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\
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Family Member Involvement in the
Consumer Decision Process |

by | )

e

. Lo ' '
E. Susan MacDonald, Master of Science .,

1

University of Alberta, 1885,

I

Professor: Dr. Hiizabeth M. Crown
Faculty of Home Economics : ’

. Department ofgClothing gnd Tex\tiles ,

{.

The overall purpose of this research was to evaluate the applvicability of) the

B grocess“t:i;c;}é\‘gpf family consumer decisions as a conceptual framework for empirical
: oy '
résearch. The filrst objective‘was to develop and refine a methodology for measuring
~family member involvemept in the consumer deéision proces. The second objective w\as
tp determine the effect of family member im)olvérﬁent in the consumer d\erc'i"sion preceﬁs,
on both satisfaction with t!hé product purchased and satisfaction with the decision
.

process.

McGregor's (1984} process model of family consumer decisions was used as the
-conceptual framework for this research..in order to usé this model as a conceptual
framework it was first necessary to clarify the "family member involvement” componéht
éf the model and to develop a more comprehensive set of propositions' related to the

e

core of the model. -



"

" Four families participated in the study. A mu’l‘timetho‘d approaoh was utili:ed to |
gather information about \;amily decision making. The methodology included both self
report apd observational techniques. Tpe‘diary technique was based on that used by Kieren
(1984).The ihtekview/observation technique used was adapted from an approach for
assessmg marital decision making processes develop@d by Hill and Scanzoni (1982)

Data ‘were analyzed descruptlvely by‘creatung detailed profiles of each fJamny s
.| consumer decision process. The propositions were than exampped in re‘latnop.to the

" information in the profiles. This study was not designed to statistically test the-

A
a

propositions‘. Rather, it was thougﬁt that the fnformation ga’;hered in thi[study would be

used to assessrp,e'r\t the rhethodology and to help determine the applicability of the model
Ve

as a conceptual framework. ‘ ©o - 4 ‘. '

An assessment of the methodology resulted in tpe identification of several point‘
that needed improvement. The importance of gaining information about a family's decision
process prior to their entry imo the study was r‘ecognized. The effect of participation in
such an in-depth research study"on a families decision process was also considered.

The finding suggest that the proposition examlned in this study can be tested using
the developed methodology in a revised form. The findings also suggest that it is possible:
to find support for one of the primary tenets of the core ‘of the model, that family  »
member involvement veéied by stage of the decision pr’océss}.

. 'Upoo completi‘o_'n o‘f the study the process model of familly consumer decisions
‘was evaIiJafed as to its applicability as a oonceptual framework for empirical research. It
was determined that the model could be successfully applied as a conceptual -framework

v ‘ 4
provided operational definitions. of the variables in the model are developed.

- a

23 N
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: ( o | INTRODUCTION

Many researche. s agree that since the purchase behavior of nr)dl‘

family is rarely mdeoencen 8f the unf\uence of others, )II 1s often desnrable‘to make the
» N Q \‘ . , \—L\’

m unit of ana!ys s for consumer résearch The famlly as a unit of analysis

o represents a sensible but complex way to view consumer decision making (Davis, 1976 v

wind, 1878). However, untii recently the.bodiee of literature that have contributed most
o the understa'nding and ana!ysis of consumer cehavior - marketing and family socioldgy ':x .
have also contributed to an overemphasm on the individual as the relevant unit of ana!ysls
\ : ¢
This overemphasns has in turn limited progress n faml%'c%nsumer’research (Mchregor
1884 ..
A process model-of f'arnily consumer decisions was developed by McGregor'

(" 984), The objective was to model the process that a family as & group goes through
. , , ,

while making consumer decisions. The model was based on the assumption that family

¥

p

buying behavior is a complex, dynamic process rather than a single individual act.”
J'he overall purpose of the curret:L t research was to evaluate the apphcabnhty of the

model asa conceptual framework for an emplrncal study and in so doing. to contribute to

\ - AN
th'/e refihement of the %ore‘ component of the model. - , f\

. -

. ~ /
A. Justification : - ’ .
“While much of the research on consumer decision making has focused on e
ERE TR L ‘ ' ©)

indi:/idual, ?n Peali\ty ‘many purthase decisions are made by the family: The role ovf'f ity
mer{bers in the deci‘sion process has been the object of research oy marketers (Da;/is,
.‘1970 V:ll97‘l; Woodside, 1972; Ferber & Lée, 1974; DaVis & Rigaux, 1974; Hemple,
1975) as well as soc1o|og|sts and social psychologlsts {(Blood & Wolfe, 1960

Kenkel, 1861). Most studles of famlly consumér dec15|ons have generally. focused onthe

v

outco’mes of decn‘snon-r_naklng rather than considering fthe process that has led to the o

. dutcomes. The need to explore how families make decisions rather than simply who is

3 - . . 3t
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e
A

mvolved has been consudered 4 hngh research pr:orrty (Davrs 197% Belch, Belch &

< a
Sciglimpaglia, 1973!.

It is recognized that in order to develop a meaningful and u'seful base of /
. 7
inf ormatuon on the family consumer decision process itis lmportant that research eff’orts

be cumulative. This research builds upon a study by McGregor (1884) in which a process

!
modei of fami!y consumer decisions was developed. McGregor made several /

N o‘”

recommendatlons for further research, some of which are being adcressed ”ln this study. .

’

#\/!cGregor suggested that the mode| needed further refinement before it would be

. ; , . /{ .
\possble to use it as a basns for future research and that the family member mvolvement »

- » /

component of the model’s core was specrflcally in need of reflnement McGregor also

recommended that empirical resgarchers should mmelly focus on’portrons of th,e model,

Z

to ensure more effective, systematuc conflrmatlon/rejecnon /evaluation and advancement

of the model. { -
Following these recommendations, this study w@ll"focus on the family member
involvement portion of the model's core and on the relationships between invdtvement in

the process and satisfaction with both the product and the process. .

" /

B. Objectives - /o .

The specific objectives of this study are;

1. to develop and refine a methodol/ogy for measuring family member involvement in
. / )

the decision process; and . /
£

2. to determine the effect of family member involvement in the consumer decision

4

!tg[- process for household furnish-?ngs on both satisfaction with the product purchased '
“and satisfaction with the process itself.
, ,
- , This study is part of an ongoing research project in the Faculty of Home

Economics at the University of Alberta. In order to complete objectives 1 and 2 it was



\\ .
first necessary to (a) clarify the "family'member involvement” component of the process
) n\jodely of family consumer decisions and (b) develop a more comprehensive set of
prbpositions related to this component.

\ 5 R B



i II. CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK R
A modified version of McGregor's (1884) process model of family consumer
% ’ R .
decisions was' used as the conceptual framework for this study. The domain and scope of

this model is a theoretical effort concerned with explaining the natural phenomenon of a

family as a bu'yipg"unit as it goes through the stages of a high involvement {extended
' ' ' ’

- problem solving! decision for a consumer good or service (McGregor,} 1884). The model

comprises‘three major components (Figure 1):
. e ) .
1) external environment

r

2) inte‘r“riali‘environment

P “c&?e‘ih) déeision process variables
Sh .
(b“"family member involvement
\3 __ (c) p\,goduct related variables
The model is sc\ematically presented in a nested cuo fashion so as to readily
suggest the systems approach - one system opera‘iihg within, being iofluenced by, and
influencing other systems (McGregor, 1984). Sets of propositions are used to indicate the

B

riables. The propositions are ordered into ten sets (Figure 2).

relationship between

These sets include docurhented propositions found in the literature relevant to consumer

’

decision making as well as propositions deduced from the model.

The external environment comprises several sets of varnables including culture,

«

gconomic system, polmcal system market forces, socxal class and reference groups

which‘may-directly affect the variables in the core of the model. The external environment -

is also viewed as acting indirectly, through the internal environment (family as a system) on /

L.

the core eomponents. , J

The internal é&wronment deplcts the family system operating within the larger

""" external env_ironrnent (k7stem). Because the relationships between the external and internai

’

varlables are outside the scope of this model, there are no explicit sets of propositions 1o

I3

account for the effect of the externa! environment on the family as a system. The sets of ,
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_ Figure 1
Major Components of a Process Model of Family Consumer Decisions

{See Figure 2 for the sets of propositions and Figure 3 for
expansion of the core) .
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v .
© ‘

internal varlables deplcted n the model all contrnbute 10 shaping the character of the family

.\

system. ‘These internal varsables are seen as mdlvndua!ly or col\lecnvely having dlrect

3

mfluence on the core of the model . o .
¢

It is the core component of the m.odel wh\ch is the focls of this research. The
variables.and propositions Wlthlr\ the core of McGregor's (198 ) process mode! of family
consumer decisions were examined. Some of the existing propo\eltuons were combined
and some new propositions were. djeducégl from the model. The pk\opesitions were then
reoréenized to foliow a mbre logical seeuence. Work was done on\improving the
diagramming of the core so that relationships among variables are n]ore.explicit and visible
when looking at the figure without the written component. This included the addition to t(he

PO ’ %
gore of a thir'c\i part,'ibroduct relatee variables”, as well as renaming the sets of
proposmons

The revised core component of the model contains three parts (Fqgure 3). Qne part
o.f the core comprisesv the consymer decision process which is presented in seven distinct
stages. Th'eseo étages are a combinatiop of the decision process component of the Engel
ar,\Ad Blackwell (1982i mode! and the Kieren, Vaines and Badir (1984) concept of a problem
solvgng loop. Each of these »nstages may affect other stages of the decisien procees and
family member involvement and may itself be affected by a) external envir’onfnent, b) the

internal family system, c) other stages of the process, d the product and/or e) family

. member involvement.

@
s

The second part of the core comprises the cencept of family memberuinvolvement
vdurmg a consumer decision. This conceptrefers to 1)role spemahzatuon (who partlmpates
in the spec|f|c consumer decision and the extent of each person’'s participation at each
stege),Z) the influence eachvindividua| has on the decision and 2) the interaction which takes
place during the prdcess of deciding. Famil'y member involvement at any stage may be "
affected by a) the external environment, b) the family system c) some decision@‘)rocess '

variables, d) the product, and/ or e) family member involvement at another stage.

s



S

~The third part of thelcore comprises product related variables. TRis ir\cludes
factors related to the product ca‘tegory being purchaseo, such as importance, price, and
perceived risk, as well as factors assooiated with the alternatives available. Product related
variables may influence (a) decision process variables/‘and/or (b) family member
involvment. )
The product related componem of the core was purposely minimized in the

chematlc mode! because although these varlables must be accounted for in the decision
process they are not the main focus here. There are no proposmons to account for the
lnfluencelof varxables in other parts of the model on these product related variables.
Models of decision making with emphasis on product related variables are f0und in the
marketing literature.

A complete list of propositions included in the core of the model are found in
Appen\dix A. The specif'i‘c propositions which are the focus of this ‘study are:
F1 PROPOSITIONS |
- Decision process variables associated with the post purchase eva/uaz‘/on Stage may vary
according to ro/e special ization of fa’miily members in the decnsnon process.

- Decision process variables associated with the post purchase evaluation stage mgy vary

accordlng to influence among family members in the decision process o k

.

- Decision process variables associated with the post purchase evaluation Stage may vary .

according to /nteraction among family members in the decision process.

¢
7

D1 PROPOSITIONS
- Role specialization 'rnay vary according to stage /n the decision process.
- I nfluence among family members“may vary according to stage /n the decision process.

’

-/ nteraction among family members may vary accordihg to stage inthe decision process.



Family Member

Decision Process
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. .~ IN,LITERATURE REVIEW

The review of the titerature is devidad into three sections. The first saction

@

efplores the lierature related to family member involvement in the consumer decision
_ process and includes literature on the measurement of famlly member involvement, The

second sectlon de,scrubes the literature available on satisfaction with the decnsnon process.
! +

i The third section deals with the lnterature related to consumer satisfaction: dissatisfaction
) -

and includes hterature on the meas\lﬁe’mentof consumer satisfaction/ dissausfaction.
b}

i

they will be presented together in thns review of literature.

'Ro|e Specialization Anfluenee
. ) The concept of role specialization includes who participates in a specific stage of
the decision and the ex.tent of each person’s involvenj\ent. Melson (1980: 183) defined
role specialization as "family member development, modification or adaptation of his/her
behavior such that s/ he is an expert in or deals exclusively with a particular decision stage,
activity or product.” ¥ | v
lnfluence is defined as the degree to which pressure exerted by one spouse upon
B ‘another is successful in imposing that spouse's preference about a pending decision
- despite initial opposition (Safilios-Rothschild, 197Q: 540). It is the impact that an individual
~has during the decision and on the outcomes (Jenkine, 1879: 207).

The literature on role specialization and influence in family decision making is

characterized by diverse theories about the ‘structure of marital roles in decision making.

10 o
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At the extremes are those researchers who assume unidimensionality, and whose studies
describe families as "matriarchal”, patriarchal” and "companionship” (Burgers and Lockes,
1860!, or who use global influence questions and overall power scores.

Davis and Rigaux (1974) positioned patterns of decision making within families in
ter.ms of two axes. The firstis a scale of relative. w"'%#ence of husband and wife. The
second axis is a scale of extent of role speéiaiizataoh. Decisions were classifie"d into four
groups according to the position of the decigion relative to tpe two axes - husband
dominant, wife dominant, autonomic’and synératic. Autonomic decision making is shargd
decision making in which separate authority is delegé’tgd for specrific types of decisioris to
individuals within the group (Nickell,v Rice & Thucker 1976:457). Syncratic decision making
is shared decision making in which each decision is made by the group (Nickell, Rice &
Tucker, 1876:465), also called joint decision making (Blood & Wolfe, 1860).

Researchers in the area agree“that ‘role spAecialization and inflt;ence in family
decision making vary"across produycts; across decisioné within products and across
phases of the decision process (Burns & Ortinau, 1878). Davis and Rigaux {1874) found
that role specializatién and influence in decision making varied across products.Their
results suggested that insurance tended to be husband dominant while deciéions regarding

bkitchenware, household cleaning products, wife's and children’s clothes as well as food
and non-alcoholic beverages tended to be wife dominant. The syncratic pattern
~characterizes'dec_:isions about housing, living room furniture, children’s toys and school,
concerts, movies and theatre, as well as family vacations. The decisions on garden tools,
alcoholi‘c beverages and nonpr!escrip"cive drugs were classified as autcnofnic decisions.

Role specialization and influence in decision m.aking alsg vary across ;ub-decisions
within products. Davis (1870) revealed considerable variabili%y in husband-wife roles in a
series of subdecisions relating to the purchase of a specific product. Marked differences
in the wife's influence can be seeh by comparing decisions aboﬁut how mgch to spenﬁ and

o

when to buy (predominantly husband-dominated), with those concerning style, célor and
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fabrics (maihly wite-dominated). Davis and Rigaux (1874) also studied role specialization
and influence ’in‘decns:onmakmg over three stages of the decision process: problem
recognition, search and evaluation, and final decision. They found thatMmarital roles varied
throughout thé‘decisuon process. While no noticable differences were apparent in average
relative influgnée of husband and wife, the phase of information search was éharacterized

by considerably more role specialization than either the prooblem recognition or final

decision stages.

d
¢

Bonfield (1980) conducted a similar study. In this study, the general movement
toward fole specialization in search for information-about alternatives found by Davis &
/@igaux (1874) Wa; not supported. The major reason for this was felt to be due to the fact

that problem recognition specializatién was more prominent in this study than was
previously true. Specialization at the problem regognition stage was likely due'to the more
‘specific nature of the gqoision items.

Mest of t}he research on family decision making patterns has studied only -
husband-wife dyads and has neglected th;a influence of chiidren. Filiatrault & Ritchie (1980)
studied the influence ch.ildren have on family decision making patterns. The'analysis of roie
structure revéaled substantial differences between families with.children and c‘c;uﬁles-only

. ’
decision units. Eight couple decisions were classified as syncratic as opposed to four in
the case of families with children. In contrast, seven decisions were categorized as
autonomic for families with childrén versus only one for couple decision units. Role
specialization existed to approximately the same extent for both families with children and
couples. From this study Filiatrault & Ritchie (1980) were able to (;T'aw several conclusions.
1. Husbands tended to dominate de;ision-making more in family decision units than in

) .

-those where no children were present; joint decision-making was morg prevalent in
couple‘-dur‘ﬂy decision units. | .
2. Therelative influence of husbands and wives across different stages of the decision

process varied to a greater extent in family decision-making units than in those

i



where; no children were present.

3. Within family decision-making units, children exerted relatively little influence on the
overall dectsion process, although the extent of their influence varied substantially
across di’fferent stages'of the decision process. Nevertheless. children may have the
potential to ir\flwsmcet family decisions by forming alliances with either husband or

v

wife to produce a 'majority position.

%

Y
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Extent of participation by famity members s consigered to be the degree to which,
individual members of a family apply time and effort to the purchase decision (McGregor,

1984). Two major determinants of the extent of participation ip the consumer decision

process are the dégree of involvement with the item being purchased (product

involvement) and the degree of involvement in the situation In whuc}p the purchasing occurs

(task involvement) (Clarke and Belk, 1879). .

