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Abstract

A model of consumer decision making is proposed and tested. The
model proposes that the choice commitment occurs early in the decision
process, followed by information search and evaluation that are biased toward
the choice commitment (rationalization of choice). It is suggested that
consumers use a rationalization process to justify or confirm their choice
commitment. This view of decision processing is contrasted with the typical
rational choice decision approach which considers the choice decision as
occurring at the final stage, as an output of information search and evaluation.
In addition, two of the boundary conditions of the proposed rationalization
process are investigated. Specifically, the rationalization process is examined
under conditions in which the choice outcome and/or the decision process must
be justified. Marketing implications of the rationalization process are discussed.



"The human understanding when it has once adopted an opinion draws
all things else to support and agree with it. And though there be a greater
number and weight of instances to be found on the other side, yet these it €ither
neglects and despises, or else by some distinction sets aside and rejects, in
order that by this great and pernicious predetermination the authority of its
former conclusion may remain inviolate."

Francis Bacon



CHAPTER ONE

Introduction and Statement of Objectives

1.1 Introduction
This research proposes a model of consumer decision making in which

the choice commitment occurs early in the decision process, followed by
information search and evaluation that are biased toward the choice commitment
(rationalization of choice). The model proposes that consumers go through a
rationalization process after the choice commitment is made which is directed
toward justifying or confirming the choice commitment. This view of decision
processing is contrasied with the typical rational choice decision approach which
considers the choice decision as occurring at the final stage, as an output of
information search and evaluation. The focus of this research is on extending
the understanding of consumer choice processes, rather than predicting choice
behavior.

The presentation of a rationalization decision process model is important
for two reasons. First, the model acknowledges a common belief among
researchers (e.g. Hoch and Loewenstein 1991) that consumers do not
necessarily follow a strictly rational process in the determination of choice, by
proposing that consumers may be selective in their information search and that
attributes may be differentially weighted by the consumer. In particular, the
proposed model suggests that information search is primarily directed at gaining
sufficient information to justify the choice commitment, and that attribute
importance is dependent on the alternative to which the consumer has
committed. Second, the model presents a novel approach to the consumer

decision process by proposing that the consumer commits early to a choice

decision.



A variety of studies directed at predicting choice behavior (e.g. Louviere
1988, Green and Srinivasan 1978) assume that the choice decision occurs late
in the decision process, after an unbiased information search and evaluation of
alternatives. However, recent marketing literature has explored choice
processes involving the limited amount of information searched by consumers
(e.g. Lynch, Marmorstein and Weigold 1988), the biased nature of consumer
learning (e.g., Hoch and Deighton 1989), and the tendency of consumers to
choose alternatives which provide the best reasons for their choice (e.g.
Simonson 1989).

Although arguments have been made that consumers do not necessarily
follow a rational decision process (e.g. Hoch and Loewenstein 1991), the rational
choice decision model is still considered a normative model to which alternative
decision models should be compared (e.g. Slovic, Lichtenstein and Fischhoff
1988). Thus, the propositions of the rationalization of choice model are
contrasted to the rational choice model.

As well, the dissertation includes a discussion of the boundary or limiting
conditions within which the rationalization process may or may not operate. In
particular, a distinction is made between choice outcome and choice process. It
is suggested that consumers who anticipate having to justify their decision
outcome will be more likely to use a rationalization process, seeking confirmatory
evidence for their choice decision. In contrast, consumers who anticipate having
to justify their decision process will tend toward a more rational process, based
upon a more objective information search and evaluation. Thus, a consumer's
decision process could be viewed as using a rationalization process, a rational
process or a mixed model which combines the two processes (i.e. rational
processing first, followed by a rationalization process). The mixed model is not

2



discussed further but is a possible future research area.
1.2 Contributions of the Dissertation

This research makes four main contributions to the marketing and
judgment and decision making literatures. First, this dissertation proposes that
consumers use a rationalization process when making choices. It extends
recent research which has questioned the dominance of the rational choice
model of consumer choice behavior, suggesting that individuals do not always
behave in the rational manner assumed by many decision models (e.g. Hoch
and Loewenstein 1991). Although the rational decision process has been
questioned, a rationalization decision process has not been described in the
lterature. Second, it is suggested that little information may be needed for the
choice decision, although additional information is gathered after a choice
commitment has been made. This is in contrast to the expected utility and
information processing approaches to decision making which characteize the
decision as essentially rational and based on information. The third contribution
follows from the second, in that it is proposed that the choice commitment
generally occurs very early in the decision process. In contrast, the rational
decision models suggest that the decision is the end result of information search
and evaluation. And fourth, the rationalization of choice model posits
considerable post-choice information search and evaluation. In contrast, the
rational decision models suggest that information search and evaluation
essentially end when the decision is made.
1.3 Purpose of Dissertation

This research sets three objectives.

The first objective is to formalize the rationalization of choice model,
contrast the proposed model to rational choice models, and test the main

3



propositions of the proposed model in an experiment.

The second objective is to discuss possible boundary or limiting
conditions within which the rationalization process may or may not be observed
and to examine two of these boundary conditions in an experimental
manipulation. In particular, the rationalization process will be examined under
conditions in which the decision outcome and/or the decision process must be
justified.

The third objective is to explore marketing implications of the
rationalization process. In particular, the managerial significance of the model is
explored.

1.4 Outline of Dissertation

Chapter Two reviews literature relevant to the dissertation. The chapter
begins with an overview of rational decision models and a discussion of decision
behavior within the information processing paradigm. These sections are
followed by a discussion and examination of the biased nature of an individual's
decision process and reviews relevant literature from cognitive psychology,
social psychology, and judgment and decision making. The rationalization of
choice model is proposed in Chapter Three. Chapter Four describes the
experimental method used to test the nine hypotheses which will be used to test
the main propositions of the rationalization of choice model. The hypotheses are
discussed in Chapter Five. Chapter Six describes the experiments used to
pretest manipulations and meastires prior to the implementation of the main
experiment. Chapter Seven discusses the analysis of the data and Chapter
£ight provides a summary and discussion, suggests possible marketing
implications of the rationalization process, and proposes future research

directions.



CHAPTER TWO

Literature Review

2.1 Introduction
The information processing approach to decision theory, developed as an

alternative to the utility maximizing frameworx, incorporated the cognitive
limitations of the individual as well as a consideration of the psychological
processes by which decision processes are represented and information is used.
The proposed rationalization of choice model builds upon the information
processing decision model by suggesting that information gathering and
evaluation is a biased process once an individual has made a choice
commitment.

This chapter begins by presenting an overview of the traditional
utility-based rational decision model based on the economic framework, and
continues with a discussion of decision behavior within the information
processing paradigm. The primary focus of the chapter, however, is on the
biased nature of an individual's decision strategy, which is the foundation of the
rationalization of choice model.

This chapter draws primarily on research in social psychology, cognitive
psychology, and judgment and decision making. The underlying theme of this
discussion is that an individual's decision strategy cannot always be framed as a
strictly rational process in which the individual impartially searches and evaluates
information before making a decision. In particular, research indicates that
individuals typically form a singie hypothesis which then leads them to biased

information search and evaluation of evidence.



2.2 Formal Models of Decision Making: The Consumer as a Utility

Maximizer

Early decision mudels based on formal economic theory (e.g. von
Neumann and Morgenstern 1944) presented the individual as a utility maximizer
who follows a rational procedure for making decisions. These models assumed
that the individual has access to perfect information, is sensitive to differences in
alternatives and is able to weakly ordei these alternatives, know his own
preferences and make choices (for a review see Slovic, Lichtenstein and
Fischhoff 1988). Lacking in these early decision models was any consideration
of the cost of the decision process to the decision maker (but see Shugan 1980;
Stigler 1961 for exceptions). These normative models, which emphasize
rationality and optimality, have been used as a standard when examining actual
decision behavior. As a result, these models have been instrumental in focusing
attention on the discrepancies between descriptive and normative choice
behavior, and have prompted substantial research on heuristics and decision
rules used by individuals (e.g. Kahneman and Tversky 1973; Nisbett and Ross
1980).

It is now generally accepted that, although utility maximization can predict
the outcomes of many decision making processes, it provides only limited
understanding of how decisions are made (Dawes and Corrigan, 1974; Slovic,
Lichtenstein and Fischhoff 1988). While utility theory still provides the basis for
the analysis of many applied decision problems, empirical evidence has
prompted the questioning of the previously accepted principles of rationality as
descriptive of actual decisions in real markets.

23 Decision Analysis
Most of the day-to-day decisions that an individual makes cannot be

6



examined by the traditional decision models discussed above for a number of
reasons. First, in most decisions, there are no easily predetermined probabilities
(or subjective utility functions) to ascertain "correct” decisions (Koehler 1991).
Second, individuals tend to respond to situations as they interpret them, not as
they exist in some objective reality (Carroll and Johnson 1990). And third, few
decisions involve explicit balancing of costs and benefits, let alone explicit use of
probability, two central components of traditional decision theory (Mitchell and
Beach 1990).

2.4 Are Consumers Rational?

Substantial evidence indicates that consumers do not always make the
rational decisions prescribed by normative models. A long list of human
judgmental biases, deficiencies, and cognitive illusions have been identified and
investigated (e.g., Kahneman, Slovic and Tversky 1982; Nisbett and Ross 1980;
Slovic, Fischhoff, and Lichtenstein 1977). For example, individuals typically
base their judgment of whether Steve is a librarian on the degree to which Steve
fits the stereotype (or is representative) of a librarian rather than basing their
judgment on the base rate (or population proportion) of librarians (Kahneman
and Tversky 1973). Thus, in this example, representativeness takes precedence
over base rates, resulting in a violation of the normative model.

Actual decision making behavior may be better described in terms of
bounded rationality (Simon 1955). The decision maker attempts to attain some
satisfactory, rather than maximum, level of utility, a goal that Simon labelled
satisficing. More recently, Sirmon (1978) has argued for different types of
rationality, making a distinction between the narrow economic meaning of
maximizing behavior and the more general dictionary definition of "being logical,
the ability to reason.” This broader definition rests on the assumption that

7



behavior is functional. Individuals have motivations and they use reason to
respond to these motivations in the realization of their goals (Simon 1986).
2.5 Information Processing Approach to Decision Behavior

Simon's (1955) conceptualization highlighted the role of perception,
cognition and learning in decision making and suggested to researchers that
they should examine the psychological processes by which the decision
problems are represented and information is used in selecting an alternative.
This information processing view of decision maxing emphasizes internal
processes, mental limitations and the way in which the processing of information
is shaped by these limitations.

In its simplest form, the information processing approach views the
individual as attending to a stimulus in the environment, transforming this
stimulation into meaningful information, storing the information in memory, and
retrieving the information for decision making.

A strong relationship exists between each of the components of the
information processing model--attention, perception, and memory. The
determination of what stimuli are attended to, what stimuli are encoded, and how
they are encoded is influenced by the stimulus itself, knowledge about the
stimulus, and the current goals of the individual (Taylor and Fiske 1978). Thus,
all components are important in developing a useful understanding of consumer
behavior.

2.6 Attention

Almost any kind of mental representation can be considered an element
in the cognitive structure, including attitudes, beliefs, and intentions as well as
emotions, feelings, values, images, moods, and representations of tastes and
smelis (O!son and Reynolds 1983). Several researchers have examined the
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traditional hierarchical view of the mind (e.g. Dawes 1975; Plato 1942) in which
the bottom levels of the hierarchy correspond to the "lower”" functions such as
emotions and feelings, whereas the highest level of the hierarchy corresponds to
the uniquely human capacity of rational thinking. While attending to a stimulus, a
number cf different mental processes may occur. Many of these processes are
low-level processes that occur automatically (Posner and Snyder 1975;
Schneider and Shiffren 1977). Higher level or controlled processes require
attention, and usually the activation of appropriate knowledge structures, for their
execution. "Automatic processing is activation of a learned sequence of
elements in long-term memory that is initiated by appropriate inputs and then
proceeds automatically--without subject control, without stressing the capacity
limitations of the system, and witiw.iit necessarily demanding attention.
Controlled processing is a temporary activation of a sequence of elements that
can be set up quickly and easily but requires attention, is capacity-limited and is
controlled by the subject” (Schneider and Shiffren, 1977, p. 1).

Selectively attending to a stimulus could be described as an automatic
process which is a function of the salience of the stimulus, individual differences,
and temporary need states (Taylor and Fiske 1978). That is, over time, ihe
individual acquires ways of acting upon the environment. Cognitive psychology
has shown that bright, moving, complex and novel objects elicit attention (Taylor
and Fiske 1978). In addition, a particular need state of the individual will
influence the direction of attention; for example, a hungry shopper will be more
likely to attend to signs advertising restaurants in a shopping mall.

2.7 Perception

Perception refers to how individuals interpret and categorize the

information that is received. Perception is an active process of interpreting the

9



world and is therefore crucial to the results of an individual's information
processing (Einhorn and Hogarth 1981). The interpretation of the stimulus
depends not only on the stimulus itself, but on the individual's experiences,
expectations, lifestyle, and knowledge. The subsequent organization,
categorization, and future use of stimulus information depends upon the initial
interpretation. Thus, factors which limit perception will also ultimately limit
judgment (Gibbins 1984).

28 Memory

Specific memory structures exist which provide a guide for choice
decisions. For example, prior experience with a product, and knowledge of the
choices of other people may be relevant to a choice decision. Since such
information is stored in memory, it needs to be retrieved for use in making a
choice.

Memory structures or schemas are the framework for representing the
consumer's knowledge about, and experience with brands (Sentis and Markus
1983). "Few, if any, stimuli are approached fo: t::e first time ... Instead, they are
processed through pre-existing systems of schematized and abstracted
knowledge--beliefs, theories, propositions, and schemas. These knowledge
structures label and categorize objects and events quickly and, for the most part,
accurately. They also define a set of expectations about objects and events and
suggest appropriate responses to them" (Nisbett and Ross 1980, p. 7). These
memory structures exercise a major influence on internal mental behaviors such
as information processing and overt behaviors such as purchase choice (Olson
and Reynolds 1983).

In addition, for the types of decisions that consumers make, there exist a
number of cues that try and make the choice fcr the consumer (e.g. "AT&T is the
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right choice”). These cues are stored in memory and are derived from various
forms such as the processing of advertising or discussions with family and
friends.

Thus, the components of the information processing paradigm --
perception, attention and memory -- interrelate to form the individual's cognitive
representation of a decision or problem and will, therefore, determine the
problem space.

2.9 Hypothesis Testing

If understanding the process is the focus of an examination of decision
behavior, Simonson (1989) suggested that the best method for studying
everyday decision making is by observing how individuals generate, evaluate,
and compare arguments for each side of an issue. Rather than providing inputs
and observing outputs, one should be more concerned with the initial problem
representation, the effect of additional information on the generated hypothesis
and the confidence displayed in the decision.

Hypothesis generation and hypothesis testing in both the layperson and
the scientist, have captured the interests of decision researchers for more than
three decades (e.g. Wason 1960; Klayman and Ha 1987; Koehler 1991). This
research suggests that individuals form few hypotheses and often fail to
recognize potential aiternative hypotheses (Fischhoff, Slovic and Lichtenstein
1978; Gettys and Fisher 1979; Gettys, Mehle and Fisher 1986).

Koehler (1991) defines hypothesis generation as the construction of a
specific possibility such as "Ford (Aerostar) makes a better family van.” He
defines an explanation as an attempt to support the hypothesis with relevant
information, for example: "The safety features of the Aerostar have been rated
better than all other vans by XXX Motor Magazine, and safety is an important
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feature in a family van."

Hoch and Deighton (1989) noted that the factors which inhibit hypothesis
generation may also inhibit information search. Thus, in terms of initial
hypothesis generation, the individual, as a "cognitive miser" (Fiske 1980), will
selectively process information and apply prior knowledge to develop an initial
impression of an event. The individual's cognitive structures or conceptual
schemas will not only guide and influence the processing of initial information
(Bobrow and Norman 1975), but will also guide and influence the search for
additional information (Snyder and Swann 1978a).

Once a hypothesis has been established, it becomes the reference
position (Koehler 1991). Relevant information retrieved from memory,
reorganization of evidence, external information search, and evidence evaluation
all revolve around this reference position. In addition, the generation of a
hypothesis not only reduces the likelihood that alternative hypotheses will be
considered, but the establishment of this hypothesis tends to increase
confidence in its truth (e.g. Lord et al. 1979).

2.10 Framing the Problem

There are two main reasons why the act of generating a hypothesis may
result in a bias in dealing with subsequent information and evaluation.

The first reason has to do with the way in which a decision has been
framed (Kahneman and Tversky 1984; Tversky and Kahneman 1981; 1986).
Depending on how the individual frames the problem, important alternatives can
be overlooked, making the current hypothesis appear quite plausible because of
its lack of competitors. The process of determining the feasibility of a hypothesis
demands the fitting of one's knowledge to the hypothesis, which will tend to
make distinctive that information that is easily accounted for by the hypothesis.
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Research from several areas indicates that information will be interpreted
so that it systematically favors whatever the perceiver is looking for (e.g.
Chapman and Chapman 1967; 1969). Information consistent with the current
frame tends to be more easily comprehended (e.g. Bransford and -Johnson
1972; 1973) and more easily recalled (e.g. Anderson and Pichert 1978) than
information that is inconsistent. Thus, information retrieved from memory or
searched externally may be processed so that there is a good fit between the
hypothesis and the evidence.

2.11 Initial Impression
The second reason which is associated with the framing of the problem

deals with the individual's initial impression. Substantial literature has
documented the importance of first impressions (e.g. Nisbett and Ross 1980;
Ross et al. 1975). The first argument considered appears to bias how additional
information is processed and seems to suppress changes to the initial
hypothesis. This view that impression-relevant information may be processed in
a biased manner can be examined in terms of the classic work of Asch (1946) on
the formation of personality impressions or in terms of the primacy effect
(Anderson 1974). While Anderson (1974) argued that earlier information has a
greater impact because it receives more attention or greater weight, Asch (1946)
argued that the earlier information changes the meaning of the later information.
Thus, subsequent information that is consistent with the initial impression may
be interpreted as support for the hypothesis even though the additional
information is invalid, unreliable, or irrelevant; contradictory evidence, however,
is likely to be dismissed. In addition, Ross et al. (1975) showed that the
impression, once formed, becomes autonomous from the evidence upon which
the impression was created. Thus, subsequent challenges to that information
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may be rejected as irrelevant.
2.12 Biased information Search

Snyder and Swann (1978b) found that individuals expend more effort
searching for hypothesis-consistent than for hypothesis-inconsistent information.
Klayman and Ha (1987) suggested that this phenomenon, called the
“confirmation bias" (e.g. Einhorn and Hogarth 1981), may be better understood
by describing the occurrence as a "positive test strategy.” With this strategy in a
problem solving situation, individuals tend to test cases that are expected or
known to have the property of interest rather than those cases that are expected
to lack that property (Fischhoff and Beyth-Marom 1983).

Evidence suggests that individuals differentially perceive and encode
information depending on prior knowledge and expectations. In particular, there
is selectivity in the encnding of positive and negative information. People may
weigh evidence that supports prior knowledge ditferently from that which
contradicts it. Lord, Ross and Lepper (1979) found that subjects rated evidence
supportive of a prior theory as more convincing and probative, while discounting
contrary evidence. People tend to encode information as consistent with prior
knowledge, especially when the evidence is ambiguous (Herr, Sherman and
Fazio 1982).

The selectivity of attending to and processing only a subset of information
has been examined in terms of the adaptive manner in which individuals respond
to their environment (e.g. Schneider and Shiffrin 1977; Fiske 1980). Shaklee
and Fischhoff (1982) demonstrated that individuals employ a truncated search in
which they tend to search until sufficient grounds to support the hypothesis have
been found, and then the search is stopped, even in the presence of conflicting
evidence. In addition, Koehler (1991) suggested that individuals may focus on
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information that will affirm their hypothesis because processing positive
responses may be easier than processing negative responses.

2.13 Belief Perseverance
The notion of biased assimilation and resulting belief perseverance has

been the focus of considerable research for many years (e.g. Asch 1946;
Chapman and Chapman 1967; Ross et al. 1975). There is substantial evidence
that individuals tend to interpret subsequent evidence so as to maintain their
initial beliefs, even after being told that the initial information on which they
based their judgment was false (Ross et al. 1975; Misra 1992).

Biased assimilation processing may include a propensity to remember the
strengths of confirming evidence but the weaknesses of disconfirming evidence
(Estes 1976). Dellarosa and Bourne (1984) demonstrated that once a decision
has been made, individuals remember decision-consistent information better
than decision-inconsistent information. This memory difference is due to
differential attention and elaboration at the time of encoding and to the
availability of better retrieval cues for consistent information at the time of recall.
In addition, individuals tend to judge confirming evidence as relevant and
reliable, but disconfirming evidence as irrelevant and unreliable, and to accept
confirming evidence at face value while scrutinizing disconfirming evidence very
closely (Ross et al. 1975).

When testing a hypothesis, individuals tend to look for evidence that is
extreme, preferring to test for properties that are very likely or very unlikely (Skov
and Sherman 1986). Extremely positive and extremely negative attributes are
considered more informative and are assigned more weight, whereas
moderately positive or negative attributes are considered uninformative (Fiske
1980).
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2.14 Overconfidence

If an individual assesses the feasibility of a hypothesis by trying to find the
best fit between the hypothesis and additional evidence, any ambiguity in the
evidence will likely be resolved in a way that best fits the hypothesis (Koehler
1991). This approach, which basically biases the interpretation of subsequent
evidence in favor of the hypothesis, may increase the individual's confidence in
the truth of the hypothesis. Indeed, the individual's viewpoint may become more
polarized (Lord et al. 1979).

Overconfidence in a hypothesis or decision may arise if the individual
does not consider alternative hypotheses or opposing reasons, or if the
individual is asked to generate an explanation supporting the hypothesis (Lord et
al. 1979). If individuals have been asked to provide possible reasons why a
generated hypothesis might be false (a counterexplanation), overconfidence in
the generated hypothesis will be attenuated. Koehler (1991) noted that while a
counterexplanation makes alternative hypotheses more plausible, individuals are
unlikely to produce a counterexplanation unless prompted to do so. Koehler
(1991) also noted that asking an individual to give reasons why a specific
alternative might be correct may be more effective in undoing the effects of
explanation than giving a more general set of reasons why a current hypothesis
might be incorrect.

2.15 Justification

Numerous studies in social psychology and judgment and decision
making have suggested that decision behavior may be better understood in
terms of the decision being based on justifications for and against each
alternative (e.g. Slovic, Fischhoff, and Lichtenstein 1982).

Koehler (1991) suggested two main reasons why individuals might be
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motivated to produce arguments to accompany a hypothesis: individuals might
feel compelled to persuade others and individuals may need to convince
themselves as well. in addition, considerable work in social psychology has
demonstrated that individuals wish to be consistent in their attitudes and
behavior and are willing to alter one or the other to attain a consistent state (e.g.
Festinger 1957).

Research in cognitive dissonance (Festinger 1957) suggests that
individuals will act to reduce dissonance or inconsistency between two
cognitions. The intensity of dissonance varies with the importance of the
cognitions involved and the relative number of cognitions in dissonant relation to
one another. Cognitive dissonance can be reduced or eliminated only by adding
new cognitions (e.g., searching for new information) or by changing existing
cognitions (by changing perceptions or shifting importance weights). According
to the early version of cognitive dissonance, all decisions are followed by
dissonance to a certain degree (Festinger 1957). However, more recent studies
(e.g., Frey and Rosch 1284) have noted that the process of
dissonance-reduction will not be initiated if the choice is not final.

