets expectation exceeded 

expectation -4 -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 4 expectation 

Make a check in the space diat indicates your level of satisfaction with the restaurant experience. 

extt-emely dissatisfied - - - - - - extfemely satisfied 

Below are a series of 12 pairs of adjectives diat could describe how you feel about a situation. Please place a check mark in die space between each pair of adjectives 
that would best describe your feelings given you had experienced the scenario above. 

unhappy - - - - - - happy sluggish - - - _ - _ - -_frenzied contt-olled_-_-_-_-_-_-_conu-olling 
melancholic - - - - - - contented calm - - - - - - excited guided - - - - - - autonomous 

annoyed - - - - - - pleased relaxed - - - - - - stimulated influenced - - - - - - influential 
unsatisfied - - - - - - satisfied unaroused - - - - - - aroused submissive - - - - - - dominant 

On a scale of one to ten (ten being the most intense) please rate die overall intensity of feelings you would have given the experience above. Specifically, I am asking 
about the feelings you indicated in the question above (indicate by circling the appropriate number below). 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

There would be several options open to you in the situation above. Please indicate the degree to which each would be effective in terms of (a) 
whether the action would have any effect in correcting the situation, and (b) how much effort it would be to take this action, and (c) whether the action would 
be "worth the effort" (in terms of making you feel better) by checking the appropriate space for each action. 

stop patronizing the restaurant 

a. This would not be an effective action - - - - - - This would be an effective action 
b. This action wouldn't take much effort - - - - - - The action would take a lot of effort 
c. This action would not tie worth die effort - - - - - This action would be worth the effort 

tell my friends and family about die experience and encourage them to avoid die restaurant 

a. This would not be an effective action - - - - - - This would be an effective action 
b. This action wouldn't take much effort - - - - - - The action would take a lot of effort 
c. This action would not be worth die effort - - - - - - This action would be worth die effort 

verbally complain to management 

a. This would not be an effective action - - - - - - This would be an effective action 
b. This action wouldn't take much effort - - - - - - The action would take a lot of effort 
c. This action would not be worth die effort - - - - - This action would be worth die effort 

complain to management in writing 

a. This would not be an effective action - - - - - - This would be an effective action 
b. This action wouldn't take much effort - - - - - - The action would take a lot of effort 
c. This action would not be worth the effort - - - - - - This action would be worth die effort 

(please continue on to the next page) 
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The foUovnng scenarios describe situations called "consumption experiences." These experiences can be 
deflned as the total situation surrounding an event in which you are paying for a product or service and the right 
to use or consume the product or service. Please make an effort to place yourself within the situations described, 
and respond to the questions that follow. 

You and your significant odier are out for die evening. Before going to a movie, you decide to have dinner at a restaurant 
you both have enjoyed in the past. 

After being seated and ordering, you begin to visit. The waiter brings your salads. You are eating and conversing 
pleasantiy when simultaneously you notice die dark curly hair sticking out of hers/his. You know diat hair is an easdy controllable 
problem and can't imagine why this happened. 

For a moment it looks as if your "odier" is going to be Ul, a look which diankfuUy passes. Then she/he visibly brightens 
and says, "Everything is fine. Let's just get rid of diat salad. What movie are we going to see tonight?" 

Please answer the following questions (don't try to analyze why you feel the way you do, Just how you feel): 

On a scale of -4 to 4 please rate die degree to which the consumption experience did not meet, met or exceeded your expectation in terms of the food, service, and 
environment provided by die restaurant (indicate by circling die appropriate number below). 

did not meet 
expectation -4 

meets expectauon 
0 

exceeded 
expectation - 3 - 2 - 1 0 1 2 

Make a check in the space diat indicates your level of satisfaction with diis restaurant experience. 

extremely dissatisfied - - - - - - extremely satisfied 

Below are a series of 12 pairs of adjectives that could describe how you feel about a situation. Please place a check mark in die space between each pair of adjectives 
diat would best describe your feelings given you had experienced die scenario above. 

unhappy - - - - -__- happy 
melanchol ic - - - - - - contented 

annoyed - - - - - - pleased 
unsatisfied satisfied 

sluggish - - - - - - frenzied 
calm - - - - - - excited 

relaxed - - - - - - stimulate 
unaroused - - - - - - aroused 

controlled - - - - - - controlling 
guided - - - - - - autonomous 

influenced - - - - - - influential 
submissive - - - - - - dominant 

On a scale of one to ten (ten being die most intense) please rate die intensity you would feel given the experience above. Specifically, I am asking about die feelings 
you indicated in die question above (indicate by circling the appropriate number below). 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

There would be several options open to you m the situation above. Please indicate the degree to which each would be effective in terms of (a) 
whether the action would have any effect in correctmg the situation, and (b) how much effort it would be to take this action, and (c) whether the action would 
be "worth the effort" (m terms of makmg you feel better) by checkmg the appropriate space for each action. 

stop patronizing the restaurant 

a. This would not be an effective action - - - - - - This would be an effective action 
b. This action wouldn't take much effort - - - - - - The action would take a lot of effort 
c. This action would not be worth die effort - - - - - _- This action would be worth die effort 

tell my friends and family about die experience and encourage diem to avoid die restaurant 

a. This would not be an effective action - - - - - - This would be an effective action 
b. This action wouldn't take much effort - - - - - - The action would take a lot of effort 
c. This action would not be worth die effort - - - - - - This action would be worth die effort 

(please continue on to the next page) 



127 
(continued from last page) 

ask for a new meal 

a. This would not be an effective action - - - - - - This would be an effective action 
b. This action wouldn't take much effort - - - - - - The action would take a lot of effort 
c. This action would not be worth die effort - - - - - - This action would be worth die effort 

ask for a refund 

a. This would not be an effective action - - - - - - This would be an effective action 
b. This action wouldn't take much effort - - - - - - The action would take a lot of effort 
c. This action would not be worth die effort - - - - - - This action would be worth the effort 

report die company to die Better Business Bureau 

a. This would not be an effective action - - - - - - This would be an effective action 
b. This action wouldn't take much effort - - - - - - The action would take a lot of effort 
c. This action would not be worth die effort - - - - - - This action would be worth die effort 

initiate legal action 

a. This would not be an effective action - - - - - - This would be an effective action 
b. This action wouldn't take much effort - - - - - - The action would take a lot of effort 
c. This action would not be worth die effort - - - - - - This action would be worth die effort 

Please indicate die Idcelihood of taking each of die following actions by making a marking in die appropriate space. 

verbally complain to management very likely ^ - - - - not at all likely 

stop patt-onizing the restaurant very likely _ - _ - _ - _ - _ not at all likely 

tell my friends and family about die experience 
and encourage diem to avoid die restaurant very likely - - - _ - _ not at all likely 

complain to management in writing very likely _ - _ - _ - _ - _ not at all likely 

report die company to die Better Business Bureau very likely - _ - _ - _ - _ not at all likely 

ask for a refiind very likely _ - _ - _ - _ - _ not at all likely 

initiate legal action very likely _ - _ - _ - _ - _ not at all likely 

do nodiing very likely _ - _ - _ - _ - _ not at all likely 

ask for a new meal very likely _ - _ - _ - _ - _ not at all likely 

Please tell me about yourself by making a check mark in die appropriate space for each question. 

Are you: niale or female ? 

Do you consider yourself to be: White , Hispanic , Native American , 
Black , Asian , odier (please specify) ? 