¥ v T ' ‘ v

Product involvement is purchase-item specific but not purchase-situation specific.
While there are indsvidual'differences in leve|sypof invqlvemént with a given broduct, with a
relatively homogeneous population the rank orders 'OT' involvement with an array of
products are expected to be relatively constant (Clarke and Belk, 1878). Howard and Sheth
(1969 predicted that greater effort will be expended for high importance prodﬁcts,
Katona and Mueller (1855) fdund str%ng differences in consumer decision eff;arts {extent
bf participation) between products of such apparently differential invo_l\)e;ment- as sports
shirts (low) versus major applianc;s thighl. : -

Belk (1975) suggested that task-defining features of a consumer decision situation
arise from goals relating 10 information gathering or product selection, and from the

«

usage situations that are envisioned for products that are relevant tJ thesé goals. In other

words, the task is defmed by the consumer’s intentions at a partucular time-and place The 7

task may be highly mvolvmg elther because l%antalls |mportant mmednate goals or becauSe '
the intended usage situation involves :mportant goals Gronhaug (1972) found that higher

task involvement resulted in higher levels qf part:mpatnon by consumers. Thoge consumers



who perceived the task as more involving were found to have considered mote
. alternatives, visited-more ;-.hops, and sought more a;:iwce.

Most research?rs agree that irportant one-time purchases of durable goods allow
‘a great opportunity for participation of family memb\rs in the decCision process.
Pﬁrchases ot durable gooz:’is ane mos"t%oftan seen as a progression of interrelated
decisions or steps. Husbands. wives. and chiloren have the opgdriunity to become
:molvid at one or mére steps,sﬁhe process. Davis (1876 felt that family members are
also more motivated to participate in the purchase of a large durabie good due to the fact
that, given family budget co‘nstraints, a8 raajor §urchase often preciudes other acquisitions.

)

Interaction

lntefrlact‘xon is defined as the mutual or reciprocal actions or communication system
amoné family members that involve( initiative and responsive behavior (McGregor:
1984:29). Interactions during the’ family decisio.n process usually result in one of two

3
m -
states: conflict or consensus. Conflict is defined as disagreement between two or more

.

members of a family resulling in ihhibitihg'or preventing a joint decision (Sheth, 1974:31).
Consensus is defined 45 the agreement of family members on issues related to the
purchase of a product or service, thereby facilitating decision making (Edwards, 1970).
'The potential fot disagreemen”t among Tamily members dyring the decision process
- has been recognized by severél theorists. Blood (1960) argued thét the involuntary and
dif fuse character of farr;ily rel,atigpships and the family's small size and changing
developmental tasks lead to a high degree of conflict. He suggested-that treating the family
as though the normal state were one of agreement and stability is inadequafe, since

¥

Yecisions are frequently an ongoing confrontation between members having interest in a

~

common situation. Y

[

The issue of confiict among family members during the purchése decision process

has.been addressed by several theokists including Shefh (197 4) and Davis (1876). In his
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’ gather more information s lnvolved

v

v
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theory of family decision making. Sheth (19744) suggested»that the presenee of
- 4
rnter member confhct in joint buying decisions entails attempts to resolve it that are

tacu..any drfferent and va. ied in app oprnateness dependmg on-the cause of the confllct

Ex e
Fdur forms of conflict resolution are_suggested by Sheth, including problem solving.

peréuasion! bargaining and politics.

@ e

Probtem solving is viewed as a common form of resolution.when the conflict.is the -
consequence of disagreement on evaluative beliefs rather than buying motives. The

problem solving process may lead to more information search, in order to evaluate

alfernatives-and/ or reliance on "credible” personal sources outside the family.

———

Persuasron may beusedasa mode of confhct resoiutnon when there IS agreement
f [4
at a fundamental level, but disagreement as to specific subgoals. Persuasmn entalls

interaction 'among family members in order to resolve the conflict and no attempt to

3 2

7
&

.

The use of a bargaining process to resolve conflict is suggested 'when there is

frxed drsagreement by family members over buying motives. In bargamlng strategles the

PN

" concept of-distributive justice or falrness is often evoked and the exnstence of confhct is

-

- explicitly eckndv‘vledged by family members.
The fourth mode ’of‘ conflict resolution suggested by Sheth was politics w‘hich is

likely when there is disagreementabout not onW specific buying motives, but also about

the style of life of the family. This “form of conflict resolution may result in the formation

EFT .
of coalltlons and subgroups in order to xsolate the family member with whom there is.

. disagreement and to force this individual to join the majority.
%he issue of conflict in family decision making has also been o'onsidered by Davis
{1876). Dat/is jsutggested two "ideal” representations of group decision making - a
consensual model and an acoom‘modative model. Consensual decision making occurs when

there is agreement among famity members about what the goals or desired outcomes of a

“Jecision should be and includes strategnes such as role structurmg budgeting and problem



solving. The role structure strate&‘serves‘to lessen or even eliminate the need for
discussion by making one person (or sometimes two) reeponsible for t(he decisions.
Frequently family members come to accept one person as a specnallst in a particular
sphere of activity, thus making Iegmmaue his or her right to decide wathoug lnterference

o " In the budget strategy decnsnon responsibility is "controlled” by an lmpersonal
3,\

arbn’rrator Confhct can be restricted to once a week meetings at which time criteria of

fanrness and equity may receive more attention. The process of agreemg ona budget is

4
still lia‘bie"to pleht%“o‘ﬁ; conflict, but, -oncé formulated, a budget tén ‘to divert attentuon
E S -

~ from hostile antagonist to operational code (Blood, 1960:215). -
[ -

Wh‘e@ agreement exists about which goals are desirable, problem solving behavior
is likely. "Experts”, both within and outside the family, can be relied on to providﬂev ‘proof”
of the merit of one alternative versus others. Family discussion can produce a better

SO ,.;@\than that originaliy put forth by any of the members individually.
Uhder the accommodative model, family members recognize that priorities and

preferences are irreconcilable and that conflict is likely to occur since there is \

_ disagreement over purchase go:als.'Davis (1876) suggested two typee of accomodative
. ‘ » .

-
1

strategies which might be‘.‘,u‘s"ed by family, persuasion and bargaihing.

Davis suggests that persuasion strategies involve forcing a family member to make

-

a decision he or she would not otherwise make and vnclude a varuety of methods rncludmg

B
\

criticism, intui-tion, coercion and coalitions (the latter being synonomous with Sheth's %
notion of politics as a conflict resoiution model. Bargaining strategies involve long-term
consideration whereby a fahwily; member may"be willing to make a sacrifice in a certain

decision area in return for first consideration in a later decision. Bargaining methods »

i

include waiting for the next purchase (which is similar to Sheth's concept of faitness or

dLstributiV_e justice as part of the bargaining process), impulse purchasing and

procrastination. ' ' L
£
. | LR

n’/'
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Sheth (1974) and Davis (1876) both predicted conflict resolution as a d/irept
outcome of preference discrepancy, without intervention of modifying variables.
Subsequently, Burns and Granbois (1977) have sought to investigate the presence and -

characteristics of postulated variables (involvemeny, empathy and recognized authority)

Ll

\

that may moderate the need for overt conflitt-siolving be_hévior. The results of the study
suggested that couples probably will ‘experienc_e'a consiaerab'le number of instances of‘
agreemenf on first choice preferences (consensus!. However, it was founa that when
discrepahCy‘ among preferences did occur, involvement in'the déﬁision, empathy, and
recognized authority did moderéte the need for conflict res‘olutio‘n‘ behavior. It was foufd
that iow involvement and/ or :high empathy tended to lessen the need for cﬁnflict

~

resolytion behavior. Increased recognition of the de-cision-making'authority of one spouse
also decreased the need‘ for cor‘;cligt resolx;tion behavior. ’
Thete islvery little empirical research in the area of inferaction among family
members during the }consumer decision process. Belch, Belch ari<':|~ Scigﬁmpagli (1979)
studied tHe area of cénflict resolution. T‘hey‘-‘f‘ounsd thatupersuasion aqd problem solving
were the forms of conflict resoiution most utilized by spouses. Bargaining and ypoliticking
‘were rarely n;en;ioned as conflict resolution tactics, a finding which may reﬂ.ect a |
’reluctance to indicate the use of such tactics due to neéative connotations of these
behéviors. Theyvalso found' that children t’ende’d té see ﬂ\ie pfoblem solving strategies used
less often than parents, partic‘:ular‘ly family diséuséion. A possible explanation may be that
the child was not conéic_iered pé’rt of the decision pr._o.ce_ss for the product being ﬂ
considered, or that discu_ssions of this nature are carried on outsfde the presence of .
children, | |
Bélch, Belch and‘Sciglimp'aglia (19789) also found that higher Iévels of conflict are
found when all family members are Ii’kely to be invol_véd in'the“ ptf;bhase process. This

increased involvément or interest by family members leads to different goais and

objectives and therefore increases conflict.
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Strodtbeok (195 1) studied modes of interaction as they relate to infiuence in
family decision making. The results of this study, indicated that the ultimate oeoisioh could
be most accurately predicted by simply weighing the privately pre-detérmined opinion of
eacr.i particip’ant by the total time he had.spoken during the interaction It was found that
.the ,spouse who talked most won the majority of decisions. The most talking spouse
tended more frequently 1o ask questions carry out opinion and analysis and make
rewarding remarks. However itis felt that this sumpi:a answer does Iittle to recapture the
subtlety and complexity of sociaf interaction asitis generali;i understood.

Each of the views discussed assumes that implementation of joint decisions .
‘requires reaching consensus arﬁong the family members involved. However, it is' known
that not all family decisions are the resylt o; consensus among all famiiy members
involved. Scanzoni (1980) developed a model of family interaction during decision maki‘ng
which includes alternatives tolthe consensus decision.

& According to Scan;oni (1980) there are three types of interactions which take
place during femily decision making.. "Discovery of consensus’ consists of a"yes”

k)

response by one partner to the.matter beiog raised by the other. The basis for a "yes'f’
response was one partner simply concurring with the other :/vithout making any
modifications in the other's original request, dgmand, proposal, etc. It 15 an agreemer'i't or
decision markeo by a suggestion which was discussed - though possnbly very minimally
and by conformity on the part of the responding partner. The outcome is mutually
satisfactory.

"Development ofvoo,nsensus" consists of a"yes, but..." response by one partner to
the matter being raised by the other. A consensus development' situation arises when one
partner sms to be in oasic agreement with the other, but concomitantly wishes to
amend, modify, qualify, elaborate, contribute to, or in some other fashion, extend the

other's request. A developing consensus consists of suggestions, ideas, propos’ais,

options, and considerations all falling under the headir\g of discussion. Opposition,

bl
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resistance (including stalling tactics), or disagreement are not included in discussion.

i
¥ -

"Conflict". consists of a 'no’ response by one partner to the matter Being raised b
. ] .
the other. The "no" Fesponse signifies disagreement, resistance, and opposition. The

reaction to the 'no” can signal continued confiict, efforts to compromise (negotiation), or

) . . i
acquiesce. , :

Processes occuring under a conflict situation are labeled as negotiation, while
consensus discovery and consensus development pgocesses are labeled as discussion.

One means to distinguish between negotiation and discussion is through the "kinds of

supporting actions (or styles) used by the pattiés. While verbal persuasion may appear in

"either discussions or negotiations, coercive-competitive strategies and certainly violence

9 2

are more likely to accompany negotiation and conflict. - :

It is Scanzoni's (1980) view of family interaction during the decision process that is

-

used in this study. :
Measurement of Family Member Involvement
In order to measuré family member involvemen"t it must first be decided what

determines a family member. Exactly who is included in the de:‘inition of a family? The
term "family"' elicits a perplexing problem in résearch. It is a term with aimost urjiversal
recégnitibn and emofcional appeal. Howe\;er, this wide-spread recognition is matched By an
equally widespread diversity in the form, function _ahd meaning we'a‘ssbociate with families.
Thus, while communication is facilitated by recognition,; unders_tandiné and common use of

. . N 4 “f 0
the term is marred by diversity in meaning.

£

There are many definitions of a family. Hook and Paolucci (1870: 316) defined a
family as "A corporate unit of interacting and interdependent personalities who have a
common theme and goals, have a commitment over time and share resouNces and living

space.” Andrews, Bubolz and Paolucci (1980: 31) defined a family as "a bonded.unit of

e
&

interacting and interdependent persons who have some common goals and resources and
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y. ‘
-for part of thelr llfe cyc|e at Ieast share ||V|ng space.” The American Home Economics

Association {1875: 26) defined a family as "a unit of intimate transactang and
| interdependent persons who share somg \)alu'es and g‘o'alsﬁresourcest resp?nsibility for
~decisions, and have a commitment to o‘né another over time.."

After exa‘m"i'r"\ing the definitions therfe appear to be several prominent
characteristics that ide.ntify a family (McGreg'or,\W 984). Families share resources and a
common residence over tirﬁe. T‘hey are readily recogniz'ed by others as a distinguishable
entity within a larger aggregate. A }amiLy' is composed of a small number of individual .
persons differing in age and/or sex. These individuals interact with each other and are

“independent. Finally, families have a mutual theme, p|us common goals and sustaining

«

N

activities. . : . . .

Methods of Measuring Farhily_l\/lgmber_ lnvo]vement
The‘rev‘iew of the literature reveals that there are two predomjnént met-hods used

to measure family member involver:'\ent'in the decision process,‘reputationa| and

ex;’serimental ot_:serva;ion. The reputational appfoach is moét often used to measure tl"ffe

va?iéb_lgs comprising role specialization while experimental techﬂniques are the dominant

methods of measuring interaction. Eitrjer method could be used to measure e;ther variable,

however. ) |
. Agcording to the reputational approgch,‘ influence is measuvred(either by self report
or by the réplért of éome other person intimately acquainted with the family structure.
Self—revpo‘)rts are the most common type of data collected in consumer research and have“
been used to measure a wide array of attitudes, intentions, internal processes or stafes
with leert scales, verbal protocols, focus groups, diaries, and a host of various pencil
and paper measures (Rip, 1979). Although the techmque may differ from measure to

measure, all of these instruments are merely chénneis by which the subject communicates

data about his experiences to the researcher.
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Who partieipates in the family decision process and the extent of each individual's
perticipation eppear to be objective, straight-forward variables which could easily be
measured by .E_he self-report method. However, the self-report method does have
disadvantages. These become more app;rent when mea‘s.urcing mere sub.jective and

complex variables such as relative influence.

in using a selfrreport mﬁethodology, respondents are asked to report their

i ) ‘\‘“L .,
. . . ' LS
perceptions of decision-making processes. Such a procedure can suffer from Iapses in" "

memory, partlcuiarly if many of the demsuons may have been made at a much earlier time.
Secondly, it is poss:ble that certam self- report measures may be difficult to comprehend

. L
for some respondents or too vague for others. In addition, there is also the posslblllty of

socxally désirable response factdrs (Belch. Belch and Scnglnmpagha 1878). For example,
with respect to confhct resolution, bargaining and persuasion may be seen as less socially
desirable strategies, leading to higher reported scores for problem solving.

The adequ;cy of self report methods of measurement has not been systematically
* studied. nge\rer, the issue of who should be interviewed (Can wives accurately report
who exerts influence in various family decisions, or should the'h'usb:and also be
interviewed?) has become the center of some controversy. The extent to which wives can -
accurately report family member involvement is subject to considerable confusion in the
Iiterature.r,Svome researchers stress the similar'ity between hushand and wife responses.
Wolgast {1958) found a high level of agreementin husbands and wives' reports about
relative influence in four economic decisions. She concluded that "husbands and wives
reflect one another's judgements almost pe‘rfectly” (Wolgast, 1858:153). Blood and
Wolfe (1960) and Heer (1962) both agreed that there.is sufficent evidence to justify the
use of wives as the sole respondent in research using a self-report method. Scanzoni
{1965) emphasized fhe inconvenience and cost associated with. interviewing more than one
respondent per family. He reasoned-that the dedision to obtain data from both spouses

. ’ . 4
oftennecessitates a smaller sample, therefore lowering generalizability of results.
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The literature also contains studies that point to‘considerable disagreement
between husband and wife in theirvreporting of purchase influence. Davis and Rigaux
11974) found that responses of husbands and wives were very similar when compared on
an aggregate basis but dissimila:r on a within-family basis‘. These results were supported by

" several researcherslrif‘f;élbdi‘rgg Davis #1970), Granbois and Willett {1970) and Scanzoni
S ‘
(1965). "Spouses have been found to disagree about a wide variety of subjects... the

largest ;discrepancies between husbénds"and wiQes se‘em to occur in their reports about
decision making. Thﬁipercentage of agreement for any given decision rarely exceeds 50%"
(DaVi§ 197 1.305). It appears that not only do husbands and wives disagree about théir
" influence relative to each otﬁher, they also have different perceptions as to the influence of
their children. Jenkins (1878) found that‘ in.?eneral, husbands perceived their children as
being more influentié! in family deciéiSn-making than did wives. |
Self—repgrt methods of measurement assﬁme, according to Kenkel (196 1), that

individuals 1) know the amount of relative inlfnluence they have; 2) are willing to admit it to
themsélves and to ofher‘s; and 3) are able to recall with accuracy how influence was
distributed in some past de;ision-making session. Davisland Rigagx {1974 felt that these
assumptions were undoubt;diy questionable.

| Wright and Rip (1979) suggveste,d that a respondent must be.maximally motivated in '
order to get an accurate picture in a self-;eport situation. They propose that four : R

.

conditions must-hold: . ‘ :
: ‘ \
1) Subjects do not beiieve an accurate report will cause embérassment or loss of face
in the immediate situations. |
2) ~‘ Subjects do not believe that\ anyone will use the reportin a wéy detrimental to the
subjects or their frbiends. |
3)  Subjects do believe that the accuracy of the‘report will be tested, and that éreater

“accuracy will bring reward (eg. by social apprdval\and enhanced self-esteem).