After the decision or judgment has been made, explanations of the
decision will necessarily involve feasible rationalizations or other attempts to fill
any gaps in knowledge (Nisbett and Wilson 1977, Gibbins 1984). Research on
human inference has shown many regularities in the ways people explain their
decisions to themselves and to others (e.g. Nisbett and Ross 1980). This
suggests that not only is the explanation necessary psychologically but its
anticipation may affect the decision (Gibbins 1984; Simonson 1992). Both
Gibbins (1984) and Simonson (1992) proposed that if a decision maker is
conscious of the need to justify the decision, some of the information gathered
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will be directed toward justifying the chosen action, rather than directed toward
making the choice. Thus, an information gathering activity occurs after the
choice commitment, in order to support a decision already made. These
explanations of the decision will involve unavoidable rationalization (Gibbins
1984).

With respect to external justification, the assumption is that decision
makers choose alternatives that are perceived as most justifiable to those others
who will evaluate their choices, such as superiors, spouses, or groups to which
the decision makers belong (Simonson 1989). The influence that others have on
individual decisions is often due to an individual's concern over what others
might think of them or how others might act toward them as a function of their
product choice and usage (Bearden and Rose 1990). Individuals may tend to
internalize the criteria employed by others, using those standards to justify their
decisions to themselves (Schlenker 1980). Thus, even when there is no overt
need to justify to others, an expected evaluation by others is likely to influence
choice behavior (Simonson 1989).

Decision makers may also perceive a need to justify the decision to
themselves (Hall and Lindzey 1970), or justify the decision in the anticipation of
the possibility of regret (Bell 1982; Simonson 1992). In addition, individuals'
perceptions of themselves as rational beings with reasons for preferring one
option over others may require additional information search to confirm or justify
the choice (Abelson and Levi 1985).

2.16 Summary

Formal models of decision making and choice, based on economic
axioms of rational decision behavior, generally provide good predictive power.
However, numerous studies which have focused on understanding decision
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behavior have shown that the individual does not necessarily act in a strictly
rational manner. The information processing approach to decision making
emphasizes the individual constraints (limitations of mental and internal
processes) to the decision problem. In addition, personal variables such as
goals, emotions, feelings, and self-concept are considered to influence decision
behavior.

Considerable research in social and cognitive psychology and in judgment
and decision making indicates that the decision context plays a role in the initial
framing of the problem or decision. Once an individual has formed an initial
impression or hypothesis, alternative hypotheses are seldom considered and the
information or evidence used to test the hypothesis will be selectively searched
and evaluated. These findings suggest that individuals tend not to be impartia!
information processors. Thus, to better understand the choice behavior of the

consumer, there is a need to look beyond the strictly "rational" decision models.
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CHAPTER THREE

Rationalization of Choice Model: Conceptual Framework

3.1 Introduction

This chapter presents the conceptual framework of the proposed
rationalization of choice model. The model is based on the information
processing paradigm and on the biased dacision processes discussed in the
previous chapter. The distinctions between rational choice models and the
rationalization of choice model are highlighted.

3.2 Rationalization of Choice Model

Following the economic axiomatic theories of consumer behavior,
marketing choice models have typically depicted the consumer as a rational
processor of information whose objective is to select the best product or service
possible while minimizing the effort expended. These rational choice models
assume that the choice decision is the output of an unbiased information search
and an unbiased evaluation of alternatives.

The proposed rationalization of choice model provides an alternate view
of the decision process. The rationalization of choice mode! proposes that the
determination of the selected alternative is not generally based on an impartial
trade-off or weighting of attributes. Rather, the choice commitment occurs early
in the decision process, triggered by a stimulus in the environment, and is
followed by a biased information search and evaluation of alternatives aimed at
confirming or justifying the selected alternative.

There are fundamental differences between the previous decision models
and the rationalization of choice model. While both the expected utility and
information processing approaches to decision behavicr characterize the
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decision as essentially a rational use of information, the rationalization of choice
model proposes that little information is needed for the decision. Further, both
the earlier decision approaches suggest that search and processing essentially
end when the decision is made; whereas the rationalization of choice model
posits substantial post-choice search and evaiuation.

As outlined in the previous chapter, substantial research evidence
indicates that actual decision behavior often deviates from the rational model
(e.g. Kahneman, Slovic and Tversky 1982; Nisbett and Ross 1980; Slovic,
Fischhoff and Lichtenstein 1977). "The story of behavioral decision theory has
been the growing realization that [the theory] often does not describe the
decision making process" (Fischhoff, Goitein and Shapira 1983, p. 185).

A perceptual approach in which consumers process information
depending upon how the problem is perceived may be more descriptive of
certain choice data than an explanati.n based upon a specific cost-benefit
analysis (Bettman and Sujan 1987). Bettman and Sujan noted that their data
suggested that "consumers use attributes that occur to them either based on
accessibility of a goal from memory or environmental salience of particular
goals” (p.152). Since many decisions are driven by consumers' desires to
satisfy particular needs (Howard 1977), consideration of goal availability in the
context of product-level choice is important. When a choice goal is available
(i.e., the desire to satisfy a specific need), consumers tend not to foliow a
data-driven, bottom-up process but rather a goal-driven, top-down process (Park
and Smith 1989). This top-down process assumes that decision criteria are
developed directly from the goal. Therefore, product alternatives are examined
against the goal in terms of their relevance to goal achievement, rather than
directly compared to one another.
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In the rationalization of choice model, the consumer is not viewed as a
dispassionate information processor, trading off attributes to determine choice,
as portrayed by the bottom-up, data-driven rational choice models (Hoch and
Loewenstein 1991, Bettman 1979). Rather, the consumer is viewed as using a
combination top-down and bottom-up approach in choosing and justifying the
committed alternative. The determination of the choice commitment is triggered
by activation of a memory cue by a stimulus in the environment and based on
limited information search. Any additional external information search and
evaluation of alternatives is directed toward confirming or justifying the choice.
3.3 Rationalization of Choice Model and the Information Processing

Paradigm

The rationalization of choice mode! extends the information processing
paradigm. The model not only takes into account the cognitive limitations,
internal processes, and learning of the decision maker, but suggests that due to
these cognitive processes, the individual is a biased information perceiver,
retriever, and processor. Thus, the individual selectively attends, perceives, and
processes information in making a decision. This biased nature of decision
making is, in part, due to individual and situational differences (Ross and Nisbett
1991) and is a reflection of how individuals make sense of their environment. In
addition, the rationalization of choice model posits that information search does
not end when the choice commitment has been made, but information search
continues until the choice is announced. This information search is directed
toward confirming the choice commitment.

3.4 Rational Choice versus Rationalization of Choice

A rational choice modet typically found in most consumer behavior texts

(e.g. Mowen 1987) is depicted in Figure 3-1. A consumer becomes aware of a
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need for a product when the difference between an actual state and a desired
state is recognized and is greater than a threshold value. Information search
follows the identification of the need. The amount of internal and external
information search undertaken by the consumer depends upon numerous
factors such as the complexity of the decision, experience, knowledge (Brucks
1985, Bettman and Park 1980), and level of involvement of the consumer, the
risk involved in the decision and various situational constraints (Payne, Bettman
and Johnson, 1988). Evaluation of alternatives follows information search.
"When the brands are compared, the consumer forms beliefs, attitudes, and
intentions about the brands under consideration. Thus, alternative evaluation
and developing beliefs, attitudes, and intentions are synonymous" (Mowen 1987,
p. 43). The consumer then uses one or more decision rules or heuristics to
determine which alternative will provide the greatest utility. Post-purchase
evaluation such as a comparison of actual to expected prodi:ct performance
follows the choice decision.

--- Insert Figures 3-1 and 3-2 About Here ---

The proposed rationalization of choice mode! is depicted in Figure 3-2. A
stimulus such as an advertisement, an in-store display or a word of mouth
recommendation triggers a cue. This memory cue activates both the awareness
of a need and limited internal information search. The consumer makes a
choice commitment at this time but does not make the actual purchase or
announcement of the choice. Foilowing the choice commitment, the consumer
undertakes sufficient external information search to confirm or justify the choice
and the evidence gathered is evaluated relative to the choice commitment. Thus
both the external information search and evaluation of information are biased.
For example, a consumer sees an advertisement in a local newspaper for a
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Sony CD Walkman, recognizes a need for a portable CD player, remembers that
Sony is a brand in his consideration set, and decides to buy the product. Before
making the purchase, however, the individual scans the newspaper for other
advertised CD players and examines other alternatives at the store, comparing
these alternatives to the Sony (e.g., price, features, sound quality). After
gathering enough information to confirm the choice, the consumer purchases the
Sony CD player. (Post purchase evaluation and cognitive dissonance in terms
of the rationalization of choice model are discussed in a later section of this
chapter.)

In both the rational decision model and the rationalization of choice
model, individuals may have past experience or knowledge about a particular
brand, product, or product category. Consideration sets may have been formed
for which a number of brands meet consideration criteria. This past experience
implies a relative amount of knowledge, and thereiore utility. The rationalization
of choice model proposes that the choice commitment is formed on the basis of
this knowledge and experience whereas the rational model assumes no priors in
the evaluation of information and the determination of attribute weights.

3.5 Distinctions Between Rational Choice and Rationalization of Choice

There are three primary distinctions between rational choice and
rationalization of choice.

The first distinction pertains to the timing of the choice commitment or
decision. Rational choice models assume that the choice cccurs late in the
decision process as the outcome of information search and evaluation. The
rationalization of choice model proposes that the choice commitment generally
occurs early in the decision process, triggered by a particular stimulus, and that
the announcement of the commitment comes later, after information search and
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evaluation.
The second distinction pertains to the pattern of information search.

Rational choice models assume that information search is unbiased and is
based on gaining sufficient information to evaluate the alternatives. The
rationalization of choice model proposes that information search is a biased
process which is based on gaining information to confirm or justify the choice
commitment.

The third distinction pertains to the evaluation of alternatives; especially
attribute perceptions and weights. Rational choice models assume an unbiased
evaluation of alternatives with the determination of attribute importance and
value being independent of the alternative. Overall evaluation depends upon the
decision rule used to combine attribute information. The rationalization of choice
model proposes that the evaluation of alternatives is a biased process, and that
the determination of attribute importance is dependent on the choice
commitment. Specifically, attributes which describe the choice commitment
favorably will be weighted more whereas disconfirming attributes will be
discounted. For the alternatives other than the choice commitment, the opposite
will be true: confirming attributes will be discounted and disconfirming attributes
be overweighted.

3.6 The Choice Commitment Occurs Early

Proposition 1:

The choice commitment occurs early in the decision process.

The rationalization of choice mode! makes a distinction between the
choice commitment and the announcement of the choice decision. The choice
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commitment is unobservable. However, it is proposed that the choice
commitment generally occurs early in the decision process, triggered by a
stimulus, and is followed by information search and processing. The choice
announcement is the final stage.

The determination of the choice commitment can be described as the
generation of a working hypothesis with the subsequent information search and
evaluation as the testing of the hypothesis or the explanation used to support the
hypothesis.

In rational choice models, the decision is the output of alternative
evaluation and thus, the decision is the output of the development of beliefs,
attitudes and intentions about the brands under consideration. In the
rationalization of choice model, the choice commitment is similar to the
behavioral intention of the rational choice mode!. Therefore, the choice
commitment results from the formation of beliefs and attitudes. This process
may rely very heavily on information in memory such as a growing commitment
or partiality to an alternative over time, it may rely little on memory with the
decision being driven by feelings, emotions or social influences or it may be
based on some combination of these two extremes. The evaluation process
would be more likely to reflect a global evaluation of the brand triggered by the
stimulus in terms of meeting an activated goal or need, and less likely to be a
comparison of attributes across alternatives unless attribute-based information is
stored in memory and is readily accessible for comparison purposes.

In most examinations of an individual's decision process, the timing of the
decision is never questioned. It is simply assumed that the choice decision is
the output of search and evaluation.

Rational choice models assume that the choice decision is made at the
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end of an information search and evaluation process (e.g. Bettman 1979). It
could be argued that identifying the decision as an output of information search
and evaluation is supported by the use of introspection methods such as
protocol analysis (Newell and Simon 1972), in which individuals are asked to
“think out loud” while going through a decision process, and retrospection, in
which individuals are asked to describe their decision process for a decision that
occurred previously. However, both methods have been criticized in the
literature. Nisbett and Wilson (1977) argued against retrospection, claiming that
there is no direct access to cognitive processes at all; instead, there is access
only to the ideas and inferences that are the outputs resulting from such
processes. Introspection has been criticized because its intrusive nature may
interfere with the cognitive processes during the decision (Abelson and Levi
1985).

3.7 The Choice Commitment is Triggered by a Stimulus

Proposition 2:

A stimulus triggers the choice commitment.

Any of a number of stimuli may trigger the choice commitment. The
stimulus may be visual, auditory, tactile or olfactory. For example, the aroma of
freshly baked cinnamon buns, the smell of a neighbor's new car, the feel of a
cashmere sweater, or the picture of a family enjoying a Disneyland vacation may
trigger a choice commitment and uitimate purchase. The stimulus may provide
sufficient information (such as attribute values) to make a checice commitment,
and/or the stimulus may activate an internal information search, resulting in a
memory-based choice (Lynch, Marmorstein and Weigold 1988). For example, a
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brochure advertising a holiday in Disneyland which includes prices, hotel
accommodations and departure dates may activate the desire for a vacation and
the choice commitment of Disneyland without any additional internal information
search. As another example, the Disneyland brochure may activate the desire
for a vacation, the consumer may then recall from memory that the price of the
Disneyland vacation is affordable and that the departure dates are appropriate.
In this case, the choice commitment is triggered by the stimulus and decided
after limited internal information search.

The stimulus could be considered a priming device which activates the
awareness of a need and information processing. A considerable amount of
marketing literature discusses the variety of stimuli such as advertising, point of
purchase displays, coupons, and so on (e.g. Mitchell 1983, Rook 1987), that are
used to encourage choice. Some of the literature looks at the stimuli as
encouraging an impulsive response on the part of the consumer (Rook 1987).
Other literature examines how the stimuli might change the consumer's attitude
toward a product and may persuade the consumer to make a purchase decision
(Petty, Cacioppo and Schumann 1983).

The rationalization of choice model makes a more direct link between the
stimuli and the choice. In particular, it is suggested that the stimulus is the
trigger which generates a working hypothesis (the choice commitment). While
this may appear to suggest an impulsive response on the part of the consumer,
in cases of impulsive behavior, a rationalization process does not follow the
choice commitment. The particular contribution of the rationalization of choice
model is the suggestion that the majority of purchases will involve some
evidence gathering and evaluation to reassure the consumer that the choice
triggered by the stimulus is appropriate (i.e. satisfices or maximizes utility).
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Many stimuli are under the direct control of the manufacturer, distributor,
or retailer. These stimuli range from the output of promotional and advertising
activities such as coupons, in-store displays, free samples, product trial, or the
recommendations of salespeople, to specific product features such as styling or
color. The rationalization of choice model suggests the underlying decision
processes account for the effectiveness of these stimuli in encouraging choice.
For example, the consumer who receives and samples a free trial package of a
breakfast cereal, may respond to the stimulus by purchasing the brand after a
comparison of the attributes of similar products to the sampled product (e.g.
price, sugar content, nutrients) at the supermarket.

Other stimuli, such as the recommendations of others (e.g. a spouse,
friends, or peers), are more personal in nature. It has long been recognized that
friends and reference groups provide information that influences consumer
decision making (Rosen and Olishavsky 1987). Consumers may depend upon
information obtained from some other person, rather than obtaining the
information for themselves. This information can take the form of the values of
particular attributes or features of the product (e.g. price) or can be in the form of
a recommendation in which a specific alternative is designated as being "best"
(Rosen and Olshavsky 1987). In this case, the rationalization of choice mode!
suggests that the choice commitment would be based upon the recommendation
of another and would be followed by information search and evaluation to
confirm the decision.

Another stimulus that may trigger a choice commitment is the anticipation
of regret if a purchase is not made (Simonson 1992; Bell 1982). A sale or
specific price offering may encourage a consumer to consider the purchase of a
particular product. If a choice commitment is made, this commitment may be
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accompanied by the concern of missing out on a purchase opportunity
(Simonson 1992).
3.8 The Consumer Attends to the Stimulus

Proposition 3:
For a stimulus to trigger a choice commitment, the stimulus must be

attended to and elaborated on by the consumer.

Within the assumptions of the rationalization of choice model it is
recognized that information stored in memory plays a fundamentalt role in the
response to the stimulus. The stimulus may activate cues in memory, such as
needs or goals; it may appeal to the emotions; it may project an expression of
self-esteem or the impression one hopes to make on others.

Many factors can influence what stimulus is attended to, if the stimulus is
encoded, and how it is encoded. A number of factors can be identified that
direct attention more to some features of a stimulus than to others (for a review
see Taylor and Fiske 1978), but it is generally agreed that attention is directed to
those attributes that are salient -- attributes that are unusual, dramatic, or
distinctive, or that are highlighted in some way (e.qg. visually). Research in both
marketing and psychology has shown that vivid information can influence an
individual's judgment when the individual is encouraged to elaborate on the
material presented (McGill and Anand 1989; Nisbett and Ross 1980).
Information is defined as vivid if it is emotionally interesting, imagery-provoking
or proximate in a sensory, temporal, or spatial way (Nisbett and Ross 1980).

The level of processing involvement by the individual also plays a role in
the effectiveness of the stimulus to encourage encoding (Petty, Cacioppo and
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Schumann 1983). When nonrelevant messages ara processed under
conditions of low involvement, factors peripheral to a brand's benefits (e.g.
spokesperson likability) provide a significant influence on brand evaluations
(Greenwald and Leavitt 1984; Petty, Cacioppo, and Schumann 1983).

3.9 Limited Initial Information Search

As proposed by the rationalization of choice model, the consumer attends
to a stimulus, elaborates on the stimulus by drawing on information from
memory, evaluates both the information from the stimulus and the information
from memory, and makes an initial choice commitment. Little or no external
information search is required to form the choice commitment.

The use of information in making a decision could be considered a
continuum in which some decisions are based entirely on experience or memory,
whereas at the other extreme, some choices are based on exploring the
environment (Selnes and Troye 1989). At one end of the continuum, are pure
attribute-based judgments. The past work on conjunctive, disjunctive, and
lexicographic rules and on cognitive heuristics is relevant to attribute-based
judgments (Lynch and Srull 1982). At the other end of the continuum are those
judgments that are purely memory-based, in which none of the relevant
information is readily available outside of memory. Perhaps even more frequent
are those decisions which fall between the end-points, in which some information
is present but other relevant information is stored in memory. Thus, in many
choices, the consumer must remember some or all of the attributes or
alternatives (Lynch, Marmorstein and Weigold 1988).

The limited initial information search and evaluation proposed in the
rationalization of choice model is consistent with the information processing
paradigm and the adaptive nature of the individual when faced with internal,
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external, or situational constraints (e.g. Payne, Bettman 'and Johnson 1988). For
example, Park and Smith (1989) noted that product-level choice is consistent
with the contingency processing perspective, which holds that consumers often
adapt their problem-solving strategies to the demands of specific
decision-making tasks and contexts (Payne 1982; Payne, Bettman and Johnson
1988). Extending the contingency processing perspective to the rationalization
of choice model, information from memory and the stimulus will often be
sufficient for a consumer to commit to a choice. In addition, it has been argued
that many decisions, even important ones, are determined "intuitively" and
automatically, without recourse to weighting attributes and evaluating
alternatives (Mitchell and Beach 1990).

3.10 Continued Information Search after Committing to a Choice

Proposition 4:
After the choice commitment is made, the individual searches for

additional information to support or justify the choice.

Proposition 5:

The amount of external information search depends primarily upon the
amount of search required to reach a comfort threshold with the choice.
The threshold level depends upon the knowledge and experience of the
individual; the amount of perceived risk of the purchase such as financial
risk and social risk; and situational constraints such as time and

availability of information.

The rationalization of choice model proposes that after the choice
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commitment is made, but before it is announced, the consumer goes through an
information search and evaluation process. This search and evaluation process
is biased toward the choice commitment. Thus, limited information is used in
determining the choice commitment and additional information is collected after
commitment. In contrast, the rational choice models assume that all information
is collected prior to determining a choice and that choice is based on the
information gathered. In both models, information search may continue after the
purchase has been made as a means to evaluate the decision post-purchase.
Literature dealing explicitly with the cost of information (e.g. Stigler 1960;
Shugan 1980) suggests that all search ends after a decision has been made.
However, other research (e.g. Festinger 1957) suggests that information search
may continue after a decision has been made as a means to reduce dissonance
resulting from the decision. (Additional information, however, would be avoided
if it was thought to increase dissonance.) Thus, the benefit from search may not
be inherently tied to the specific marginal benefit of a "better" product so much
as to the required comfort threshold with the decision (Simonson, Huber and
Payne 1988; Bhargava 1989). This comfort threshold level will depend upon
numerous factors such as the knowledge and experience of the consumer
(Brucks 1985), the amount of perceived risk of the purchase (Kahneman and
Tversky 1979), and the individual's certainty associated with prior beliefs about
the product (Simonson, Huber and Payne 1988). Situational constraints such as
time and availability of information may also affect the amount of external
information search as a consumer may tradeoff effort for comfort (Payne 1982).
An external information search is generally conducted by a consumer, but
this search will tend to be limited (Duncan and Olshavsky 1982) and, as
discussed in the previous chapter, will generally consist of an examination of
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hypothesis-consistent information (Snyder and Swann 1978b; Simonson, Huber
and Payne 1988). Thus, consumers tend to avoid situations in which they might
receive unfavorable feedback about chosen alternatives and favorable feedback
about rejected alternatives (Frey and Rosch 1984).

3.11 Biased Information Evaluation

Proposition 6:
Interpretation of information depends upon the initial choice commitment

and upon the nature of the information searched.

Proposition 7:

Attribute importance depends upon the choice commitment:

a. choice commitment: positive attributes will be given greater weight;
negative attributes will be discounted

b. other alternatives: positive attributes will be discounted; negative

attributes will be given greater weight.

The rationalization of choice model proposes not only that information
search will continue after the choice commitment is made, but that this
information search and evaluation will be biased toward the choice commitment.
It is suggested, contrary to rational choice models in which attribute valuation is
considered to be independent of the alternative, that attribute valuation is
dependent upon the choice commitment. In particular, the positive attributes of
the choice commitment will receive greater weight whereas negative attributes
will be discounted. However, for all other alternatives, positive attributes will be
discounted and negative attributes wiil be overweighted.
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The quote by Bacon (1620/1960, p. 50), presented at the beginning of the
dissertation, is relevant to this discussion. Once an individual has adopted an
opinion or belief, the tendency is to search for information and evidence to
support and confirm that belief and to interpret the information as confirming.

As discussed in the previous chapter, substantial literature in social
psychology has demonstrated the rigidity of beliefs and opinions (e.g. Ross et al
1975; Skov and Sherman 1986). In terms of using new information to update
theories, individuals tend not to believe evidence that opposes some theory they
hold; if the evidence cannot be entirely discredited, it will be given little weight
and treated as if it were of little importance (Nisbett and Ross 1980). Thus, the
evaluation of a chosen alternative has been shown to be less than impartial due
to the propensity for a biased information search (Fischhoff and Beyth-Marom
1983; Snyder and Swann 1978b). This suggests that once a consumer has
committed to a choice, any further information search and evaluation of new
evidence will be biased toward the choice commitment.