Is your age: less dian 25 , less dian 35 , less dian 45 , 

less dian 55 , less dian 65 or more dian 65 ? 

Are you a: foil time or a part time student ? 

Do you work: fidl time , part time , or not at all ? 

Is your yearly income: under $10,000 under $15,000 under $20,000 

under $25,000 under $30,000 under $35,000 
under $50,000 , $50,000 or more ? 

Are you: * never married single , married , widowed , 
separated or divorced ? 
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^^^ following scenarios describe situations called "consumption experiences." These experiences can be 
defined as the total situation surrounding an event in which you are paying for a product or service and the right 
to use or consume the product or service. Please make an effort to place yourself within the situations described, 
and respond to the questions that follow. 

You have just received a full scholarship to go to a prestigious university. The new university will be a wonderiii! 
challenge, great for your ftittire, and you are very excited at die prospect. The only negative is diat you are required to relocate. 
Relocation is very likely to cause serious problems between you and your "significant odier" (boyfriend, girifriend, spouse). 

In an attempt to soften die blow of announcing die upcoming move to your "odier," you make arrangements to meet at 
your favorite restaurant. Hopefully, die pleasant associations die establishment has for bodi of you will create a setting in which you 
and your "odier" can rationally discuss die simation. 

After being seated in one of die better tables in die house and ordering, you begin to bring up die subject of die scholarship 
and die move. The simation is tense, but no one has become irrational, and perhaps die relationship will survive. 

The waiter brings your salads and die break in conversation has a slighdy negative effect on your "odier's" mood. You 
are beginning to talk again, desperately trying to soften die hard edges you're beginning to feel from her/him when simultaneously 
you notice hair in her/his salad diat somehow you know is yours. How could diis happen? You knew you should have gone to die 
restroom to make sure you weren't "shedding!" 

For a moment it looks as if your "odier" is going to be Ul, a look which diankftilly passes. Then she/he visibly brightens 
and says, "Everydiing is fine, let's just get rid of diis salad. Now, tell me more about diis scholarship, I'm very excited about die 
opportunity!" 

Please answer the following questions (don't try to analyze why you feel the way you do. Just how you feel): 

On a scale of -4 to 4 please rate die degree to which the consumption experience did not meet, met or exceeded your expectation in terms of die food, ser\ ice, and 
environment provided by die restaurant (indicate by circling the appropriate number below). 

did not meet meets expectation exceeded 

expectation -4 -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 4 expectation 

Make a check in die space diat indicates your level of satisfaction widi diis restaurant experience. 

extt-emely dissatisfied - - - - - - extremely satisfied 

Below are a series of 12 pairs of adjectives that could describe how you feel about a situation. Please place a check mark in the space between each pair of adjectives 
that would best describe your feelings given you had experienced die scenario above. 

unhappy - - - - -__-__liappy sluggish - - - - - - frenzied controlled - - - - - - controll ing 
melancholic - - - - - - contented calm - - - - - - excited guided - - - - - - autonomous 

annoyed - - - - - - pleased relaxed - - - - - - stimulate influenced - - - - - - influential 
unsatisfied - - - - - - satisfied unaroused - - - - - - aroused submissive - - - - - - dominant 

On a scale of one to ten (ten being the most intense) please rate the intensity you would feel given die experience above. Specifically, I am asking about the feelings 
you indicated in die question above (indicate by circling die appropriate number below). 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

There would be several options open to you in the situation above. Please indicate the degree to which each would be effective in terms of (a) 
whether the action would have any effect in correcting the situation, and (b) how much effort it would be to take this action, and (c) whether the action would 
be "worth the effort" (in terms of making you feel better) by checking the appropriate space for each action. 

stop patronizing die restaurant 

a. This would not be an effective action - - - - - - This would be an effective action 
b. This action wouldn't take much effort - - - - - - The action would take a lot of effort 
c. This action would not be worth die effort - - - - - - This action would be worth die effort 

tell my friends and family about die experience and encourage diem to avoid die restaurant 

a. This would not be an effective action - - - - - - This would be an effective action 
b. This action wouldn't take much effort - - - - - - The action would take a lot of effort 
c. This action would not be worth die effort - - - - - - This action would be worth die effort 
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verbally complain to management 

a. This would not be an effective action - - - - - - This would be an effective action 
b. This acuon wouldn't take much effort - - - - - - The action would take a lot of effort 
c. This acuon would not be worth die effort - - - - - - This action would be worth die effort 

complain to management in writing 

a. This would not be an effective action - - - - - - This would be an effective action 
b. This action wouldn't take much effort - - - - - - The action would take a lot of effort 
c. This action would not be worth die effort - - - - - - This action would be worth die effort 

ask for a new meal 

a. This would not be an effective action - - - - - This would be an effective action 
b. This action wouldn't take much effort - - - - - - The action would take a lot of effort 
c. This action would not be worth die effort - - - - - - This action would be worth die effort 

ask for a refiind 

a. This would not be an effective action - - - - - - This would be an effective action 
b. This action wouldn't take much effort - - - - - - The action would take a lot of effort 
c. This action would not be worth die effort - - - - - - This action would be worth die effort 

report die company to die Better Business Bureau 

a. This would not be an effective action - - - - - - This would be an effective action 
b. This action wouldn't take much effort - - - - - - The action would take a lot of effort 
c. This action would not be worth die effort - - - - - - This action would be worth die effort 

initiate legal action 

a. This would not be an effective action - - - - - - This would tie an effective action 
b. This action wouldn't take much effort - - - - - - The action would take a lot of effort 
c. This action would not be worth the effort - - - - - - This action would be worth the effort 

Please indicate the likelihood of taking each of die following actions by making a marking in the appropriate space. 

verbally complain to management very likely - - - - not at all likely 

stop patt-onizing die restaurant very likely - - - - not at all likely 

tell my friends and family about die experience 
and encourage diem to avoid die restaurant very likely - - - - not at all likely 

complain to management in writing very likely - _ - _ - - not at all likely 

report die company to the Better Business Bureau very likely - - - - not at all likely 

ask for a refund very likely - - - - not at all likely 

initiate legal action very likely - - - - not at all likely 

do nothing very likely - - - - not at all likely 

ask for a new meal very likely - - - - not at all likely 
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You have just received a ftill scholarship to go to a prestigious university. The new university will be a wonderful 
challenge, great for your ftiture, and you are very excited at die prospect. The only negative is diat you are required to relocate. 
Relocation ts very likely to cause serious problems between you and your "significant odier" (boyfriend, girifriend, spouse). 

In an attempt to soften die blow of announcing die upcoming move to your "odier," you make arrangements to meet at 
your favorite restaurant. Hopeftilly, die pleasant associations die establishment has for bodi of you will create a setting in which 
you and your "otiier" can rationally discuss die simation. 

After being seated in one of die better tables in die house and ordering, you begin to bring up die subject of die 
scholarship and die move. The simation is tense, but no one has become irrational, and perhaps die relationship will survive. 

The waiter brings your salads and die break in conversation has a slighdy negative effect on your "odier's" mood. 
You are beginning to talk again, desperately trying to soften die hard edges you're beginning to feel from her/him when 
simultaneously you notice hair in her/his salad diat somehow you know is yours. How could diis happen? You knew you should 
have gone to the restroom to make sure you weren't "shedding!" 

For a moment it looks as if your "otiier" is going to be ill, dien die focus of dieir revulsion seem to move from dieir 
salad to you. As if a decision has been made, your "odier" stands up from die table, mms around, and widiout ever saying a 
word, walks out of die restaurant. You sense die relationship is over. 