4)  Subjects do believe that their true reactions Ha.g been measured somehow so that a



self-insight test would be meaningful.

The second predominant method of measuring family member involvement in the
decision process is the experimental observation approach. According to the experimental
observation aproach, variables are measured during an experimentally.contrived decision
making situation. Observation techniques are viewed as a way of overcdming sc;me of the

"disadvantages of self-report methods as well as providing greater. realism to the situation.
Many differen‘t exp’er‘imental observation techniques have been developed. Most
of these have been used primarily to study ‘interactio.n among individuals. One of the most
"well known of these technigues is the Bales (1850} iIPA method which has been used to
measure family member involvgment ir; the decision proces;. Bales measured
husband-wife interactions in tv;/etve dimensions: solidarity,_tension'vielease, a;grees. gives
suggestions, gives opinions, gi\}es’orientation, asks'for orientation, asks for opinon, asks
”fo'r suggestions, disagrees, shows tension, and shows antagonism. ‘

Strodbeck (1851) was the innovator of another recognized approach, the method -
of revealed differ"ences. In this abproach questions are given to sach member separately,
responses are compared, and dif ferences are piﬁpointed. Family members are presented
with these differences and asked to explain and resolve the differences. These exchanges
are coded by recording the interaction and ascertaining the influence process involved as
well as the final outcome. Olson (1968) used this technique to measure family member
involvement in consumer dec’ision making.

Since 1~97O a great variety of experimental observation technigques have beeQ
developed to measure family member involvement. These include techniqdes whereg
families are observed while trying to solve a puz»zie or play a game (Straus & Taliman,

197 1), reconstructing a previous event or conversation (Hill & Scanzoni, 1984), or
. discﬁssing an iésue of importance to the family (Notarius & Ma;'kénan, 1981).

The experimental-observation method also has disadvantages. The stated "realism”

of the observational techniques has been criticized for a number of reasons (Heffring,
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1879)

1} Public behavior is being viewed and social desirability biases may enter;

2)  Many of the situations presented to families have been criticized as bein; too
atypical or unimportant, thus seriously limiting external validity,

3. Olson (1868 found that in the lab context there tends to be more (vs. self reports)
disagreemgnt between spouses, less efficiency at decision making, and less
emotionality registered; .

4)  Kenkel (196 Yhas shown that the sex of the observer greatly influgnces the
participants’ behavior. It wa; indicated that when the observer was a woman, wives
tended to take more active and powérful roles.

One way‘of overcoming some of these methodological deficiencies may be to |
hdire‘ctly monitor the decision process in the home. Webb {1878) reported a method
whereby communications between couples were studied by placing tape recording
equipment in the homes of volunteers. For a two-week period the voice sensitive
equipment was activated automatically where ever a convefsation took place. Coding was
done using"a scheme similar to that developed earlier for ogservational methods of family
interaction (Bales, 1950).

N Such a methodology would combine the advantage of both the survey (self-report)
tech}niques z;nd the experimental-observation techniques, while eliminating andvreducing
the most frequently recurring problems associated with each: 1) the ressarcher would not
have to decide arbitrarily which decision to research; 2) research would not be restricted
to the husband wife dyad; 3) discrepancies among family members in post hoc ‘.
self-reports of relative.influence would not arise; and‘4) total as well as relative influence
in the decision could be assessed (Weabb, 19"8).

~ Several problems with the above method are also z;pparent. These include: 1) the

high percentage of irrelevant data collected (decisio}n’-/making a small part of all

conversation); 2) the potential response bias associated with knowledge that one’s
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conversations are being recorded; and 3) the method is extremely intrusive, raising the
question of its acceptability on ethical grounds (Webb, 1878). -

Given the Iimitations and benefits of each method, it is suggested that further

research requires a mixture of both self-report and observational methods (Webb, 1978).

Methodological Problems :
Four problem areas were identified by Davis (1976 in ressarch dealing with fam‘ily
member involvement in consumer decisions.
1 Choosir.\g decisjons and tasks. Before family memta'gﬁ‘ghyolvement can be measured
the relevant universe of decisions and decisiqn retated tasks must be determined.
Researchers typically selegt decisions and families on anitrary grounds and ignor'e
the implications of these choices.
2'  Spe-ifying the Relevant Decision-Making Units. The fami.w in most studies of
household decision making is in reality just the husband an‘d wife. While critics of
consumer behavior rgsearch might argue that thig is at least an improvement over
research that "forces” decisions into an individual framework, this is still an area of
conflict. Existing studies have 'concentrated heavily on méasuring the involvement of
‘v husband-wife pairs, disregarding all other family members. This reflects the implicit
belief that the power of children in family decision-making can be ignored. One study
of famity member invoivement which included more than the conjugal pair was -
performed by Strodbeck (1958,. He investigated relaﬁve influence of the father,.the'
p, mother, and the adoiescent’éoﬁ. According to His method of scoring. the power of
the son is substantial. Strodbeck s findings suggest that for c?ertain purposes it may
be well worthwhile to consider more than‘just the ccnanjug'al power'structure.
3)  Measuring lnvollvement. The problems of measuriné Whg is involved in household

decisions are embedded in the first two problem areas-identified. Aiso, problems

inherent with specific methods of measuring family member involvement are
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discussed in the above section, Methods of Measuring FMI.

4 E%plaining Variability .of Involvement. Researchers have devoted little attention to
explaining why, for the same decisions famjlies vary in 'who decides”. Davis (1976)
suggested this variability is d{ue to cultural role expectations and the relative
mvestment sach spouse has in a particular decision domain.

Another ma)orvproblem prevalent in research of family member involvement in the
decision process Is the scém attention paid to reliability and validity. Burns and Granbois
{1877 fo.und that only three studies reported reliability statistics: MoscHis and Méore
(1979) reported coefficient alpha values while Burns and Granbois (1977) and Davis .
(1871} re‘ported teét-retest correlati‘o:“s. They also reported that validity measures are

| hardly more prevalent and appear to differ by researcher: for example Davis (197 1) and
Wilkes (1875) utilized the multitrait-myimethod approach while Burns and Granbois
(1977) used the content face vaiidity df their que'stdons‘, and split sample was used by Cox
| (1975‘;. [n general, the reliability of the ;ca¥es and the validity of the information obtained in
the studies on FMI in the decision process are both largely unkndwn' and subject to

guestion.

% | .

B. Satisfaction with the Decision Process o ‘
IH order for the family consumer deci;ion procesys to be effective /e/sol\ution

arrived at, or alternative selected, must have acceptance or support/oé':ly mem‘gérs

¥(Maier, 1970). Satisfaction with fhe solution (or product) and saii,srfalction with the process
are major determinants of acceptance, and therefore decision rﬁaking effectiveness. To
date the issue of satisfaction with the decision précess has been largely avoided (Kiein and
Hill, 1979).'Family researchers have devoted most of their attention to quslity of decision
making, rather than acceptance. Consumer researchers emphasize%e satisfaction with the

product or solution. The consequence is that research leaves the iFsue of satisfaction with

the decision process unexplored.
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Theoretical Conceptualizattons of Consumer Satisfaction/Dissatisfaction

In recent years several theories have been developed in efforts to accoont for
consumer judgments of satisfaction/dissatisfaction with products and servi#es and to
explain the processes through which consumers arrlve at such judgments. Out of this
pody of research has come the widely accepted confirmation/ disco\nf'irmation paradigm
whereby consumer satisfaction/ dissatisfaction is viewed as resulting from a comparison
process between expectations. and actual or perceived product performance.

Early propositions linking disconfirmed expectations to‘subsequent consumer
satisfaction were advanced by Engel. Kollat, and Blackwell (1968, P 512-15) and Howard.
and Stleth (19689, p. 145-50) although little ev1dence could be cited to support the

- conclusion that sat|sfactnon increased as the performance/ expectatnon ratio increased.
Since that time, further research in the Iaboratory and in the field have suggested that the
satisfaction experience is more complex (Oliver- 1980).

In predlctnng the effects of discrepancy between expectatnons and performance
of a product ‘our main theorles should be considered: |
1) cognitive dissonance (assimilation)

2) contrast |
3)  generalized Hegativity
4) assimilation-contrast; o . |
| sDissonance or assirnilation theory assumes that any discrepancy between )
expectations and product performance-vﬁll be minimized or assimilated by the consumer
adjusting his perception of tne prodoct t_o.Abe more consistent-(less dissonant) with
‘ expectations (Anderson, 1873; Olshavsky' and Muller, 1872), Contrast“theorﬁy, on the

other hand, assumes that the customer will magnify the difference between the'product.

received and the product expected. For example, if the objective performance of the

-t
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product fails to meet expeotations, the cusfomer will evaluate the product less favorably
- than if he had no prior expectations of it. Contrast theory is thus the converse of
~assimilation theory‘(An‘derson, 1973; Helson, 1964). The generalized negativity.theory
holds that any discrepancy betwesn expectations and reality results in a generalized
negative hedonic sféte, causing‘ the product to receive a more unfavorable rating than if it
had coincided with expectations. Even if the product s performance eg@eeds the
_customer s expectations. it will be perceived as less s(t/nsfying than its objfective
'performan‘ce would justify (Anderson, 1973). The assimilation-contrast approach
main;ains that there are zones or latitudes of acceptance and rejection in consumer
perceptions. If the disparity between’eXpectations and produc‘t'performance is
sufﬂmently small to fall mxo the consumer s latitude of acceptance, he will tend to
assimilate the difference by rating the product more in line with expectations than its
objective perfonmance justifies. If {he discrepancy betWeen expectations and actual
product performance is so large that it falls into the zone of rejection,‘then a contras:
-egffect comes into play and the consumer magnifies the percelved disparity between the
product and his expectatnons for it (Anderson 1973; Olson & Dover, 1876).
Oliver°(1980) and Latour and Peat (1979) aleveloped theories hnkmé
dnsconﬁrmed expectatnons to consumer'ﬁatlsfactuon n both theories it is proposed that
there is an adaptation level (Ohver 1980) or comparison Ievel (Latour & Peat, 1979) which

-~

becomes a standard agamst which the product is }udged This adaptatnon or comparison,

»

level is a function of several factors including prior experience, past experience, other’s )
A , .

experiences, manufacturer’s reputation and advertising.

The framework for Oliver’s (1880) study was derived from the work of Howard

and Sheth (1969) and was supported by several studies, including Oliver ard Linda (198 1)

4 ———

and Swan and Trawick (198 1 LatOur and Peat (1879) used Thibaut and Kelley's (1959)

o

. companson..level theory as a'ramework and hasbeen supported in studies by LaBarera

- and Maz\ursky (1983) and Swan and Martin (1981).

u
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Although Westbrook (1980) agreed w:th the dominant paradngm ‘whereby
consumer satlsfactlon/ dissatisfaction is vnewed as resulting from a comparison of
‘expectation and perceptions of productper@formance, he felt that this view is l|m|ted in
that it neglects other interpersonal influences on satis ac'tion’/ dissatisfaction, such as
affectiv,s states and gerter:alized attitudes. Westbrook postulated consumers' satisfaction.
‘v'vith products to be 2 function of (1) the extent td whi‘ch product outcomes va‘nd

- experiences mfeet or ‘exceect consumers’ expectations‘ (2),the presertce of affect from
¢ rel.atively~enc:turing atfective predispositions and attitudinal structures that are gene.ralized
§s Well as specific to toe d'omain of comsumption and (3) thé»pressnce of trar\sient |
affective states or moods co‘incrvc‘iental_ with satisfaction assessment.

a

A two-tactor theory of consumer satisfaction was used by Swan and Combs

t

(197~6“) and Madoox {1881).“These studies wére batsed on Her,zberg's two-factor théory,
B which holds that satrsfac‘uon and dnssatnsfactlon are twe ;eparate unrelated constructs as
‘ s framework As the two factor theory assumes that the constructs are unrelated, one’s
level of satlsfactnon-ls mdependent of the level of dissatisfaction and a consumer may
a srmultaneously be very satisfied and very drssatrsfled
: Swan and Combs'’ (1976) study of consumer satnsfactnon suggests that satisfaction
‘and d.issatrsfactlon are hnked to qualitatively dlfferent kinds of outcomes. Satlsfactlonts
associated with expressivé ‘out‘comes whtlé_ctissatisfaction is associated with ir\strumental
outcc’.r:n}es.‘ These outComésbform a hierarchy‘ such that instrumental requirem.ehts must be
" satisfied before satisfaction can oceur. Swan and Combs postulated that instrumental
performance is a necessary, but not sufficient, condition for‘sati'sfaction. Thus
satisfaction and’di‘sslatisfaction are not independant of each otrier.
The Swan and Combs {1876) study was replicated by Maddox in 198 1. This study
supported the findings of Swan and Combs (1976) that satisfaction“énd dissatisfaction are

. " <A L
not independent but are related in a hierarchial manner. Leavitt (1877) also did research in

which a two-factor model of consumer satisfaction was tested. Neither study supported

B
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this typé raf conceptualization of the constructs of corusumer sati;faction/dissatisfaction.
‘ All of ‘the thekories of consumer satisfaction /dissatisfaction reviewed in'tH'is
section have been u.sed in recent studies. Although no oné theory has been zrgreéd upon as
_correct or com;;rehen;ive,‘ there is general agreement that there is 2 relationship between
consumer satisfaction and confirmation of expectati%ns. |
. ; . / ’
Determinants of Consumer Satisfaction/Dissatisfaction
Many studies have been don.e in recent years to tryﬁ to deternjine those facrors

which influence the degree of satisfaction/ dissatisfaction felt by,consumers-inrelation to

products or services. The determinants of satisfaction identified in the literature can be

grouped.into five categories:

Or expectations,

1) "Factors associated with prepurchase attitudes
2) - Factors assOciated with the type of product,
3) Factors-associated with the purchase process,

L}

4) Personal Factors, and

5)  Situational or circumstantial factors.

Factors Associated with 'Pr:epL‘Jr'chase' Attitudes or Expectations

A m%jority of the research studying the determinants of satisfaction have used -
some variation of the disconfirmation paradigm which holds that satisfaétion is related to
the siz.‘er and direction of the disconfirmation experience. An individual's expectations are-
COnrirmed when a product performs as éxpected, neg‘ativs|y- disconfirmed when the
pr ot performs more p'oorly tha‘n expected resulting in dissatisfaction, and positively

disconfirmed when the product performs better than expected resulting in satisfaction  *

(Churchill and Surprenarit, 1982). : .
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Expectations are created and can be influenced by (1) the product itself including
one's prior experience, brand connotations, and symbolic elements, (2} the context,
including the content of communication from salespeople and social referents, and

(3) individual characteristics including persuasibility and perceptual distortion (Oliver,

?
1980).

LaTour end Peat {1980) studied the ef fects of prior experience,
manufactu'rer-induced expectations and other consumers experiences on perceived
attribute levels and satisfaction. They found thet priof ‘exoerience is the major determinant
of consumer satisfaction. They also found no effects of manufacturer-induced
expectations. While this does not rule out the possibility of effects of
' manufacturer-induced expectations, it would suggest thagc‘:onsumers might gi.ve thisv
information less weight when there is relevant past experlence and information about
other consumers' experiences (LaTour & Peat, 1980).

8 Wotruba and Duncan (1975 stated that expectations are beipg ‘influenced by
technical de{/eloapment. They postulated that technological developments witnessed in
space might entice consumers 10 dernand better and more compiex products.~They felt
thai consumer expecftations of product performance we;e ris_in'g more rapidly .than actual
product performance was advancing. Wotnuba and Duncan also felt that expectations
we\;e influenced by advertising. They postulated that unmet expectat\%ns are aresult of
: advertlsmg promising m’ore than can be delivered and found that problems with fulfillment
of expectations induced by consumer pronnoltlons are a major source of consumer
dlssatlsfactlon Gronhaug and Arndt (1879) also suggested that advertnsnng and other
commercxal stimuli may result in mcreased expectatlons thus mcreasmg the probablllty of
dlssatlsfactlon Expgctations themse!ves can be broken down into three categorles

&
&eotations ewbout the attmbutes of the product;

2) expectet%ns about the costs and efforts which will be expended in obtaining the

direct benefits of the product or service; and,



& | . 32

. 0
P . -

3) ""ekpectations or"’social apprOVal or other derived benefits or costs resulting from the
Jpurchase (Day. 1977) |
Swan and Combs (1976) found strong support for the hypothes;s that satisfaction
‘is a‘ssociated with performance that fulfills expectations, while dissatisfaction occurs

when performance expectations are not fulfilled.