3.12 Justification of the Choice

Proposition 8:
The amount of external information search will increase if the individual

anticipates having to justify the choice to others such as a superior,

spouse or peer.

The rationalization of choice model proposes that if the consumer seeks
additional information after a choice commitment has been made, this evidence
will be directed toward rationalizing or justifying the choice. As discussed, this
justification process may have something to do with the comfort level of the
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individual (e.g. Bhargava 1989) or the need to justify the decision to others (e.q.
Gibbins 1984; Simonson 1989). If the individual anticipates having to justify the
decision outcome or the decision process to others, it is proposed that the
amount of external information search will increase. Specifically, biased search
will increase to obtain reasons for the decision.

3.13 Limiting Conditions of the Rationalization Process

Proposition 9:
If an individual anticipates having to justify the decision process used to
others such as a spouse, superior or peers, a rational decision process

will be used.

Proposition 10:

In decisions involving high financial or social risk, the amount «.f perceived
risk involved in the decision and the individual's risk tolerance (e.g. risk
averse or risk neutral), will interact to determine whether the individual will

use a rational or rationalization decision process.

Proposition 11:

In decisions for which the individual has low knowledge and/or
experience, the type of decision (e.g. complex or low involvement) and
the personal characteristics of the individual (e.g. risk averse or risk
neutral), will interact to determine whether the individual will use a rational

or rationalization decision process.

Having argued for the occurrence of an early choice commitment,
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followed by information search and evaluation, it is also recognized that there
are instances when the choice commitment may not be made early in the
decision process. These instances may be considered boundary or limiting
conditions of the rationalization process. For example, the choice commitment
may not occur early in the decision process if the decision is considered to be
risky (a high financial or social risk), if the individual has a lack of knowledge or
experience in the decision area, or if the individual is accountable to others for
the decision. In these circumstances, the individual may be more likely to search
externally for information and objectively evaluate the alternatives. These are
examples of when an individual may be more likely tc foliow the traditional
rational decision process. However, there is likely to be an interaction between
the personal characteristics of the individual (e.g. risk averse or risk neutral), and
the decision (i.e. risky vs. low risk), in the determination of the type of decision
process used for the former two cases listed above. For example, in a decision
involving a considerable financial risk, a risk averse individual may be more likely
to use a rational decision process whereas a risk neutral individual may be more
likely to use a rationalization process.

3.14 Change in the Choice Commitment

Proposition 12:

Information that disconfirms the choice commitment may resuit in a

change to the choice commitment depending upon:

a. the strength of commitment in the initial choice,

b. the amount and strength of disconfirming evidence relative to
confirming evidence,

C. the credibility of the source of disconfirming evidence, relative to
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confirming evidence.

There may be occasions when the choice commitment is changed and is,
therefore, different from the choice announcement. This may be the case if the
individual is encouraged to explicitly consider why another alternative might be a
better choice (Koehler 1991) or if the initial strength of belief or commitment in
the initial choice is not strong. For example, individuals with strong beliefs are
unlikely to change those beliefs when provided with disconfirming evidence (Lord
et al. 1979). However, individuals who are not strongly attached to a choice,
may be more likely to be influenced by disconfirming evidence. The ability of the
disconfirming information to change a choice commitment will also depend upon
the amount and strength of the evidence and the credibility of the source of the
evidence.

3.15 Rationalization of Choice Model: Discussion and Summary

The rationalization of choice model provides an alternate view of the
decision process. This chapter has presented the conceptual framework of the
rationalization of choice model and has compared the proposed model to
rational decision models. The fundamental differences between the
rationalization of choice model and rational decision models have been
highlighted: the timing of the choice commitment or decision, the timing of
information search, and the type and evaluation of the external information
searched. The proposed model considers only those decision stages from the
stimulus to the actual purchase. Before the onset of the stimulus that triggers
the choice of a particular product, the consumer may have previously purchased
the product, may have actively acquired specific or general information about the
product class or may have acquired information over time. This learning and
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evaluation before the onset of the stimulus may be objective in nature (as
assumed in the rational choice models) or may be biased (see Hoch and
Deighton 1989).

The proposed rationalization of choice model integrates several streams
of research, notably those dealing with biased decision processes and
justification of the decision. Each of these areas, in isolation, cannot explain the
rationalization process that a consumer may go through before announcing a
choice.

It may be argued that the rationalization process is nothing more than a
method for reducing the cost of decision making. A cost-of-thinking argument
(e.g. Shugan 1980) suggests that consumers will use a decision process that
minimizes or reduces the amount of effort expended in making a choice. The
cost or effort of making a decision is incorporated within the rationalization of
choice model which is based on the information processing paradigm. However,
the proposed model suggests that individuals will continue to search after a
choice has been made and that this continued search is based on the need to
justify the decision to oneself or to others. Thus, information search does not
stop once the decision has been made, as suggested by a cost-of-thinking
argument.

The literature on hypothesis testing, confirmatory bias, and updating of
beliefs documents the propensity of individuals to generate a single hypothesis,
seek information that is consistent with the hypothesis, and assimilate evidence
so as to maintain the initial hypothesis. This research explains the biased nature
of an individual's decision process, but does not examine or explain why an
individual might continue to search for supporting evidence after a decision has
been made. The rationalization of choice mode! proposes that the continued
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search is based on justifying the choice.

The justification process proposed by the rationalization of choice model
cannot be fully explained within the cognitive dissonance literature (e.g.
Festinger 1957). According to the early version of cognitive dissonance, all
decisions are followed by dissonance to a certain degree (Festinger 1957).
However, Frey and Rosch (1984) noted that several studies indicate that "the
process of dissonance-reduction isn't initiated if the choice is not final" (p.92).
Thus, the justification of the choice and further information search proposed by
the rationalization of choice model is not motivated by a need to reduce
dissonance, nor is there dissonance with the choice commitment because the
choice is not final. The choice commitment is a working hypothesis which is
explained or tested by the additional information searched.

An argument could be made that during the external information search,
the occurrence of disconfirming evidence may encourage a dissonance reaction.
For example, if it becomes apparent that two or more alternatives are very close
in overall appeal or expected utility, the individual may continue to search for
additional information or adjust existing cognitions by changing perceptions or
shifting importance weights to reduce the dissonance. The result will be either a
change in the choice commitment (followed by additional information search to
justify that commitment) or a decision to purchase the initial choice commitment
(see Figure 3-2). Thus, dissonance may follow as a result of information search
to confirm the initial choice commitment, but the confirmatory search is not the
result of dissonance.

The stimulus that triggers the choice commitment does not generally
result in the explicit comparison of two or more alternatives (i.e., the trading-¢
of attributes to form an overall evaluation and determination of the alternative
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with the maximized utility). Therefore, neither reactance theory nor the
components of cognitive dissonance dealing with dissonance occurring when a
choice is made between two alternatives, are appropriate applications of the
pre-announcement information search and evaluation.

The conceptual framework for the rationalization of choice model has
been outlined and discussed in this chapter. The proposed model builds upon
the information processing paradigm and incorporates research on the biased
decision processes of individuals. The proposed model, however, goes beyond
these research areas to gain a better understanding of consumer choice
behavior. An experimental approach (outlined in Chapter 4) will be used to test
the main propositions of the rationalization of choice model presented in this

chapter. The hypotheses that will be tested are discussed in Chapter 5.
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CHAPTER FOUR

Experimental Method

4.1 Introduction

This chapter outlines and discusses an experiment designed to test the
main propositions of the rationalization of choice model. The hypotheses tested
are discussed in Chapter 5. The experiment tests for the type of information
search (biased or unbiased search), the use of a stimulus to trigger choice, the
early commitment to a choice and any change in choice between commitment
and announcement. In addition to testing for the general use of a rationalization
process, the experiment is designed to test two possible boundary conditions of
the rationalization of choice model: one case in which the rationalization process
is more likely to be used (justification of the decision outcome), and one case in
which the rationalization process is less likely to be used and a rational process
is more likely to be used (justification of the decision process). Failure to find
support for a rationalization process (information search, justification, and
retaining the choice commitment) when it is expected would result in falsification
of the proposed model.

The computer-based experiment consisted of five sections: a product
preference survey, evaluation of advertisements, two product choices,
elaboration of the reasons for the choices made, and manipulation checks. The
product choice section consisted of two choice situations: one situation in which
subjects have both prior knowledge and prior preferences about a particular
product (the "familiar” product), and another situation involving a "novel” product
for which subjects have only generzl interest or knowledge.

Due to the complexity of the experiment and the manipulations, several
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pretests were required. The tests conducted to pretest the experimental
manipulations are discussed in Chapter 6.
4.2 Experimental Design

Three factors of the rationalization of choice model - justification, trigger
stimulus and the timing of choice - were examined in a computer-based full
factorial between subjects experiment. The manipulation included three levels of
stimulus (trigger choice of Brand A, trigger choice of Brand B, and no triggered
choice control), three levels of justification (justification of decision outcome,
justification of decision process, and a no justification control) and two levels of
timing of the choice (chuice commitment with announcement, and choice
announcement only--control).
4.3 Experimental Procedure

The experiment consisted of five parts, followed by debriefing (Figure 4-1)
and was completed by subjects entirely on a computer in a computer lab. Thus,
subjects were able to work through the experiment at their own pace. In
addition, data was automatically stored to disk at the conclusion of the
experiment which was unobtrusive for subjects as well as an aid to data analysis
by eliminating data entry and coding errors. Each of the five sections of the
experiment will be discussed below. All of the computer screens viewed by the
subjects have been reproduced in the Appendix.

--- Insert Figure 4-1 About Here ---

4.3.1 Section One - Prior Preferences

In the first section, subjects were asked to complete a survey to determine
prior preferences in four product categories, including that of the familiar product.
The product categories used in the experiment were portable CD players,
portable stereos, VCRs, and televisions (see Chapter 6 for a discussion of the
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determination of these product categcries). The survey presented product
profiles (brand name, features, and price) and subjects were asked to allocate
100 preference points to the brands in each category. Five brands per category
were examined. Subjects were also asked product usage questions such as
whether they owned a product 111 each of the four product categories, the brand
name of that product and the number of times per week they used the product.

The purpose of this part of the experiment was to determine brand
preferences for the familiar product and to activate a cue in memory of the desire
for a particular product, before the presentation of advertisements in the next
section. It was desired that the activation of a memory cue would encourage the
subject to attend to the appropriate trigger stimulus in the next section.

The order of presentation was identical across subjects. There were a
total of 11 screens in this task. The first three screens provided instructions for
this task, followed by two screens for each product category. After the
instruction screens, the next screen showed five brand profiles for one product
category and the subject was asked to indicate his preference for each of the
five brands in the product category. The following screen asked product usage
questions for the product category just viewed. The screens continued in this
manner until all four product categories had been dealt with. The "familiar"
product was shown third.

From this part of the experiment, the prior preference of a brand from the
"familiar" product category was determined as that brand which received the
greatest number of preference points. If there was a tie among two or more
brands, the subject was concluded to be undecided.

4.3.2 Section Two - Trigger Stimulus (Advertisements)
In the second section of the experiment, subjects were asked to evaluate
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eight advertisements, four ads from the "familiar" product category and four ads
from the "novel" product category. A ditferent brand was shown in each ad.
Thus, subjects saw ads for a total of 8 different brands. Order of ads was
randomized to remove any order effects of attending to the stimulus and to
remove any learning effects in completing the evaluation after the ad was
presented. After each ad was presented, it was removed and subjects were
asked to recall the product shown in the ad, to recall the brand name, to write
down their thoughts concerning the expected effectiveness of the ad and to rate
the overall effectiveness of the ad on a seven point Likert scale. Subjects could
spend as little time or as much time as they chose looking at an ad before going
on to the question screen for that ad.

The manipulation of the trigger stimulus occurred in this part of the
experiment. In a real-v/orld situation, the stimulus would trigger a cue in memory
(a goal or a need) and the consumer would act upon the stimulus by attending to
the information from the stimulus. The evaluation of the advenisements was
done to increase the subject's involvement in the advertising information as well
as to examine the subject’s expression of confirming and disconfirming
information. It was hoped that subjects would elaborate substantially on each ad
and thus provide a measure of arguments both for and against 2ach ad. It was
expected that subjects would be more likely to counterargue ads that disconfirm
their prior preferences; and would be more likely to mention confirming
arguments rather than disconfirming arguments. However, it became apparent
during pretests that subjects were less than verbose in the written evaluation of
the advertisements (see manipulation pretest experiments in Chapter 6). The
number of questions asking for a written response from subjects was reduced
from three to one from the manipulation pretest to the main experiment with the
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Mm"l |
hope of increasing the number of written arguments provided by subjects. In

addition, subjects were specifically asked to comment on both the positive and
negative features of the ad. However, subjects in the main experiment also
provided only limited written comments about each ad. Thus, the only measure
taken from this part of the experiment was a rating of the subject's written
evaluation of the advertisements indicating the positiveness or negativeness of
the evaluation. The rating was coded on a five point scale (1=positive,
S5=negative) by an independent investigator who was unaware of the
experimental manipulation. A subset of the results was examined by a second
independent investigator who was also unaware of the experimental
manipulation. Using the generalizability coefficient to assess intercoder reliability
(Hughes and Garrett 1990; Rentz 1987), a coefficient of .78 indicates that there
is good reliability in the coding of the measures between judges.
4.3.3 Section Three - Justification, Information Search, Choice and

Confidence Measures

This section of the experiment involved the justification manipulation,
information search, choice from an information display board and confidence
measures. To manipulate justification of the decision outcome, subjects were
told in the instructions to this section that they would be asked at a later point in
the experiment to supply reasons for the choice that they made (e.g. "If you were
to explain your choice to a friend, a spouse, or a boss, what reasons would you
give for making your choice?"). Instructions were similar for the justification of
the decision process manipulation. Subjects were told that they would be asked
to describe what they were thinking about and their strategy when making their
choice (e.g., "if you were asked to describe your decision process to a friend, a
spouse or a boss, what strategy did you use in determining your choice?"). In
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the justification control condition, subjects were told in the instructions that they
would be shown some alternatives in two product categories and would be
asked to make a choice.

The distinction between justification of the outcome and justification of the
process is very subtle to most individuals. However, both justification
manipulations were pretested to check the wording of the manipulations to best
encourage the appropriate justification process. In addition, a check of the
manipulation was carried out in part four of the experiment,

This section involved the use of an information display board, similar to
Mouselab (Johnson, et al. 1988). Subjects were asked to choose one alternative
from among four alternatives which were described on seven attributes. The
information was displayed in matrix format with the attribute values hidden. The
values of the attributes could be displayed by clicking (using the mouse) on a
particular attribute box and holding the mouse button down. The attribute value
was hidden once the mouse button was released. Information was not displayed
instantly. Rather, a very slight time delay was incurred by the subjects from the
point of clicking on the attribute box to the display of the attribute value. This
time delay was used to simulate a cost for each piece of information (Shugan
1980). Subjects were informed during the general computer usage instructions,
that the computer may be slow to respond at certain points in the experiment
due to the number of individuals accessing the computer network at any one
point in time. This explanation was not technically correct as the Toolbook
program ran locally on the computer. However, a number of the advertisement
screens took substantially more time to refresh than others due to the picture
graphics used, so this explanation was used as the most comprehensive to the
subjects.
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Subjects went through the information display board task three times.

The first time was used as a practice for this task and asked subjects to make a
choice from three university faculties. Attributes examined included the ability of
graduates to get a job in the field for which they had trained, the percentage of
students admitted to the faculty, and the quality of teaching. The second and
third times through this task, subjects were asked to make a brand choice, first
from the "familiar" product category and then from the "novel" product category.
Thus, when subjects reached the practice choice task, they were able to uncover
as much or as little attribute information as desired, and then were asked to
make a choice among the three alternatives before leaving the practice choice
screen. Subjects were then shown the screen for the "familiar” product
alternatives and went through a similar search process. Again, subjects could
not leave the screen until a choice had been made. Finally, subjects were
shown the screen for the "novel" product alternatives and the same process was
repeated.

Those subjects in the choice commitment with announcement condition of
the timing of the choice manipulation were asked to make a choice from among
the product alternatives before viewing the product information and again after
viewing the product information whereas those in the choice announcement
control condition were asked for their decision only after viewing the product
information.

In addition to examining choice behavior, the information display board
task allowed the inspection of a subject's search behavior. Subjects were
expected to search for information that would confirm prior preferences, but the
confirmatory search would be mediated by the justification condition.

After a choice was made, subjects were asked to rate their confidence in
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their choice on a seven-point Likert scale. It was expected that subjects with
prior preferences would have more confidence in their choice selection than
those without prior preferences.

The dependent measures from this section of the experiment are
confidence ratings, choice outcome (choice commitment and choice
announcement), amount of search and amount of confirmatory search.

4.3.4 Section Four - Justification Manipulation Check

In the fourth task, all subjects were asked for their reasons for their choice
as well as their strategy in making their choice (both justification manipulations)
for each of the two product profile choice decisions from part three. Thus, four
choice justifications were provided by each subject. This task has been included
for two reasons. First, subjects in the two justification manipulation conditions
were expecting to respond to one of these questions. Second, the responses
serve as a check for the justification manipulations. In particular, there should be
a difference in the responses for the two questions, with more attribute
evaluation (tradeoffs and weighting) for the justification of the decision process,
and more alternative-specific information for the justification of the decision
outcome.

The four justification measures from part four were coded on a five point
scale (1=alternative-based global evaluation, 5=attribute-based comparison
across alternatives) by an independent investigator who was unaware of the
experimental manipulation. Results from a subset of the subjects were analyzed
by a second independent investigator who was also unaware of the experimental
manipulation to assess intercoder reliability of the justification measures. Using
the generalizability coefficient to assess intercoder reliability (Hughes and
Garrett 1990; Rentz 1987), a coefficient of .732 indicates that there is good
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reliability in the coding of the measures between judges.
4.3.5 Section Five - Experimental Manipulation Checks

The last section of the experiment consisted of manipulation checks to
determine whether subjects went through a similar mental process and/or
justification process when making decisions similar to the ones presented in the
experiment. The degree of difficulty in completing the experimental task was
also examined. This series of six questions asked subjects for a response on
seven-point Likert scales.

Subjects were thoroughly debriefed at the end of the experiment using a
standardized debriefing script.
4.4. Subjects

The subjects were undergraduate students taking business and
introductory psychology courses. Because of the use of student subjects, the
products used in the experiment were chosen for their relevance to the student
population.
4.5 Product and Prior Preferences

The product categories used in the prior preference section of the
experiment were examined in pretests to determine if student subjects had a
general familiarity level with these product categories. The products included:
television sets, portable stereos, portable CD players, and VCRs. The novel
product was an electronic tutor (a computerized teaching aid for university
students with modules in a variety of subjects areas such as calculus,
accounting, and economics).

For the first choice task in the experiment, it was desired that subjects
have both prior knowledge and prior preferences for a particular product
category, the "familiar” product. Differences of opinion were desirable to allow
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for the testing of the trigger stimulus. Thus, it was important in the product
category chosen for the familiar product choice task that no one brand totally
dominate the product category. The product category which best met these
criteria was VCRs (see the manipulation pretest experiments discussed in
Chapter 6).

For the second choice task, a novel product was used in which subjects
only have general knowledge so that effects of experimental manipulations may
be observed in the absence of prior preferences. Thus, the effect of a stimulus
to trigger choice, the maintenance of the choice commitment, and the
confirmatory search process could be tested in the absence of prior preferences,
specific knowledge of the product and experience with the product. This is a
much stronger test of the rationalization of choice model. The one criterion that
was determined to be of importance for the novel product was that student
subjects have an interest in or a desire to learn more about the novel product.
This was determined in the manipulation pretest experiments (see Chapter 6).

Prior preferences are included in the experiment for two reasons. First,
the rationalization of choice model would predict that individuals with strong prior
preferences will maintain that preference and choose that product whether they
have received a stimulus for that product (the stimulus would trigger the need for
that product); whether they have received a stimulus for another product (the
stimulus would activate a link to the preferred product in memory) or whether no
stimulus has been received but the individuals are asked tc make a choice (the
need to make a choice would activate the preferred product in memory).
Second, the perseverance of strong prior beliefs has been observed and tested
in other studies (e.g., Ross et al. 1975).

It would be expected that the rationalization process would be more likely
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to be observed with a familiar product for which individuals have a knowledge
base and may have already formed an evaluation of the products available in the
marketplace. It is less likely that the rationalization process would be observed
when individuals have a limited or no knowiedge base. Thus, the inclusion of a
novel product will provide a stronger test of the rationalization of choice model. I
it can be shown that choice for a novel product can be triggered by a stimulus,
that individuals who commit early to a particular novel choice, maintain that
choice, and that the information search process is biased then this suggests that
the rationalization process has a broad application to decision choice processes
for both new and familiar products.

4.6 Trigger Stimulus

Print advertisements were used as the stimuli to trigger choice. Deighton
(1984) noted that while the measured effect of advertising alone on purchase
intention is often weak, the effect of advertising when allowed to interact with
product evidence or experience is much stronger. In this experiment, subjects
were asked to evaluate numerous advertisements using an open-ended
question format to encourage elaboration of the information in the ads. In
particular, subjects were asked to write down their thoughts concerning the
content of the ad, including both negative and positive features of the ad. Due to
the time required to complete this task, the advertisements evaluated were only
for those products tested in the experiment. Thus, subjects were asked to
evaluate a total of 8 advertisements, 4 brands in each product category.

In both choice tasks (familiar and novel product categories), the trigger
stimulus conditions were the same. In the first condition, one ad presented
particularly strong evidence for Brand A and the other ads were weaker; in the
second condition, the strong ad was for Brand B and the other ads for that
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product category were weaker; and in the third condition, all ads were
approximately equal in effectiveness. The strength of effectiveness of the
advertisements was determined by pretesting (Chapter 6).

4.7 Early Choice Commitment
Although the choice commitment is unobservable, it can be inferred in one

way and measured (somewhat obtrusively) in another way. First, in the familiar
product choice task, it is proposed that those subjects with a strong prior
preference for a particular brand wili make a choice commitment for that brand
(this follows from the belief persaverance literature). Thus, the prior preference
(from the prior preference task in the experiment) is inferred to be the choice
commitment. Second, the early choice made by subjects in the choice
commitment with announcement condition of the timing of the choice is
considered to be the subject's choice commitment.

In both choice tasks, subjects were randomly assigned into one of two
experimental conditions. In one condition, (the control condition), subjects were
askec 1. \neir choice orly «t the cn¢ o information search. This is typically
what is asked in any choice task. Howe ver, in the other condition, subjects were
asked for a choice before information search began and again after information
search was completed. Subjects in this condition were asked to make a choice
before gathering any additional information and were told that they could chaiige
their mind about the choice after additional information had been gathered. This
before search choice is assumed to be the choice commitment.