Please answer the following questions (don't try to analyze why you feel the way you do. Just how you feel): 

On a scale of -4 to 4 please rate die degree to which die consumption experience did not meet, met or exceeded your expectation (indicate by circling die 
appropriate number below). 

did not meet meets expectation exceeded 

expectation -4 -3 -2 -I 0 I 2 3 4 expectation 

Make a check in die space that indicates your level of satisfaction widi the restaurant experience. 

extt-emely dissatisfied - - - - - - exttemely satisfied 

Below are a series of 12 pairs of adjectives diat could describe how you feel about a sibiation. Please place a check mark in die space between each pair of adjectives 
that would best describe your feelings given you had experienced the scenario above. 

unhappy - - - - - - happy sluggish - - - - - - frenzied controlled - - - - - - controlling 
melancholic - - - - - - contented calm^- - - - - - excited guided - - - - - - autonomous 

annoyed - - - - - - pleased relaxed - - - - - - stimulated influenced - - - - - - influential 
unsatisfied - - - - - - satisfied unaroused - - - - - - aroused submissive - - - - - - dominant 

On a scale of one to ten (ten being die most intense) please rate die overall intensity of feelings you would have given die experience above. Specifically, I am asking 
about die feelings you indicated in die question above (indicate by circling die appropriate number below). 

I 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

There would be several options open to you in the situation above. Please indicate the degree to which each would be effective in terms of (a) 
whether the action would have any effect in correcting the situatkin, and (b) how much effort it would be to take this action, and (c) whether the action would 
be "worth the effort" (m terms of making you feel better) by checking the appropriate space for each action. 

stop patt-onizing die restaurant 

a. This would not be an effective action - - - - - - This would be an effective action 
b. This action wouldn't take much effort - - - - - - The action would take a lot of effort 
c. This action would not be worth die effort - - - - - - This action would be wordi die effort 

tell my friends and family about die experience and encourage them to avoid die restaurant 

a. This would not be an effective action - - - - - - This would be an effective action 
b. This action wouldn't take much effort - - - - - - The action would take a lot of effort 
c. This action would not be worth die effort - - - - - - This action would be worth die effort 

verbally complain to management 

a. This would not be an effective action - - - - - - This would be an effective action 
b. This action wouldn't take much effort - - - - The action would take a lot of effort 
c. This action would not be worth die effort - - - This action would be worth die effort 

complain to management in writing 

a. This would not be an effective action - - - - - - This would be an effective action 
b. This action wouldn't take much effort - - - - - - The action would take a lot of effort 
c. This action would not be worth die effort - - - - - This action would be worth die effort 
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ask for a new meal 

a. This would not be an effective action - - - - - - This would be an effective action 
b. This action wouldn't take much effort - - - - - - The action would take a lot of effort 
c. This action would not be worth die effort - - - - - This action would be worth die effort 

ask for a refund 

a. This would not be an effective action - - - - - - This would be an effective action 
b. This action wouldn't take much effort - - - - - - The action would take a lot of effort 
c. This action would not be worth die effort - - - - - This action would be worth die effort 

report die company to die Better Business Bureau 

a. This would not be an effective action - - - - - - This would be an effective action 
b. This action wouldn't take much effort - - - - - - The action would take a lot of effort 
c. This action would not be worth die effort -_ - - - - - This action would be worth die effort 

initiate legal action 

a. This would not be an effective action - - - - - _- This would be an effective action 
b. This action wouldn't take much effort - - - - - The action would take a lot of effort 
c. This action would not be worth die effort - - - - - - This action would be worth die effort 

Please indicate the likelihood of taking each of die following actions by making a marking in die appropriate space, 

verbally complain to management very likely - - _ - _ - not at all likely 

stop pati-onizing die restaurant very likely - - - _ - _ not at all likely 

tell my friends and fanuly about die experience 
and encourage diem to avoid die restaurant very likely _ - _ - _ - _ - _ not at all likely 

complain to management in writing very likely _ - _ - _ - _ - _ not at all likely 

report die company to die Better Business Bureau very likely _ - _ - _ - _ - _ not at all likely 

ask for a refiind very likely _ - _ - _ - _ - _ not at all likely 

initiate legal action very likely _ - _ - _ - _ - _ not at all likely 

do nodiing very likely _ - _ - _ - _ - _ not at all likely 

ask for a new meal very likely _ - _ - _ - _ - _ not at all likely 

Please tell me about yourself by making a check mark in die appropriate space for each question. 

Are you: niale or female ? 

Do you consider yourself to be: White , Hispanic , Native American , 
Black , Asian , odier (please specify) ? 

Is your age: less dian 25 , less than 35 , less dian 45 , 

less dian 55 , less than 65 or more dian 65 ? 

Are you a: ftdl time , or a part time student ? 

Do you work: full time , part time , or not at all ? 

Is your yearly income: under $10,000 under $15,000 under $20,000 
under $25,000 under $30,000 under $35,000 
under $50,000 $50,000 or more ? 

Are you: * never married single , married , widowed , 
separated or divorced ? 
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The following scenarios describe situations called "consumption experiences." These experiences can be 
defined as the total situation surrounding an event in which you are paying for a product or service and the right 
to use or consume the product or service. Please make an effort to place yourself within the situations described, 
and respond to the questions that follow. 

You have just received a full scholarship to go to a prestigious university. The new university will be a wonderful 
challenge, great for your fumre, and you are very excited at die prospect. The only negative is diat you are required to relocate. 
Relocation is very likely to cause serious problems between you and your "significant odier" (boyfriend, girifriend, spouse). 

In an attempt to soften the blow of announcing the upcoming move to your "other," you make arrangements to meet at 
your favorite restaurant. Hopefully, the pleasant associations the establishment has for bodi of you will create a setting in which you 
and your "odier" can rationally discuss die simation. 

After being seated in one of the better tables in the house and ordering, you begin to bring up die subject of the scholarship 
and the move. The simation is tense, but no one has become irrational, and perhaps the relationship will survive. 

The waiter brings your salads and the break in conversation has a slighdy negative effect on your "other's" mood. You 
are beginning to talk again, desperately trying to soften die hard edges you're beginning to feel from her/him. The salads are 
beautiful except for die dark curly hair sticking out of hers/his. For a moment it looks as if your "otiier" is going to be ill, a look 
which thankfully passes. Then she/he visibly brightens and says, "Everydiing is fine, let's just get rid of that salad. Now, tell me 
more about diis scholarship, I'm very excited about the oppormnity!" 

Having time to reflect, your remember something. While it has never happened to you, you have heard of similar 
occurrences at this establishment even diough hair is a problem diat most restaurants control easily. 