'

[

Factors Associated with the Type of Product
Severa! studies ha’ve found that factors associated with the type of product also

influenced satisfaction. Churchill and Surprenant (1982) tested the effects‘ of perceived
expectations, performance evaluations, and d_isconfirmation on satisfaction for two types
of products, a durable\and nondurable goo,d'. The results suggested the effects are
difterent for the two types of products. For the nondurable 5ood the relationships are as/
typ|cally hypothesxzed (If expectations are exceeded by product performance,

atlsfa"t|on will result but If expectations exceed product performance, dissatisfaction is
the'outcome.) The results for the durable good are differentin |mportant respects. First, -

neither the dtsconflrmatlon expenence nor subjects initial expectatlons affected

subjects’ satisfaction with the product. Rather their satlsfactlon was influenced by the

.

performance of the dur, ood. Expectatnons did comblne with performance to affect -
d:sco;tfxrmatlon though'vagnltude of the disconfirmation experuence did not translate
n‘i)toa s@iévf:cant rmpact on satnsfactlon ' : . T

Ohver s (1980) study on the role of product nnvolvement‘ln satisfaction processes
supports this view. Oliver (1980) found that when purchasing a high lnvolvement product,
one's. sensmvxty to pre- usage phenomena is decreased, whlle low mvolvement causes the
general tone of pre-usage affect (attutude) to influence post usage evaluatnons Lehman
O'Brien,fFadley and Howard (1974) also suggested that the importance of the purchase to

R . . {
the consumer may be one of the variables that-affect satisfaction.

~



The technclogiéa! complexity of the product may also affect post purchase

evaluation due to the fact.that the average consumer is/ less likely to make an accurate

. / ;
assessment of the product's characteristics and suitability before purchesing it (Morris and

Reesb_r_\, 1978). /

Thefe‘aré several other factors-which can contribute to the complexity of the (
consumer s evaluation 61‘ products. The p'roduct may be used over along period of time \
so that the evaluation processqis mdre or less continuous and the consumer s feeling )

about the product may vary over time (Day 1877). If thetproduct is complex and involves
many different features, some attributes may be satisfactory while others may be
unsatisfactory (Day' 1977). Also, when products are used in c'ognmon with other members

of the household the individual's evaluation may be colored by his interaction with other

users (Grieve, 1983). This factor may be particularly important in this study.

Factors Associated with the Purchase Process
Factors associated with the purchase process were also found to influence

satisfaction. Cardozo (1965) found that not only expectations but also effort expended

AY
S

"influenced the dégree of sétisfactic'bn.‘ Cus'tomér effort includes the physical, mental and
financial reséurces expended to obtain a product (Cardozé, 1965). Cardozo found thatr .
when su_bj.ects expended little effort, those who received a product less valuable than
fhey e*ﬁecte"d rated it much less f‘avvorably than did those subjects whose expectations
were confirmed. When subjects expended high evffort, those whb recéived a product less
valuable than ekpeétéd also rated the prodUct fess fa;/orable than those subjects whése
expectations‘were confirmed. (The effect of négative disconfirmation in both cases was
to pro;juce a less favorable reaction.) As effort increa-sed, however, the difference

>‘ between high and low ratings of the product decreased.. The expenditure of greater effért
appeared to modefate ﬂ;‘e effect of negative disconfirmation of expgctations. Since both

effort and confirfmation or disconfirmation of expectation affect evaluation, satisfaction
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may depend not only upon the pr.oduct itself but al_so upon the process Ieeding‘ to the

purchase‘o‘f the product (Cardozo, 1965).

! Czepiel, Rosenberg and Akerele (1975} also postulated that consumer satisfaction
was influenced by the decision process. They hypothesized that, in Eddition to
expectations and product related factors, consumer satisfaction is probably a functnon of
‘motnvatlons perceptnons effort expended, aspirations of the consumer and avallablhty of

" alternatives, all of which are involved in the consumer decision process.

Sproles, Geistfeld and Badenhop (1880) concluded that a consumer was more
efficier;t in the purchase decision process with greater use of information. The more
informational cues the consumer obtains or receives, the gr'eeter the probability of an
efficient or best product choice. | |

Cox, Granbois and Summers {1983) studied the effect of search on satlsfactnon
arnong buyers of durable products. It was hyp’othesized that;purchasers whose search
proeees included more stores and brands would be more certain at the time of purchase

" that the brand selected w'as-‘the most ap‘propriate for their needs and ’would be more
satlsfned later with the performance of the ltem However, this hypothesis was only

partially supported. While correlations between search and certainty were sngnmcant the

\\correlation between search and satisfaction was not.

Personal Factors
Interpersonal or individual factors can also have an effect on one's level of
satisfaction. WestBréok (1980) hypothesized that satisfaction with products is influenced
t;y.the presence or abeence of relatively endl.lring affective predispoeitions and attitudingl
¢ structures lie. eptimism, pessimism, life satisfection and consumer discontent} and the
presence or absence of transient affective states or moods coincidental with satisfaction

‘assessment. Westbrook (1880) found that neither optimism, pessimism nor moods were

significantly related to satisfaction. Support was found for the relationship between
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overall life satisfaction and consumer discontent and satisfaction but this was found to
vary by product category.

Hughes (197"?) found that there are segments of»the population which, on the one |
hand, are very sgtisfaction-prone. They‘are eésily satisfied and give high ratings té every
purchase,; On the other hand, there are segments which are disé_atisfaction prone. They ére
dif ficult to sati'sfy and will invarianly give low ratings to many purchases. It is probably that
these segments are the result of interpersohal influences:. |

E?ayx(1 877) proposed individual factors(such as depth of 'exp'érier'wce asa
‘cbns'umer, dégree of persor;él involvement in the consumption experience, and propensity
10 ble critical,-as variables for explaining individual differences in evaluat‘ive reactions to

consumption experiences.

Situational or Circumstantial Factors
Finally, situafional or circumstantial facfors have- also been linked to post purchase
evaluation and satisfaction. Day (197 7) suggested se‘ver'al situational or circumstantial
factors which consumers evaluate and to Which they react:
1) prepurchase circumstances such as advér&ising, displays, sales presentations;
2) | burchase circumstances including out-of-stock situations, refusal to extent credit or
‘ cash a cheque; | .
.3)  problems with déiivery and in.stalla‘.ci‘c.ﬁn';
4)  warranty problems; and V
5) ~problems with credit and collection.
Diamond , Ward, and Faber (1976) agreed that situational factors can affect post

purchase evaluation and have the potential to lead to consumer discontent and

dissatisfaction.
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Measurement of Consumer Satisfaction‘/Di'éi;e.atisfaction
Day (1977)'saw no difficuf’{y in the measurement of consumer

‘

satisfaction/ dissatisfaction.

"l see no insurl‘no‘untéble dif ficulties in measuring an i,ndi‘;/idual s
, g X

satisfaction or dissatisfaction with the overall outcome of a spec'ifiq recent
personal consumption experience. It merely requires the individual tg report his
own personal feelings about sofne specific personal experience. The |
consumer judges his experience by his owﬁ criteria and at the most basic level
'deéides only whéther his reactioﬁ to the experience was favorabie, indifferent,:
or unfavorable'. Any further subdivision of the degree of satisfaction or
dissatisfac;tion would again be based on the rater's own standards’ (Day, 1977.,
Pg. 177).

Not all researchers, however, agree with this view. Many researchers feel that‘
cbhsumer satisfaction/ dissatiéfgcfion is a complex subject matter and may be difficult to
. measure (Hunt,.197y7). Consufner satisfaction is a complek, relatively individual subjeg:tiveA
evaluation of a life experience. Like other attitudinal and cognitive concepts, it is elusive
and difficult to ‘quantify and predict. Pfaff (1877), however, felt that in spite of tHe
problems of rﬁea’surement and the often diffigylt issues arising in the corxstructio‘n of

indicators, it appears that the measurement‘g\f consumer satisfaction is in principie and in
. v .

practice feasible.

*$
Problems Associated with the Mealsurement of Consumer Satistaction/Dissatisfaction
Woodruff, Cadotte and Jenkins‘(1983) found that a major problem with

meésurement of consumer satisfaction/disatis‘fla'ction was that it is not always clear

exactly what constructs the scales are measuring. Are they alternative measures for

!
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confirmation/ disconfirmation, or are they me;suring the emotional response to
confirmation/ disconfirmation? It appears that researchers are finding high correlations
between éétisfag&t:on scales and performance rating scales (Churchill and éﬁrprenant,
1882: Swan and Trawick, 1981). Also, somé researchers are using scales Which express
emotion toward a brand (Churchill and Suprenant, 1882} whereas others are using scale; ”
‘ which express emotion toward the consumption experience (Oliver, 1380). Woodruff,
Cadotte and Jenkins (1883) suggest that the latter is a more appropriate form for
measuring satisfaction.

Another problem is reéognized when dealing with joint consumption producté. In
the case of joint consumption products, one is faced with the d“;fficulty of isolating each
individual's evaluation and determining the importance on weighting of each individual's
evaluation in'the overall satisfaction fevel (Hunt, 1977). " |

éighf major problem areas or issues which arise in the measurement of consumer
satisfaction/ dissatisfaction have been identified by Pfaff (1977). |
1) The choice of the apprépriate performance measure;

2)  the choice of the appropriate paradigm or measurement model;

3 the cﬁoice of the appropriate perspective for measuring performance;

4)  the choice of the appr_opfiéte form for representing the prdblem under investigation;
5).  the choice of the appropriate scale; -

6)  the choice of an appropriate set of weighﬁﬁ:

7)) the chéice of the appropriate rule (algorith) for agg%egafioh; and

8) = the choice of appropriate bench-mark values of indicators (norms or ;standa'rds).
Each of these areas must be considered in order to accurately measure consumer

satisfaction/ dissatisfaction (Pfaff, 1977). {
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Methods of Measurement of Consumer Satisfaction / Dissatisfaction

Typically, measurements of s‘atisfaction'with products/ services and retailers are
based on direct subjective estimation by the cor;sumer of the intensity or frequency of
eﬁ\erall satisfaction experienced (Westbrook and Oliver, 1880). However, researchers
disagree as 1o the suitability of this type of measurement. '

Pfaff (1977) recognized the advantage of a subjective measure. Subjective
indicators of the quality of consumption repreeent the world as seen through the eyes ot
consumers' themselves. Presumably they are the best judges c)’:F their gwn experiences.

Subjective measures of the quality of life, of which consumer satisfaction is a major

component, are, therefore, likely to be reflective of the phenomena one attempts to

.assess (Pfaff, 1977).

Andreasen (1977), however, pointed out several problems with subjectlve
measures of consumer satisfaction. There is great potential-for measurement and
response bias. The consumer's level of satisfaction can change depending on ques'tion
wording, respondent moods and other factors . As affective statee, they may be
unreliable due to the influence of situational factors. There may be significant aggregation
problems in that, what one consumer means by "somewhat satisfied” may not be the same
as what another'means by the same term. ‘

Westbrook and Oliver (1980)ﬂreported that most often, simple, single-item rating
seales are employed to measure consumer sa{israction/dissatisfaction. There has been
little unifermity in the number of scale steps used or the nature of verbal anchorings,

however They range from 3-point fully labelled rating scales to 10 and 11-point scales

- labelled only at the extremes and m'dpomt Comprehensive measure comparlsons are

rarely undertaken, and investigators seldom report the reliability, much less the validity, of
their measures (Westbrook and Oliver, 1980).
Hawes and Arndt (1979) questioned the utility of a single global indicant of

consumer satisfaction with a particular product. The muitiple measure approach to
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determine benefits of satisfaction appears te hold greater promise. Westbrook and Oliver
(1980) r\eported that multi-item rating sc.ale measures of product/ service /retailer

_ satisfaction have found application infrequently, despite their potentiql to reduce
r;weasuremeﬁt error. Multi-item measures based on satisfaction rating for individual
attributes have most likely been avoided because of uncertainty as to the functional form
in v'vntch the measures should be combined into overall satisfaction judgements. However,
it has been used with success in research on consumer satisfaction by Grieve (‘1 983!

In searching f<;r more comprehensive measures of consumer satisfaction
Westbrook and Oliver (1980} suggested that selected satisfaction measures from paraliel
discipiines may have merits as indicators of‘the level of consumer satisfaction. They also
provided much needed evidence as toAthe validity of satisfaction measures for product% v
and sery_i»_c\eS, '

Westbrook and Oliver {1 98ﬁ0) also suggested that it may be helpfu’l to combine
explicit 4rating scaie methods with less structured methods of measurement, such as those
based upon open ended questions. This may provide considerably deeper insight into the
meaning of consumers’ evaluation and sentiments. Andreasen [1877) has indicated that
consistently lower estimates of satisf\action are obtained from free-response data.:

In summary, though several tools have been developed to measure consumer
satisfaction/ dissatisfaction researchers have not been able to agree on the most
appropriéte method to use for the measurement of this construct. Most researchers of
coh;umer satisfaction/dissatisfaction agree that further researchis needed‘ on this issue’

(Woodruff, Cadotte and Jenkins, 1983; Westbrook and Oliverh‘lQBO; Pfaff, 1877).

5



V. METHODOLOGY
The first objective of «m ftudy was to develop a methodology for measuring
family member involvement in the consumer dacision process. This chapter outlines the

development of this methodology including methods of data coliection, a description of

the instruments used and the process of data analysis.

A. Participating Families

The sample consiéted of four couples who were planning to make a major
household purchase in April or May 1985, Information about the study was sent to
community groups throughout the city of Edmonton with an attached form to be
completed if a couple was interested in learning more about the study (A'ppendix B). A
notiég was placed in the Folio, a university publicatioh, and in the Edmonton Examiner, a
small city newspaper, seeking couples interested in participating in the study.

Couples willing to participate in the study were %iven a full expianation o.f what
would be expected of them during the study and were a:sked to sign a consent form
(Appendix C}. They were then asked 1o evaluate their decision making ability and to
.complete the FACES questlonnaure (Olson, MicCubbin, Barnes, Larson, Muxon & Wilson,

1882) which was used to test family mteractlon before being accepted into the study.

Eachcouple was given'a small honorar(um for participating in the study.

B. Collection of Data

A multimethoa approach was utilized to gather information about family decision
making. A combination of a diary and an observ;tional technique was used 1o try to
capture a complete profile of each family's decision process during the purchasé of a
major household item.

An initial interview/observatiqn focused on the problem recognition and goal

restatement and formulation stages of the decision process. This encounter also heiped to

’
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determine what stage in the decision process the family was at upon entering the study.
\ A
Further,interviews f‘ocu‘sed on the search and alternative evaluation stages and on
selection/intention and purchase stages. The digries were used to determine
approximately when the family entered each of the stages and, except for the initial
interview, all episodes which were reconstructed in the interviews were taken from the
diaries..

Following the purchasé of the item , or a decision not to purchase, both spouses
wére asked to complete a questionnz;ire which measured the couple’s satisfaction with the
product purchased. where applicable, énd their satisfaction with the decision process.
Upon completion of the study each family was debriefed. The participants were given a
brief sumrﬁary of the study and a descriptive profile of their family's decisi_on process. It
< was emphasized that this vwas not an evaluation. Couples were then asked if thvey had any

/
questions or concerns related to the profiles.

L

C. Description of instruments

Preliminary Questionnaire
The preliminary questionnaire (AppendiX‘D) covered three areas: demographic

<ty Lo . N . .
information, assessment of family decision making skills, and an assessment of family

@

health. ‘ ' -
The demographic items included age, sex, number of years married, whether
married before, ages and sex of chiidren, educational level and family income, The

assessment of decision making skills included a personal assessment, an assessment of

spouse and an assessment of the family as a group. It also included an assessment of

-~ ~

genera! satisfaction with the.family's decision making skills. -

The instrumgmt utilized to assess family interafition was the Couples Form of
-
At

FACES Il (Family Adaptability and Cohesion Evaluation Scale). The development of the
AN . .
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instrument was based on the circumplex model of family functlor\(ng (Olson et al.. 1982).

1 .
The circumplex model incorporates two dimensions of behavior - family cohesuon and

I3

family adaptability. Family cohegjon was defined as the emotional bonding of famvly
membe.rs to one another. Families may fall into four levels of cc;hesion: di;engaged,
slepa"r'ated, cor“mected or enmesped. Family adaptability“was defined as the ability of the
group to,change In response to stress. Fa'r.nilies may be ranked as rigid. structured, flexible
or c‘haotic. It is hypothesized that the central levels of cohesion <sé;§arated and connected)

and adaptability (structured and flexible) are the most condusive to heal.thy family
funétioning.

Diary

The diary technique was selected in order to allow families to document all
~ activities and dnscuss:ons related to the decision process. The diary consisted of atwo
Roe form which was to be completed dally (Appendlr\c) Each form mc|uded five

(

pting questions. This format was selected over a purely open-ended gechnique to

4 ,} ate comparison_s between reports of individual family members and for, ease of
coding. Each participant was given a convenient folder which contqi\ned sufficient diary
sheets for one wesk plus a one page instruction sheet (Appendix F). Diary shiets were

iek to

arrange a pick up time and to answer any questions. It is feit that this twice weekly contact

picked up and delivered weekly. The participants were also contacted once a

acted as incentive for thé participants to keep their diaries up to date. The diaries were

coded using a technique based on Kieren (1984).

Observation
The technique used to observe the couples during the decision process was based

on Hill and Scanzoni's (1982 approach' for agsessing marital decision-making processes.