4.8 Pretesting

Because of the complexity of the experiment and the experimental
manipulations, substantial pretesting was required. These tests included the
determination of suitable products for student subjects (one product for which
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there is the appropriate mix of prior preferences, and a novel product which was
of interest to the subjects), the testing for differing effectiveness of
advertisements, the examination of the appropriate wording for the justification
manipulation, and testing the overall execution of the main experiment. The
experiments completed as manipulation pretests are discussed in Chapter 6.
49 Summary

This chapter has presented and discussed an experiment to test the main
propositions of the rationalization of choice model. A single experiment was
chosen to test the model for two reasons. First, the three-way interactions will
be used to test some of the hypotheses presented in Chapter 5. Second,
although the experiment contains many cells and requires a large number of
subjects, attempts to break the experimental design into smaller experiments
resulted in a substantially larger number of subjects (in excess of 1400) required
to test the hypotheses of interest. Thus, a single experiment, although
somewhat complicated, allows f:r the most efficient testing of the interactions

and effects of interest.
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CHAPTER FIVE
Hypotheses

5.1 introduction
An experimental investigation examined a subset of the propositions of

the rationalization of choice model. This chapter presents the hypotheses tested
and the expected results.

The following components of the proposed model were investigated: the
amount of information search, the amount of confirmatory search bias, the
choice commitment, and justification. Failure to find support for a rationalization
process (information search, justification and retaining the choice commitment)
would be sufficient to reject the rationalization of choice model. Examination of
the rationalization process depends upon the ability to identify the choice
commitment and confirmatory information.

5.2 Amount of Search (Total Number of Acquisitions)

The first issue studied by the experimental investigation is the amount of
information examined, specifically, the total amount of information searched
when it is anticipated that the choice must be justified.

The rationalization of choice model proposes that information search
continues after the initial choice commitment has been made. In particular, it is
suggested that the implicit or explicit need to justify the decision to oneself or to
others affects search behavior. This is in contrast to the rational choice decision
models which employ a cost/benefit approach to information acquisition,
suggesting that information search will cease as soon as the choice has been
determined. Previous research has suggested that even when there is no overt
need to justify a decision to others, an expected evaluation by others is likely to
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influence behavior (Simonson 1989, Gibbins 1984). Thus, it individuals expect
to explain the reasons for their choice, the amount of information searched
should increase. In addition, the infor. 1ation searched should increase whether
individuals expect to justify the decision process they have gone through to
determine choice or whether the individuals expect to justify the choice outcome
of their decision. One may intuitively expect that total search would be greater
for individuals who anticipate having to justify their decision process, that
individuals would search all of the information at least once. However, it could
also be argued that justification of the choice outcome could result in greater
total search depending upon the amount of sear::!s required for the individual 1o
reach a comfort level with the choice. This comfort level threshold is suggested
to be individual-specific (Proposition 5). Thus, no prediction is made regarding

which type of justification (or boundary condition) would result in greater search.

Hypothesis 1: Total acquisition of information is greater when the
decision process must be justified than when the process does not have

to be justifiad!.

Hypothesis 2: Total acquisition of information is greater when the
decision outcome must be justified than when the decision outcome does

not have to be justified.

5.3 Amount of Confirmatory Bias

After the choice commitment has been made, the rationalization of choice
mode! postulates that the individual continues to search for information. This
information search is predicted t; be a biased search. Thus, individuals will
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search for information that will justify their choice commitment to achieve a
comfort level with the choice or in anticipation of having to justify the choice to
another. Previous research indicates that individuals are more likely to se«rch
for decision-consistent information (Snyder and Swann 1978b) and to suspend
search before all information is examined, even when disconfirming evidence is
presented (Shakiee and Fischhoff 1982). Therefore, it is expected that the
amount of confirmatory search is greater for individuals who have made a choice

commitment than for individuals who have not made a choice commitment.

Hypothesis 3: The amount of confirmatory search bias is greater

when an individual has a strong prior preference (choice commitment).

It is further postulated that the amount of confirmatory search bias wiil
differ depending upon the reason for the justification. For example, if an
individual anticipates having to justify the decision outcome to others, it is
suggested that information search to confirm the choice will increase and will be
greater than the confirmatory search if the individual is looking to achieve a
certain personal comfort level with the choice. The distinction in this case is the
difference between the explicit need for justification and the implicit desire for
justification. Thus, it would be expected that the amount of confirmatory search
bias will be greater in the justification of the decision outcome than in the
justification control condition.

If the individual anticipates having to justify the process that was used to
determine a choice, however, search will tend not to be biased but will be more
objective in nature. Thus, it would be expected that the amount of confirmatory
search bias will be greater in the justification of the decision outcome condition
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than in the justification of the decision process condition.

Hypothesis 4: The amount of confirmatory search bias is greater
when the outcome must be justified than when the outcome does not

have to be justified.

Hypothesis 5: Confirmatory search bias is reduced when the
process must be justified, compared to no justification and outcome

justification.

5.4 Choice Outcome

In cases when individuals anticipate having to justify their decision
process, it is more likely that a rational decision process will be used. Individuals
will be less likely to be influenced by a stimulus and will be more likely to
approach the problem objectively. Conversely, if an individual does not expect
to justify the decision process, the rationalization of choice mode! would be a
better predictor of the decision process and the choice would be more likely to
be triggered by a stimulus. Thus, if the subject has no strong prior preference
for a brand, the stimulus will trigger a choice commitment; if the subject has a
prior preference which is consistent with the stimulus, the stimulus will reinforce
a choice commitment; however, if the subject's prior preference is difterent from
the stimulus, the subject will maintain the initial preference (perseverance of
belief). It is expected that there will be a significant effect of the trigger stimulus

on the end choice.
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Hypothesis 6: When the decision process does not need to be
justified, individuals will choose the triggered alternative provided that the
individual has no prior preference, or the individual's prior preference is

consistent with the triggered aiternative.

Individuals will choose the alternative that is perceived as the most
justifiable (Simonson 1989). If the individual expects to justify his decision
outcome the individual will be more likely to follow a rational decision process in
which attribute importance will be considered, followed by an overall evaluation
of alternatives. This will be true if there is no stimulus in the environment to
promote a particular alternative and the subject has no prior preferences.
However, if the subject has a prior preference for a particular alternative, he will

be more likely to maintain his initial preference and choose that alternative.

Hypothesis 7: When individuals anticipate justifying the decision
outcome, and no alternative has been triggered, individuals will choose

the alternative for which they have a prior preference.

5.5 Change in Preference

One of the main propositions of the rationalization of choice model
suggests that an individual makes an early choice commitment and once that
choice commitment is made, information search and evaluation is biased toward
the choice commitment. Thus, the choice commitment becomes the announced
choice. This hypothesis reflects the perseverance of initial beliefs (Ross et al.
1975). The literature on initial impressions and belief perseverance implies that
once a choice commitment has been made, individuals will be iess likely to

59



deviate from the initial choice. This will be the case whether the subject is
presented with disconfirming information or whether the subject is provided with
the means to search for information on all alternatives (Shaklee and Fischhoff
1982). Therefore, it is expected that the choice commitment (the early choice in
the choice commitment with announcement condition of timing of the choice) will
be the announced choice (the end choice) for both the familiar product and the
novel product. In addition, it is expected that the prior preference of the familiar

product will be the announced choice.

Hypothesis 8: The announced choice is the choice commitment.

5.6 Confidence

Once a decision has been made and information search continues, it is
suggested that individuals will become more confident in their choice (Lord et al.
1979). Individuals who hold strong initial preferences or opinions are likely to
evaluate relevant evidence in a biased manner; thus, any additional evidence will
likely be interpreted as supporting the decision (Koehler 1991). Therefore, it is
expected that the self-reported measure of confidence in the choice should be
greater for those in the choice commitment with announcement condition of
timing of the choice than those in the announced choice only condition of timing
of the choice. In addition, it is expected that in the familiar product category
confidence in the choice should be greater for those with a prior preference than

for those without a prior preference.

Hypothesis 9: Subjects with strong initial preferences will have
greater confidence in the choice decision.
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5.7 Summary

This chapter has presented nine hypotheses that will test the main
propositions of the rationalization of choice model. The testing of the
hypotheses will be discussed in the chapter dealing with the analysis of the data
(Chapter 7) which follows the discussion of the manipulation pretest

experiments.
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CHAPTER SIX

Manipulation Pretest Experiments

6.1 Introduction

This chapter describes five experiments which were carried out as
pretests for manipulations used in the main experiment. The pretest experiments
included the determination of the product categories to be used, tests of the
manipulations (justification manipulation of process and outcome, and trigger
advertisements), determination of brand names for the novel product, and a
pretest of the main experiment.
6.2 Pretest Experiment 1 - Product Preferences

The purpose of this experiment was to determine two products which
could be used for consumer product choices in the main experiment. It was
important that subjects have some prior knowledge of one product (the "familiar"
product) and an interest in the second product (the "novel" product) and that
both products have relevance to the student population. In addition, due to the
three levels of trigger manipulation (trigger of Brand A, trigger of Brand B and
control), it was important in the "familiar" product class, that one brand not totally
control the market.

Subjects were 52 students in an Introductory Marketing class. All subjects
received the same Product Preference Market Survey, a paper and pen task.

The "familiar” product, Subjects were asked to consider four product
categories: portable CD players, portable stereos, YCRs and color televisions.
These product categories were chosen because each alternative in these
categories could be described by several attribs:?«* the purchase decision for
each of the products was assumed to include some degree of information search
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and it was felt that student subjects would have had at least some exposure to
each of the product categories.

Each product category was examined separately. Subjects were asked to
indicate their preference for a particular alternative within each product category
and to answer general ownership and procluct usage questions. This task in
terms of questions, format and content was almost identical to that used in the
prior preference section (section one) of the main experiment (see the main
experiment computer screens in the Appendix).

Subjects were asked to allocate 100 points among the alternatives in a
product category to indicate how much or how little they preferred each
alternative. Each product category consisted of five alternatives or product
profiles which were described by several attributes, including brand name, price,
and specific features. The product attribute descriptions were determined from
advertisements running in the local newspapers at that time. In addition,
subjects were asked if they owned a product in that product category, the brand
name of the product, other products they owned of the same brand, the amount
of use of the product, features not listed that they would consider important when
purchasing the product, whether they had purchased the product in the past 5
months and whether they would consider buying a product from the product
category within the next 6 months.

Ihe "novel" product. Subjects were then asked to consider a new product
which was said to be in the development stage, an "electronic tutor.” The tutor
was described as a product for use by university students to improve their
academic performance in a variety of subject areas. Subjects were asked
several questions to determine general interest about the product, possible price
points, academic course or subject areas of interest, potential for purchase, and
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appropriate brand names for the product.

Results: "familiar” product, The results indicated that Sony was a highly
preferred brand in these four product categories. In all three of the four product
categories where the Sony brand was included as one of the product profile
alternatives, it was preferred most often. In the fourth product category, where it
was not one of the listed brands, Sony was most often noted as the brand
currently owned. Thus, the use of one of these product categories required
consideration of the inclusion of Sony.

Preference for a particular product profile was determined as the product
profile which was given the highest preference score by each individual. If two
or more alternatives were given the same highest score by an individual, that
individual was deemed to be undecided.

In the category portable CD players, Sony was preferred by 30 of the 52
subjects (58%) and was tied with at least one other alternative in 14 of the 15
who were "undecided" (see Table 6-1). Of the 21 individuals who currently own
a CD player, 18 own a Sony (86%).

--- Insert Tables 6-1 and 6-2 About Here ---

In the portable stereo category, 31 prefer Sony (60%) and 6 prefer
Panasonic (12%). Of the 40 individuals who own a portable stereo, 19 own a
Sony and 7 own a Panasonic.

In the category of color televisions Sony was not included as an
alternative. Of the 52 subjects, 21 preferred Panasonic (40%), 8 preferred RCA
(15%), and 6 preferred Toshiba (12%). Of the 34 individuals who could recall
the brand name of the television set that they owned, 12 owned a Sony (35%),
and 6 owned a Panasonic (17%).

In the category of VCRs (VHS), 23 subjects preferred Sony (44%), and 11
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preferred Panasonic (21%). Of the 13 undecided individuals, 11 indicated an
equal preference for Sony and Panasonic.

In the four product categories, all subjects owned a television and a VCR
whereas 31 subjects did not own a portable CD player (60%) and 12 did not own
a portable stereo (23%) (see Table 6-2). If ownership of a product constit..tes
general knowledge of the product class, this suggests that televisions or VCRs
would be appropriate for the "familiar" product.

Of the four product categories, Sony did not have as great a market share
in VCRs due to Sony's initial introduction of the beta format and their reluctant
but eventual switch to the VHS format. In addition, Panasonic was a much
stronger second in this product category than in the other three categories.
Therefore it was decided that of these four prcduct categories, VCRs would best
fit the "familiar" product requirements of the main experiment.

Besults: "novel” product, Forty of the 52 subjects (77%) indicated an
interest in finding out additional information about the electronic tutor and 36
subjects (69%) indicated that they would consider purchasing the product.
These results suggest that there is considerable interest in an electronic tutor
among the students and therefore it would be an appropriate "novel" product for
the main experiment. Subjects suggested a total of 26 possible brand names for
this product. These names were tested in experiment #3 below.

6.3 Pretest Experiment 2 - Justification Manipulation

The purpose of this experiment was to pretest the justification
manipulations and an hypothesis testing situation. With the justification
manipulations, there were two considerations. First, the wording of the
manipulation required testing to ensure that subjects in the justification of the
process manipulation understcod that their decision process was being
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examined, and that subjects in the justification of the outcome manipulation
understood that it was the decision outcome that was being examined. Second,
it was hoped that both the process and outcome manipulations would result in
ditferences from the choice control condition. The purpose of the hypothesis
testing situation, was to determine the amount and type of information that
subjects used when making a decision.

Subjects were 53 students in an Introductory Marketing class. These
subjects were different from those taking part in pretest experiment #1 (above).
Subjects were randomly assigned to four groups. All groups completed the
same four survey instruments, a paper and pen task, but in a different order. For
example, group #1 first completed the hypothesis testing instrument followed by
choice (control), then process justification, then outcome justification whereas
group #2 completed the choice instrument first followed by process, then
outcome, then hypothesis testing, and so on. The four survey instruments
appear in Figures 6-1, 6-2, 6-3, and 6-4.

--- Insernt Figures 6-1 Through 6-4 About Here ---

Method. For the hypothesis testing situation subjects were told to assume
that they had decided to purchase a VCR and had narrowed the choice down to
five alternatives which they considered to be approximately equal in terms of
features. They were then given the repair history information for VCRs which
was taken from a consumer nizgyazine. This information included the number of
units needing repair aid the average repair cost. If choice is based on repair
history, both these pieces of information would be required to make an
appropriate choice. For example, the number of units needing repair could be
relatively low whereas the average repair cost could be relatively high, indicating
that another alternative with a higher average repair rate but lower average
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repair cost could be a better choice. That is, if 1 unitin 10 of Brand X required
repair and the average cost of repair was $150, and if 1 unit in 5 of Brand Y
required repair and the average cost of repair was $50, the expected value of
repair for Brand X would be $15 whereas the expected value of repair for Brand
Y would be $10. Thus, Brand Y, with a higher average repair rate, would be a
better choice.

Subjects were asked to make a choice among the five alternatives and
then to choose from among six statements which best matched the information
used to make a choice. For example, "l ignored the repair histc:y informatic:
and chose my preferred brand" or "l examined the repair information for 2 or
more brands, but not all brands.”

To test ie justification manipulations (process, outcome and cnntrol),
subjects were given each of three survey instruments which differed only in the
scenario of the choice situation. In ali conditions subjects were told that they had
decided to purchase a VCR, that they had spent some time seaiching for
information and had found that the alternatives listed werc available. In the
process justification situation subjects were also told thiat they would be justify'ng
their decision to & friend and, in particular, the attributes availatiie and the.
weighting of those attributes were emphasized. 11 the outceme justification
situation subjects were aiso toid that they would be justifying their decision tc a
friend and, in this survey, the rezsons for the choice sutcome were emphasized.
Each survey consisted of the same four alternatives (same brand names,
features and price). Subjects were asked to choose an alternative and explain
their choice.

It was expected that there would be some carry over of choice from cne
survey instrument to the next which is consistent with one of propositions
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advanced by this dissertation, that a strong prior preference will bias the choice
decision. However, if the manipulation is strong enough, some of the subjects
without strong prior preferences should reformulate their choice decision based
upon the manipulation instructions.

Besuits. Analysis of variance was used to determine if there were
differences in choices among the groups (due to order of completion of survey
instrument), and among the four survey instruments (the three justification
conditions and the hypothesis testing situation). There was a significant main
effect for order of presentation (p=.001) and a significant order of presentation
by survey interaction (p=.03; Table 6-3). For the most part, the hypothesis
testing choice situation drove this result. Table 6-3a shows choices by group
and survey type.

--- Insert Tables 6-3 and 6-3a About Here ---

Results: Justification Manipulations, The explanations of the chcice for
the outcome justification tended to be more global in nature and more centered
on the particular alternative, for example: "Sony is a trusted brand name, known
for quality," "my last Samsung worked well," "Hitachi is a good name," "it's a
Sony, the other features are relatively unimportant.” The explanations of the
choice for the process justification also were global in nature, however more
explanations tended to focus on attributes and on the weightings of the
attributes, for example: "money is weighted with warrznty period," "the VCR plus
and event/timer features are of no importance, the most importan! feature is the
three year warranty," "l considered the period of the warranty the mos  The
explanations of the choice for the control condition tended to be alternative-
based and tended to state what was not needed rather than what fsatures were
important (i.e. discounting discerfirming information), for example: "I feel the
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VCR plus is unnecessary, programming is not a big inconvenience," "VCRs don't
break down a ot so | don't need a long warranty,” "it's a good brand name with
good product quality,” "it looked the best." Thus, the justification manipulations
had the desired result.

From the results of this pretest, it was decided to further strengthen the
distinction in instructions for both the process and outcome justifications in the
main experiment to delineate more clearly the difference between the two

conditions and to aid the subject in understanding what was expected in the

manipulation.

Results: Hypothesis Testing Situation. In the hypothesis testing situation,

the survey instrument was designed such that Panasonic was fairly abvious in
having the best repair history when taking into consideration both the number of
units needing repair and the average repair cost, Hitachi was second and Sony
was by far the worst. Part of the reason the test was set up in this manner was
to determine if individuals who were fairly brand loyal to Sony (see the high
number of subjects who chose Sony in pretest experiment #1 above), would
switch to Panasonic given very favorable attribute values for Panasonic as
compared to Sony. What was interesting was that the majority of subjects (79%)
choose Panasonic .ur the hypothesis testing situation but many switched to
another brand in the other conditions. In the three justification manip:: . .2ns
(descriued abcve), Panasonic was chosen a total of 36% of the time and Sony
was chosen 42% of the time.

In terms of the amount of information used in the hypothesis testing
situatinn, 71% said that they used all the information available (Table 6-4).

--- Insert Table 6-4 About Here ---
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6.4 Pretest Experiment 3 - Brand Name: "Novel" Product

It was necessary to test appropriate brand names for the novel product.
Four brand names were required for the main experiment.

As part of the Product Preference Market Survey (pietest experiment 1,
above), subjecis we:re asked to suggest possible brand names for the electronic
tutor. A total of 26 brand names were suggested. Two names were dropped
because they were too wordy (Crystal Academic Tutor - It Makes Things Clear
for You, and Independent Study Manager System).

Subjects were a convenience sample of 18 undergraduate and graduate
students.

Method. A description of the electronic tutor was given followed by the 24
possible brand names. Subjects were asked to rank the brand names with "1"
indicating the most appealing brand name and "24" indicating the least appealing
brand name for the product.

It was recognized that ranking 24 items is not an easy task. However, it
was felt t =1 subjects could fairly easily determine the top four or five most
appealing urand names as well as the four or five least appealing brand names.
What was of interest were the top ranked six brand names and ensuring that
those brand names were not greatly disliked by a ~ ymber of subjects. These six
brand names would be used to test the effectiveness of the advertisements
(pretest experiment 4) and from the results of that experiment, the brand names
would be further reduced to four.

Results. The six brand names chosen were: Pocket Tutor, Portable
Professor, Handi Prof, Study Mate, Portable Tutor and Edge (see Table 6-5).

--- Insert Table 6-5 Aboui Here ---



6.5 Pretest Experiment 4 - Ad Effectiveness

To operationalize the trigger manipulation, it was necessary to have in
each product category four advertisements that we:« approximately equal in
effectiveness and two advertisements that were significantly better in
effectiveness. These two "better" ads would be used as the "triggers" (i.e.
trigger of brand A, trigger of brand B).

A student taking visual communications was asked to design six ads in
each product category which would be appi:-imately equal in appeal and two
ads of somewhat greater appeal that could be used as triggers. Stereo and
computer magazine advertisements were used as examples to aid in designing
ads that would be as realistic as possible. As the main experiment was to be
completed on a computer using the Toolbook program, the advertisements were
prepared in that format.

Subjects were 15 students in a Consumer Behavior class. Subjects were
given general instruction on the basic computer skills required to complete the
experiment and were asked to work through the task at their own pace.

Method, Advertisements for the two product categories were presented in
the same random order to all subjects. Subjects could view an ad for as little or
as long a time as they wished. Following each advertisement, subjects were
asked to rate the informativeness, believability, attention quality, copy flow and
overall appeal of the ad on 7-point Likert scales.

Results, MAMOVA was used to test for a significant difference among the
ads on the five measures of effectiveness. The hypothesis that the ads were
equal in effectiveness was rejected (p=.00 for VCRs, and p=.07 for electronic
tutors; Tables 6-6 and 6-7).

Multiple ccmparison tests were done to determine if the trigger ads were
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significantly different in the measures of effectiveness from the non-trigger ads
and to determine if the non-trigger ads were significantly different from one
another. lIdeally, the trigge~ ads should differ from the non-trigger ads and the
non-trigger ads should be similar. Of the six non-trigger ads that were designed
in each product category, four ads with approximately equal average ratings
were chosen. In the VCR category (Table 6-8), ads #1, #2, #5, and #8 were
chosen as the non-trigger ads. In the electronic tutor category (Table 6-9), ads
#1, #2, #4, and #7 were chosen as the non-trigger ads. VCR ad #6 was
removed from consideration due to the exceptionally long computer delay in
bringing the graphic of the VCR to the screen, and tutor ad #6 was removed
from consideration due to the poor resolution of this ad on the computer screen.
The trigger ads were ads #4 and #7 for VCRs and ads #3 and #8 for tutors. It
should be noted that in total only four brand names for each product category
would be used. For example, in the VCR category, there are trigger and non-
trigger ads for Sony and Panasonic, and non-trigger ads only for Samsung and
Hitachi.

--- Insent Tables 6-8 and 6-9 About Here ---

Two comparisons were done in each product category to determine if the
trigger ads were significantly different from the non-trigger ads. Using the
Bonferroni procedure such that the experimentwise error rate does not exceed
.10, each hypothesis was tested at . .« .05 critical level. The hypothesis that
there was no difference among the ads (e.g. Sony trigger ad to Samsung,
Hitachi, and Panasonic non-trigger ads) was rejected for trigger ad #7 (VCR,
p=.00) and #8 (tutor, p=.05) but was not rejected for trigger ads #4 (VCR, p=.10),
and #3 (tutor, p=.16). Thus, two of the trigger ads required improvement before
being used in the main experiment. The average ratings of the ads across
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effectiveness measures (Tables 6-8 and 6-9) provided an indication of where
improvements were necessary. For example, tutor ad #3 should be improved in
believability and informativeness.

MANOVA was used to test the hypothesis that the four non-trigger ads
were approximately equal across the five measures of effectiveness. This
hypothesis could not be rejected for the tutor non-trigger advertisements (p=.27),
but was rejected for the VCR non-trigger advertisements (p=.002). An
examination of the ratings of the ads =cross effectiveness measures (Table 6-8)
suggested that the ads differed most in informativeness. When an analysis was
done with the informativeness measure removed, the hypothesis that the ads
were approximately equal across the four measures of effectiveness could not
be rejected (p=.29). Thus, the VCR non-trigger ads required improvement such
that they were more equal in terms of information content.