Please answer the following questions (don't try to analyze why you feel the way you do. Just how you feel): 

On a scale of -4 to 4 please rate die degree to which die consumption experience did not meet, met or exceeded your expectation in terms of die food, service, and 
environment provided by die restaurant (indicate by circling die appropriate number below). 

did not meet meets expectation exceeded 
expectation -4 - 3 - 2 - 1 0 I 2 3 4 expectation 

Make a check in die space diat indicates your level of satisfaction widi diis restaurant experience. 

extt-emely dissatisfied - - - - - - extt-emely satisfied 

Below are a series of 12 pairs of adjectives diat could describe how you feel about a situation. Please place a check mark in die space between each pair of adjectives 
diat would best describe your feelings given you had experienced die scenario above. 

unhappy_-_-_-_-_-_-_happy sluggish_-_-_-_-_-_-_frenzied contt-olled_-_-_-_-_-_-_conu-olling 
melancholic_-_-_-_-_-_-_contented ca lm_-_-_-_-_-_-_exci ted guided_-_-_-_-_-_-_auionomous 

annoyed_-_-_-_-_-_-_pleased relaxed_-_-_-_-_-_-_stimulate influenced_-_-_-_-_-_-_influential 
unsatisfied~-_-_-_-_-_-_satisfied unaroused_-_-_-_-_-_-_aroused submissive_-_-_-_-_-_-_dominant 

On a scale of one Va ten (ten being die most intense) please rate die intensity you would feel given die experience above. Specifically, I am asking about die feelings 
you indicated in die question above (indicate by circling die appropriate number below). 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

There would be several options open to you m the situation above. Please mdicate the degree to which each would be effective in terms of (a) 
whether the action would have any effect in correcting the sihiation, and (b) how much effort it would be to take this action, and (c) whether the actwn would 
be "worth the effort" (m terms of makmg you feel better) by checkmg the appropriate space for each action. 

stop patt-onizing die restaurant 

a. This would not be an effective action - - - - - - This would be an effective action 
b. This action wouldn't take much effort - - - - - - The action would take a lot of effort 
c. This action would not be worth die effort - - - - - This action would be worth die effort 

tell my friends and family about die experience and encourage diem to avoid die restaurant 

a. This would not lie an effective action - - - - - - This would be an effective action 
b. This action wouldn't take much effort - - - - - - The action would take a lot of effort 
c. This action would not be worth die effort - - - - - - This action would be worth die effort 
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verbally complain to management 

a. This would not be an effective action - - - - - - This would be an effective action 
b. This action wouldn't take much effort - - - - - - The action would take a lot of effort 
c. This action would not be worth the effort - - - - - - This action would be worth die effort 

complain to management in writing 

a. This would not be an effective action - - - - - - This would be an effective action 
b. This action wouldn't take much effort - - - - - - The action would take a lot of effort 
c. This action would not be worth die effort - - - - - - This action would be worth die effort 

ask for a new meal 

a. This would not be an effective action - - - - - - This would be an effective action 
b. This action wouldn't take much effort - - - - - - The action would take a lot of effort 
c. This action would not be worth die effort - - - - - - This action would be worth the effort 

ask for a refiind 

a. This would not be an effective action - - - - - - This would be an effective action 
b. This action wouldn't take much effort - - - - - - The action would take a lot of effort 
c. This action would not be worth die effort - - - - - - This action would be worth die effort 

report die company to the Better Business Bureau 

a. This would not be an effective action -_ - - - - - This would be an effective action 
b. This action wouldn't take much effort - - - - - - The action would take a lot of effort 
c. This action would not be worth die effort - - - - - - This action would be worth die effort 

initiate legal action 

a. This would not be an effective action - - - - - - This would be an effective action 
b. This action wouldn't take much effort - - - - - - The action would take a lot of effort 
c. This action would not be worth die effort - - - - - - This action would be worth die effort 

Please indicate die likelihood of taking each of die following actions by making a marking in die appropriate space, 

verbally complain to management very likely _ - _ - _ - _ - _ not at all likely 

stop patt-onizing die restaurant very likely _ - _ - _ _ - _ not at all likely 

tell my friends and family about die experience 
and encourage diem to avoid die restaurant very likely _ - _ - _ - _ - _ not at all likely 

complain to management in writing very likely _ - _ - _ - _ - _ not at all likely 

report die company to die Better Business Bureau very likely _ - _ - _ - _ - _ not at all likely 

ask for a refiind very likely _ - _ - _ - _ - _ not at all likely 

initiate legal action very likely _ - _ - _ - _ _ not at all likely 

do nodiing very likely _ - _ - _ - _ - _ not at all likely 

ask for a new meal very likely _ - _ - _ - _ - _ not at all likely 
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You have just received a full scholarship to go to a prestigious university. The new university will be a wonderful 
challenge, great for your fiimre, and you are very excited at die prospect. The only negative is diat you are required to relocate. 
Relocation is very likely to cause serious problems between you and your "significant odier" (boyfriend, girifriend, spouse). 

In an attempt to soften die blow of announcing the upcoming move to your "odier," you make arrangements to meet at 
your favorite restaurant. Hopeftilly, die pleasant associations die establishment has for bodi of you will create a setting in which 
you and your "odier" can rationally discuss die simation. 

After being seated in one of die better tables in die house and ordering, you begin to bring up die subject of die 
scholarship and die move. The simation is tense, but no one has become irrational, and perhaps die relationship will survive. 

The waiter brings your salads and die break in conversation has a slighdy negative effect on your "odier's" mood. 
You are beginning to talk again, desperately trying to soften die hard edges you're beginning to feel from her/him. The salads 
are beautiftil except for die dark curly hair sticking out of hers/his. For a moment it looks as if your "odier" is going to be ill, 
dien die focus of dieir revulsion seem to move from dieir salad to you. As if a decision has been made, your "odier" stands up 
from die table, mms around, and widiout ever saying a word, walks out of die restaurant. You sense die relationship is over. 

Having some time alone to reflect, your remember somediing. While it has never happened to you, you have heard of 
simdar occurrences at diis establishment even diough hair is a problem diat most restaurants control easily. 

Please answer the following questions (don't try to analyze why you feel the way you do, just how you feel): 

On a scale of -4 to 4 please rate die degree to which die consumption experience did not meet, met or exceeded your expectation (indicate by circling die 
appropriate numtier below). 

did not meet 
expectation -4 

meets expectation 
0 3 - 2 - 1 0 1 2 3 

Make a check in the space that indicates your level of satisfaction widi die restaurant experience. 

extremely dissatisfied - - - - - - extremely satisfied 

exceeded 
expectation 

Below are a series of 12 pairs of adjectives that could describe how you feel about a situation. Please place a check mark in the space between each pair of adjectives 
diat would best describe your feelings given you had experienced the scenario above. 

unhappy - -__- - - - happy 
melancholic - - - - - - contented 

annoyed - - - - - - pleased 
unsatisfied - - - - - - satisfied 

sluggish - - - - - - frenzied 
calm - - - - - - excited 

relaxed - - - - - - stimulated 
unaroused - - - - - - aroused 

controlled - - - - - - controlling 
guided - - - - - - autonomous 

influenced - - - - - - influential 
submissive - - - - - - dominant 

On a scale of one ttj ten (ten being die most intense) please rate die overall intensity of feelings you would have given die experience above. Specifically, I am asking 
about the feelings you indicated in die question above (indicate by circling die appropriate number below). 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

There would be several options open to you m the situation above. Please mdicate the degree to which each would be effective in terms of (a) 
whether the action would have any effect in correcting the situation, and (b) how much effort it would be to take this action, and (c) whether the action would 
be "worth the effort" (m terms of making you feel better) by checkmg the appropriate space for each action. 