This approach was slightly modified to better suit the consumer decision process.
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The participating couples were asked to reconstruct actual conversations or
. . o :

‘situations they had experienced in relation to the decision process that had been

mentioned in the diaries. This wt‘as‘ done with the help of an interviewer (See Appendix G

; for interview protocol) The'interactions were recqrded anq coded. At the end of each
. interview each spouse separately completed a six-item quesnonnanre about the episode

the couple had just reeonstructed (Appendtx H).

4

o

Thns method of ohbservation was chosen for seVeral reasons. The Hill and Scanzoni

' (1982) te’chmque appeared to best fit the requnremen‘ts of this research The purpose of

this technique is to measure marutal decnsnon maklng processes This emphasis on

process rather than final say is congruent with the conceptual framework of this research.

This technigue negd only be modified s!:ghtly to deal specifically with consumer
dec‘ision-makihg. Also,the conversatics - 2ing recorded are soecific to the consumer

. - . T
decision being studied. This allows examination of process anc content \vériables'as well as

interaction. Although these variables have not been examined i~ this stucly this allows for

expansion of the number of variables whicr, may be includec in future research in

cohsumer decision making usin‘g this methodoiogy.

L]

X c 5 . B
Questionnaire - Satisfaction

©

Following the actual purchasé"of the product each spouse was ask_ed to complete

. & twenty-three item &Jestionnaire covering satisfaction with the product purchased and
B - . Ly

satisfaction with the decision process (Appendix Il. The first ten itemsé dealt with

satisfaction with the product and wege adapted from aninstrument developed by Grieve

(1983). The following thirfeen items dealt with satisfaction with the decision process.

A

These include decision proceds variables as well as family member involvement variables.

All guestions are answered on a five-point Likert type scale.
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D. Analysis of Data |

The objective of the data analysis was tov use descriptive techniques to create
" ' i R
Qetailed profiles of each family's consumer decisign process. TCHese descriptive
techniques capitalize on the rich 'data available from the diaries anq interview / observation
sessions.

. //

The diary data were subjected to a content analysis. Each individual s diary entries
were examined ;n‘d coded independently by two coders using diary code sheets
(Appendix J). The two coders then worked together to reach consensus on entries where

a descrepancy had occurred between the coders.. The codes were then summarized on

diary suf'nmafy sheets (Appendix K). \

The diary code sheets were adapted frpm those used by Kieren (1982) but were
revised to assess the v'ariables s#ecifically related to this study. The diary analysis
;ategories yere d&s_q.gned to answé the following questions: K
i) What tybe o% ;ituations occur on a daily Basis in the family consumer decision

proce.ss?
2) At what stage in the process do these situations occur?
3) Who are the participants?
4)  What are the outcomes of these_situations?
A diary surﬁma_i*y sheet was developed which addressc-;d the following aspects of

the family consumer decision process:

1] The number of episodes reported by each family member.

'2)  The Aumber of each type of episode reported'(discussion, activity, other}.

_':'13)_' ‘The number of episodes which occured at each stage of the decision process by

type.

4)  The frequency of repor’ced outcomes, both objecti\/e and subjective, by type and

&

stage of the decision process.
- -
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The ,,interyiewfobservation data were collected and analyzed following a system "

' developed by Hill and ‘Soanzoni (1982) which included coding the data using the

interactional analysis te.chnique developed by Raush et al (1974, ' o
All audiotapes were transéribed and the transcipts were clearied beforeyooding.

The transcrlpts were then coded accordlng to the instructions in the Coder Guide provided

upon request by Dr. Scanzoni (Appendlx L \/S\en using the mteractxonal analysis coding

technique the coders followed the rnstructnonsprowded in Raush et al {1874:214-233).

“ All transcripts were coded independently by two coders. The coders then met and ‘

reacned consensus on the areas of descrepancy between the tweo. The interaction codes

were combined into five summary codes:

11 Gives information, suggesﬁon or reason for a course of action.

€

'~ 2)  “Asks for information or suggestions.

3} Agrees.
4)  Disagrees. A ' ‘ .
5)  Other.

Frequencies and percentage of total codes were then calcuiated. Due to the limited

amount of data sequential analysis of interaction codes was not fea'sibfe. HoweVer, it ig

thought thatiwi'th a larger amount of data this type of analysis rnight yield valuablye,,,;

mformatlon about the mteractnonal patterns of the participants.’ .
Hill and Scanzom s (1882) process power scores were used as a‘indication of ‘

lnfluence amoung famlly memfaers rbrocess power was defined as:jthe ability to make-

: changes It is the relative ability partners to shift the position of the other or to move the

:

‘decision- maklng process toward resolut:on {Arnett & Scanzoni, 1984). This deflnmon is
cons:stent with the defnnmon of mfluence used in this study. . . /
" “yvProcess power is coded using the "response of other "toa partner's previous

. statement. A response of 'yes' by one partner indicates that the spouse has gained all of

what they wanted. A response of "yes, but” or "no, but” indicates partial gain. A response



g

..partners in the diaries.

of "no" indicates no gain. The raéponses are codead numerically according to Hill and
Scanzoni (1882) and aaded together ‘resulting in process powér scores for each p‘bartn")er.
The more similar the partners scores, the more evehly iﬁfluence is di;tributed. A large
descrepahcy between the scores indicated an uneven distribution of influence. The pq&t}ner
with the higher scores is said to have greater influence. |

The data obtained from the post interview questionnaires and the final

questionnaire relatedto satisfaction were examined and used as raw data to help develop

descriptive profiles of the decision process ‘of each family.

Role Specialization is operationally defined as the frequency and extent of the

‘participation of each spouse at each stage of the decision process as reported by both

. 1
' chdl

<

/ nfluence is operationally defined a‘% a three part measure including the couple's process

_power scores , the subjective outcomes of each episode as reported in the diary by both

partners and the participants responses to questions 2, 3,4 ar%%b in the post interview

questionnaire. ' ;

Amount of | nteraction is operationally defined as the frequency of discussions bétween
partners at each stage of the decision process as reported in the diary.
Type of | nteraction is operationally defined as the frequency of\digagree” and "agree”

interaction summary codes at each stage of the decision process.
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Satistaction with the Decision Process is operationally defined as the participants

<

responses to the questions in "Part A" of the final que'stionnaire..

ey

LN _

Satisfaction with the Product is operationally defined as the participants responses to the

ques‘iions in "Part B" and Part(C of the final questionnaire.



. V.RESULTS
This chapter consists of descriptive profiles of each of the families who
participated in the study. These profiles utilize questionnaire, divary and
interview / observational data. The profiles will provide a detailed picture of each family's

-

consumer decision process for a major household product.

A. Family 01
. The consumer purchase under study with Fahily 01 was the purchase of draperies
fbr.theulivingroom . Family 0‘1 consisféd ofa éouple who had been living together for
several months and who mérried during the course of the s'tudy. BotH had high »levél; 6f
egducation, a university degrée or higher. Both partners worked oufside the home. The
' family ‘s annual income was approximately 530,000. Both paftners' rated the decision

m.aking skills 'of themselves and their partners as very good on a five-point scale ranging

from poor to exgellent. The male ratbed the decision making skills of the family as a group
as "excellen.t" while the ferﬁale rated them as "very good”. Both were "very ha‘pp'y" wvith the
decisions the family rﬁakes that affect them. O\verall, assesément of individual and family

decison making skills Was’ very positive. Both partners felt dood about their own skills as

'well as those of their mate.

«
«

Family 01 kept a diary for 15 days with the husband reporting five episgdes and
the wife reporting seven e'pisodes. The wife reported two episoqes of l‘séarch and
‘ alternative ev;luation that she alone was engaged in thg:»&vere not“repéarted by tHe
husband. All other epispdes were reported similarly by husband and wife.
Family 01 had only two ibn‘tervie\‘/v/observatioh sessions. This was due to the spee-d
with which they made their purchase. The first interviéw dealt with search and alternative

\; evaluation while the second focused on alternative evaluation, selection/intention and
v s . \

purchase.

¥
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Role Specialization

Both partners reported a high degree of - joint participation in the decision process
with the greatest amount of participation at the search stage. The w_ife reported her;‘;el_f as
participating more than her husband in activities related to-the search and alternative
evaluation stages while the husband reported equal part;cip;tion at all stagés of the
decision proce;s except post purcl'%)ase evaluation (Figure 4). This descrepancy may be due
to the fact that the husband was not aware of his wife's search and alternative evaluation
activities. From the diaries it appears that the stages of search and alternative evaluation
were wife dominant while the-stages of selection/intention and purchase were

characterized by joint participation.

Influence
".
It is difficult to determine the distribution of influence in family O 1. Both partners .

reported satisfaction with all activities and discussiogs reported in the diaries. Also, in
- : N w :
postrinterview questionnaires both partners reporged that they had gained all of what they
wanted at the beginning of the discussion, that they felt the situation was completely fair
and that they were in total agreement. .

_Another indicator of influence is the total process power score for each partner

(Table 1). In family 01 there was very little difference in the process power scores of the

husband and the wife. Therefore. it appears that influence was distributed fairly even|y'

’i
between both partners during the decision process.
- .
v » Table 1
Process Power Scores - Family 01
male female
3 Interview 1 16 - 183
Interview 2 5 6
interview 3 -
Toty 21 .18
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Interaction

The amount of interaction re;ported in the diary was the same for both partners
with both reporting three discussions (Figure 5). Both partners reported that all Jthree
discussions focused on some elements of the search stage while only one discussion
focused on elements of selection/intention and purchase. The husband reported two
discuss‘,ions‘ iﬁcludmg alternative evaluation while the wife reported only one. It appears
that the amount of interaction was highest in the search stage. decreasing in the alternative
evaluation stage, and further decreasing in':the selection/intention and purchase stages.

Both partners reported consensus in all discussions entered In the diaries. Both
also rep.orted total agreement in all post interview q\uestionnai‘res. In the
interview / observation transcripts there were no "disagré,e” codes in interview 1 and only
one in interview 2 (Figure 6). "Disagree” codes constitute only 1.5% of total codes while

"agree” codes constitute 14.5% of total codes. Conflict was almost nonexistent in family

01's decision process. . \,\

Satisfaction
Both partners reported that théy were "very satisfied"_wifch every aspect of the
purchased product except éase of cleaning, which Both reported was not applicable. Both
| reported that they were "very sure” they had chosen the best product for their needs and
both 'stréngly agreed’ that they would recommend the product and the retailer to a frief\d.
The only difference between husband and wife in satisfaction with the product was in the
area of how well the product measured up to expectations. The wife reported that when
the product was cgmpared to her expectations the product was "much greater than she
expected” (5 on a B-point scale). The husband rated the product as a j3 on the 5-point
scale which indicated that the product was about what he expected.
| When assessing satisfaction with the decision process bdth partners repbrted that

they were "very satisfied” with every aspect of the decision process. It appears that Family
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01 was completely satisfiad with the product they purchased and with the consumer

decision process.

B. Family 02
8he consumer purchase under study with family 02 was the purchase of carpeting.
Family 02 consisted of a coupie who ha¢ been married for six years and had two children,
2

aged three years and one and one half years. Both partners hatt a university' degree. The

wife did not work outside the home. The family's annual income was approximately

'
Sl

$45,000. Both partners rated their own decisu%';naking skills as "average”. The husband
also rated his wi.fe's decision making skills as "'average" while the wife rated the husband's
as'very good". Both pa?tners rated the family s decision making skills as "very good" and
reported that they were "happy” with the decisions the family makes that affect them.
Overall, the assessment o% individual and family decision making skilis was positive.

Feimily 02 did\not complete the study. Before leaving the study family‘DZ kept a
diary for fifty days with the husband reporting eight episodes and the wife reporting tén.
Both husband' and wife repc-rec seven episodes in Which both #artf}:ers were involved.

Family 02-had only two interview / observation sessio

of which focused on the

.
stages of search and alternative evaluation.

Role Specialization

Both partners reported a high degree of joint participation in the decision process
with the greétesf amount of participation at the stages of search and alternative evaluation
{Figure 7). The husband reported joint participation in all but one episode while the wife
reported three search a’ctivities, one of which included alternative evaluation, in which the
ﬁusband did not participate. From the diary reports it appears that most of the decision )
process was characterized by joint participation, syncratic decision ‘making, but that the

L] . .
search stage was wife dominant.
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*Influence

In the first post interview qu‘eftionn'aire, when asked how much each thought they
+ had gamed, the husband indicated that he had gained "5" on a ten-point scale and that his
partner had also gained "5". The wife indicted that she felt she had gained "6" on a ten-point'
sca}s while her husband had gained "10", "all of what he wanted". In the second p‘ost
interview questionnaire tne husband reported that he #elt he had Qained "8" white his
partner had gained "7'. The wife reported that she felt that both she and her partner had
gained "5" on a ten-point scale. )

When asked how fair they thought the situation was the hLJsband indicated a "5" and
a"8" on a ten-point scale ranging from "completely unfair” (1) to ‘completely fair" (10), |
while the wife indicated a "2" and a "10". )

Both bartners reported "satisfaction” with most of the episodes reported in the ‘
diaries. Hov;/ever/ the husband did report ‘resignation” with ope episode and the wife
reporfed "resignation” with two episodes. This resignation was mainly due torthe
realizati‘on that the purchase and installation of the carpet was going to take more time,
mdngy aﬁd energy than expected.

s

The process power scores (Table 2) indicate a fairly even distribution of influence

betwesn the husband and wife during the decision process. Thi§ E pegrs to be supported

by the diary and questionnaire data.
s
.
? 2

'l

- g <

Table 2

Process Power Scores - Family 02
male female
Interview 1 6 5

interview 2 23 26
Interview 3 -
Total - 29 31
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N

~ . The amount of reported‘mteraét;son between husband and wife was the same for

‘both partners. Both partners reported seven discussions between husband and wife. The

g

husband reported three discussions which int}olved people outside the family while the
wife reported two. The husband reporte’d that two of thevdiscussion's focused on some
elements of goal restatement and formuia.t'ion while the wife did not report any
dxscussnons retated to this stage in the demsnon process (Flgure 8). The husband reoorted
two discussions which focused on the searqh stage and six which focused on the
alternative evaluation stage Svhule the wife reported five discussions which focused on the

search st@ge and seven which focused, on the alternative evaluation stage. Therefore, it

appears that the alternative evaluatlonostage was characterlzed by the most lnteractlon

followed by the search stage. Less ir?ieraction was reporte'd at the goal restatement and

formulatian stage.

Nei ther partner reported "disagree” as the outcome of any of the dlscussnons

[=]

reported in the diaries nor in post interview questionnaires. Only 4.5% of the interaction

codes (Fugure 9) from the interview transcmpts were dxsagree codes while 18.5% were

"agree” codes Therefore it appears that very Ilttle conflict was present in the dec1$lon

_process. : *

Satisfaction . - T o ‘ -
There were no measures of satisfaction with the product or with the decision

process dug to the fact that famunyZ did not complete the study.

- 3 N £

C. Famuly03 - | » Coe

-The consumer purchase under study with family 03 was the purchase of a

&
N

mic: owave oven. Famlly 03 consusted of a couple who had been marrled for three yéars

f‘\

and had an gight month old son. Both husband and wife had completed high school and the

1
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wife had a university degree. The wife was not employed outside the home. The fami'lly';\;f;s
annual income was approxlmately 330 000. N |
- ‘Both partners rated the der‘lsron makmg sknlls of their spouse and of the family as a
group as "very good" on a frye-pOInt scale ranging from ,poor/ to "excellent”. The husband

L . : -

rated hAis own decision making skills as "average” while the wife rated‘hers as "excellent”.
,‘The wife reported that she was "happy" with the decisjons the family made that affected

her while the(husband reported that he was "very happy". Overall, assessment of family
~and individual decision-mak‘mg skillvs' was positive.

Family 03 kept a diary for forty-seven days with the husband reporting four
episode.s and the wite reporting seven episodes. All of the episodes reported by the
husband involved both partners while the wife reported discussions with pe'ople other .
than her husband ' | ‘_

- Famlly 03 had three interview /Aobservatnon sessions. The flrst interview focused

~on the stages of problem recognition and goal restatement and formulatlon the second on

o )

search and alternative evaluation and the third interview again focused on goal restatement
R :

and formulation.
After going through several stages in the decision process, family 03 made a

&

decision not to purchase,a microwave oven at this time.

Role Specialjgzation
Both partners reported a high degree of joint partici‘patioan in‘ the decision process

with the greatest amount of participation at the goal restatement and formulatnon stage
(Figure 10). The husband reported equal partrcrpatlon at all stages of the decision process

while the wn"e reported herself as part:,cnpatlng more than her husband at the stages of

¢ =4

goal restatement and formulation‘and search. From the diaries, it appears that most of the
e 5 :
dec%on gﬁﬁcess was characterlzed by Jomt participation whlle the stages of goal

SO A

33

. res;;atement and formulation may have been slightly wife dommant
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Influence ‘ , ,

| In post interview queétionnaires, when asked how much they had gained, the
husband indicated only "4 oﬁ a ten;point scale after the firs; interview, "6" after the
second ar\{d "’1>O” after the third intervifw-(10 indicating “all of what | wanted"). The vx;ife

4

~ indicated "10" aftgr the first interview, ?"6" after the second, and "9" after the _tbird
interview. | E A : ‘* _

. ) N

in post interview questionnaires, when asked how fair they thoughtf_;yg ‘si;P’tion
‘was, the husband indicated that he thought thé situation was ”completeiy fai;i"’.;’fte‘r all
'three interviews. The wife xeported "g",."g9", and "8" on a ten-paint séale. h } 7

Bofh p_értners reported "satisfaction” with most of the episodes entered in the -
diaries. However, both did report feelings of “resignation” with one of the episodes. In the
husband's case this episode was a discussion focused on problem recognition and goal
resta‘terﬁent and formullation. In the wife's case the epispde focused on the final decision
not to purchase the microwave . The wife also indicated ”reéentment-” with one episode |
reported in the diary. Howéver, the resentment was directed toward a retail outlet that had
not lived up to expectations during a previous purchase.