6.6 Pretest Experiment 5 - Pretest of Main Experiment

In addition to determining whether the manipulations would work as
planned, pretesting was required to ensure that subjects could work through the
experiment without difficulty, and in the allotted time.

Two pretests were completed and minor adjustments were made to the
experiment after each pretest. A specific examination of the tests of the
experimental manipulations will be discussed in Chapter 7.

In the first pretest, subjects were 80 psychnlogy students who were
participating in the experiment for course credit. Subjects were thoroughly
debriefed on an individual basis to specifically query subjects as to the
appropriateness of the manipulations, any difficulties involved and any concerns
that arose. At the ccmpletion of this pretest, the experimental instructions were
improved and minor changes to the advertisements were made.
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In the second pretest, subjects were 31 students attending summer
school classes. Subjects were debriefed in a group and encouraged to make
suggestions and/or comments to improve the experiment. The group
interactions provided several helpful comments including the addition of a slight
time constraint when searching for information to more realistically add a cost to

gathering information.
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CHAPTER SEVEN
Analysis of Data

7.1  Introduction
This chapter provides an analysis of the data used to test the hypotheses

outlined in Chapter 5 and discusses the resuits of these tests in terms of the
proposed rationalization of choice madel. In addition, the manipulation checks
are examined and discussed.

7.2 Subjects

Subjects were undergraduate students taking introductory psychology
courses who participated in the experiment as part of their course requirement.
A total of 466 subjects participated in the experiment, 32 responses from
individuals who did not complete the choice task were discarded. Subjects were
randomly assigned into one of 18 different conditions. This was accomplished
by giving each subject a "password" that they were required to type into the
computer before the program would open. The version ot the survey that the
subject received was determined by the "password" typed in. The experimental
design and number of subjects in each cell is shown in Figure 7-1.

--- Insert Figure 7-1 About Here ---

The basic computer skills required were explained to subjects at the
beginning of the experiment. Subjects were then asked to work through the
experiment at their own pace. The total experimental time for each subject was
50 minutes which included a standardized debriefing at the end of the session.
The computer-based experiment was conducted in a computer lab which

accommodates about 25 subjects per session.
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7.3 Dependent Variables

The dependent variables used in this study are: (1) search, (2)
confirmatory search bias, (3) choice outcome, (4) change in preference, (5)
confidence, (6) clarity of instructions, (7) mental effort, and (8) similarity of task.

Search. The dependent measure of total information search was
operationalized as the total number of pieces of information looked at by the
subject (Payne 1976; Payne, Bettman and Johnson 1988).

Confirmatory Search Bias. Confirmatory search bias was defined as the
number of information searches over the chosen alternative divided by the total
amount of information searched. The decision to operationalize confirmatory
search bias in this manner was based on the literature which indicates that
individuals will search for decision-consistent information (Snyder and Swann
1978b; Klayman and Ha 1987). Because an information display board provides
the relevant attribute by brand information in a readily accessible manner, it was
assumed that many individuals will search ovar the full range of information. If
individuals went no farther than searching once over all available information, the
confirmatory search bias measure would equal .25, indicating no bias. (Each of
four brands is explained on seven attributes. |f all information is searched once,
the confirmatory search bias would equal 7/28 or .25). If, however, individuals
revisited particular information to justify their choice decision, the confirmatory
search bias measure would be greater than .25.

Choice Qutcome. For the two choice tasks, subjects were required to
select an alternative. The dependent measure for choice outcome was defined
as the choice announcement. This was the final choice made aftar inform:::tic:
search.

Change in Preference. Change in pre’=.¢:e was defined to be a
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dichotomous variable, the subject either changed his choice commitment or
maintained the choice commitment when the choice announcement was made.
This variable was measured only for subjects in the choice commitment with
announcement condition of the timing of the choice.

Confidence. Subjects were asked to respond to the statement, "| feel
confident that the choice | made is the right choice for me." A severn-point Likert
scale was used, anchored with strongly disagree (1) and strongly agree (7).

Clarity of Instructions, Mental Effort and Similarity of Task. Subjects were
asked to respond to a number of statements to determine if the experimental
manipulations were obtrusive, if there were difficulties encountered in
understanding instructions or working through the task, and whether the task
was a reasonable approximation of a typical decision process. Seven-point
Likert scales-were used, anchored with strongly disagree (1) and strongly agree
(7).

7.4 Tests of Hypotheses

Unless otherwise stated, the hypotheses outlined in Chapter 5 have been
tested using univariate analysis of variance. Multivariate analysis of variance
could also be used for the analysis. The issue revoh 2 2:. 1nd the control of
error rates and the probability of accepting a null hyp.'~ ..s when it should be
rejected. The univariate analysis is conceptually clearer and requires fewer
tests. One of the grounds for the use of MANOVA is when the multiple criterion
variables are correlated. For example, when an advertisement is shown o a
subject and several responses with respect to the ad are asked of the subject.
These responses would tend to be correlated. However, the uze of MANOVA
does not require the determination, a priori, of which variables are important but
rather it allows for the simultaneous use of all relevant variables in the analysis.
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Thus, the use of MANOVA would require a greater nusaber of comparisons and
may not accomplish the desired control of the error rates.

Unless otherwise stated, 3 X 3 X 2 ANOVAs with three between-subject
independent vatiables: trigger (trigger of Brand A, trigger of Brand B and
control), justification (outcome, process and control) and timing of choice (choice
commitment with announcement vs. choice announcement only-control) were
conducted. in one instance, the dependent variable relates to the VCR product
category, in the other instance, the dependent variable relates to the electronic
tutor product category.

7.4.1 Amount of Search

Hypotheses 1 and 2. These hypotheses state that information search will
be greater when individuals anticipate having to justify the decision process and
the decision outcome. Two 3 X 3 X 2 ANOVAs were conducted with the
dependent variables being total amount of information search (VCRs, tutors).
Tables 7-1 (VCRs) and 7-2 (tutors) show s_ignificant main effects for justification
(VCRs: p=.000; tutors: p=.002), and significant interactions between justification
and timing of choice (VCRs: p=.001; tutors: p=.055) and between trigger and
justification (tutors only: p=.035).

The main effect of justification is examined in Figure 7-2: total search is
greater for both the outcome and process justification conditions as compared to
the control condition for both VCRs and tutors, which supports Hypotheses 1
and 2.

--- Insent Tables 7-1 and 7-2 About Here ---
--- Insent Figure 7-2 About Here ---

The difference in total search between the outcome and process

conditions is not significant. Total search is greater for tutors, a novel product
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category where individuals have only limited knowledge, than for VCRs, a
product that is familiar to most individuals. This result is consistent with search
literature which indicates that prior knowledge increases search efficiency
(Brucks 1985).

Simple effects follow up tests for the justification and timing of choice
interactions for both VCRs and tutors appear in Tables 7-3 and 7-4. The
rationalization of choice model proposes that individuals will commit early to a
choice, followed by information search to jus**. t»e choice before the choice
announcement is made. Figures 7-3and - ‘& 2 that the amount of search
is approximately the same for those in the #Hice c~ommitment with
announcement condition, regardless of the justification condition, whereas the
total amount of search differs for those in the choice announcement only-control
condition when individuals are not explicitly asked to justify their decision
process (these are the only two points that are significantly different from the
others). Asking for an early choice commitment may have resulted in some
subjects treating this early choice as final. There was, however, a substantial

ame  ~f information searched after the choice commitment had been made.

T -.aal search may be directed more toward confirming the choice
comiy «L which is cons “stent with the proposed rationalization of choice
model.

Simple effects follow up tests for the trigger by justification interaction for
the electronic tutor only (Table 7-5) indicate that a justification requirement
increases the total amount of search in only those cases where a stimulus
triggers a choice (Figure 7-5).

--- Insert Tables 7-3 Through 7-5 About Here ---

--- Insert Figures 7-3 Through 7-5 About Here ---
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To summarize the results of the amount of information search,
Hypotheses 1 and 2 are supported with significant main effects for justification
for both VCRs and electronic tutors, with the total = -at of search for the two
justification conditions greater than the control condition.

7.4.2 Amount of Confirmatory Search Bias

Hypotheses 3, 4 and 5. These hypotheses examine the amount of
confirmatory information search depending upon whether the individual has
made a choice commitment for a particular product or whether the individual
anticipates having to justify the decision outcome or the decision process. The
rationalization of choice model suggests that an individual will commit earlytoa
choice and once that choice commitment has been made, information search will
be biased. Choice commitment was operationalized as the early choice in the
choice commitment with announcement condition of timing of the choice for both
VCRs and electronic tutors. Confirmatory search bias was defined as the
number of infsmation searches over the chosen alternative divided by the total
amount of information searched.

While it may be argued that asking for an early choice commitment is an
intrusive method, it must also be emphasized that the rationalization of choice
model suggests that the choice commitmert is triggered by a stimulus coupled
with the individual's need or desire. In an experimental setting, this need or
desire may or may not be present. The request for an early choice commitment
was a means to have subjects go through the process as proposed by the
rationalization of choice model.

Two 3 X 3 X 2 ANOVAs were conducted with the dependent variables
being confirmatory search bias (VCRs and tutors).

Hypothesis 3 states that the amount of confirrnatory search is greater for
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individuals who have made a choice commitment than for individuals who have
not made a choice commitment.

Table 7-6 (VCRs) shows a significant main effect for timing of the choice
(p=.009). However, the effect is not significam for electronic tutors (Table 7-7;
p=.297). Tukey HSD pairwise tests for the VCRs (Table 7-8) indicate that the
confirmatory bias is in the direction expected. Confirmatory bias is significantly
greater for those who have made a choice commitment than for those . ".0 have
not. It should be noted that subjects in both conditions exhibit a confirmatory
search bias. The confirmatory search bias measure for those in the choice
announcement only-control condition is .271 (which is significantly different from
.25, p=.02), while the measure for those in the choice commitment with
announcement condition is .305.

It is of interest to examine whether the confirmatory search bias is
confounded by those individuals who have not maintained their choice
commitment, that is, those individuals who made a change in choice from
commitment to announcement. Table 7-9 shows that both groups (those who
maintained their choice commitment and those who did not) exhibit a
confirmatory search bias. The amount of confirmatory search bias is not
significantly different between groups for either VCRs or tutors.

Thus, subjects in both timing of the choice conditions rationalize their
choice decision, as proposed by the rationalization of ¢c".oice model. While
asking for the early choice may have been somewhat intrusive, the confirmatory
search bias result does not depend on this measure alone.

--- Insert Tables 7-6 Through 7-9 About Here ---

The discrepancy in results between the VCR and electronic tutor product

categories can be examined in terms of the differences in knowledge levels in
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the two product categories. In the VCR product category, most individuals have
general product knowledge and many have strong prior preferences. In the
electronic tutor category, however, the product category is new. Subjects have
no prior knowledge of brand names and only general knowledge of other
attributes that could be applied to this new product (e.g. battery life, price). As
stated in Proposition 5 of the rationalization of choice model, the knowledge level
and/or experience of the individual is predicted to atfect the threshold level of
external information search required to reach a particular comfort level. Hence,
individuals choosing a novel product may be less likely to exhibit a confirmatory
bias.

To summarize, Hypothesis 3 is supported for VCRs but is not supported
for electronic tutors.

Hypotheses 4 and 5 examine the amount of confirmatory information
search depending upon whether the individual anticipates having to justify the
decision outcome or the decision process. In particular, it is postulated that
coniirmatory bias will be greater when an individual anticipates having to justify a
decision outcome (Hypothesis 4) than when the need for justification is not
explicit (i.e., the control condition). Further, if a more rational decision process is
used when an individual anticipates having to justify the decision process, the
search would be more objective in nature. This would suggest that the
confirmatory search bias should be greater when the outcome must be justified
than when the decision process must be justified (Hypothesis 5).

The main effect for justification is significant for both VCRs (Table 7-6:
p=.048) and tutors (Table 7-7: p=.043). A series of Tukey Pairwise HSD tests
(Table 7-10: VCRs, Table 7-11: tutors) were conducted. For VCRs these tests
indicate that the difference in confirmatory search between justification of the
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decision process and the control condition is marginally significant. For
electronic tutors, the difference is marginally significant between justification of
the decision outcome and the control conditions, and between decision process
and the control condition.

--- Insert Tables 7-10 and 7-11 About Here ---

The confirmatory search bias for both VCRs and tutors is in the direction
expected and are shown in Figure 7-6. These results indicate that the
confirmatory search bias has increased for both justification conditions over the
control condition. Hypotheses 4 and 5 specifically postulate that the
confirmatory search bias for outcome justification would be greater than the
confirmatory search bias for process justification. Thus, while confirmatory
search bias has been shown to occur, and occur in the direction anticipated
(greater for the outcome and process justification conditions than for the
justification control condition), it was not shown to be greater for outcome than
for process justification.

--- Insert Figure 7-6 About Here ---
In the VCR product category, subjects were first asked to aliocate 100
preference points among 5 VCR alternatives. This task was followed by the
evaluation of advertisements which incorporated the trigger manipulation.
According to the rationalization of choice model, if individuals have a strong prior
preference, that preference will be strengthened when the trigger stimulus is
consistent with the prior preference, and will be followed by a confirmatory
information search.

A 3 X 2 ANOVA with three levels of justification (outcome, process and
control) and two levels of trigger/preference (consistent with prior preference,
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and not consistent with prior preference) was run with confirmatory search bias
as the dependent measure. Table 7-12 shows that there is a significant main
effect for justification (p=.004) and a significant trigger/preference by justification
interaction (p=.020). Simple effects follow-up tests show that confirmatory
search bias is greater when the trigger is consistent with prior preferences and
the decision must be justified (Table 7-13). This result is consistent with the
proposed rationalization of choice model.

--- Insert Tables 7-12 and 7-13 About Here ---

Summary, The results indicate that individuals do tend to exhibit a
confirmatory search bias in anticipation of having to justify a choice. It was.
however, anticipated that the confirmatory search bias would be reduced for
justification of the decision process, and that individuais would be less likely to
concentrate their search on their chosen alternative. This suggests that
acditional work may be required with respect o the operationalization of
confirmatory bias. A discussion of confirmatory search bias follows in Chapter 8.

It should also be noted that confirmatory search is greater for tutors than
for VCRs suggesting that in & novel product category, a greater amount of
confirmatory search is needed to reach a comfort level with a choice. Thus, not
only is total search greater for the novel product than the familiar product
(Hypotheses 1 and 2 above), but confirmatory search is greater as well.

7.4.3 Choice Outcome

Hypotheses 6 and 7 examine the role of the trigger stimulus and prior
preferences in the determination of the choice outcome. The rationalization of
choice model suggests that a trigger stimulus will activate a cue in memory. If
the stimulus is consistent with an individual's prior preference or if the individual
does not have a strong prior preference, the stimulus will trigger choice. If the
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individual's prior preference is different from the stimulus, the individual will
maintain his initial preference. However, these outcomes wiil be mediated by the
need to justify the decision.

Specifically, Hypothesis 6 postulates that when the decision process does
not need to be justified, individuals will choose the triggered alternative (1) when
they have no prior preferences, and (2) when the trigger is consistent with the
individual's prior preference. Hypothesis 7 postulates that whan no alternative is
triggered and the individual anticipates justifying the choice outcome, then the
individual will choose their prior preference.

For this group of hypotheses, only the VCR product choice will be
examined. As the electronic tutor is an entirely new product, as yet unavailable
in the marketplace, individuals will not have formed prior preferences for
particular alternatives. To examine whether prior preferences interact with the
trigger stimulus to determine choice, the early choice of the choice commitment
with announcement condition of the timing of the choice cannot be used as a
surrogate for prior preference. The prior preference measures for VCRs were
taken during the first section of the experiment.

it should be noted that the product profile descriptions for the VCR
product category (e.g., price and features) were not the same as the product
descriptions in the information search and choice task of section three. Thus, an
attribute-based examination and evaluation of alternatives may not have resulted
in the same choice from section one to section three of the experiment. The
differences in these values can be seen by examining the relevant computer
screens in the Appendix. In addition, the advertisements tended to be primarily
global in terms of information and generally did not provide specific attribute
information. Both the differences in the attribute values and the global nature of
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the advertisements were done to minimize the carryover of the choice
commitment to choice announcement.

Analysis of variance was used 10 examine the effect of the trigger
stimulus, the justification condition, and prior preferences on the choice outcome.
Table 7-14 shows a significant main effect for trigger stimulus (p=.001) and prior
preferences (p=.000) and a significant tr ~~=r stimulus by prior preference
interaction (p=.020). Thers2 results indic = that the end choice is driven by both
prior preferences and tb  cigger stimu!us. ~ e anticipation of justifying the
decision outcome, however, did not aifect tr  choice outcome (p=.124).

It was of prirary interest to examir e effect of the trigger stimulus and
prior preferences on the choice outcome unconfc:  1ed by search. Using only
the subjects in the choice commitment with annc cement condition of timing of
the choice, a logit model was run (Table 7-15). Sony is used as the t ise case
for this model. The effect of the trigger stimulus on the choice outcome is
significant (p=.0056). All brands are significant (Hitachi, p=.000; Panasonic,
p=.000; and Samsung, p=.000). In addition, the prior preference effects are
significant for all three brands (Hitachi, p=.000; Panasonic, p=.000; Samsung,
p=.0009). This suggests that if the individual states a preference for & brand
other than Sony, then the individual is more likely to buy a brand other than
Sony. In addition, there are no significant interactions of timing of choice with
brand, trigger, or prior preference. Thus, in terms of the choice announcement,
information search does not matter. These results provide strong support for the
rationalization of choice model. The announced choice will be the choice
commitment and information searched after the choice commiiment has been
made will not change the choice outcome (perseverance of beliefs).

--- Insert Tables 7-14 Through 7-16 About Here ---
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Hypothesis 6 states that the triggered alternative will be chosen if the
individual does not have a prior preference or if the individual's prior preference
is consistent with the triggered alternative. Table 7-16 shows the percentage of
subjects choosing the triggered alternative depending on whether the individual
had a prior preference, and whether the prior preference was consistent or
inconsistent with the triggered alternative. A likelihood ratio chi-square test
(p=.000) indicates that these results are significant. These results indicate
further support for the effect of trigger and prior preferences on the choice
outcome.

Hypothesis 7 states that the individual will choose the alternative for which
he has a prior preference when there is no triggered alternative and when the
individual anticipates justifying the decision outcome. The results are consistent
with the hypothesis, with 61% (p=.001) of the individuals choosing their prior
preference when an alternative has not been triggered.

To summarize, there is strong support to show that both prior preferences
and trigger stimulus affect the decision outcome as hypothesized. Hypotheses 6
and 7, however, cannot be fully supported due to the lack of effect of justification.

These results suggest that justification of the decision process may not
result in a more objective choice of alternatives as had been proposed in the
rationalization of choice model. Rather, it appears that those justifying the
decision process are no less influenced by trigger stimuli and prior preferences
than those in the outcome and control justification conditions.

744 Change in Preference

One of the main propositions of the rationalization of choice model
suggests that an individual makes an early choice commitment and once that
choice commitment is made, information search and evaluation are biased
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toward the choice commitment. Thus, the choice commitment becomes the
announced choice. Hypothesis 8 tests the proposition that the choice
commitment determines the announced choice. For bott the VCR and
electronic tutor product categories, only those in the choice commitment with
announcement choice condition of the timing of the choice are included in this
examination.

Change in preference is a dichotomous variable, the subject either
changed his choice decision or maintained his original choice decision. The
probability of maintaining the choice decision is .25 (of the 16 possible
outcomes, four would resuit in maintaining the choice decision). Thus, of the
236 subjects in the choice commitment with announcement condition of the
timing of the choice, 59 individuals would be expected to maintain their choice
decision. Table 7-17 indicates that the number of individuals whose announced
choice was the choice commitment was 178 in the VCR product category and
135 in the electronic tutor product category. The probability of this occurring by
chance is less than .0001.

For the VCR product category it may be questioned whether this result
was driven by the number of indivicuals who favor Sony products. While 87% of
those individuals who initially chose Sony maintained their choice of Sony; 62%
maintained their choice of Hitachi, 64% of Samsung, and 52% of Panasonic.

The maintenance of the choice commitment can also be viewed by
examining a contingency table of choice commitment versus choice
announcement. As shown in Table 7-18 by the observed and expected values
along the diagonal of the table, significantly more individuals maintained their
choice commitment than would be expected. Thus, there is strong support for
Hypothesis 8.
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--- Insert Tables 7-17 and 7-18 About Here ---
7.4.5 Confidence

Hypothesis 9 states that individuals with strong initial preferences will
have more confidence in their choice decision than those inc’ siduals without
initial preferences. Initial preferences was operationalized as those individuals in
the choice commitment with announcement condition of timing of the choice.
For the VCR product category, confidence in the choice decision was also
examined by using the prior preference measures from the first section in the
experiment.

Two 3 X 3 X 2 ANOVAs were conducted with the dependent variables
being the self-reported confidence measures (VCRs and tutors). Overall,
individuals were very confident in their choices and were somewhat more
confident in their VCR choice than in their choice of an electronic tutor (VCRs:
5.897/7.000; tutors: 5.664/7.000). However, the main effect for timing of the
choice is not significant for either VCRs or tutors (Tables 7-19 and 7-20).

--- Insert Tables 7-19 and 7-20 About Here ---

Lord et al. (1979) suggest that individuals with strong initial preferences
will tend to exhibit overconfidence. In the VCR product category, information
regarding prior preferences for the product was gathered from subjects in the
initial section of the experiment. The VCR confidence measure was examined
with strong initial preferences being those individuals who assigned 60 or more
preference points out of a possible 100 to a particular product profile. Table 7-
21 shows that confidence is significant for VCRs (p=.045) when strong initial
preferences is operationalized in this manner. Thus, Hypothesis 9 is supported
for VCRs.

--- Insert Table 7-21 About Here ---
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In addition, Lord et al. (1979) suggest that asking individuals to generate
an explanation for their hypothesis will increase the individual's confidence in the
hypothesis. This suggests that asking for the self-reported confidence measure
may have been more appropriately placed after the subject had been asked to
provice reasons for their choice, rather than directly after the choice had been
made.

7.5 Clarity of Inst:uctions, Task Difficulty, and Similarity of Task to
Actual Decision Making

Analysis of variance tests were performed to examine whether the
independent variables studied had an effect on the clarity of instruction, and the
mental effort required to complete the tasks. In addition, the perceived similarity
of the decision making process used in the experiment to an actual decision
process used in making a purchase was examined.

7.5.1 Clarity of Instructions

A 3 X 3 X 2 ANOVA with clarity of instruction as the dependent variable
indicates that the justification condition affected the rating of the clarity variable
(Table 7-22). A series of Tukey Pairwise HSD tests (Table 7-23) shows that
there is a significant difference in the rated clarity of instruction between the
outcome and process justification conditions, and the process and control
conditions. Clarity was highest in the control condition (6.132/7.000), and lowest
in the process justification ccndition (5.741/7.000). Thus, subjects in the process
justification condition found the instructions relatively more difficult than those in
the other justification conditions. This effect is not surprising given that
individuals typically do not tend to overtly consider the decision process that was
used unless explicitly asked to do so. It should be noted, however, that even in
the most difficult condition (process justification), subjects found the instructions
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clear enough that they knew what they were supposed to do (5.741/7.000).
--- Insent Tables 7-22 and 7-23 About Here ---
7.5.2 Mental Effort Required

The next measure examined the subject's perception of the difficulty of
the task in terms of the mental effort required. A 3 X 3 x 2 ANOVA with mental
effort as the dependent variable indicates that at the .05 level there is no
significant main effect or interaction (Table 7-24). The average rating of mental
effort across the three conditions is 3.531/7.00 which suggests that subjects
slightly disagreed with the statement, "This task required a great deal of mental
effort.”