stop patt-onizing the restaurant 

a. This would not be an effective action - - - - - - This would be an effective action 
b. This action wouldn't take much effort - - - - - - The action would take a lot of effort 
c. This action would not be worth die effort - - - - - - This action would be wordi die effort 

tell my friends and family about die experience and encourage diem to avoid die restaurant 

a. This would not be an effective action - - - - - - This would be an effective action 
b. This action wouldn't take much effort - - - - - - The action would take a lot of effort 
c. This action would not be worth die effort - - - - - - This action would be worth the effort 

verbally complain to management 

a. This would not be an effective action - - - - - - This would be an effective action 
b. This action wouldn't take much effort - - - - - - The action would take a lot of effort 
c. This action would not be worth die effort - - - - This action would be worth the effort 

complain to management in writing 

a. This would not be an effective action - - - - - - This would be an effective action 
b. This action wouldn't take much effort - - - - - - The action would take a lot of effort 
c. This action would not be worth die effort - - - -_ - - This action would be worth die effort 
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ask for a new meal 

a. This would not be an effective action - - - - - - This would be an effective action 
b. This action wouldn't take much effort - - - - - - The action would take a lot of effort 
c. This action would not be worth die effort - - - - - - This action would be worth die effort 

ask for a refund 

a. This would not be an effective action - - - - - - This would be an effective action 
b. This action wouldn't take much effort - - - - - - The action would take a lot of effort 
c. This action would not be worth the effort - - - - - - This action would be worth die effort 

report die company to die Better Business Bureau 

a. This would not be an effective action - - - - - - This would be an effective action 
b. This action wouldn't take much effort - - - - - - The action would take a lot of effort 
c. This action would not be worth die effort - - - - - - This action would be worth die effort 

initiate legal action 

a. This would not be an effective action - - - - - - This would be an effective action 
b. This action wouldn't take much effort - - - - - - The action would take a lot of effort 
c. This action would not be worth die effort - - - - - This action would be worth die effort 

Please indicate the likelihood of taking each of the following actions by making a marking in the appropriate space, 

verbally complain to management very likely - - - - not at all likely 

stop patt-onizing die restaurant very likely _ - _ - _ - _ - _ not at all likely 

tell my friends and family about die experience 
and encourage diem to avoid the restaurant very Idcely - - - - _ not at all likely 

complain to management in writing very likely _ - _ - _ - _ - _ not at all likely 

report die company to die Better Business Bureau very likely _ - _ - _ - _ - _ not at all likely 

ask for a refiind very likely _ - _ - _ - _ - _ not at all likely 

initiate legal action very likely _ - _ - _ - _ - _ not at all likely 

do nodiing very likely _ - _ - _ - _ - _ not at all likely 

ask for a new meal very likely _ - _ - _ - _ - _ not at all likely 

Please tell me about yourself by making a check mark in die appropriate space for each question. 

Are you: male or female ? 

Do you consider yourself to be: White , Hispanic , Native American , 
Black , Asian , odier (please specify) ? 

Is your age: less dian 25 , less dian 35 , less dian 45 , 

less than 55 , less dian 65 or more dian 65 ? 

Are you a: fidl time , or a part time student ? 

Do you work: fidl time , part time , or not at all ? 

Is your yearly income: under $10,000 under $15,000 under $20,000 
under $25,000 under $30,000 under $35,000 
under $50,000 $50,000 or more ? 

/^e you: * never married single , married , widowed , 
separated or divorced ?̂ 
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Confidential Consumption Survey 

This survey is designed to help businesses more effectively serve consumers like you. Please take the time to 
carefully answer the questions that follow. We hope that industry will be able to better serve you based on your 
responses. 

Think of a recent problem that you remember with regards to eating in a restaurant. For example you 
may have had a problem with the service, the food, or the restaurant itself. Keeping in mind the particular 
problem you had, please make an effort to place yourself back within the simation, and respond to the questions 
that follow. 

First, please briefly describe your problem or dissatisfaction: 

Please describe how die occasion was important to you, what made it so? 

Please rate the degree to which the meal you described was an important occasion. 

The occasion was not important - - - - - - The occasion was very important 

To what degree was the problem you experienced your fault versus die restaurant's fault? 
equally at fault 

At least somewhat my fault __-_-_-__-_-__-_The restaurant's fault 

To what degree do you feel diat die problem you experienced was unique? 

It is likely the problem had not occurred before _ - _ - _ - _ _ - _ - _ - _ ^ ' ^ certain the problem had occurred before 

Do you feel diat die problem could have been avoided if you, or die restaurant, had been more careful? 

The problem could not have been avoided _ - _ - _ - _ - _ - _ - _ ^ ^ problem could have easily been avoided 

If diere was a negative result from die problem you experienced, please briefly describe it below: 

Please rate die degree to which you were negatively affected as a result of die problem you experienced in die restaurant. 

There was a negative effect __-_-__-__-_-_-__There was no negative effect 

Please answer the following questions (don't try to analyze why you feel the way you do. Just how you feel): 

On a scale of -4 to 4 please rate die degree to which die consumption experience did not meet, met or exceeded your expectation in terms of die food, service, and 
environment provided by die restaurant (indicate by circling die appropriate number below). 

did not meet meets expectation exceeded 
expectation - 4 - 3 - 2 - 1 0 1 2 3 4 expectauon 

Make a check in die space diat indicates your level of satisfaction widi diis restaurant experience. 

extremely dissatisfied - - - - - - extremely satisfied 
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Below are a series of 12 pairs of adjectives dial could describe how you feel about a situation. Please place a check mark in die space between each pair of adjectives 
diat would best describe your feelings given your experience. 

unhappy - -_ - - - -_happy 
melancholic - - - - - - contented 

annoyed - - - - - - pleased 
unsatisfied - - - - - - satisfied 

sluggish_- -_-_-_-_-_frenzied 
calm__- - - - - - excited 

relaxed - - - - - - stimulated 
unaroused aroused 

contt-olled - - - - - - conttoU ing 
guided - - - - - - autonomous 

influenced__- - - - - - influential 
submissive - - - - - - dominant 

On a scale of one to ten (ten being the most intense) please rate the intensity you would feel given die experience above. Specifically, I am asking about the feelings 
you indicated in die question above (indicate by circling the appropriate number below). 

1 8 10 

There would be several options open to you in the situation above. Please indicate the degree to which each would be effective in terms of 
(a) whether the action would have any effect in correcting the situation, and (b) how much effort it would be to take this action, and (c) whether the 
action would be "worth the effort" (in terms of making you feel better) by checking the appropriate space for each action. 

stop patronizing the restaurant 

a. This would not be an effective action - - - - - - This would be an effective action 
b. This action wouldn't take much effort - - - - - - The action would take a lot of effort 
c. This action would not be worth die effort - - - - - - This action would be worth die effort 

tell my friends and family about die experience and encourage diem to avoid die restaurant 

a. This would not be an effective action - - - - - - This would be an effective action 
b. This action wouldn't take much effort - - - - - - The action would take a lot of effort 
c. This action would not be worth the effort - - - - - - This action would be worth die effort 

verbally complain to management 

a. This would not be an effective action - - - - - - This would be an effective action 
b. This action wouldn't take much effort - - - - - - The action would take a lot of effort 
c. This action would not be worth die effort - - - - - - This action would be worth die effort 

complain to management in writing 

a. This would not be an effective action - - - - - - This would be an effective action 
b. This action wouldn't take much effort - - - - - - The action would take a lot of effort 
c. This action would not be worth die effort - - - - - - This action would be worth the effort 

ask for a new meal 

a. This would not be an effective action - - - - - - This would be an effective action 
b. This action wouldn't take much effort - - - - - - The action would take a lot of effort 
c. This action would not be worth die effort - - - - - - This action would be worth die effort 

ask for a refund 

a. This would not be an effective action - - - - - - This would be an effective action 
b. This action wouldn't take much effort - - - - - - The action would take a lot of effort 
c. This action would not be worth die effort - - - - - - This action would be worth die effort 

report die company to die Better Business Bureau 

a. This would not be an effective action - - - - - - This would be an effective action 
b. This action wouldn't take much effort - - - - - - The action would take a lot of effort 
c. This action would not be worth die effort - - - - - - This action would be worth die effort 

initiate legal action 

a. This would not be an effective action - - - - - - This woidd be an effective action 
b. This action wouldn't take much effort - - - - - - The action would take a lot of effort 
c. This action would not be worth die effort - - - - - - This action would be worth die effort 