The process power scores indicate that the husband was more influential than’the
wife during the decision process (Taiéle 3). While the wife had a slightly higher score in the .
first interview the husband had higher scores in subsequent interviews. v

Therefore, it appears that the wife had more influence during the problem

recognition stage while the husband had more influence during the following stages,

Table 3
Process Power Scores - Family 03
male female
Interview 1 5 6
Interview 2 8 4
Interview 3 4 0
Total 18 10




including the final decision not to purchase.

Interaction |

The amount of interaction between husband and wife reported in the'diary was the
‘same for bo‘ch partners. Both partners reported four discussions related to the decision
process. The wife also reported two discussions she had with others outsrde the family
that did not involve the husband.

"Husband and wife both reported that only‘one discussion,focused on elements of
the problem recognition stage and one on elements of the alternatlve evaluation stage
{Figure 1 1l The hysband reported that all four dlscussrons focused on some elements of
the goal restatement and formulation stage while the wife reported only three. The .
husband also reported tha't two discussions focused on some elements of lhe search

~ stage while the wife reported 'only one%erefore, it appears that the stage of goal
restate’ment and formulation was characterized by the most interaction.

Neither partner reported "disagreement” as the outcome of any of the episodes
reported in the diaries. In post lnterview guestionnaires Vboth partners reported "total
agreement” or "we are still talking about it". l\leither reported disagreement. However, in
the interview transcripts, 13% of the codes were"‘disagree“ (figure 12). Therefore, it

appears that some deg?e of conflict was present in theé decision process.

Satisfaction 3 |

l_Zamily 03 made’a decision not to purchase the produc't under stddy. Therefore, the
'sections of the final questionnaire related to satisfaction wltn the product were not
applicable. |

Both partners were generally "very satisfied” with the decision process. Both® v

husband and wife were very satlsfled" with all aspects of the decxsnon process related to

31 famlly member lnvolvement Both indicated that they were. somewhat satlsfned" with the
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arﬁomt of information available and "indifferent” about the number of retail outlets they
visited. The only descrepancy between husband and wife on satisfaction with the decision
process was in the amount of information considered by the family in relation to the
‘decision process. The wife indicated that she was "very satisfied” with the ambunt of

information considered while the husband indicated he was "indifferent”. \/

D.\Eamily 04

The consumer purchase under study with Family 04 was the purchase of a sofa for
the family room. Family 04 consisted of a couple who had been married for seventeen
y;érs and had two children, ages seven and thirteen. Both husband and wife had a high
level of education, uriversity degree or higher and both were employed outside the home.
The family's annual incom‘e was approximately $80,000. , )
| | Bqtrj’.partners rated the ae;ision making skills of their spouse and of the family as a
group as \}/ery good” on a five-point scale rahging from "poor” to "excellent”. The wife
ratea her pérsonal decisio‘n making skills as "very good” while the husband rated his as
average. The wife indicated that she was "very happy" with the decisions the family makes
that affect her while the husband reported that he was "happy”. Overall, thé assesment of
individual and family decision making skills was positive, with the wife's assessment
slightly more positive tﬁan the husband"s.

Family 04 kept a diary for twenty one days witr;ge husband‘ feporﬂné elght -
episodes and the wife reporting fourteen episodes. The husband reported only ’three‘
episodes in which both paftners_ were involved while the wife reported five. In the
remai.ning episodes only the reporting partner participated.

Family 04 had three interview/ observation sessions. Tﬁe first interview focused
on alternative evaluation, the secohd on search and the third interview focused on the

selection/intention stage of the decision process. Family 04 has completed the

selection/intention stage on the decision process. Howsver, because the sofais being
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custom made and will not be available for several months, family 04 has not yet completed

the purchase and post purchase evaluation stages of the decision process.

Role Specialization

Family 04 reported the greatest amount of participation at the search stage
followed by the alternative evaluation stage (Figure 13). Both partners reported a high
degree of autonomic decision making. Of the eight episodeggreported by the husband only
three involved both husband and wife. The remainder involved the husband only. Of the
fourteen episodes reported by the wife, only four involved both the husband and wife as
major participants. The others involved only the wife.

Both husband and wife reported the highest fevel of participation at the search
stage followed by the alternative evaluaticn stage. Lower levels of participation were
reported at the goal restatement and formulation stage and the selection/intentiop stage.

The wife reported greater participation for herseif than the husband reported for
himself. The wife also reported joint participation im the goal restatement and formulation
stage and the selection/ intention stage which the husband did not report.

It appears that decision making during the search and alternattve*evéluation stages

. ;
was mainly autonomic with the wife participeting slightly more than the husband. The
stages of goal restatement and formulation and selection/ intention were characterized by

syncratic, or joint, decision making. . ‘ -
Influence

It appears that mfluence was fairly evenly distributed between the partners during
the decision process Process power scores are very similar for both husband and wife
" {Table 4). In post interview questnonnarres the wife indicated that she gained "all of what
she wanted” during each dlscussnon that was reconstructed The husband also reported

that he gained "all of what he wanted" in all reconstructed conversations except one,



68

0 Apwey — sbeys Aq uonedioniey

~ g1 ainbiy

.
$S3004d NOISID3A 3HL 40 39VIS
uone|nWiIoy
uolenjeny pue
aseyding . uoluUaU| uoeN|eAg juswaieIsay  uonubooay
1504 35eYdINg JU0110919S BANBUIRNY o4eag {09 . w8|qoid
; A
SO
~ AN 4
S AN /
— S m s
R ~.
// :
N\
//
. N —
. mw_m.,tmm ...... o
ajewsa) Aq paiodal s |
, ajew - - -
’ oWy ——— .
ajew Ag pe1iodal se
. ajew — — — —

C

b

9 ‘L
$300S!d3

8 40

Y3IGWNN
oL
Zi

a8



T;ble a ¢
Scores - Family 04

interview 1
Interview 2 ‘
Interview 3 I
Total N

" = e e 0 e 0 e S O 0

where he Feported an"8"ona ten-poﬁt scale. HPWE‘vér':'WHQg;he husband indicated that
L% R

he felt he only gained "8" on a teh-poini( scale he all;§'of1ndicat"eé tha”t’he felt his wife only

gained "8". In post interview questionnaires both partners indicated that thay felt the

situation was "comp!etely fair” except for one "8" on a ten-point scale reported by the

husband.

The husband reported satisfaction with all episodes reported in the diary. Of the
fourteen episodes reported in the diary by the wife, "resentment” and ‘resignatioh’” were
gach reported as the outcome of two episodes. However, this resentment and resignation
was directed toward retail outlets that didn't live up to expectation rather than the
influence of their partner.

Therefore, it appears that influence is fairly even|y,distribut.ed between hust;;n'd
and wife during the decision process.

7 Lo
Interaction : _ ' ’

The afnour;t or‘rlnrter;ctrn’o;\ feportedAm the dlary’r duffered between husga‘ndrand wvfer
(figure 14). The husband reported only two discussions between husband and wife, both
focusing on the search stage. The wife reported four discussions between botﬁ partners'.?
One of the diswssions focused on some elemént; bf the goal restatement and
formulation stage, three focused on elements o‘f the search stage, three focused on

elements of the alternative evaluation stage, and one focused on some elements of the

selection/intention stagé. It appears that interaction was highest at the search and -
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alternative evaluation stages with less interaction at the stages of goal r’estaternent and

' forn;glation and seléction/intention ‘ ‘ . B

Ther’e was almost no conflict reported during the decision process (figure 15) in

alppost interview questionnaires bofn partners reported "total agreement”. In interview
A
transcnpts there was only one "disagree code, which made up only 1:5% of the total
codes. Conflict yva’s almost‘nonexistent in family 04's decision making process.
LN ‘ . . -

s

[
| N , 4
Satisfaction

. Family 04 had selected their sofa but it had not yet been delivered at the conclusion

l

“u- of the study Thereforoe they were unable to complete sections "A”and % of the final
) / . .

1

_ questionnaire related to.satisfaction with the product. ¢

3

In relation to saVisfaction with the decision process both partners reported that

they were generally very satisfied” with the decrsnon process Both partners reported that l

¢

. they were somewhat satisfied “with the amount’ of 1ntormation dvailable the amount%of
s . LY '\

' informatip‘n considered by the family, and the number of retail outlets visited. Both were’ 4

3

)

"very satisfied” with'the family's activities related to the selection and purchase ofthe ¥

product

-~ : : » ' /

-Both husband and wnfe also reported that they were "very satisfied” Wlth t%eir
' ’lnleldua| parhcnpatron in the decnsion process aTd the extent of their spouse's L B
partncnpatnon Bo‘th partners were also very satisfied wnth the extent of their own

- influence as ‘Vvell as the extent of their spouse s Jnfluence The only descrepancy between .
r. . . % . R

husband and wlfe in their satisfaction with. the deCision prooess is in the area of amount of
4 v ! - . .A

v interaetion The Wifp reported that: she was "very satlsfied wnth both the amount and

. v,

\‘ ( &

L quality of’ |nteract|on among family members The husband re,ported that he was very»

& ' P L e a0 ' ‘ . > . -
satisfred”‘thh the guallty of interactlon but only "s’bmewhat satisfied" With the amount of
interaction among family_members.' s Y L o .

5 N



b}

72

» *
) o v0 >__Emu_ S o | S
xag Aq mm_‘.o‘mmﬁmu,mnoo Alewwing UOI30E191U] O mm_uco:vwi ,
o L Gl ohsw_u_ . * ‘ .
. $3IHO93LVYD 340D AHVINANS ‘ : s
: ) - . _ -
A A o I | , S -
- 3 L) - ~ . - M J,O m&
............... §
) -2 .\
- ‘ .
4 c»
. b Ol .
- %.w nwﬁo A 2o
m.— A - 1ue m.ﬁﬁﬂﬂ@ Al | \m_. s
00l ‘ SR wospy - - . N
06t A co:mc:ot: LE Busy {1 . , o AJON3N03Hd
T uonoe 4o agInedte 1oy . h L 0
\ _ uoseas Jo uowsabbns T - , R .
‘ §69 - - ‘uoneumojut Buialg T ) T
53000 W10L  JO0JAYVAWNS - | e
40 3DVIN3IOH3d ojewgy e S Fy b
C oy o ew —— B ot loe s



ST ‘,

Therefore it/appears that both the husband and wije of family 04 were quiie

satisfied with the gecision process. o

3



- Vi. DISCUSSION
The data for this study was collected over a two morsth period. Four families
participated in the study, one of which did not complete the study. One family made a

decision not to purchase‘ th’eﬁpréduct under study. Of the two families who did purchase,

e M
vy

one was unable to compiete the sections of the final questionnaire related' to satisfaction
with the product because the garoduct was baing custom made and had not been delivered‘
at the completio‘h of the study. It is recommended that in‘yf.u‘ggyre research the data
\coilectign period be extended tou,fouf;"_t_p six mhnfh‘s in order to allow all families ample
- time to complete all stages of the decision procass ihcluding post purchase evaluation.
Before being accebted into the study each participaryt completed FACES !l {Olson et
al., 1982). This instument assesses families along two dimensions: co(}esion and
: , IS
adaptability. Thé two dimensions, when organized in a circumplex model, rgsults in the :
ldentlfncatnon of smteen types of famuly systems (Appendx M). No families were accepted
‘mto tf:e study who scored in‘any of the fOL(Jr' categorues descrlbed as 'rigid”. These family
fypes do not adapt well to change and it was tho . t that participation in }he study might
‘cause probjems within the family. | R . . ‘ "
All four families scored hugher than mlgh be expected on the adaptabnhty scale
although spouses were qwte _snmllar‘lnAthelr perception of the family. it should be noted . -
that although ‘FACES“'H;is a good glohaljné& chack of farhi'ly functiqns and has reported.
reliability and validity (Olson et al., 1982} it is sirhpiy a ;aencil and paper method and , as
such, is not infalible.”‘» -
: ‘ . ot
At the conclusion of the study each family was glven a short profile of their
famny s decnsmn process Most of the participants said that they could easily recogmze/\‘w
their family in the profile. Several of the partlcnpants also commented that they cpuid-

never have given as good a descrlptnon of their famnly s decision process had they been

* asked. This indicates that the methodology has face vahdlty . »
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P o

A. Assessment of Methodology .

¥ The first objective of this study was to ‘develop and refine a methodoiogy for
measuring family member invalvement in the consumer decision process. This 'section

contains an asessment of the strenghts and weaknesses of the methodology that was

PR

developed.
A mu!ti-rnethod approach was taken to the measurement of family member
involvement in the consumer decision process. This approach mcluded both self- report
and observational methods of data collection. This multi-method approach was suggested
by Weob t197 8). It was thought that this approach would aHow. the researcher to gather a .

variety of data while compensating for the deficiencies of each te"chnique's and providing a

_check for the possible biases of each technique. This would result in a more accurate

measurement ﬁhe variables.

The self report method selected was the diary 'te“t:t%ique. it was decided that both
husband and.wife would complete the diary in order to eliminate the possible bias of

‘ - )

wif‘e-only reports as was found by Davis mﬁ Rigau& (1974), Davis (1870), Granbois and

'a‘;/l\/illett (1970) and Scanzoni {1965). Both husband and wife were asked to report anv

I &

‘activity or discussion conducted by any member of the family in relation to the-consumer ‘

purchase berng studued ‘Both pa%)ers hoﬁv\‘/ever reg,orted malnly those actnvxtles and

A

' dtscussnons in which they themselves were involved, seldorn\“reportlné eplsodes in which -

o

~onl theur s ouse or children were lnvolved lt appears that though there 1s a blas in the
2 P PP

self-report dlary technigue this blas, has been largely overcome by.the use of bothhusband
and wife reported data. o - - '

The observational method chosen was an adaptation of Hn!l and Scanzonl s (1982} \‘

\
S

'nntervrew/observatuon tec“hnlque COupIes were aeked to reconstruct past dnscussnons
EIRY ’
with the help of an interviewer. Kenkel (196 1) has shown'that 'the;sex of the observer '

greatly influences the participants’ behavior; when the observer was a woman, wives

_tended to take more active and powerful roles. in this study 2 female -
- : ' - L v v F
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interviewer / observer was used in all observation sessions. Therefore, it is possible that
this has created a bias towards the wives in the areas of participation and influence. It is

_ suggested that future researchers vary the sex of their observers in order to control far

this bias. L

’

One problem with the inter’view/‘observaﬁn technique was that the interview

protocol, adapted from Hill and Scanzoni (19827, did not always elicit the desired format
o

of response, from the participants - the reconstructidn of a previous conversation. Rather, -

t 4]

the partncrpants tended to tell the interviewer thoughts about*the conversatlon

é‘“ E

background information, and relteratlon of di‘sary entries. Once the participants realized the

desired format they seen}ed to prerer to reconstruct the conversation without the

.
-

mterruptuons of an in - ecommended That the insructions to the partncnpantsr

‘v« 8
in the mtervnew/ob ns be revised to more accurately explaln the' purpose
of the sessiohs and é les of the format of response that is desnred It is also

crsnon probess conceptuahzed as part of the model role specnahzatlon influence, and

L4

"irteraction. It is felt that the optimum situation would be for the measurement of each of
2 , :

_these component to be a combination of both the self-report and. observational methods.