--- Insert Table 7-24 About Here ---
7.5.3 Similarity of Task

To investigate whether the decision making examined in this experiment
was similar to usual decision making tasks, four measures were collected: (1)
the similarity of the mental process used in the experiment to that used when
making an electronics purchase, (2) whether the subject tells a friend (or family)
the reasons for a choice, (3) whether friends tell the subject the reasons for a
choice, and (4) when making an electronics purchase, whether reasons to justify
the choice are sought before the purchase is made. Each of these rmeasures will
be discussed, in turn, below.

Similarity of Mental Process. A 3 x 3 x 2 ANOVA with similarity of mental
process as the dependent variable indicates a significant interaction between
justification and timing of the choice (Table 7-25; p=.043). Simple effects follow
up tests reveal that the effect of justification is significant when individuals are
asked to make a choice only at the end of the decision process (Table 7-26).
Tukey HSD pairwise tests (Table 7-27) suggest that this difference is between
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those subjects in the outcome (5.045/7.00) and control (5.770/7.00) conditions of
justification (p=.083). Subjects in the justification conirol condiiion were more
likely to agree that the mental process used in the experiment was similar to that
used when making an electronics purchase than were those in the outcome
justification condition. Overali, subjects tended to agree that the mental
processes that would be used in making a purchase of electronic equipment
would be very similar to those used in the experiment (5.429/7.00). This
suggqests, therefore, that the decision making processes examined in the
experiment appropriately portrayed those decision processes used by individuals

when making an actual purchase.
--- Insernt Tables 7-25 1 hrough 7-27 About Here ---

Tell Friends Reasons for Choice. This measure examines whether
individuals tend to tell their friends (or family) the reasons why they chose a
particular product when making purchases similar to those in the experinient. A
3 x 3 x 2 ANOVA with justification to friends as the dependent variable indicates
that at the .05 level there are no significant main effects or interactions (Table 7-
28). Overall, individuals agreed with the statement that they usually justify their
choice to friends (4.477/7.00).

Eriends Justify Choices to Subject. It was also of interest to examine
when a purchase is discussed between friends, whether the friend includes the
reasons for the purchase in the discussion. A 3 x 3 x 2 ANOVA with the self-
reported rating of justification of choice by friends as the dependent variable
indicates that at the .05 level there are no significant main effects or interaction
effects (Table 7-29). Overall, individuals slightly agreed with the statement that
their friends usually provide reasons for a choice when discussing a purchase
(4.281/7.00).
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--- Insent Tables 7-28 and 7-29 About Here ---

Search for Reasons to Justify Choice Sefore Purchase. This final self-
reported measure asked subjects whether they looked for reasons to justify a
choice before an actual purchase, such as the electronic equipment in the
experiment, was made. This is a direct examination of one of the propositions of
the rationalization of choice model. The model suggests that part of the
information search is explicitly directed toward acquiring justification for a choice.
An average rating of 5.606/7.00 indicates that individuals acknowledge that they
do look for reasons to justify a choice, which shows support for Proposition 4 of
the rationalization of choice model.

A 3 x 3 x 2 ANOVA with justi‘ication for choice as the dependent variable
shows a main effect for justification (Table 7-30; p=0.041). Tukey HSD pairwise
tests (Table 7-31) show a slight difference between process justification and the
control condition (5.4758 to 5.857). Thus, subjects in the justification control
condition were somewhat more likely to agree with the statement that they
looked for reasons to justify a choice before an actual purchase, than were the
subjects in the process justification condition.

--- Insert Tables 7-30 and 7-31 About Here ---

To summarize, this section examined the similarity of the tasks in the
experiment to actual decision making processes. In general, actual decision
processes were appropriately portrayed in the experiment. In particular, the self-
reported measures supported Proposition 4 of the rationalization of choice model
which states that part of the information search is explicitly directed toward

justifying a choice.
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CHAPTER EIGHT

Discussion and Conclusions

8.1 Introduction

Interest in decision processes spans many years and several disciplines.
The rationalization of choice model presented in this dissertation builds upon the
foundations of the utility-based rational decision models based on the economic
framework and the cognitive anc social psychology-based information
processing approach to decision making in examining consumer decision
behavior. The proposed model is descriptive in nature and is aimed at
increasing the understanding of the consumer's decision process.

Unlike previous decision approaches, the rationalization of choice model
suggests that the choice commitment occurs very early in the decision process.
In addition, it is posited that limited information search is required for the initial
choice commitment and that information search continues after the choice
commitment has been made. !ntormation search and evaluation of information
are biased toward the choice commitment.

The rationalization of choice model proposes four contributions to the
marketing literature: (1) consumers use a rationalization process when making a
choice decision, (2) little information may be used or needed for a choice
decision, (3) the choice commitment occurs early in the decision process, and,
(4) in contrast to rational choice models, the consumer carries out considerable
post-choice information search and evaluation.

An experimental approach was used to examine the main propositions of
the rationalization of choice model. The findings of the experiment are
summarized below, along with a discussion of the boundary conditions of the
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rationalization of choice model examined in the experiment, marketing
implications, and future research directions.
8.2 Experiment

The findings generally support the rationalization of choice model (see
Figure 8-1). In particular, it was shown that when individuals commit early to a
choice, this commitment is maintained when their choice is announced. This
result is particularly strong in that it was observed for bcth the familiar product
and the novel product categories. In the examination of the familiar product
category, the product profiles in the prior preference task differed from those in
the information search task. Thus, individuals were presented with disconfirming
evidence with respect to their choice commitment and yet the choice
commitment was retained. With the novel product, individuals received only
limited, general information in the advertisements about the electronic tutors.
Indeed, one of the most noted comments made by individuals in their discussion
of the ads was that there was very little specific information about the product.
However, once individuals committed to a particular product choice, they
maintained that choice. Thus, there was strong evidence to support the
hypothesis that the choice commitment is made early in the decision process
(Proposition 1), and is maintained.

--- Insert Figure 8-1 About Here ---

Secondly, it was shown that a stimulus can trigger the choice commitment
(Proposition 2). The resuit that a stimulus triggers choice is not surprising or
unexpected as there is considerable literature examining impuise buying
behavior (e.g. Rook 1987). What is of interest is that this triggered choice could
be replicated in an experimental setting using advertisements which are often
less effective in triggering choice (Deighton 1984) than other stimuli such as
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samples, point of purchase displays, the aroma of certain foods (e.g. cinnamon
buns and other bakery goods) and so on. |n addition, it is significant that this
triggered choice commitment, once made, is retained. This resuit has marketing
implications, discussed below.

Proposition 3, states that for a stimulus to trigger a choice commitment,
the stimulus must be attended to and elaborated on by the consumer. While
this proposition was not directly tested in the experiment, it was included as part
of the task involving the advertisements.

Information search, Propositions 4, 5 and 8, was one of the main
components of the rationalization of choice model examined in this study. In
particular, an examination of total amount of information searched indicated that
there was support for the hypothesis that information search will increase if an
individual anticipates having to justify a choice to others such as a superior,
spouse, or peer (Proposition 8). In addition, it was shown that after the choice
commitment is made, the individual searches for additional information to
support or justify the choice (Proposition 4). This proposition was examined
using a measure for confirmatory search bias. While confirmatory search did
increase, this increase did not satisfy the proposed boundary conditions of the
rationalization of choice model (Proposition 8). The measure for confirmatory
search bias is discussed below.

Propositions 5, and 10-12, dealing with individual-specific factors that are
posited to impact the use of a rationalization process, were not tested in the
experiment, and Propositions 6 and 7, dealing with the evaluation of information,
were also not examined in this study. These are areas for further research.

In summary, the experimental manipulation specifically tested three main
components of the rationalization of choice model: information search, the
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choice commitment, and a stimulus to trigger choice. The results of the study
provide general support for the model which suggests that there is a contribution
to be made in continuing the test of the propositions of the rationalization of
choice model.

8.3 Comparison of Rational Choice to Rationalization of the Choice

The rationalization of choice model suggests that in decision making there
are several areas in which individuals can deviate from the process that is
advanced by the rational decision model. These areas include information
search, the timing of the choice, and the biased nature of search and evaluation.
In particular, rational choice models typically suggest that choice is an output of
information search and evaluation. However, it has been demonstrated in this
study that individuals can and do commit early to a choice and retain that choice
commitment.

Secondly, rational choice decision models assume that information search
and evaluation of alternatives essentially end when a choice is made. This study
has demonstrated that there is considerable post-choice search. This is
particularly true when there is an anticipated explicit need to justify the choice
decision.

The third main area of comparison between the rational decision model
and the rationalization of choice model is in the biased nature of search and
evaluation. The biased evaluation of information was not tested in this study and
is an area for future research. The results from the examination of biased
information search when investigated with respect to the expected boundary
conditions of the rationalization of choice model were not as predicted. While
there was evidence to support a confirmatory bias in search, additional work is
required in the operationalization of confirmatory search bias.

97



8.4 Boundary and Limiting Conditions of Rationalization of Choice
Model
in the development of the rationalization of choice model, it was
suggested that there were boundary conditions within which the proposed model
was more or less likely to operate. In particular, it was posited that a
rationalization process would be used if an individual anticipated justifying his
choice outcome but a rational process would be used if the individual
anticipated justifying his choice process. The underlying motivation for this
distinction was that if the outcome mattered, the individual would focus on the
alternative; whereas, if the process mattered, the individual would focus on the
attributes. This distinction between process and outcome was examined in
terms of confirmatory search bias. However, the results were not as expected.
There are several possible reasons for the results: (1) the
operationalization of confirmatory search bias may have been inappropriate, (2)
the manipulation of the justification conditions of process and outcome were not
strong enough to ensure differentiation between the two conditions, and/or (3)
there is no actual difference in search strategy between process and ouicome
justification. Each of these reasons will be discussed, in turn, below.
Operationalization of confirmatory search bias. The rationale behind the
operationalization of confirmatory search bias was that individuals would expend
more effort examining information about their chosen alternative rather than
comparing information across alternatives. Snyder and Swann (1978b) suggest
that decision-consistent information will be searched, and, given that there is an
inherent cost to information (Shugan 1980), individuals will limit the amount of
information searched. Thus, the assumption was made that if an individual
expected to justify a decision outcome, then the individual would want to gain

08



information about the attribute valuss of the chosen alternative (i.e. alternative-
based search).

However, the assumption that confirmatory search bias would primarily
involve alternative-based information search may have been inappropriate. The
type of decision rule or heuristic used by an individual to determine or justify
choice may result in differences in information searched and hence in
confirmatory search. |f an individual uses an attribute-based decision rule and
justifies choice on the basis of those attributes for which his chosen product is
"best,"” the individual may ignore information on which his chosen product is
known to be "poor." For example, an individual may confirm that Sony is best on
warranty by examining values for warranty across alternatives but avoid an
examination of price for which Sony is typically higher than other alternatives.

Confirmatory search bias may also be examined in terms of inferences
(e.g. Johnson 1987). For example, the quality of a product may be considered a
somewhat nebulous attribute that may be viewed differently by individuals.
Quality may be inferred by an examination of warranty period or repair records
by some individuals or ray be inferred by other individuals as that product which
has the highest price. Those individuals that use warranty to infer quality may
avoid an examination of price whereas those who use price may avoid an
examination of repair record or warranty. An examination of the effectiveness
responses on the advertisements from the experiment suggests that this may
indeed be the case. For example, "Sony may cost more, but you get what you
pay for," and "l want a good quality VCR that doesn't need a lot of repairs.”
Thus, confirmatory search bias may require operationalization at the individual
rather than the aggregate level.

The experiment was designed to ailow for two measures of confirmatory
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bias. The second measure involved the written evaluation of the effectiveness of
the advertisements presented to subjects. It was expected that subjects would
be more likely to counterargue ads that disconfirm their prior preferences; and
would be more likely to mention confirming arguments rather than disconfirming
arguments. During pretests it became apparent that the majority of subjects
were giving only a short evaluation of the advertisements even though subjects
were asked in the experiment to comment on both the positive and negative
features of the ad (e.g. "It made it seem that the VCR was easy to use while stili
having excellent qualities,” "This was very appealing, | liked the contrast,” "The
way it emphasizes the quality of its product is good"). While there were some
subjects who did provide a substantial evaluation of the ads, in total there was
an insufficient number for a comparison across conditions. Thus, a measure of

the number of confirming arguments to the total number of arguments could not

be made.

Manipulation of outcome and process justification. It could be suggested

that the confirmatory search results were due to an inadequate manipulation of
outcome and process justification. The difference between outcome and
process justification is subtie. Typically, when individuals justify a choice to
family or friends, it is the choice outcome that is justified. For example, "l chose
the Panasonic portable CD player because Panasonic is known to make quality
products and | felt that it was a good value for the features that were available.”
Individuals are less likely to explain how a choice was made (e.g. examination of
attributes, weighting and evaluation of attributes and alternatives).

To determine whether the experimental manipulation of process and
outcome justification was appropriate, all subjects were asked to provide both
process and outcome justifications for their choices of a VCR and electronic
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tutor. The justifications (Part 4 in the experiment) were analyzed by an
independent coder according to whether the justification was more global in
nature and alternative-based (outcome justification) or whether the justification
was attribute-based and included an evaluation across alternatives and/or a
weighting of attribute importance (process justification). The justifications were
coded on a five-point scale with "1" being a global alternative-based justification
and "5" being an attribute-based justification with a discussion of weighting and
examination of attributes across alternatives. Figure 8-2 shows that subjects
were able to distinguish between process and outcome justifications, and that
the responses to the two justification tasks do differ.

--- Insert Figure 8-2 About Here ---

No difference in search strategy. In the experiment, the manipulation of
process and outcome justification may not have resulted in a difference in
information search strategy due to the explicit need for justification.

In describing the rationalization of choice model, it was proposed that
there were boundary conditions for which the rationalization of choice mode!
wouid be more or less likely to operate. It was sugges'ed that if an individual
anticipated having to justify the decision process that was used in making a
choice, the individual would be more likely to use a rational decision process.
This process is attribute-based and involves an unbiased examination and
evaluation of information. For example, individuals who routinely make purchase
decisions for their company may ensure that all attribute information is gathered
and evaluated to counter any inquiries after the choice has been made. These
inquiries may take various forms such as a comparison of one alternative to
another or an examination of various attributes. This need for justificaticn is
implicit.
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However, making the justification explicit, that is, suggesting to subjects
that they may be required to explain their decision process for their chosen
alternative may have resulted in a more directed justification process. That is,
subjects would tend to ensure that in addition to information gathered on
attributes ¢cross alternatives, information specific to the chosen alternative
would also be gathered. Thus, these individuals may have also exhibited a
confirmatory bias depending on whether the search was across all attributes and
alternatives or a subset.

it is apparent from this study that confirmatory search bias is a complex
process which requires additional investigation at both the individual and
aggregate levels.

8.5 Marketing Implications

A number of marketing implications are suggested from the results of this
study.

The rationalization of choice model provides the rationale for the
importance of initial or stimulus information which has marketing implications for
advertising, distribution, displays, promotions, and the timing of initiatives.

The rationalization process suggests many promotional applications. For
example, an ad campaign could encourage a consumer to use a rationalization
process, such as Infiniti's ad, "Start rationalizing." For a brand that is not the top
selling brand in a category, an advertising campaign should encourage
consumers to justify their choice decision and provide them with the information
to compare attributes across brands (this type of campaign would be appropriate
only if the "underdog" brand has comparable or more preferred attribute levels
on at least some of the attributes). In addition, advertising can be used to
provide reasons for the choice, and to sustain initial beliefs, such as Ford's

102



advertising slogan, "Quality is Job 1."

The rationalization of choice model also provides the rationale for the
importance of promotional activities such as free samples and in-store displays
in triggering a choice commitment. The aroma of freshly baked cinnamon buns
is @ good example of the power of a stimulus to trigger choice.

The rationalization of choice model suggests implications for tourism,
services, and business-to-business marketing. For tourism, the importance of
timely stimulus information to encourage a rationalization process, such as an
advertising campaign in early winter, "You can't escape winter so you might as
well enjoy it...hotel and ski packages available... ." In business-to-business
marketing where many purchases are rebuys, the rationalization of choice model
provides the rationale for the importznce of product trial as a means for a new
supplier to break into an established buyer-supplier relationship. Due to the
perseverance of beliefs, buyers will tend to look for confirming information to
maintain current suppliers (e.g. price, delivery, etc.). "Brand X fulfills the needs of
the company, the terms of supply are acceptable and so we will continue to
purchase Brand X." A supplier attempting to break into an established buyer-
seller relationship rieeds to demonstrate that their product is better than that of
the established buyer in addition to showing that the terms of supply are as
good, if not better, than the established supplier. Thus, the product trial may
provide the stimulus for the buyer to rationalize a change in suppliers.

The rationalization of choice model aids in the understanding of the
consumer's decision making process and there are an abundance of examples

of marketing implications based on the rationalization process discussed in this

study.
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8.6 Future Research Directions

The rationalization of choice model suggests a variety of research
opportunities in marketing. For example, the use of the rationalization of choice
model could be examined in choices among noncomparable alternatives such as
the choice between purchasing a new car and going on a vacation (Johnson
1985). This type of choice typically does not involve trade-offs among attributes
due to the lack of common attributes among alternatives. A rationalization
process in choices among noncomparable alternatives may be closer to that
described in the cognitive dissonance literature when there is a difficult choice
between two or more alternatives. For example, the information search may be
specifically aimed at rationalizing why the purchase of a car would be a better
decision than the holiday, rather than aimed at the particular attributes of the car
or the holiday.

In addition to examining the rationalization of choice model to marketing
applications, a number of the propositions discussed in the conceptual
framework of the model have not been tested. Thus, research could be directed
at gaining a greater understanding of the permanence of a consumer's initial
preferences and what factors might encourage a change in the initial choice
commitment. Some of the factors that could be tested include the strength of
belief in the initial choice commitment, the strength of commitment (e.g. a
consumer who has always purchased a Ford has a strong commitment to Ford
products), the amount and strength of disconfirming evidence and the credibility
of the source of confirming evidence. In addition, the effect of consumer
knowledge and expertise, and the risk involved in the decision are posited to be
factors that will interact with the use of a rationalization process.

The evaluation component of the rationalization of choice model was not
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examined in this study. In particular, it is suggested that individuals differentially
weight attributes and that there is a shifting in importance dependent upon their
choice commitment. In a study of changes in attribute range, weight shifting has
been shown to occur (White, Johnson and Louviere 1992), however, this study
did not examine weight shifting in terms of initial preferences or a chosen
alternative.
8.7 Summary

In summary, this study has shown support for the use of a rationalization
process in consumer decision making. Additional research, however, is required
to further explore this rationalization process. In particular, additional work is
necessary in the areas of confirmatory search bias, weighting and evaluation,
and individual-specific factors which may affect when a rationalization process

would be more likely to be used.
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TABLE 6-1
Brand Preferences

# Preferred % Preferred
Portable CD Players
Kenwood 0 0
Magnavox 1 2
Panasonic 4 8
RCA 2 4
Sony 30 58
"Undecided" 15 29
52 100%
Portable Stereo
Craig 2 4
Panasonic 6 12
RCA 3 6
Sharp 0 0
Sony 31 60
"Undecided" 10 a9
52 100%
Color Television
Panasonic 21 40
RCA 8 15
Samsung 0 0
Toshiba 6 12
Zenith 3 6
"Undecided" 14 27
52 100%
VCRs (VHS)
Hitachi 0 0
Panasonic 11 21
Samsung 2 4
Sanyo 3 6
Sony 23 44
"Undecided" 13 25
52 100%
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CD Player

Portable
Stereo

VCR

Color TV

Own Daily Times/Week Once/Week Seldom

21

40

52

52

Ownership and Use in Four Product Categories

Use

9

28
8

45

Use 3

6

13

TABLE 6-2
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Use

4

20

Use

3

10

Use



TABLE 6-3
Effect of Survey and Order of Presentation on Choice

SOURCE SS DF MS F-RATIO P
Survey (S) 13.69 3 4.563 2.043 .270
Order of Presentation 27.73 3 9.243 75.090 .001
(OP)
S x OP 18.39 9 2.043 16.599 .030
Error 21.67 176 123
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hypothesis
testing
choice
control
process
outcome

choice
control
process
outcome
hypothesis
testing

process
outcome
hypothesis
testing
choice
control

outcome
hypothesis
testing
choice
control
process

TABLE 6-3a
Product Choices by Group and Survey Type

Group #1

Hitachi P ic S S S

0 100% 0 0 0

0 33% 8% 58% -

0 42% 8% 50% -

0 33% 8% 58% -
Group #2

Hitachi Panasonic _Samsung _ Sony Sanyo

0 45% 18% 36% -

0 67% 7% 27% -

0 67% 11% 22% -

0 757% 8% 17% 0
Group #3

Hitachi P ic S S S

8% 8% 50% 33% -

6% 38% 38% 19% -

0 87% 0 7% 7%

0 73% 13% 13% -
Group #4

Hitachi P ic S S S

8% 8% 23% 62% -

8% 54% 0 283% 14%

0 8% 23% 69% -

8% 8% 15% 69% -
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TABLE 6-4
Hypothesis Testing - Information Use by Product Choice

Info

I Hitachi p . S S S Total
1 0 0 0 4 0 4

2 0 0 0 0 0 0

3 0 1 0 0 0 1

4 1 30 1 2 3 37
5 0 10 0] 0 0 10
6 0 0 0 0] 0 0
Total 1 41 1 6 3 52

Information Type:
1 | ignored the repair history informatior and chose my preferred brand

(column 1 information only).

2 | examined the repair information only for the one brand that | preferred
(one row of information).

3 | examined the repair information for 2 or more brands, but not all brand
(2 or more rows of information).

4 | examined all the repair information for ali brands (all the repair
information that is provided above, columns 1, 2 and 3).