(please continue on to the next page) 
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(continued from last page) 

Please indicate which of die following actions you took in die above situation by making a mark in die appropriate space (it's ok to mark more dian one). 

verbally complain to management 

slop patronizing the restaurant 

tell my friends and family about die experience and encourage diem to avoid the restaurant 

complain to management in writing 

report the company to the Better Business Bureau 

ask for a refund 

initiate legal action 

do nothing 
ask for a new meal 

Please tell me about yourself by making a check mark in the appropriate space for each question. 

Are you: 

Do you consider yourself to be: 

Is your age: 

Are you a: 

Do you work: 

Is your yearly income: 

Are you: 

male or female 

White , Hispanic , Native American_ 
Black , Asian , odier (please specify)_ 

less dian 25_ 
less than 55 

less dian 35_ 
less dian 65 

less dian 45 , 
or more than 65 ? 

ftill time , or a part time student ? 

full time , part time , or not at all ? 

under $10,000 under $15,000 , under $20,000_ 
under $25.000 under $30,000 under $35,000_ 
under $50,000 , $50,000 or more ? 

a never martied single , married , widowed , 
separated or divorced ? 

Thank you very much for your cooperation. 
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Table C.l: Polychoric Correlation Matrix for Scenario Data (Lower Half) 

PLEAS 1 PLEAS2 PLEAS3 PLEAS4 AR0US2 AR0US3 AR0US4 DOMl D0M2 D0M4 EXVOICE EXINFML EXP3 
VALVOICE VALINFML VAL3P VOICE INFORMAL PARTY3 CONFIRM CAUSE STABIL CONTROL RISK OUTCM 

.lOOOOOD+01 

.845639D+00 

.162969D-I-(K) 

.314340D+00 

.298086D+00 

.209348D+00 

.174903D-I-(X) 

.163601D-I-(X) 

.127124D-K)0 

.lOOOOOD-l-01 

.165217D+(X) 

.911970D-01 

.103352D-I-0O 
•.182281D+00 
.873420D-01 
.1000(X)D-I-01 
.811418D-01 
.345224D+00 

-.195807D+00 
.218804D + 00 

-.447420D-01 
-.120200D + 00 
.36444ID-I-(X) 

-.194919D+00 
.697757D-0I 
.280715D+00 

-.321218D+00 
.167993D-I-00 
.192298D+00 

-.151309D+00 
.1365250-^00 
.305715D+OO 
.627114D-I-00 
.214377D-I-00 

-.232369D-I-00 
-.207102D + 00 
.109156D-fOO 
.253191D+00 
.566333D-01 
.501663D-02 
.453349D-01 
.108774D-01 
.lOOOOOD+01 

-.601237D-01 
.209489D+00 
.158033D-01 
.241650D+00 
. 34467 lD-01 

-.118248D-01 
-.943861D-02 
-.597974D+00 
.241387D+00 
.307449D-01 
.943937D-01 
.lOOOOOD+01 

.798659D+00 

.78002504-00 
-.225941D-I-00 
.729213D-I-00 
.504020D+00 
.151786D+00 
.161683D+00 
.448030D-h00 
.630105D-01 

-.247969D-I-00 
.229628D+00 

-.455080D-01 
.999442D-01 

-.157536D-1-00 
.114511D+00 

-.195664D-1-00 
.158450D+00 
.293615D-H00 
.70420 lD-01 
.315626D-I-00 

-.934358D-01 
.124918D-hOO 
.2251060-1-00 

-. 1665150-1-00 
.139357D+00 
.739319D-01 
.621778D-01 
.416101D+00 
.528000D-I-00 
.107244D-hOO 
.956887D-01 
.327149D+00 
.695089D-I-00 
.108410D-I-00 

-.17788104-00 
-.140102D-I-00 
.7443750-01 
.425197D-I-00 

-.342765D-I-00 
-.6506450-01 
-.3972690-01 
.8567220-02 

-.7887090-01 
-.166629D-I-00 
-.3023510-07 
.1887730-01 
.12972ID-I-00 
.146138D-I-00 

-.3027500-01 
.198100D-I-00 

-.598177D-I-00 
-.1406220-1-00 
.5833600-01 

-.4669960-1-00 

.lOOOOOD-1-01 

.853483D-I-00 

.lOOOOOD-hOl 

.lOOOOOD-l-01 

.617038D-I-00 

.1764780-^00 

.1261020-1-00 

.lOOOOOD-fOl 

.1241080-01 

.1787140-1-00 

.6893940-01 
-.1265140-1-00 
-.1385540-01 
-.2156900-^00 
.4539440-01 

-.1755260-1-00 
.1419370-^00 
.1000000-1-01 
.9507240-01 
.629264D-H00 
.2873000-01 

-.2239680-01 
.2346240-1-00 
.2305290-01 
.5976570-^00 
.lOOOOOD-fOl 
.1951530-1-00 
. 3833600-h 00 
.lOOOOOD-hOl 
.9765350-01 
.1095070-1-00 
.3608350-1-00 

-.1591120-fOO 
-.2500910-^00 
-.2187190-fOO 
-.3036220-1-00 
.7950530-01 
.4470310-1-00 
.lOOOOOO-t-01 

-.1231230+00 
-.4241260-01 
.1755910-02 

-.1037720-^00 
.2756810-02 

-.1159440-1-00 
-.115533O-f00 
.2739630-1-00 
.6115660-01 
.1796370-01 

-.1751280-08 
-.5165570-1-00 
-.6727250-01 
.5389220-01 

-.1751280-08 

.831601D-fOO 

.1000000-I-01 

.3035270-^00 

.2545540-1-00 

.1000000-1-01 

.1246820-^00 

.1505590-1-00 

.159798D-H00 

.7449580-01 
-.3137540-1-00 
.1358800-1-00 

-.1810480-t-00 
.25939404-00 

-.15415404-00 
.9005390-01 

-.23826104-00 
.11134004-00 

-.11178104-00 
.13464004-00 
.2917280-^00 

-.6283280-01 
.9717530-01 
.1000000+01 
.9863760-01 
.2279840+00 

-.2701050+00 
.1837750+00 
.3389980+00 

-.1265040+00 
.3129160-01 
.1975630+00 
.1000000+01 

-.2059900+00 
-.2216380+00 
-.3649950+00 
-.2811220+00 
.2494700+00 

-.9790440-01 
-.4929170-02 
-.3446700-01 
-.6622170-01 
.2831610-01 

-.2466580-02 
-.9785550-01 
.1478830 + 00 

-.1751280-08 
.2811220+00 
.1416940+00 

-.2538060-01 
-.1751280-08 
-.6339030+00 
-.1303550+00 
.7131030-01 

-.1751280-08 

.7630750 + 00 

.2225660+00 

.3054630+00 

.2173460+00 

.2370100+00 

.1257760+00 

.9610860-01 

.1999820+00 

.3050600+00 
-.2830270+00 
.1913150+00 
.8899980-01 
.2971120+00 
.6581360-01 
.3836340+00 