This |s the wlth the var;ables of influence and mteractlon The measurement of ,

Y

> e

. :nfluence IS a%comblnatlon of process power scqres ohtained from th;’
‘inétg;r;view'/observation session and self-report datayozalned from the diaries, post

interviequuestionnaires and the final questionnaire.'The measurement of interaction is a
combnnatlon of the frequencies of the interaction.codes obtained from the obser\;ation

PR -

v
-y "

sessions and self- report data obtained from the dnarles and post interview questuonnalres

The measurement of role s‘peCIallzatlon however, is obtalned entnrely from the self-report

?

data pbtained from the diaries.

e
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T'ng is an.important aspect of the methodology developed to measure family

" member involvement A the consumer decision process. Whlle it is. important to obtain

participants who are in the sarly stages. of the decxsnon process most couples who

A “

volunteer to participats are already qunte sure they are going to be making a SpECIflC

consumer purchase before voiunteering This means that they have probably completed

~ the problem recognition and goal restatement stages before entering the study This

results in valuable mformation about the eariy decnsion stages being lost. It is suggested

that a  method be dev-ised to help identify possiﬁe part|c1pants earlier ln’ the decision
Lo

QP‘
process. It is further suggested that the methodology be’ rev;sed tS obtam mf’orr&ation

'

fﬁ’n the partucnpants about family member involvement lnthé%onsumer dgcnsnon process ‘

.‘i

o H

before the family entered the study. This may be difficult tésk due to the nature of a family‘ ;
group. A family has a history The family members make many declSions togeth ts he

ﬂi' t RS
decision proqe\sstunder study may have begun months or even years, ago. One family in

the study said at they had decided they were gonng to purchase the product under study

\n

several years ado J& appeared that they had been in the goal,restatement and formulatlon

stage untilshortly before enterlng‘the study. lngases such as this it is very diff_lcult to get
- : . l

3

information about the stages o@blem recognition and goal restatement and formulation

stages oY the decision pgocess. "

.
Kl el

A limitation of this methodology is that.it has been designed for use with couples

only. Filiatraut and Ritchie {1980) found that the presence of children infiuenced the

decision process. Itis recommendwhat the methodologyﬁ reVismd ﬁa‘m

include children, where appropriate in the measurement of family member involvement

One major concern about this methodology is the effect partlmpation in the
r.r’>,lr’
reseerch study has on the decnsmn process of the partlclpants ThlS metl&ﬁ%gy requires

participants to complete a daily diary. Therefore, they may think ab‘out thhase

demsion more thar they normally \’f:?ould Constant contact with the researcher rhay also
‘ a;

affect the decrsuon process.'When asked how typical they tﬁought the decxsuon proéess )
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was for a maror h.ousehold purchase most parti.cupantsvthou'ght that their deciston process
was quite typical. Several participants qualified this by saying that they hadn’t made many
major houseb.‘old purchasps lately so they couldn't really say if it was typical or not but that
they felt the process was“typqical. However, it is possible that the participants themselves

didn't realize the effect participatir\ﬁn the study had on their decision process.

2
- .
~ : Y ol

NN

B. Propositions
The second objective,was to determine the effect of family member involvement

in the consumer decision process on bo.th satisfaction with the product and satisfaction e

With 'the decision orocess. This s.ectior\ will discus”-s‘!‘the propositions in relation to the data

on family member involvement in the*oonsumer decision process which has been cdllected

inwthis study‘

Four families parﬁ*‘lpated in the study each being treated asa case study A snngle w

B3 s "3

a Ry - Ly, e N Vi ¥ u\uiy ‘
consumer de |5|<5n process was examuned in each family. Due to the srmiali sample and the

“"nt'ed number of decision processes being examined thig study was not desugned to
statistically test propositions. Rather, itis thougjht that the ihforrnation gathered in this
stud;IWOuld be used as an assessmenf of the developed methodology and, at the same
time, help to determine the applicability of the Process Model of Family Consumer

N £

Decisions as a conceptual framework for empirical research.

F1 Propositions‘- FMI on-Decision Process Variables
| This section will discuss the relationship bet&een family member invoivement in
the consumer, decision process and the decisior\ process)variables associated with the
‘p"o‘st burchase evaluation stage, p;rticularly satisfacton With the product and satisfaction
with the decisionporocess. Only one fafwily in the study was a'ble to complete the sections
of the final questionnaire related to satisfaction with the‘product while three famili’es

v . : ,
cornplete'd the section rglated to satisfactiop ,vy@thy the decision prooess.

>
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W

Decision’process variables associated with the post purchase
evaluation stage may vary according to rq/e spec/a//zat/on of
family members in the decision process.
(a) Family member satisfaction with a product or service that does
not perform as well as expected wfll vary directly with amount of
| effort expended (participationi (Granbois, 1971:185).
(b) The uninvolved spouse (participation) may still vicarigussly derive
satisfaction from the decision process if his/her spouyebis
. satisfied (Burns,_1976:206).
{c) Satisfaction with the purchase is likely to-be greater if neither

spouse is perceived as domlnantxrth regards to any one stage of

“"P . ..«."‘ ".‘v_ N
rslg P

the decision (role specialization) (Hemple, 1975:79; Burns,
: - s

18977:50). ) i
Although all. partlcupants were very satisfied with the decision process and product
purchased (where applicable), in aII families the wife was shghtly more satlsfled tnan the
husband. Each family also has at least one stage in the decision proce:.s” which is |

considered to be wife dominant while no stages are husband dominant. Therefore there 1S
. v oy

some indication from the families involved in this study that the general proposition that
post purchase evaluation varies with role specialization may be supported using this
methodol‘ogy. It should be noted that there is very little variation among participahts in

satisfaction with the decision process. This suggests that perhaps the technique used to

- &

measure this variable could be improved to'provide a wider variation in responses.
Proposition (a) could not be addressed due to the fact that the only family able to

complete the sectrons of the fmal quest:onnarre related to satnsfactuon with the product

. was very satisfied wrth the product thay purchased while the proposmon deals with -

[}
products which do not perform as'well as expected An lncreased sample size and

extended peraod for data collectlon would aHow for the exammatlon of thus proposition.

v
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Proposition (b), dealin\‘g with the satisfaction of the uninvolved spouse could not be »
fully addressed since both partners participated in the decision process in all four families.
However, the husbands were satisfied with the stages of the decision process that were
wife dominant. These findings suggest that it may be possible to find support for this
proposition using this methodology. o \

Role specialization was Wife dominant in at least one sfage of the decison process
for each family while both husband and wife werepighly satis‘f‘ie"ei with the decision
process and product (where applicabie). However, it should be noted that :che participants
may not have perceived one partner as dominant. This sugges;s that perceived role
specialization shold be o:nsidered as a variable related to family member involvement.

Decision process variables associated. wnth the post purchase
evaluation stage may vary accordlng tor /nf/uence arnong famnly

w

members in the decision process (deduced from model).

Three of the four families appeared to have relatively even dlstrnbutxons of
influence between partners during all stages of the decision proc;éss. influence varied by
stage in Family 03 with the wife having more influence at the o%oblem recognition stage

while the husband had more infloence at subsequent stages. This sm‘igll variation in

Y
NP

influence among family members makes it ifficult to evaluatus propo-svtmn
Decision proceSs var;ables assocxated with the post pquhase
~ evaluation stage may vary aocording to /interaction among family
members ih the decision process.
(al, The degree of consensus on the cr»iteria and availability of

resources will affect the level of sahsfactnoWGregor 1984)

The amount of interaction reported by the familles varied from two to seven

&
’d

discussions between family members. Type of interaction also varied among families with
Family 03 having more conflict than the other families. Ali families reported a high degree

of satisfaction. Family 03 had the most conflict, most of which was during the stage of

[



81

godl restatement and for;hulahon. This conflict was due in some part to disagreement over
the criteria and availability of resources. The other families had very little conflict in the
decisign making process. All famiiies indicated high levels of satisfaction. A larger sample
with a wider rangé ir; types (o’f interaction and satisfaction would allow for further
examination qf this proposition. 3
D1 Propos'itions - Decision Process Variables on FMI
One of the primary tenets of the process mode! of family consumer decisions s
that family member involve‘ment varies by stage of the decison process. It was felt that in
order to clarify the core of the model this relationship would have to& examined. This
section will discuss the relationship between farmy member involvement in the consumer
deci;ion process and stgge of the decision process.
| Role spec/a;/zat/on may vary’according to Stage in the decision
prfocess (bavis & Rigaug, 1\>‘S\374:55;Sz'ybillo & Sosanie, 1977:486,
“ngel & Blackwell, 1982:182).
(a} Family olvement seems to vary systematically at
N different staBPeMOY the decision process (Davis, 1976:246).
g . - e i
« {b) In the problem recognition stage, the Thitiative usually ﬁies with
one of the members with involvethent ?H’rc'Pgaéinéé"ak’uF‘ihg the"‘gezarch c
stage and decreasing during the purchase stage (Hansen, 1972). - - e
;R‘ble specialization varied by stage t the decis‘ioﬁ process of all four families ‘
(Table 5). The families' decision processes included syncratic, autonomic aﬁd wife
dominant decision making at various stages..Each family exhibited two cﬁférent patterns ‘

of decision making at various stages. These finding suggest thatit is p&éls;r;)ble‘tp find
: S FTUE e
-F

. ® ) ) .' ’ »'9;;5@ .
: ' :,gq E
Due to the small number of decision processes being studiedit was difficult to

>
-

support for this pro}posit‘i"on.

determine any systematic patterns of variance of role specialization thong the families as

LN
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Tab|e(\;5. “:’15 ‘ . %.hl’l’ ¢ F)‘\ ! ) { %"
Role Specializati$n by Stage R SEE |
L R L N
- . » Y\ 'b .w . :"
FAMILY C1: -  FAMILLY 02 FAMLY 03 FAMILY 04 .
Problem Recognition ' L. syncratic o .
Goal Restatement ! syncratic wife syncratnc A
, ) dominant - "
Search wife wifg syncratic autonomjic # %,
: _ dominant dominant , :
Alternative Evaluation wife syncratic syncratic autonomic *
‘ ' agominant o ’ .
Selection/Intention syngratic ’ _ ‘syncratic
' ’ *‘g '
Purchase syncratic '
Post Purchase Evaluation ‘ o
» also wife dominant g
B ) - —
proposed in proposition 1{al. However, there were similarities in role specialization among
the four families. There were no husband dominant stages in the decision process of any
of the families and the stage of search was wife dominant in three of the four families. .
. .
This may be due to type of product being studied - household products. The most 4

* reported type of decision making was syncratic. Given a !arger samg{e 'and more decisions

\
per fam»ly more defmute systematlc variation of role spec;ahzatlon may become evudent B

‘t
Very httle information was avanlable about the stage of problem reco,g'mtlon due to.

"~

the nature of the methodology. Therefore the researcher is not able to address this
: porhon of proposutton 1(b) in the two fgmilies which did purchase, however, partlmpatlon

was‘ hnghest durmg the search.stage and decreased during the selectvon / mtentlon and

% .
purchase stages. Revision of the methodology tg)gam mformatuon about a famity’ g

decision process prior te entering the studly and an extende'd,p,e‘rrod of data collecuon
v,,.( % s

Ly .
should aliow for. further examlnatnon of this progcsmon n

¥4

A
/nf/uence among famlly members may vary accordmg to‘Stage of

o the de(:/smh process (Hansen, 1972 401, Engel &Blackweﬂ R
e , Lo
1982: 1825 Davis &T—ugaux 1374 535),* . v
. 1 1‘. . ;*h w:ﬂ;‘r“t"'\ .
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Influence varied by stage in only one of the four families. In Family 03 the wife had
° ¥ ! . )
more influence during the problem recognition stage while the husband had more influence
in subsequent siages. All of the other families appeared-to have relatively even distribution
bt N 3 ’- .

i ' : .
of influence over al| stages of the decision process. It should be noted, that influence is a

ce , : . - " ' %
very difficult variable to measure. In ohe case, after tha réconstruction of a previous

v Sty

. A ‘
conversation, the husband said, "l told Ker we would St but in the back of my mind |

»

was thinking we woulidn't”. In the end the product / purchased. Theref’gﬁf;é,} -
distribution of influence may not be as even as i .

/ nteraction among family member syriwary according to stage

in the decision process (deduced %ﬂ model}.
’ ‘ % 3
The amount of Interaction among family membeérs varied by stage in the decision

processes of all four families. The greatest amount of interaction most ¢ften occurredat
Phahie

the stages of search and alternative evaluation, Fami - © made a decision not to s

T

,pwmaseme product unger study. reported the most nnteractnon at the stage of goal
restatement and formulation. This suggests that it is possubie to fmd support for this
proposition using this methodology.

It is difficult to tell if type of mteractlon varies by stage in the decision process due ¢
B -

to the limited amount of conflict in the decision processes of the families in the study A .

Ia_rger, more varied sample would enable examination of this proposition.

. ‘ S , a
' Y .
(XN ’ » - ’ ’
C. Applicablllty of the Model as a Conoeptual Framework
—
it was the overall purpose of this researoh to evaluate the applncablhty of the f .
process model-of. f(an’ﬂly cor‘Psumer deC|s|ons as a conceptual framework for an empurlcal
LI
stud&. In this'section the model will be evaluated according to five criteria for a good..
conpe‘b’tual framework. N -
. - . ~,
A concepitual framework should be snmpbe (the law of parsmony) ) ,,,\\
- 3 ,.,/
i 5 ;h w‘ s . [ . . L~J, \K
P aint L w Ed o . ‘g..{; P .. "";.”o
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\

In order for a conceptual framework to be useful it must be simple and i
understandable. It wae"found that with some clarification and refinement of B

the core componen‘t, the mode! was easily understood and 'simply presented in =

J';_.:e‘

both the diagrams,and the written components. ’

1

gés A cor\ceptual,fremework should suggest variables to be measured.

»

‘The process mode!l of family consumer decisions included
~ ¥
approximately 120 different variables grouped into thrge components.

A conceptual framaework should suggest waysmo‘f measuring the variablee.;
In order for variables to be measured they must be operationatly ™

/
“defined. This mogdel efmcfﬂ'de operatnonal deflnutuons of the variables. In
il

B

J—
this study some variabies related to family member mvolvement in the dec:snon

‘ process were defined as well as some of the variables reiated to the stage of

-

post purchase evaluation which areew to be mcorporated into the model
Further work is needed tqdevelop operational defmmons for the other

varuables as part of the’ moqel
L 4

A COnceptual framework should suggest relatn‘on‘shnp between variables that
canbe empurucally tested

The mode! includes approxnmately 250 p,roposmons which have\bé'w
X L,
taken from the ljjerature. Many of these prooosmons have been empnrncally
TN
tested by previous researchers. The model suggee@dl the relationships that- + . ¢

y were studied in this research. ' -

. !
- , v .

e
g

o [
o

A conceptual fremework;*should permit a fesearcher to deduce relatignships

" thatcanbe empiricallytested.» D S N f

. , o ,
The model allows for the deductuon of many relat:ons@&nmong T

varnables ln the process of cIarufymg the c’bre component of the ‘mode\,l

N} ‘, 1 2

approxumately fifteen relanonshrps etween variables weré deduced from thq

o

model Jhe model also permits. the deductlon of-relationships of a multnvanate

G

©f



‘ .

N " . l ] N /r
hature. Possibilities for deduction of relationship among variables in this model

T
4

"are vast,

in order for the relatlonshlps among varlables deduced from the model
to be empirically tested the varlables must flrst be operatzonaHy def:ned Two

of the propositions examined in this 'gtudy had been deduced from the‘model.

\\ It is thought that the process model of family consumer decisions can be
" . N

successfully applied as a conceptual framework for empirical research. With the addition
, T - Lo , L
of r%ore operational definitions this model should become even more valuable for this

LY

purpose.  * : o

85 /

’



VI( . SUMMARY, C/’/N'CLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
3 . P .

*f
\

W v

" A.Summary and Conciusuo s . :
The overali purpose of this research was to evaiuate the apphcabiiity of the
process model of family consumer decisions asa conce\ptual framework for empirical
research. The first ob)ective was tq develop and | refine a metholology for measuring
famiiy member involvement |n the consumer deCi5ion proces. The second obiéctive was
to determine the effect of famiiy member involvement in the consumer decnsnon process

n

on both satisfacti_on with the product purchased and satisfaction with the decision
process. : '

A processomodel of family censumer decisions’(McGre'gor. 1984} was used.as the

conceptual framework for thrs\research In order to use this model as a conceptual

framework it was first necessary to ciarify the "family member\ir:volvement component

of the/model and to deveiop‘ a more comprehenswe set of proposntions related to the_'
Lcore of the mode!, . 0

Four families,participated in the study. A muitimethod approach W?’ utiiized to

gather information about family cision making. The methodology inciuded»both"self
‘ report and obseri/ationai techniquewﬂ'he diary teci\nique was based on that used by Kieren |,

‘(1984) The interView/oEservation technique used was adapted from an approach for

assessing marital decision making processes developed by Hill and Scanzoni (i982). :

The data were analyzed ‘descriptively by 'creatin‘gv detailed profiles of,each family's
copsumer decision process. The propositions-Were than examined in relation to the
information in the-profiles. This study was not degigned to statistically test the

PR "
propositions. Rather, it was thought that the information gathered in this study would be
© used to a‘ssessment the methodoi‘ogy and to help determine the appiicability of the mod‘ej)

N

as a conceptual framework. o ‘ ¥
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An assessment of the methodolo?/-resulted in the identification of several point

[

that needed improvement. The mportanc;of gaining information abou; a family's decision

process:. prior to their entry into the study was recognized. The effectv of Quartlclpatmn in

Pl ~

such an m-depth research study on a fam:lues decision process was also conéidered.

.

The finding suggest that the proposition examined in this-study can be tested using

the developed methodology in a revised form. The findings also suggest that it is possible
: , , \

to find support for one of the primary tenets of the core of the model, that'family

- - ' -

member involvement varied by-stage of the decision process.
Upon completion of the study the process model of family consumer decisiors
was evaluated as to its applicability as a conceptual framework for empirical research. It

was determined that the model could be successfully applied as a conceptual framework

-
*

pf’bwded opera‘uonal definitions of the variables in the model are devéloped

T T !

& o - —

B. Recommendations . '_ o . AN
The recommendations have been grouped into two categories. The first category

includes those recommendations related to the further refinement of a methodology to -

o

accurately measure famnly member mvolvement in the consumer decision process. The'

second Category mcludes those reCOTnmenaaxlons related to the refmement and testmg of

1

the conceptual framework a process model of famnly consumer decnslons

/ ' .