5 I examined the number of units requiring repair for all brands (columns 1
and 2 only).

6 I examined the repair costs for all brands (columns 1 and 3 only).
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TABLE 6-5
Brand Names: Electronic Tutor - Ranking

Standard

1 Pocket Tutor 6.5 57 1 21
2 Portable

Professor 6.9 6.1 1 23
3 Handi Prof 74 589 1 21
4 Study Mate 8.06 5 1 18
5 Portable Tutor 9.2 55 2 19
6 Edge 9.8 6.9 1 24
7 Private Tutor 10.1 4.4 3 18
8 University

Edge 10.5 6.8 1 23
9 University

Tutor 10.6 6.6 1 23
10 Studyman 10.8 6.9 1 24
11 Electronic

Tutor 10.9 6.7 3 24
12 Grade Max 114 5.2 1 21
13 GPA Booster 11.9 5.9 2 23
14 Student Tutor 12 6.2 3 22
15 Brainwave 13.1 5.99 4 22
16 Academia 13.4 6.5 1 24
17 Smart Skills 13.5 4.1 8 20
18 Tutor King 146 6.4 2 21
19 GPA Boost

Tutor 15.1 6.95 2 24
20 Academic

Excellence 16.6 3.5 9 23
21 Smart Boy 17.5 6.6 2 23
22 Teachers' Pet 19.2 49 7 24
23  Crystal Tutor 19.2 5.1 7 24
24 Schoo!l Maid 21.6 4.8 5 24
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TABLE 6-6
Test for Ad Effectiveness - VCRs

MANOVA
Univariate F Tests

VARIABLE SS DF MS F P
Informative 139.289 7 19.898 12.982 0.000

Error 168.610 110 1.533
Believability 27.127 7 3.875 2.454 0.022

Error 173.729 110 1.579
Attention 71.814 7 10.259 5.221 0.000

Error 216.152 110 1.965
Copy Flow 19.236 7 2.748 1.471 0.185

Error 205.552 110 1.869
Appeal 32.214 7 4.602 2.538 0.018

Error 199.481 110 1.813

Multivariate Test Statistics

Wilks' Lambda = 0.319
F-Statistic = 3.998 DF = 35, 448 PROB = 9.000
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TABLE 6-7

Test for Ad Effectiveness - Tutors

MANOVA
Univariate F Tests

VARIABLE SS DF MS F P
Informative 34.586 7 4.941 2.518 0.019
Error 27.767 111 1.962

Believability 20.910 7 2.987 2.072 0.052
Error 160.014 111 1.442

Attention 26.896 7 3.842 1.805 0.093
Error 236.281 111 2.129

Copy Flow 38.019 7 5.431 2.980 0.007
Error 202.300 111 1.823

Appeal 33.919 7 4.846 2.509 0.020
Error 214.400 111 1.932

Muitivariate Test Statistics

Wilks' Lambda = 0.651
F-Statistic = 1.388 DF = 35, 452 PROB = 0.073
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TABLE 6-8
Average Ratings Indicating Ad Effectiveness

VCRs
Copy
Inform Believe Attend Flow Appeal Avg.
AD#1 4.87 4.53 3.93 4.27 4.07 4.33
ADi#2 3.27 3.67 3.93 3.87 3.6 3.67
ADi#3 2.57 3.43 2.29 3.07 2.71 2.81
AD#4" 5.0 4.6 4.47 4.27 4.33 4.53
ADi#5 4.73 5.0 3.8 4.53 4.27 4.47
ADit6 4.93 4.53 4.47 4.27 4.21 4.48
AD#7* 2.27 4.13 5.27 4.07 4.47 4.94
AD#8 2.93 4.2 3.93 4.0 3.87 3.79
* trigger ad
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TABLE 6-9
Average Ratings Indicating Ad Effectiveness
Electronic Tutors

Copy
Inform Believe Attend Flow Appeal Avg.
ADi##1 3.4 3.6 4.2 4.3 4.0 3.9
AD#2 3.8 3.73 4.47 4.27 4.2 4.09
AD#3* 4.4 4.13 4.93 4.73 4.53 4.55
AD#4 3.13 3.67 4.0 3.6 3.27 3.53
ADi#5 4.53 4.8 4.8 4.73 4.47 4.67
ADi#6 3.47 3.8 3.73 3.47 3.73 3.64
AD#7 3.53 3.8 3.67 3.563 3.47 3.6
AD#8" 4.67 4.6 4.87 4.93 4.93 4.8
* trigger ad
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TABLE 7-1
Etffect of Trigger Stimulus, Justification, and Timing
of Choice on Total Amount of Information Searched - VCRs

SOURCE SS DF MS | F-RATIO P
Trigger (T) 162.096 2 81.048 0.604 0.547
Justification (J) 3255.244 2| 1627.622 12.124 0.000
Timing of Choice (TC) 45.899 1 45.899 0.342 0.559
TxJ 819.220 4 204.805 1.526 0.194
TxTC 508.913 2 254.456 1.895 0.152
JXTC 2141.624 2] 1070.812 7.976 0.001
TxJxTC 579.376 4 144.844 1.079 0.367
Error 49537.410 | 369 134.248
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TABLE 7-2
Effect of Trigger Stimulus, Justification, and Timing
of Choice on Total Amount of Information Searched - Tutors

SOURCE SS DF MS | F-RATIO P
Trigger (T) 8.177 2 4.089 0.033 0.968
Justification (J) 1559.496 2 779.748 6.257 0.002
Timing of Choice (TC) 269.399 1 269.399 2.162 0.142
TxJ 137.509 4 326.877 2.623 0.035
TxTC 399.952 2 199.976 1.605 0.202
JXTC 727.274 2 363.637 2.918 0.055
TxJxTC 322.019 4 80.505 0.646 0.630
Error 46981.601 | 377 124.620
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Simple Effects Follow Up Tests:
Total Search: Timing of Choice by Justification - VCRS

SQURCE SS

TABLE 7-3

Justification 82.131

Justification 4612.865

DE____ Ms E P
2 41.066 0.414 0.661
Error 20435.065 206 99.199
2 2306.433 12.954 0.000
175 178.051

Error 31158.933

118



SOURCE SS

TABLE 7-4
Simple Effects Foliow Up Tests:
Total Search: Timing of Choice by Justification - Tutors

Error 24093.651

Justification 1798.949

DF_____ WS E P
Justification 170.005 2 85.002 0.748 0.475
212 113.649
2 899.475 6.402 0.002
Error 24867.162 177 140.492
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TABLE 7-5
Simole Effects Follow Up Tests:
Total Search: Trigger by Justification Interaction - Tutor

SQURCE S5 DE MS E P
Trigger of Brand A

Justification 1357.834 2 678.917 5.367 0.006
Error 15306.771 121 126.502

Triggerof Brand B

Justification 833.595 2 416.798 3.242 0.043
Error 13371.152 104 128.569

Trigger Control

Justification  455.206 2 227.603 1.857 0.159
Error 19731.983 161 122.559
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TABLE 7-6
Etfect of Trigger Stimulus, Justification, and Timing
of Choice on Confirmatory Search Bias - VCRs

SOURCE SS DF MS | F-RATIO P
Trigger (T) 0.054 2 0.027 1.981 0.140
Justification (J) 0.084 2 0.042 3.053 0.048
Timing of Choice (TC) 0.095 1 0.095 6.886 0.009
TxJ 0.042 4 0.010 0.759 0.553
TxTC 0.009 2 0.005 0.345 0.709
JXTC 0.024 2 0.012 0.886 0.413
TxJxTC 0.062 4 0.015 1.126 0.344
Error 5.034 | 366 0.014
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TABLE 7-7
Effect of Trigger Stimulus, Justification, and Timing
of Choice on Confirmatory Search Bias - Tutors

SOURCE SS DF MS | F-RATIO P
Trigger (T) 0.004 2 0.002 0.273 0.761
Justification (J) 0.046 2 0.023 3.167 0.043
Timing of Choice (TC) 0.008 1 0.008 1.089 0.297
TxJ 0.006 4 0.001 0.194 0.942
TxTC 0.003 2 0.001 0.197 0.820
JXTC 0.026 2 0.013 1.786 0.169
TxJxTC 0.011 4 0.003 0.372 0.829
Error 2.742 | 375 0.007
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Matrix of Pairwise Comparison Probabilities

TABLE 7-8
Tukey HSD Tests for Confirmatory Search Bias - VCRs:

Timing of Choice

Choice Choice

Commitment with | Announcement
CONDITION MEAN | N Announcement only-Control
Choice 0.305 208 1.000
Commitment with
Announcement
Choice 0.271 176 .006 1.000
Announcement
only
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TABLE 7-9
An Examination of Confirmatory Search Bias
on the Choice Commitment/Announcement

Commitment Commitment
Equal to Not Equal to
Announcement Announcement
VCRs .310 .290
Tutors .305 314
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Tukey HSD Tests for Confirmatory Search Bias - VCRs:

TABLE 7-10

Matrix of Pairwise Comparison Probabilities
Justification

Outcome Process
CONDITION | MEAN N Just. Just. Control
QOutcome .299 135 1.000
Process .303 111 0.943 1.000
Control .269 138 0.113 0.056 1.000
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TABLE 7-11

Tukey HSD Tests for Confirmatory Search Bias - Tutors:
Matrix of Pairwise Comparison Probabilities
Justification

Outcome Process
CONDITION | MEAN N Just. Just. Control
Qutcome 313 137 1.000
Process 312 116 0.994 1.000
Control .289 140 0.057 0.093 1.000
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TABLE 7-12
Effect of Justification and Trigger Preferences
on Confirmatory Search Bias - VCRs

SOURCE SS DF MS F-RATIO P
Justification (J) 0.136 2 0.068 5.763 0.004
Trigger/Preference (TP) |{ 0.002 1 0.002 0.161 0.689
Jx TP 0.095 2 0.048 4.037 0.020
Error 1.802 153 0.012
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TABLE 7-13
Simple Effects Follow Up Tests:
Confirmatory Search Bias: Justification by Trigger/Preference

SQURCE S DF MS E P

i Prot =0 e = Th Prior Prel

Justification 0.030 2 0.015 1.137 0.322
Error 4.156 266 0.013

Tri Pref . Tii Consist ith Prior Pref

Justification 0.136 2 0.068 3.635 0.032
Error 1.101 59 0.019
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TABLE 7-14
Effect of Trigger Stimulus, Justification and Prior

Preferences on Choice - VCRs

COEFF. | STD T P
VARIABLE ERROR
Constant 2.254 | 0.159 14.153 | 0.000
Trigger(T) 0.622 | 0.194 3.214 | 0.001
Justification (J) 0.289 | 0.187 1.544 | 0.124
Prior Preferences (PP) 0.358 | 0.051 7.063 | 0.000
TxJ 0.148 | 0.230 0.642 | 0.521
T x PP -0.143 | 0.061 -2.347 | 0.020
J x PP -0.085 | 0.060 -1.414 |1 0.158
TxdJxPP -0.041 | 0.074 -0.553 | 0.581
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TABLE 7-15
Effect of Prior Preferences and Trigger on Choice Outcomes - VCRs
Muitinomial Logit

Dependent Variable: choice

Parameter SE of

Parameter Estimate Estimate T-stat P

Hitachi -2.8311 .24825 -11.404 .0000
Panasonic -2.3007 22704 -10.133 .00C0
Samsung -3.9297 .33203 -11.836 .0000
Trigger 4215 15202 2.773 .0056
Hitachi/Order -.1738 .24825 -.700 .4840
Panasonic/Ord -.1288 22704 -.567 5704
Samsung/Order -.1738 .33202 -.523 .6007
Trigger/Order .0633 15202 417 .6769
PriorPret-H 2.2999 .43250 5.318 .0000
PriorPretf-P 1.8954 .29380 6.451 .0000
PriorPref-S 1.3097 .39333 3.330 .0009
Prior/OrderH -.2952 .43250 -.683 .4948
Prior/OrderP .0086 .29380 .029 .9766
Prior/OrderS -.3784 .39333 -.962 .3360
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TABLE 7-16
Effect of Trigger Stimulus and Justification on Choice - VCRs
Percentage of Subjects

Prior Preference

Prior Preference

No Prior Equal to Not Equal to
Preferences Trigger Stimulus | Trigger Stimulus
Choose Trigger 63% 70% 43%
Do Not Choose 37% 30% 57%
Trigger
Likelihood Ratio Chi-Square = 308.50 =0.000
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TABLE 7-17
An Examination of the Choice Commitment on the Announced Choice

Shange in Preference. VCRS

Maintain Choice
(Choice Announcement Same as

Choice Commitment) 178

Change Choice
(Choice Announcement Different from
Choice Commitment) 58

236

i i Pref . Flegtronic T

Maintain Choice
(Choice Announcement Same as
Choice Commitment) 135

Change Choice
(Choice Announcement Different from
Choice Commitment) 101

236
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TABLE 7-18
An Examination of Change in Preference:
Observed and Expected Values

Cholce Choice Announcement

Hitachi 18 (3) 2 (5) 0(2) 9 (19) 29
Panasonic 2 (5) 25 (8) 2(3) 19 (32) 48
Samsung 0 (2) 2(2) 9 (1) 3(9) 14
Sony 5 (15) 12 (26) 2 (8) 126 (96) 145
Total 25 41 13 157 236

Observed (Expected)
Chi-square = 243.086 p=.000
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TABLE 7-19
Effect of Trigger Stimulus, Justification, and Timing
of Choice on Self-Reported Confidence - VCRs

SOURCE SS DF MS | F-RATIO P
Trigger (T) 0.721 2 0.360 0.323 0.724
Justification (J) 0.083 2 0.042 0.037 0.964
Timing of Choice (TC) 2.464 1 2.464 2.207 0.138
TxJ 0.423 4 0.106 0.095 0.984
TxTC 8.892 2 4.446 3.982 0.020
JXTC 3.771 2 1.885 1.689 0.186
TxJxTC 6.574 4 1.644 1.472 0.210
Error 455.493 | 408 1.116
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TABLE 7-20
Effect of Trigger Stimulus, Justification, and Timing
of Choice on Self-Reported Confidence - Tutors

SOURCE SS DF MS | F-RATIO P
Trigger (T) 0.080 2 0.040 0.029 0.972
Justification (J) 5.114 2 2.557 1.833 0.161

Timing of Choice (TC) 1.780 1 1.780 1.276 0.259
TxJ 4.126 4 1.032 0.740 0.565
TxTC 3.202 2 1.601 1.148 0319
JXTC 2.578 2 1.289 0.924 0.397
TxJxTC 6.741 4 1.685 1.208 0.307
Error 567.755 | 407 1.395
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TABLE 7-21
Effect of Trigger Stimulus, Justification, and Prior
Preferences on Self-Reported Confidence - VCRs

SOURCE SS DF MS | F-RATIO P
Trigger (T) 3.160 2 1.580 1.409 0.246
Justification (J) 0.117 2 0.058 0.052 0.951
Prior Preferences (PP) 4.523 1 4.523 4.034 0.045
TxJ 2.990 4 0.747 0.667 0.615
T x PP 5.350 2 2.675 2.386 0.094
J X PP 1.112 2 0.556 0.496 0.610
TxJxPP 6.455 4 1.614 1.439 0.220
Error 457.464 | 408 1.121
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TABLE 7-22

Effect of Trigger Stimulus, Justification, and Timing
of Choice on Clarity of Instruction

SOURCE SS DF MS | F-RATIO P

[ Trigger (T) 6.464 2 3.232 2.094 0.125
Justification (J) 10.957 2 5.479 3.549 0.030
Timing of Choice (TC) 1.142 1 1.142 0.740 0.390
TxJ 6.686 4 1.671 1.083 0.365
TxTC 2.669 2 1.334 0.864 0.422
JXTC 5.331 2 2.665 1.727 0.179
TxJxTC 8.009 4 2.002 1.297 0.271
Error 554.131 | 359 1.544
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TABLE 7-23

Tukey HSD Tests for Clarity of Instructions:
Matrix of Pairwise Comparison Probabilities

Outcome Process
CONDITION | MEAN N Just. Just. Control
Outcome 6.120 131 1.000
Process 5.741 131 0.050 1.000
Control 6.132 153 0.997 0.028 1.000
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TABLE 7-24

Effect of Trigger Stimulus, Justification, and Timing
of Choice on Mental Effort of Task

SOURCE SS DF MS | F-RATIO P
Trigger (T) 9.531 2 4.765 1.909 0.150
Justification (J) 3.657 2 1.828 0.732 0.481
Timing of Choice (TC) 0.001 1 0.001 0.001 0.981
TxJ 21.895 4 5.474 2.193 0.069
TxTC 2.852 2 1.426 0.571 0.565
JXTC 11.927 2 5.963 2.389 0.093
TxJxTC 20.944 4 5.236 2.098 0.081
Error 896.146 | 359 2.496
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TABLE 7-25

Effect of Trigger Stimulus, Justification, and Timing

of Choice on Similarity of Mental Process

SOURCE SS DF MS F-RATIO P
Trigger (T) 4.880 2 2.440 1.053 0.350
Justification (J) 2.121 2 1.060 0.457 0.634
Timing of Choice (TC) 0.001 1 0.001 0.000 0.987
TxJ 12.161 4 3.040 1.311 0.265
TxTC 3.550 2 1.775 0.766 0.465
JXTC 14,771 2 7.386 3.186 0.043
TxJxTC 5.002 4 1.250 0.539 0.707
Error 827.611 | 357 2.318
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TABLE 7-26 ,
Simple Effects Follow Up Tests:
Similarity of Mental Process

SOURCE SS DF MS E P
Timi  Choice=Choice C . { with £
Justification 3.368 2 1.684 0.691 0.503
Error 477.828 196 2.438

1ICe= -
Justification 16.976 2 8.488 3.910 0.022
Error 375.569 173 2.171
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TABLE 7-27
Tukey HSD Tests for Similarity of Mental Process:
Matrix of Pairwise Comparison Probabilities

OUT/ | OUT/ | PROC/ | PROC/ | CONT/ | CONT/
COND | MEAN | N CA CCWA [CA CCWA | CA CCWA
OuUT/ |5.045 |67 1.000
CA
OUT/ |5.545 |66 0.367 | 1.000
CCWA
PROC/ | 5.458 | 48 0.704 | 1.000 | 1.000
CA
PROC/ | 56.552 | 58 0.388 |[1.000 | 1.000 | 1.000
CCWA
CONT/ | 6.770 | 61 0.083 0959 |0.900 |0.968 | 1.000
CA
CONT/ [ 5280 |75 0.953 | 0914 | 0.991 0.916 | 0.493 | 1.000
CCWA

Out = Outcome Justification

Proc = Process Justification

Cont = Justification Control

CA = Choice Announcement only-Control - Timing of Choice

CCWA = Choice Commitment with Announcement - Timing of Choice
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TABLE 7-28
Effect of Trigger Stimulus, Justification, and Timing
of Choice on Justification to Friends

SOURCE SS DF MS | F-RATIO P

| Trigger (1) 1.131 2 0.565 0.180 0.834
Justification (J) 14.935 2 7.468 2.383 0.094
Timing cf Chrice (TC) 0.649 1 0.649 0.207 0.649
TxJ 2.458 4 0.615 0.196 0.940
TxTC 3.024 2 1.512 0.483 0.618
JXTC 2.478 2 1.239 0.395 0.674
TxJxTC 2.332 4 0.583 0.186 0.946
Error 1106.201 | 353 3.134
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TABLE 7-29

Effect of Trigger Stimulus, Justification, and Timing

of Choice on Friends Justify Choices

SOURCE SS DF MS F-RATIO P
Trigger (T) 4.459 2 2.230 0.546 0.430
Justification (J) 13.988 2 6.994 2.655 0.072
Timing of Choice (TC) 1.075 1 1.075 0.408 0.523
TxJ 1.004 4 0.251 0.095 0.984
TxTC 15.132 2 7.566 2.872 0.058
JXTC 1.375 2 0.688 0.261 0.770
TxJxTC 7.649 4 1.912 0.726 0.575
Error 929.872 | 353 2.634

144




TABLE 7-30

Effect of Trigger Stimulus, Justification, and Timing

of Choice on Justification for Choice

' SOURCE SS DF MS | F-RATIO P
Trigger (T) 7.836 2 3.918 1.732 0.178
Justification (J) 14.638 2 7.319 3.236 0.041
Timing of Choice (TC) 1.035 1 1.035 0.458 0.499
TxJ 15.676 4 3.919 1.733 0.142
TxTC 1.055 2 0.527 0.233 0.792
JXTC 4.200 2 2.100 0.929 0.396
TxJxTC 5.571 4 1.438 0.636 0.637
Error 798.353 | 353 2.262
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Tukey HSD Tests for Justification for Choice:

TABLE 7-31

Matrix of Pairwise Comparison Probabilities

Outcome Process
CONDITION | MEAN N Just. Just. Control
Outcome 5.473 131 1.000
Process 5.458 107 0.997 1.000
Control 5.857 133 0.121 0.079 1.000
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Figure 3-1
Rational Decision Process
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Figure 4-1

Experimental Procedure
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Figure 6-1
Hypothesis Testing

Market Survey - Information

The purpose of this survey is to learn about information that might be
used to make a product choice. Please read the following scenario and answer
the questions below. Thank you for your help in completing this questionnaire.
Scenario:

You have decided to purchase a VCR and have narrowed your choice
down to 5 alternatives. You consider these 5 alternatives (listed below) to be
approximately equal in their features. Before you make your choice from among
these alternatives, you decide to check the repair history for VCRs reported in
Consumer Reports. This is the information that you found:

Column #1 Column #2 Column #3
# of Units Needing

Brand Name Repair

Sanyo 1in 6.5 units $75

Sony 1 in 6 units $110

Hitachi 1 in 4.5 units $50

Panasonic 1in 12 units $95

Samsung 1in 5.5 units $80

(1) What brand would you choose? (please circle your choice)
Sanyo Sony Hitachi Panasonic Samsung

(2) Please read the :oiiowi™.j «tatements and put an "X" beside the ONE
statement which most close:y .na!zhes the information you used to make your
choice.

__ lignored the repair history information and chose my preferred brand
(column 1 information only.
| examined the repair information only for the one brand that | preferred
(one row of information).
| examined the repair information for 2 or more brands, but not all brands
(2 or more rows of information).
| examined all the repair information for all brands (all the repair
information that is provided above, columns 1, 2 and 3).
| examined the number of units requiring repair for all brands (columns 1
and 2 only).
| examined the repair costs for all brands (columns 1 and 3 only).

150



Figure 6-2
Outcome Justification

Reasons for Choice - Market Survey (VCRs)

The purpose of this survey is to learn what information is used when
explaining a product choice to someone close to you (e.g. a friend, spouse,
parent or relative). Please read the following scenario and answer the questions
below. Thank you for your help in completing this questionnaire.

Scenario:

You have decided to purchase a VCR. Your best friend considers himself
(herself) to be very knowledgeable about TV, stereo, and computer equipment
and you anticipate having to justify your choice to your friend. In patticular, you
know that your friend will specifically ask you what reasons made you decide
upon a particular alternative. For example, when you purchased an IBM PS/2
computer at the beginning of the term, you made a note of all the fea res on
which your computer was as good or better than any others that you considered
so that you could justify your choice to your friend.

The following alternatives of VCRs are available to you:

(Note: all alternatives include 4-video heads, hi-fi stereo, 181 channel capability,
remote control and on-screen programming.)

Hitachi Sony

$430 $499

8 event/1 yr. timer 6 event/1 month timer

1 yr. warranty 3 yr. warranty

\'CR Plus auto head cleaner
Panasonic Samsung

$450 $399

8 event/1 yr. timer 8 event/1 yr. timer

1 yr. warranty 1 yr. warranty

VCR Plus auto head cleaner

auto head cleaner

(1) Which alternative would you choose? (please circle)
Hitachi Sony Panasonic Samsung

(2) In describing your choice, what reasons would you give to your friend?
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Figure 6-3
Process Justification

Choice Determination - Market Survey (VCRs)

The purpose of this survey is to learn what information is used when
explaining a product choice to someone close to you (e.g. a friend, spouse,
parent or relative). Please read the following scenario and answer the questions
below. Thank you for your help in completing this questionnaire.

Scenario:

You have decided to purchase a VCR. Your best friend considers himself
(herself) to be very knowledgeable about TV, stereo, and computer equipment
and you anticipate having to explain to your friend how you determined your
choice. You know that when your friend chooses a particular alternative, he
(she) goes over the attributes or features available and considers the importance
of each attribute before deciding upon a particular alternative. For example,
when you purchased an IBM PS/2 computer at the beginning of the term, you
made a note of how you went through each attribute on all of the computers that
you considered so that you could justify how you determined your choice to your
friend.