-.2576570+00 
.1654000+00 

-.8547400-01 
.1142710+00 
.3770990 + 00 
.5691780-01 

-.5151330-01 
-.1492570+00 
.1644280+00 
.2427030 + 00 

-.2480850+00 
.2719640-01 
.3725380+00 

-.1500300+00 
.3598060-01 
.6011870-01 
.6639410+00 

-.1641180+00 
-.2210050 + 00 
-.1256420+00 
-.1329740+00 
.5554870+00 
.4203900+00 
.2257620-07 
.3032520-01 
.6128980-01 
.3713160-01 

-.5518490-01 
-.8500680-01 
.1994870+00 

-.1751280-08 
.8203960-01 
.4558740-02 
.4926300-01 

-.1751280-08 
.3199260+00 
.2930660-01 
.7068330-01 

-.1751280-08 

.1000000+01 
-.2423200+00 
-.2767880+00 
-.2317180+00 
.1089410+00 
.1000000+01 
.1441070 + 00 
.1366920+00 
.3023290 + 00 
.6609630-01 
.1000000+01 
.3653730-01 
.1000000 + 01 
.1574180+00 
.3296560+00 
.5886850-01 
.7439790+00 

-.1812690 + 00 
-.1690030-01 
.1000000+01 
.1226980-01 
.3310160+00 

-.9487510-01 
.4411710-01 
.6121990+00 

-.3659460+00 
.7196880-01 
.5055690 + 00 

-.1542890+00 
.9434830-01 
.1613030+00 
.5769310+00 
.2035960 + 00 

-.3015590+00 
.1000000 + 01 
.2004060-01 
.2971050+00 
.5190530+00 

-.7399680-02 
.1834640-01 
.2349100-01 

-.1751280-08 
-.1980150-01 
-.1595920 + 00 
-.1392430+00 
.1000000+01 
.2862950-02 
.1325380-01 

-.1755920-02 
.1000000+01 
.3467610 + 00 
.5566730-01 
.1844250+00 

-.1751280-08 
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Table C.2: Means and Standard Deviations of the Scenario Data Variables 
Variable Mean StdOev Variable Mean Std Oev 

CONFIRM 

SAT 
PLEAS 1 
PLEAS2 
PLEAS3 
PLEAS4 
AROUS 1 
AR0US2 
AR0US3 
AR0US4 
OOMl 
OOM2 
OOM3 
OOM4 
EINT 
EXPINFl 
EFFRTl 
VALINE 1 
EXPINF2 
EFFRT2 
VALINF2 
EXPVl 
EFFRT3 
VALVl 
EXPV2 
EFFRT4 
VALV2 
EXPV3 
EFFRT5 
VALV3 
EXPV4 
EFFRT6 
VALV4 
EXP31 
EFFRT7 

3.6180556 
2.9791667 
2.9583333 
3.3263889 
2.8993056 
2.8958333 
4.1736111 
4.3576389 
4.3854167 
4.3819444 
3.4687500 
3.6527778 
3.5381944 
4.0069444 
6.8541667 
3.6458333 
3.0868056 
3.6111111 
3.5902778 
2.9548611 
3.5937500 
4.5138889 
3.3715278 
4.6145833 
4.0277778 
4.7465278 
3.7013889 
4.6458333 
3.3159722 
4.6423611 
4.4826389 
3.7187500 
4.4340278 
3.0416667 
5.1076389 

2.0986026 
1.6164173 
1.7565210 
1.6688574 
1.7551119 
1.7258791 
1.4642302 
1.5303699 
1.5121099 
1.5072255 
1.5703245 
1.4157868 
1.4692906 
1.5278895 
1.9126163 
1.9981481 
1.7657503 
1.8274375 
2.0546987 
1.9294284 
2.0116981 
2.1816022 
2.0321857 
2.1070801 
2.2920692 
2.1303322 
2.2104593 
2.1958743 
2.0210103 
2.1251466 
2.1363889 
2.0754234 
2.0623948 
2.2239589 
2.2490131 

VAL3P1 
EXP32 
EFFRT8 
VAL3P2 
Bl 
B2 
B3 
B4 
B5 
B6 
B7 
B8 
B9 
VERB 
EXIT 
TELL 
WRITE 
BBB 
REFUNO 
NONE 
REPLACE 
EXVOICE 
EXINFML 
EXP3 
VALVOICE 
VALINFML 
VAL3P 
VOICE 
INFORMAL 
PARTY3 
CAUSE 
RISK 
CONTROL 
OUTCM 
STABIL 

2.6979167 
2.1736111 
5.6250000 
1.9861111 
2.2534722 
2.9444444 
2.8645833 
3.7743056 
4.4583333 
3.1041667 
4.7326389 
3.1736111 
2.3819444 
3.7465278 
3.0555556 
3.1354167 
2.2256944 
1.5416667 
2.8958333 
2.8263889 
3.6180556 
4.4175347 
3.6180556 
2.6076389 
4.3480903 
3.6024306 
2.3420139 
3.1215278 
3.0954861 
0.7708333 
1.5000000 
1.5000000 
1.5000000 
1.5000000 
1.5000000 

2.0368716 
1.9730938 
2.3175591 
1.8980500 
1.4464862 
1.3344943 
1.4407203 
1.4022504 
0.9173131 
1.5174651 
0.7191100 
1.5339587 
1.4337715 
1.4464862 
1.3344943 
1.4407203 
1.4022504 
0.9173131 
1.5174651 
1.5339587 
1.4337715 
1.6618322 
1.6331561 
1.8305034 
1.4656835 
1.5664473 
1.7909584 
1.0106084 
1.2327191 
0.4586566 
0.5008703 
0.5008703 
0.5008703 
0.5008703 
0.5008703 
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Table C.3: Polychoric Correlation Matrix for Critical Incident Data (Lower HalO 

PLEAS 1 PLEAS2 PLEAS3 PLEAS4 AROUS 1 AR0US2 AR0US3 AR0US4 OOMl 00M2 00M3 00M4 EXVOICE 
EXINFML VALVOICE VALINFML VOICE INFORMAL CONFIRM CAUSE STABIL CONTROL RISK OUTCOME 

.1000000+01 

.7169740+00 

.1701150+00 

.1661120+00 

.3362550+00 
-.2244320+00 
.6110270-01 
.1224770+00 
.1325420+00 
.1000000+01 
.1605940+00 