The following alternatives of VCRs are available to you:

(Note: all alternatives include 4-video heads, hi-fi stereo, 181 channel capability,

remote control and on-screen programming.)

Hitachi Sony

$430 $499

8 event/1 yr. timer 6 event/1 month timer

1 yr. warranty 3 yr. warranty

VCR Plus auto head cleaner
Panasonic Samsung

$450 $399

8 event/1 yr. timer 8 event/1 yr. timer

1 yr. warranty 1 yr. warranty

VCR Plus auto head cleaner

auto head cleaner

(1) Which aiternative would you choose? (please circle)
Hitachi Sony Panasonic Samsung

(2) In describing your choice, what reasons would you give to your friend?
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Figure 6-4
Justification Control

Product Preference - Market Survey (VCRs)

The purpose of this survey is to learn about your preference for a
particular product and to learn what information is used when determining a
particular product choice. Please read the following scenario and answer the
questions below. Thank you ‘or your help in completing this questionnaire.

Scenario:

You have decided to purchase a VCR. You have spent some time
reading the ads for VCRs in the newspaper, and you have visited some of the
specialty stores in Edmonton to examine the VCRs available.

You have found that the folliewing alternatives of VCRs arz available to
you:

(Note: all alternatives include 4-video heads, hi-fi stereo, 181 channel capability,
remote control and on-screen programming.)

Hitachi Sony

$430 $499

8 event/1 yr. timer 6 event/1 month timer

1 yr. warranty 3 yr. warranty

VCR Plus auto head cleaner
Panasonic Samsung

$450 $399

8 event/1 yr. timer 8 event/1 yr. timer

1 yr. warranty 1 yr. warranty

VCR Plus auto head cleaner

auto head cleaner
(1) Which alternative would you choose? (please circle)
Hitachi Sony Panasonic Samsung

(2) Please explain how you made your choice.
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Figure 7-1

Experimental Design and
Number of Subjects Per Cell

3 x 3 x 2 Experimental Design:
Trigger x Justification x Timing of Choice

Justification
Condition

Qutcome

Process

Control

Trigger Condition
Brand A Brand B Control
21 18 35
24 21 32
15 16 26
24 19 31
22 22 i3 24
31 21
Choice Commitment Choice |
with Announcement only -
control
Announcement

Timing of Choice

Timing of Choice
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FIGURE 8-1
Propositions of Rationalization of Choice Model
Results

Proposition 1:
The choice commitment occurs early in Supported

the decision process.

Proposition 2:

A stimulus triggers the choice commitment. Supported
Proposition 3:

For a stimulus to trigger a choice Included in
commitment, the stimulus must be attended evaluation task

to and elaborated on by the consumer.

Proposition 4:

After the choice commitment is made, the Supported
individual searches for additional information

to support or justify the choice.

Proposition 5:

The amount of external information search Not tested
depends primarily upon the amount of search

required to reach a comfort threshold with

the choice. The threshold level depends upon

the knowledge and experience of the

individual; the amount of perceived risk of

the purchase such as financial risk and

social risk; and situatinnal constraints

such as time and availability of information.

Proposition 6:

Interpretation of information depends upon Not tested
the initial choice commitment and upon the

nature of the information searched.

Proposition 7:
Attribute importance depends upon the choice Not tested
commitment:
a. choice commitment: positive attributes
will be given greater weight; negative
attributes will be discounted
b. other alternatives: positive attributes
will be discounted; negative attributes
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will be given greater weight.

Proposition 8:

The amount of external information search
will increase if the individual anticipates
having to justify the choice to others such
as a superior, spouse or peer.

Proposition 9:

If an individual anticipates having to
justify the decision process used to others
such as a spouse, superior or peers, a
rational decision process will be used.

Proposition 10:

In decisions involving high financial or
social risk, the amount of perceived risk
involved in the decision and the individual's
tolerance to risk (e.g. risk averse or risk
neutral), will interact to determine whether
the individual will use a rational or
rationalization decision process.

Proposition 11:

In decisions for which the individual has

low knowledge and/or experience, the type
of decision (e.g. complex or low involvement)
and the personal characteristics of the
individual (e.qg. risk averse or risk neutral),
will interact to determine whether the
individual will use a rational or

rationalization decision process.

Proposition 12:

Information that disconfirms the choice
commitment may result in a change to the
choice commitment depending upon:

a. the strength of commitment in the
initial choice,
b. the amount and strength of disconfirming

evidence relative to confirming evidence,

c. the credibility of the source of
disconfirming evidence, relative to
confirming evidence.
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APPENDIX

Hello!

Thank you for participating in
this interactive survey. The task is
very simple and we hope you will find
it fun to do. We are interested in
what you would look for when
shopping for electronic equipment.

Click here when you are finished reading this page.

This survey consists of 5 sections
and will take you approximately 45
minutes tc complete. Each section is
different. You will be given instructions at
the beginning of each section.

! Click here when you are finished reading this page.
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INSTRUCTIONS

THIS IS IMPORTANT
INFORMATION!

"SECTION 1 |

The purpose of this section is to learn about your preferences for
particular products. Specifically, we want you to allocate 100 points among
the alternatives in a product grouping to indicate how much er how little you

prefer each alternative.

For example, imagine that you have decided to purchase a notebook
computer and have the choice of 5 alternatives (IBM, Toshiba, Macintosh,
Sanyo and Pro-Spec). If you assign a score of 50 to IBM and a score of 50
to Toshiba, it would imply that you prefer IBM and Toshiba equally, while you
will not consider the other brands. On the other hand, if you give a score of
100 to Macintosh, it would imply that a Macintosh is the only computer you

would consider.

Go Back to Previous Screen

Tell Me More |

| SECTION 1 |

You will be asked for your preferences for 4
different product categories. Each product in a
category will be described by a brand name, price
and specific features.

To indicate vour preferences, move the cursor
(mouse) to the box beside each brand and type in a
number (between O and 100) to indicate the amount
of your preference for that particular brand. Please
be sure that your preferences add up to 100 for all

brands within each category.

Go Back to Frevious Screen

Tell Me More
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SECTION 1

You will be asked your preferences
for one product category followed by
some general questions about that

product category.

After you have completed these
general questions, you will move on to
indicate your preferences for the brands
in another product category.

Go Back to Previous Screen Tell Me More
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[Product Category #1 | BEEfléNi I

PORTABLE CD FLAYER - "Discman" - Type

0 RCA, $160, 21-track memory, intro scan and repeat function, headphones, AC-DC converler

Panasonic, $180, 24-track memory, MASE, XBS AC adapter, headphones

0 Sony, $188, 22-track memory, music search, headphones, repeat function, AC adupter
0 Magnavox, $139, 20-track memory, headphones, AC-DC adapter, Buss boost ]
; I ) ,
t](enwood, $196, 20-track memory, AC adapter, rechargeable batteries, Al sound processor ‘ |

Total Score= 0

Continue

| SECTION | |

Questions about Portable CD players

Instructions: Please move the cursor (mouse) and click on the appropiate réébéhsc 6'f>pr-6;'-idé a'

brand name or product name, as required. Use the mousc to move from question to question. |

Do youown aportable CD? | Oyes [INo

[If yes, what is the brand name. Select as many as appropriate. ]

OJAiwa JMagnavox [JSanyo B T :
[ll vou make a mistuke, |

[JCraig {1Panasonic {ZJSony iclick on the brand name .
lugum to crase the check. i

[JKenwood [JPhilips (] Other eI

IHow often do you use your portable CD player? |

(IDaily ;
(13 times per week

[ Once per week

CJSeldom I

[INever l> Continue
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[Product Category # 2]

PORTABLE STEREO
(all alternatives include;: AM/FM CD stereo cassette recorder)

| SECTION 1

CA, $180, 3-band equalizer, 2-way 4-speaker system, built-in CD storage

Sony, $260, dual cassette, high-speed dubbing, 5-band equalizer, detachable 2-way speakers

Panasonic, $250, XBS extra Bass system, digital synthesized tuner

“raig, $110, Bass boost, AC/DC operation, bui' o« Pone

Sharp, $250, dual cassette, detachable 2-way : skt & 1y :peed dubbing

Total Score= 0 !

Continue

i
Questions about Portable Stercos

SECTION 1 |

tnshuctions: Please move the cursor (mouse) and click on the appropiatc response or provide a :
- name or product name, as required. Use the mouse to move from question to question.

i a portable stereo? T CYes [INo

s 5 1 Is the brand nam«  Select as many as appropriate. [

[JCitizen [JFisher L jKenwood T Pioncer (CiSharp
[(ICraig {JHitachi {1Magnavox [J) Samsung  !Sony
[CJEmerson ve ] Panasonic [(1Sanyo [JOther

[How ofter: do you use your portable stereo? |

[ IDaily

[C]3 times per week
[TJOnce per week
[(ISeldom

lIf you make a mistake,

cclick on the brand name !

(INever —

P

Continve
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[Product Category # 3 ‘ 1sEC_"l"loN l ’ |

VCRs (VHS) :
(all alternatives include: 4 video heads, hi-fi stereo, 181 char- * pability, remote |
control and on-screen programming) |

0 Panasonic, $450, 8 event/1 year timer,1 year warranty, VCR Plus, Auto head cleaner

Samsung, $399, 8 event/] year timer, 1 year warranty, Auto head cleaner

0 Hitachi, $430, 8 event/l year timer, 1 year warranty, VCR Plus

—_ o |
0 Sanyo, $370, 6 event/] year timer,] year warranty T l
0 Sony, $499, 6 event/1 month timer, 3 year warranty T l

Total Score= 0

Continue

>

' ',;"L.'f, - .
| Questions about YCRs i SECTION 1 |

|
!
n _ |
|

Instructions: Please move th cursor (mouse) and click on the apprdl_iizi(c rcsponscﬂ6;'i5f6_\;idé.zx
brand name or product name, as required. Usc the mouse to move from questica to question.

ﬁyou own a VCR? [ [OYes [INo

ﬁf yes, what is the brand name. Select as many as . approprial__c_.r__j

GE ic g Sony o g
= [Panasonic [JSamsung L3 Sony EII' vou make a mistake,
S . click on the brand name
[JHitachi CIPhilips [Sanyo [JOther !n'llluin to erase the check
give ORCA [JSharp ;

[How often do you use your VCR? 1

" Daily

773 times per week

[_ Once per week

{iSeldom e e
UNever _ !| Coatinue

I
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LProduct Category # 4|

[COLOR TELEVISIONS
iall altematives include: remote control, on-screen programming

[(7 ‘l P—‘(—)sﬁit\u, $350, 20" monitor, 181-channel, 1 vear watanty, clock/sleep timer
!

RCA, $288, 21" monitor, !81-channel.  vear warranty
0 Samsung, $329, 20" monitor, li(:éﬁih_riélj.:\"&;R\"—uﬁﬁh'lf\‘. élii?k/slbép timer
0 Zenith, $377, 217 monitor, 178-channel, 1 vzar warranty
0 Panasonic, $429, 20" monitor, 155-channel, 3 year warranty, clock/sleep timer

1

Total Score= 0

| [ e

X Continue

-

, -
| Questions About Color Televisions |

Po vou own a color TV? CiNo

M yes, what is the brand namé. Sclect as many as appropr{éivc.

|

SECTION 1 |

' SECTION 1|

[

Instructions: Please move the cursor (mousc) and click on the appropiate rcspohs'c‘or providc a
brand name or product name. as required. Use the mouse to move from question to question.

[ Beaumark [iHitachi Z1Quasar (] Samsung .. Toshiba
‘ . _— It vou make a nustake,
[JElectrohome  []JVC CiRCA JSunyo LiZenith  elick on the brand name
bgain to crase the cheek. |

[(JEmerson T Magnavox T Panasonic (JSharp ™l Other again fo erase the chec !;
OJGE ONec " Philips {JSony
How often do you watch TV? M_»_«_M__ | f

I Daily

["13 times per week

[ Once per week

- Seldom o

M ,

LNever Continue
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INSTRUCTIONS | 1p1q |5 IMPORTANT

'SECTION 2

: INFORMATION!

In this section, you will be shown a total of eight (8)
advertisements for various products and brands. These ads are
for electronic products and have not been shown before. We
are primarily interested in testing how effective the ads are in
terms of their content and pres. .itation. Your comments are
extremely valuable to this study.

After viewing each ad you will be asked to respond to a
few questions._You will not be able to return to view an ad once
you have moved to the question screen.

Tell Me More
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SONY VCR

At SONY we strive for excellence - to
provide you with the quality and performance you
expect. Crisp, clear picture. Distinctive stereo
sound. Hassle-free programming.

SONY - quality you can depend on.

See It Hear It

Panasonic
Performance

At Panasonic we strive for excellence - to
provide you with the quality and performance you
expect. Crisp, clear picture. Distinctive stereo
sound. Hassle-free programming.

Panasonic - quality you can depend on.

We Deliver Excellence
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The SONY VCR.
Quality, performance, and state of the art
technology. It's built to perform the way

you expect.

A spectrum of color

We capture what Mother Naturc crcated. Using the finest
technology available, the Panasonic VCR is built to perform
the way you expect. The brilliant picture and sound. The
incredible versatility. The unmatched quality.

Panasonic VCR

Simply the Best

Continue

N e
R T
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Samsung

Quality Performance - Easy to Use
We build our VCRs with features like
4-video heads,
on-screen programming,
and casy to usc remotc control.

Samsung Performs for You

gy TENT T

Continue

£ vy

Simple
Affordable

The HITACHI VCR features 181-easily
reached channels with a remote control. This VCR
offers quality resolution with 4 video heads and
enhanced stereo sound at a price you can afford.

HITACHI

Continue
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Problem: low grade point average

soution: Study Mate

Tuition costs are high. The job market 1s
competitive Don't compromise your chances
at getting t: - *nb you want. Improve your
grades with ¢ STUDY MATE electronic
tutor. Stu. <s have shown that students
using STUDY MATE report up to a 20%
increase 'n their GPA.

University coo . modules available:
chemistry, E sh. economics, psychology,
and more!

Make the Grade

Excel in your
university studies

Tuition costs are high. The job inarket 1s competitive. Don't
compromise your chances at getting the job you want. Improve your
grades with the Portable Tutor electronic tutor. Studies have shown
that students using Portable Tutor report up to a 20% increase in
their GPA.

The Portable Tutor features modules in calculus, statistics,
psychology, and more to help you excel in your university studies.

_Portable Tutor
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Who is the perfect teacher?

The one you can carry around in
your hand and helps you learn
what you need to know. Without
any backtalk.

This battery operated Study Mate features
modules like: calculus, economics,

sychology, and more !
PrEREERE Study Mate

That's what it's about. The Portable Tutor will help you
impove your performance in your university classes. This
hand-held electronic teacher can be taken anywhere . . . so
you can make the grade. Modules available for most

university courses.
Portable Tutor

Continue
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Success is in

Pocket Tutor

You're sure to succeed when you use the Pocket Tutor
- an electronic tutor to aid in university studies
* hand-held *battery operated
* many university course modules available

You'll smile
when you make the grade

Handi Prof

This hand-held Handi Prof will make getting
that important grade easier. Choose from
many university course modules.

Success in your pocket

=
p.

mder L

Continue
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Questions about Ad #1 "SECTION 2 |

[Please answer all questions_|

r 1. What type of product was displayed in the ad? (c.g. sterco, ta; c dcck clc )

ST o . . l
[ o ! Use the tab i [
key or the | !
2. What was the brand name of the product? j mouse to move | f
""""" 1 to the next ‘ :

] ﬂuostion. ,

3. Plcase write down all your comments and thoughts about the content of the ad ! ‘
(both the ncgative and the positive features) ‘

4. How would you rate the overall effectiveness of the ad? (place the cursor over the approprmlc
b0\ and then click down on the mouse)

not at all effective oDooo oo no very effective

(

Continue
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INSTRUCTIONS

-
!

|

" THIS IS IMPORTANT
| INFORMATION!

In this section we want to learn about preferences for
2 electronic products. One product, VCKk:, is readily

| SECTION 3 |

available in the marketplace. The second product, a hand-

held electronic "tutor", is being considered for product

development for university students.

You will read a scenario and then go through a
choice situation for VCRs, followed by a choice situation for

the electronic "tuior".

Tell Me More ]

i
|

INSTRUCTIONS

| THIS IS IMPORTANT
| INFORMATION!

At some point in each choice situation, the |

'SECTION 3|

!

alternatives available will be described in terms of
attributes or features. If you want a description of a
particular attribute, move the cursor over the attribute

and click down on the mouse.

The next page is an example of how the decision
task might look for choosing a major at the university.

Go Back to Previous Screen

S [
i

Tell Me More

187



‘ Please note that the information in this examele z
{s made up for the purpose of illustrating the j
'procedure. and s almost certainly not accurate. |

lick on these boxes
for descriptions of the
ttributes.
[Percent Admitted | BN e
lQualtty of Teaching | ),
Mob Prospects | e

Click on this box |
fto find out the job |
prospects tor
If | were choosing a university major from Usiness mujor. )
among these alternatives, my choice would be:

Musio Jl Pro-M;d—;l ' Buslnossl
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b " “SECTION3 |
, INSTRUCTIONS .

|
’ THIS IS IMPORTANT
| INFORMATION!

When you are ready to make a choice, select one of
the alternatives by moving the cursor over the alternative
you would choose and click on the mouse.

After you have made a choice, you will be asked to
confirm your choice. If you respond "No" you will be
given an opportunity to change your choice selection. If
you respond "Yes", you will move on to the next task.

(et =S .

|
lf Go Back to Previous Scereen ; Tell Me More l

'SECTION 3 |

‘L * Please Read Carefully ;

| Scenario: 7’
You have decided to make 2 purchases - a VCR and an electronic “tutor” to help
with your academic performance at university. You have read the ads about these
products in the newspaper and you are ready to gather some more information and

! make your choice.

Your best friend considers herself/himself to be very knowledgeable about
electronic equipment and you anticipate having to explain to your friend the process you |
went through when you determined your choice. You know that when your friend i
chooses a particular alternative, he/she goes over the attributes or features available
and considers the importance of each attribute before deciding upon a particular

alternative.

For example, when you purchased a portable stereo a few months ago, you
noted how you went through each attribute such as price, number of speakers, high
speed dubbing capability, etc. on all the portable stereos that you considered so that
you could explain how you systematically determined your choice to your friend.

f

i ! Continue i
] t

L
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Please Read Carefully | _SECTION 3

J

Scenario:

You have decided to make 2 purchases - a VCR and an electronic
"tutor" to help with your academic performance at university. You have read
the ads about these products in the newspaper and you are rcady to gather
some more information and make your choice.

Your best friend considers herself/himself to be very knowledgeable
about electronic equipment and you anticipate having to Justify your choice
to your friend. You know that your friend will evaluate your decision and
will specifically ask you what reasons made you decide upon a particular
alternative.

Continue

Please Read Carefuil;\; ) | SECTION 3 |

Scenario:

You have decided to make 2 purchases - a VCR anc an
electronic "tutor" to help with your acadzmic performance «:
university. You have spent some time reading the ads abot:!
these products in the newspaper and you are ready to gati..
some more information and make your choice.

Continue

Raaati)

N |
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'SECTION 3 |

If you were to choose a VCR from the following
alternatives, before gathering any more information, which
alternative would you choose?

(Please note that you may change your mind about
your choice after getting more information about the

alternatives.)

My choice would be:

” Hitachi Hil Panasonic ” Samsung I:'r Sony ~I

- SECTION 3

If you were to choose an electronic tutor from the
following alternatives, before gathering any more
information, which alternative would you choose?

(Please note that you may change your mind about

your choice after getting more information about the
alternatives.)

My choice would be:

" Study Mate | | Pocket Tutor

| Handi Prof | {Portable Tutor
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Hitachi

iAuto Head Cleaner

lAverage Repair Cost

{ # of units needing repair

IPrice

l’l'imer

| VCR Plus

[Warranty

Note: All altematives Inolude 4-video heads, hil stereo, 181 channel capability,
remote control, and on-screen programming.

if | were buying a VCR and | could chocse among these
alternatives, my cholce would be:

Hitachi

Panasonic

Samsung

[Pn’ce of electronic tutor

P’rice of each course module

[Warranty

fAverage GPA Increase

|Average Battery Life
L

IModules specific to UofA

[Modules available

N NN I W I S ) O L_ ]

“p

!

191

Handi Prof ] [ Portable Tutor ]rsiaaﬁ\m'

ocket Tutor |
- |

if 1 were buying an eleotronic tutor and | could choose among
these alternatives, my oholoe would be:

i e RIS

Handi Prof

Portable Tutor

= ===

Study Mate i Pocket Tutor

192



| SECTION 3

Please indicate your level of agreement with the
following statement, by placing the cursor over the
appropriate box and then clicking down on the mouse.

I feel confident that the choice I made is the right choice for me.

stronglydisagree — O 0O 0O O O O strongly agree

Continue
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~ |'SECTION 4|

THIS IS IMPORTANT
INFORMATION!

In this section we want you to explain
the reasons for your choices in Section 3. You
will be informed of the choices you made
previously.

Tell Me More

194



' SECTION 4 |

Your Cholce of a VCR: Samsung

In describing your choice of a VCR in the last section, what reasons
would you give to your friend? How would you justify your choice? (Type in
your response).

Continue to the next question

| SECTION 4 |

Your Cholce of an Eleotronic Tutor: Portable Tutor

In describing your choice of an Electronic Tutor in the last section,
what reasons would you give to your friend? How would you justify your
choice? (Type in your response).

Continue to the next question
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| SECTION 4 |

Your Cholce of a VCR: Samsung

If, instead of justifying your choice of the VCR to your friend, he (she)
asked you to describe the process that you went through in making your

choice, what would you tell him (her)?
For example, did you consider specific attributes or features before

deciding upon a particular alternative?

Continue to the next question

 SECTION 4]

Your Choice of an Eleotronic Tutor: Portable Tutor

If, instead of justifying your choice of the electronic tutor to your friend,
he (she) asked you to describe the process that you went through in making

your choice, what would you tell him (her)?
For example, did you consider specific attributes or features before

deciding upon a particular alternative?

Continue to the next question
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In this last portion of the survey, we would like you to indicate your level
of agreement with a number of statements, by placing the cursor over
the appropriate box and then clicking down on the mouse.

1. I found the instructions explained clearly enough that I knew what I was
supposed to do.

8 | Strongly
D::::?o! O ] [m] [} 0 [} 0 Agree
2, This task required a great deal of mental effort.
St I
bhw 000 O O o O O Agree ”

3. If I was purchasing electronic equipment, the mental processes that I would
use would be very similar to the ones I used when making choices in this
task.

St I Strongly
Dl:::?o! O O O G G [} o} Agree

Continue

4. When I make purchases such as the ones I did in this task, I usually tell my
friends (or family) the reasons why I chose a particular product.

Strongl St )
Disagee 0 O O O O O O  aged”

S. When my friends tell me about a purchase, they usually tell me the reasons why
they purchased a particular brand.

Strongly Strongly
Disagres 0O 0 o o o g o Ag':’“

6. When I make a purchase such as the electronic equipment in this survey, I
often look for reasons to justify my choice before I made the purchase.
Strongly

Strongly
Disagree 0O O 0 O O O o Agree

Continue
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Thank you for participating in
this study. This survey is now
complete; however, we would
ask that you sit quietly until
everyone has finished.
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