-.4307940-01 
.1459640+00 
.1830220-01 

-.8530620-01 
.1000000+01 
.2031730+00 
.7347000-01 

-.1301720 + 00 
.8126230-01 

-.3805640+00 
.1646270+00 
.5888010-01 

-.8106810-01 
.1190550+00 
.2927470+00 

-.3327720+00 
.5141720-01 
.6919570+00 
.5593070+00 
.1134720+00 

-.3441940 + 00 
-.1501400 + 00 
.2415580-01 
.6922080-01 

-.2831820-01 
.8310550-01 
.1515610-01 
.6006690-01 
.3931460-01 
.1075440+00 

-.6062750-01 
.1000000+01 
.1265300+00 
.1520090+00 
.1007980+00 

-.3820390+00 
.2996330+00 

-.5805650-01 
-.3518770+00 

.5725790+00 

.4907950+00 

.1475880+00 

.4736860+00 

.3770120 + 00 

.1908290+00 

.8700170-01 

.1152550-01 

.5917100-01 

.8264110-01 

.3257050-01 

.3846830-01 

.2611950+00 

.1871770-01 

.4792170-01 

.4269710+00 

.2457970+00 

.1545340-02 

.2450050-01 

.9495220-01 

.4021020+00 

.2633540+00 

.6302790 + 00 

.7763210-01 

.3732290-01 

.1012020+00 

.1578330+00 

.8238850-02 

.8610930-01 

.2656120+00 

.6553720-01 

.2567250+00 

.1468550+00 

.1038050-01 

.1394590+00 

.5943420-01 

.9310690-01 

.1076120+00 

.1554480+00 

.6943110-01 

.1193140+00 

.1148440+00 

.1261780+00 

.1775180+00 

.8022210-02 

.1728410+00 

.2713480+00 

.1438030+00 

.2939000+00 

.6413780-01 

.1000000+01 

.5924850+00 

.1000000+01 

.1000000+01 

.6013680+00 

.4252710+00 

.1373450+00 

.1000000+01 

.1676730+00 

.1062120+00 

.5450980-01 

.5871350-01 

.3866520+00 

.1446870 + 00 

.2511850+00 

.3553710+00 

.2386760+00 

.1000000+01 

.7377580-01 

.1169740+00 

.2845180+00 

.6120730-01 

.1837670+00 

.1243610+00 

.1333240 + 00 

.1000000+01 

.1449580+00 

.3943380-01 

.1000000+01 

.2887190+00 

.6694130-01 

.4198090+00 

.1290990+00 

.6001090-01 

.3991350-01 

.3346870-01 

.1243450+00 

.2822620-01 

.1000000+01 

.1590750+00 

.6192160-01 

.5594030-01 

.7232240-01 

.1196050+00 

.2070760+00 

.2544860-02 

.3949790+00 
-.4218610-01 
-.1623970-01 
.7926910-01 

.6763570+00 

.1000000+01 

.2693500+00 

.4238890+00 

.1000000+01 

.5157380+00 

.4168800-01 

.1140650+00 

.1300330+00 

.1502260+00 

.5064610+00 

.3729910-01 

.3123720+00 

.3413870-01 

.1047850+00 
-.3412630+00 
.1404310+00 

-.1103050+00 
-.5736090-01 
.6433300+00 

-.3180870+00 
.2130430-01 
.1000000 + 01 
.1836560+00 
.1836450+00 

-.3339780+00 
.2110620 + 00 

-.5868900-01 
.5951750+00 

-.4122000+00 
.3640540-02 
.1000000+01 
.2798110-01 

-.1364600-01 
.1793690+00 

-.8459300-02 
.2183510-01 
.7675510-01 
.1033530+00 
.3428820-01 
.1799940+00 
.3631520-02 

-.3992050-01 
.1420630-01 
.4887120-02 

-.2336490-01 
-.4018500+00 
.7118820-01 
.3587410+00 

-.6898020-01 

.3976350 + 00 

.2003690+00 

.1710720+00 

.2048000+00 
-.2729970+00 
.5339160+00 
.4717370-01 
.2308870+00 
.7343550-01 
.1242630 + 00 
.6090120+00 
.2319200+00 
.4223170+00 
.1154060-01 
.1594930 + 00 

-.4052640+00 
-.5725190-01 
-.2207290+00 
.1887270-02 
.6338750-02 
.2075410+00 
.1436850-01 

-.1707840+00 
.1310110+00 
.1667460+00 

-.3102690+00 
.1989900+00 
.6367730+00 
.4617930+00 

-.2844390+00 
-.4108150+00 
-.1284340 + 00 
-.4865360-01 
.6160460-01 

-.1455180 + 00 
.2334390-01 

-.5108790-01 
-.1649860+00 
.1481080+00 
.3925690-01 

-.1286730-01 
.1279780+00 
.8002780-02 
.3581840-03 
.2331060+00 

-.1322330+00 
.1036490 + 00 

-.3554610-01 
-.2040300-02 
.1088420 + 00 

.1000000+01 
-.2569750 + 00 
-.1296960+00 
-.3089250+00 
-.1909630+00 
.1000000+01 
.2026420+00 
.1206810+00 
.5184230+00 
.6795960-01 
.1000000 + 01 
.1867010+00 
.1000000+01 
.5315840-01 
.6479150-01 
.2018640+00 

-.1133480-02 
.2740610-01 
.2514790+00 
.1000000+01 
.1025030 + 00 
.1357450+00 

-.2677790 + 00 
.2233650+00 
.6183170-01 

-.2573720 + 00 
.4566700-01 
.9634860-01 
.5007490 + 00 
.4882630-01 

-.4856360-01 
-.1976820+00 
.4738610-01 
.1896540+00 
.1000000+01 

-.9308520-02 
.1717000 + 00 
.6272820-01 
.4471870-01 
.2092870+00 
.5377690-01 
.1636590+00 

-.1244210-01 
.5646180-01 

-.1713480-01 
.1000000+01 
.1537620+00 
.6225390-01 
.3426360 + 00 
.1000000 + 01 
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Table C.4: Means and Standard Deviations of the Critical Incident Data Variables 

Variable Mean Std Oev 

RISK 
CAUSE 
STABIL 
CONTROL 
OUTCM 
CONFIRM 
PLEAS 1 
PLEAS2 
PLEAS3 
PLEAS4 
AROUS 1 
AR0US2 
AROUS3 
AR0US4 
OOMl 
OOM2 
OOM3 
OOM4 
EXPINFl 
VALINE 1 
EXPINF2 
VALINF2 
EXPVl 
VALVl 
EXPV2 
VALV2 
EXPV3 
VALV3 
EXPV4 
VALV4 
VERB 
EXIT 
TELL 
WRITE 
REFUNO 
REPLACE 
EXVOICE 
EXINFML 
VALVOICE 
VALINFML 
VOICE 
INFORMAL 
OUTCOME 

3.8875000 
6.1312500 
5.1187500 
6.0125000 
3.1250000 
2.6875000 
2.0125000 
2.8812500 
1.7250000 
1.9062500 
3.9687500 
3.9250000 
4.4000000 
4.3562500 
3.2250000 
3.7312500 
3.5312500 
4.1625000 
4.1750000 
4.2562500 
4.3312500 
4.2312500 
5.3500000 
4.6750000 
4.7312500 
3.8250000 
3.5437500 
3.4625000 
4.2375000 
4.2312500 
0.5312500 
0.4062500 
0.6125000 
0.0562500 
0.2062500 
0.2375000 
4.4656250 
4.2531250 
4.0484375 
4.2437500 
0.2578125 
0.5093750 
4.8750000 

2.086155 
1.6140962 
1.9177157 
1.8187960 
2.0427814 
1.7561661 
1.0698116 
1.1729224 
0.9709620 
1.2478756 
1.3478232 
1.6118664 
1.6337633 
1.5227700 
1.4961166 
1.3677410 
1.4183074 
1.5454844 
2.2277552 
2.2297217 
2.2310611 
2.1667060 
2.0928149 
2.2249302 
2.3004563 
2.3163352 
2.5049558 
2.4874212 
2.4889378 
2.5134153 
0.5005893 
0.4926743 
0.4887090 
0.2311273 
0.4058825 
0.4268872 
1.5478448 
2.0172190 
1.6173919 
1.9385103 
0.2369584 
0.4324563 
2.0427814 