Methodology
' This section includes recommendations related to the developn:ent of a
methodology to measurevfamily member involvement in the consumer decision process. /
1) o It, is recommended that the lmeth-odolog’y for,measuring family member
~ involvement in the consumer decision process outlined in this study continue-

(a) that researchers try to obtain participants who are jost entering the decision

!

~ to be refined:



es

!

‘proces% order to obtain information about the stages of problem

recognition and goal restatement.and formulation.
(b) that procedures be expanded to obtain information from participants about .

family member involvement in the consumer decision process before the
family entered the study. -
1]

{c) that the instructions to the participants in the interview / observation

sessions and the interview protocol be revised to better elicit the deéired

format of response - the reconstruction of a conversation.

v .

(d) that'procedures be expanded teo include the collection of information on

°

post purchase interactioh.
(e) that the sex of the interviewer / observer bé vé‘ried in ordgr {o cbntrol‘ for
this bias. N

(f) that procedures be revised and expanded to inbiude'cHi!dren, where

- dppropriatg, in glweasuremem of family member involvement in the consumer

\

.o *
decision process.

»

2) " ltis further recommended that a period of four to six months be allowed for
p - : . .

data collection v:}he‘n using the me’thod_olog‘y' outlined in this study ia order to

allow each farﬁily to complete the decision process. '.
3 tis recémm'en/ded that a second questionnairé related to s‘atisf’aétibn be
administered four to six months after the purchase in order to obtain a more

accurate picture of satisfaction' with the product and with the process.

+

]

C. Conceptual Framework N

This section includes recorpmendati'ons related to the refinement and testing of the

L]

conceptual framework. : o y

) It is recommended that this study be rsblicated using a larger more diverse
& ‘ ]

sample so as to obtaip.valid statistical support for the propositions. For



S -4 -
. o

.

exémple, in this study the participants were all well educated and articulats.

. v

Replication of the study with a different type of sample hway produce

different results. .

®

efined form of the methodology-outlined in this
o { ' *
study for measuring family member involvement in the consumer decision

4

It is recommended thatar

process confinue to be used.to tgst the propositions related to this

/.

component of the modsi.’

It is recommiended that furthe} work be done on the testing of the other

s,
’

“»propositions in the core of theodel.

.

This research has been,an initia ttempt to refine one component of the

L% N »
process mode! of family consumer decisons. It is hoped that future
: .- . ,
researchers will al£ build upon, ofate and expand this model.
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A.F1 PROPOSITIONS - FM! on DECISION PRQCESS VARIABLES.

Decison process variables may vary according to family men;ber involvement in the

© decision process.

™ Decision process variables associated with tHe p}ob/em recognjtion stage
may vary according to ro/e spec/a//zatior\v of family members in the decisi'on‘
‘p.rocess {deduced from model). |

2) Decision process variables associated with thf }oréb/ern recognition stage '
may vary according"to influence among f‘amily members ir} the decision

/R
process (deduced from model).

- (Y

3) Decision process variables associated with the prob/em recognijtjon stage
. O
N

may vary accordiﬁg to /nteraction among family members in the decision
process (deduced from mbdel).' \

4) Decision Fﬁrocéss variables associated ;A/ith the'goa/’restatement and
form‘d/ajltion stage may, vary according to ro/e special iz8tion of family

members in the decision process (deduced from modell.

7

- B) Decision process variables ‘re:l\aQe\d to the goa/ restatement and formulation

stage may-vary according to /af/uence ameng family members in the decision

N
~

process {deduced from model). _ L

~

q \ '
6) Decision process variables associated with the:goa/ restatement and

formu/ation stage may vary according to / nteraction among farﬁﬂym\embers ‘

~.

~

in the decision process. . RN
b ‘ ‘ ¥ .
(a) When agreement exists(consensus) among the family members about which

o

- . goals are desirable, probiem solving behavior (goal effectuation) s likely to
occur (Davis, 1876:254)..
7) Décision process variables associated with the search stdge may vary
V

according to ro/e specialization of family m;}hbers in the dacision process.

-(a) The family member who is searching for information Will influence the level

L



8)

9)

10)

©

1)

5
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and type of information source {search) that the family is exposed to and the

'

‘way that the stimuli are interpreted (/nformation processinglsearch)) (Agsael,

: 3
o

1981:342),
{b) The older and more experienced the famiw@ember,is who does the

L

searching, the more lnkely the external search wull%e limited (extent of search)
(McGregor, 1984: ). | Gl
(c) Levels of jnvo/vement will affect the individyal’s attitude toward the

credibility of the information source (search) (Engel, Kollat & Blackwell,

1982:471).

(d} The extent of search is lower among consumers in which decision making is

perforrned by one member than it is if famifies have joint patterns of decision
mak/ng (Engel, ﬂo!l‘at-& Blackwell, 1968:387; Grenbois, 1963:155).
Decision process yariab[es associated wrth the search stage may vary
according to /nf/uence among family members in the decision process
(deduced from the model.

Decision process variables associated with the search stage may Jary

according to /nteraction among family members in the decision process.

s«
(@) Families experiehcing interpersonal. probiems (ie. conf//ct) may conduct a
limited search for information (extent of search) (Melson, 1980:14 1),

(b)The extent of external search is influenced by the conf/ict resolution

strategies used (Bettman, 1979:135).

Decision process varlables associated with the a/rernat/Ve eva/uat/on stage "
- ER . *

may vary according to role’special ization of famny membgrs n the decasron @

2 A
9

process (deduced from model).

. 8

Decision process variables associated with the a/ternat/ ve eva/uat/on stage

‘may vary according to influence among family members in the decision

process (deduced ffom model). , B
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13)

'14)

15).

16)

18!}

19)

process. - 0
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Decision process variables associated with the a/ternative eval/uation stage
| .

o ¥, ‘, y . L
may vary aegording to /nteraction among\family members in the decision

process. _ i \

~

(@) Families that-have not achiexgd consensu about evaluative cr/'ter/'a will be

more Ilkely to depend on reference or peer group opinions rather than family

agreed upon criteria whnle eva/ua‘/ng alternatives (Tallman, 197 1:340).
Decision process variables associated with thg\se/ect/on//ntent/on stage may
. - . . \

vary according to role specialization of family rnembers in the decision

process (deduced from model).

Decision process variables associated with the sl‘/ect/'on//ntent/'on stage may

vary eccording to /nfluence arhong farnily members in the decision process
(deduced from model).
Decision process variables associated with the se/ection/intention stage may

vary according to /nteraction among family members in the decision process
, o . _ X

(deduced from model).

Decision process varlables assomated with the purchase stage may vary

according to ro/e speC/a//zat/on of famlly members in the decnsuon process

(deduced from model}.

-Decision prqgess variables asssociated with the purchase stage may vary

according, to /nf/uence among family members in the decision process

{deduced from model). e

o7

Decision process variables associated with the pufchase stage may vary

accordmg to /nteract/on among family members in the demsmn process

(deduced from mode-l).
k]

Decision process variables associated with the post purchase evaluation stage
- . ’ ‘ :
may vary according to refe specialization of family membegs in the decision
. L

f



20)

21

expended (participation) {Granbois, 1871:135).
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- o s
(@) Family member satisfaction with a product or service that does not -
p'erform as_we'll as expected will vary directly with the ampunt of effort A

w . X,

(b) The uninvol/ved spouse (part{c/pat)’on) may still vicariously derive,
r/ ‘
satisfaction from the decision process if his/her spouse is satisfied (Burns,

1975.208).

(c) Sat/jsfaction with the purchase is likely to be greater if neither spouse is

perceived as dominant with regards to any one stage of the decision (ro/e

.

spec/é//zat/on (Hemple, 1875:79; Burns, 1877:50).

Decision process variables associated with the post purchase evaluation stage

may v\ary according to /nf/uence among family members in the decision
process (deduced from the model).

Decision process variables associated with the post purchase eva/uar/qn stage
may vary according to /nteract/on among familqy members in the decision
_prbcess. |

{a) Post purchase /nteraction ‘affeéts satlisLsct./’onéEMorris & Reeson, 1978).

(b) Methods of conflict reso/ution may affect sat/'sfact,/"on.

%

{c) The degree of consensus on the criteria and availability.of resources Wil
- : . [

affect the level of sat/sfaction (McGregor, 1984).

B. F2 PROPOSITIONS - FMI on FMI

)

Family member invo/vement in one stage in the decision process may vary

according to family member involvement in a previous stage of the decision proicess

-and/ or family member involvement in previous similar decisions.

1)

Role specialization of family members in one stage of the decision procvess

may vary according to role specialization of family members in previous

stages of the decision process and/ or in previous similar decisions (deduced

from model).



2)

4)
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Role specialization of family members in one stage of the decision process
may vary according to /nf/uence among family members in previous stages of
the decision process and/or in previous similar decisions.

(a) The member's actual /nvo/vement in the shopping or purchase activity will

-

be dépendent upon whether -their preferencesswere taken into account

()’nf/uence) (Davis, 1876:243).

Role specializatiion of family members in one stage of the decision process

may vary according to /nteraction among family members in previous stages

of the decision process and/ or in previous similar decisions.

. {a) The more similar spouses perceive the decision to be ( consensus) at theu
problem recognition stage, fhe mére likely it is that it Will be resolved jointly
(role specialization) (Burns & Granbois, 1877:85}. )

(b) Joint decisions (ro/é specialization) are less ’likely to occur if one spouse
presumes contro'l but there has been prior consensus on who would be in
control (Burns, 1977:52). ' \

(c) The more similar family members are in their perception of and agreement
on saving activities and money related éctivities (goa/ consensus), the more
likely they are to delegéte the financial task§ to one person (ro/e
specialfzation) (Ferber & Lee, 1874:47).

I nfluence among family members in one stage of the‘decision process may
vary according to ro/e specialization of family rx;embars at previous stages
of the decision process and/ or in previous similar decisions.

(a; The greater the family member's /nvo/vement in the attribute
sub-dec}isions’, the greater the li_kelihood of that person dominating
{influencing) the final selection (Woodside, 1975:88).

(b) The person who initiated the problem recognition or decision process

~

(involvement) is the most likely to be the prime inf/uencer in the selection and



5)

6)

7)

. iﬁtention to byy (Assael, 1981:350).
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\
o

/nfluence among family members in one stage of the decision process may

’

vary according to interactiof among family members.in previous stages of the

decision process and/ or in previous similar decisions.

(a} The relative amount of talking done (/nteract/on) by families during the

decision process may determine who makes the selection and subsequently
;o . : :
influences the finalichoite (Kenkel, 1961:259).

/ nfluuence among f rﬁiiy men'aqbers‘.in one stage of the decision process may

]

fif uence in previous stages of the decision process
* 9

ilar decisions.

making the final selection will consider the views of

R
AT

() ’\}vhen the appropriateness of doing so is made
':%ce) (Wind,. 1876).
I nteraction among family rﬁembers in one stage of the decision process may
vary according to ro/e spec/a//'zqtfon in previous stages of the decision
prtéss and/or in previous sir;wilar decisions. N
(@) Couples with highly spec/a/ized roies will be more apt to display consensus
(Davis, 1970\:283).' . | ‘

N ]
I nteraction among family members in one stage of the decision process may
vary according to /nf/uence among family members in previous s’tages of the
degision process and/ or in previous simﬁar detisions (deduced from the. ,
model). |
I nteraction am‘bﬁg family members in one stage of the decision process may
varylaccording to /nteraction among family members in previous stages of the
decision process and/ or in previous similar decisions.

(@l /nteraction at one stage will likely be faciiitated if members corfnmunicate

their individual dispositions towards acceptable alternatives (interaction)
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during eqrlier stages (Burns & Granbois. 1877:81).

(b)The degree to which spouses agree on the patterns of decision making to

be adopted (consensus) will affect their /nteraction during dectsion making
Burns & GFanbois, 1977:85).

{c) The relation of family goals to the mativational structure of nndlviduﬂal
member s goal (consensus) must exis: « that the Iargér family system can
function without undue internal conf/ict (Edwards, 1970:655).

(d) Conflict s likely to occur in later stages whén there (s disagreement over

;
the purchase goals (non consensus) (Belch et al., 1979:475). :

DECISION PROCESS VARIABLES on FAMILY MEMBER INVOLVMENT

Family member involvment may vary according to stage /nthe decision pr;\éss

1)

2)

Role special ization may vary according to stage /n the decision process.
(@) Family member invol/vement seems to vary ?y,stemafically at different

stages of the decision process (Davis, 1976:2486). |

'(b) In the problem recognition stage, the initiative usually lies with one of the

members with /nvo/vement increasing during the search stage and decreasing

during the purchase stage (Hansen, 1872:398-340).

“(c) Role specialization will vary across stages of the decision process (Davis &

Rigaux, 1974: 55; Szybillo & Sosanie, 1877: 46; Engel & Blackwell, 1982:
182).

Role specialization may vary according to dec/sion process var/'ab/f?s related
to stage in the decision process . (a) Family member jnvo/vement in alternative
evaluation will vary byl eva'/uat/'vé criteria (Szybillo & S;Dsanie, 1977:49).

(b) Family (o/e structure will vary over the process‘ of evaluating énd
comparing evaluative criteria (ézybillo & Sosanie, 1977:486).
/n'teract/onvamong family members may vary according to stage /nthe

0.

decision process ([deduced from model).



4)

6)
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/ nteraction among tamily members may vary according to decis/on process

war/ables related to stage inthe decision process.

ot

(a! The amount of disagreement (conseﬁsus) will probably be relatively higher
for the a/ternative evaluation stage, especially for the decision regarding the
\fariety of product related attributes (eva/uative criteria) (Belch et al..
1879:477).

/ nfluence among family members may vary according to stage in the decision
process. d

(a) Fgmily member /nf/uence varies by stage of the decision process (Hansen,
1972:401; Enge! & Blackwell, 1982:182; Davis & Rigaux, 1874:55).

/ nfluence among family members may vary according to decision process

variab/es related to stage in the decision process .
' 4

{a) The family member's perception of who has /nf/uence changes across

I

e‘va/uat/vue criteria Burns & Ortinau, 1978:376).

D2 - DECISION PROCESS VARIABLES on DECISION PROCESS VARIABLES

Decision process variables at one stage of the decision process may vary according to

decision process variables at previous stages in the decision process or in previous

>

similar decisions.

1)

2)

re

. Decision process variables associated with the prob/em recognition stage

o .

may vary according to decision process variables at previous stagesin the
; ) o
décision process or in previous similar decisions.

A
{a) Satisfaction with a purchase vyill increase the likelihood of a similar
purchase occuring in the future {problem recognition) (Katona, 1964:288);
(b} When a product o-r service does not live up to expgct.ztions resulting in
dissatisfaction or dissonance, this influences future decisions (problem

recognition) (Melson, 1980:181).

Decision process variables associated with the goa/ restatement and



3

4)

5)

10

formulation stage may vary Bccording to decision process variables at
previous stages of the decision process and’or in previous simiar decisions.
{a) Choice heuristics formed from previous purchase experiences may

provade a set of general rules for the deve/opment of goals/family goal

“setting) for current decisions (Bettman, 1879:68).

Decision process variables associated with the search stage may}/ary

-t »
according to dec/s/on process variables at previous stages of the dsecision
process and/or in previous similar demsilons.’
(@) The /nformation source{searchjis a function of stage /n the decision
process (Rosen & Granbois, 1983:254).‘. |
(b;) Fewer informtion sources are used (extent c{/ search). it information
séyrce is from friends or focal retailers ra’t‘her\tr“‘wan from commercial
f‘%n’forma;/on sources (Staelm. & Payne, 19:/6).

() The greater the satisfaction with prior, similar purchases, the lower the

~probability that an externa/ search will occur in the future (Katona, 1964.289).

Decision process variables associated with the a/ternative evaluation stage
may vary according to decision process var/'ab‘/es at previoué stages of the
decision process and/br in previous similar decisions. |

(a) The particular choice heuristic used depends upon ;che family member’s ]
information pﬁrocess‘/’ng abilities (searcﬁ) (-Béttman, 1879:227).

(b} The time required for (extent of) a/ternative evaluation may be directly
affected by the choice heuristic used to evaluate the alternatives {(Park, Lutz &
Richards, 1982: 114). | ;] ’
Decision process variables associ;ted with the se/ection/intention stage may
v‘aryy/ according to d'ecis/on process var/ab/ééz at previous stages of the

decision process and/ or in previous similar decisions.

(a) As family members exposg themselves to increasing amounts of relevant

!



7)

>

-

mformation (search), they will make more efficient se/ecr/éns from among
abailable alternatives (Sproles, Ge';stfled & Badenhop, 1978.88).
De/c_:]suon prc;cess variables associated with the purchase stage may vary
according to decis/on process va/cb/es at prevuo:}s stages of thé decision
process and/or uf) grevuous similar decisions (deduced from model).

4
Decision process variables associated with the post purchase e/ uation stage
may vary according tdee/s/on process variables at previous stages of the
decisron process and’/ or in previous stages of the decision process.
(@ The more rational and non-impulsive (goa/ sett/ng| the purchase. the greater
the probability of satisfaction (McGregor, 1984).
(b} Satisfaction will vary directly with the ebxtenr of search, thevd;c:;‘;é'e to
which long range consequences were considered (goa/ sett/ng) and the
amount of family consensus (Granbois, 1971.195; Miller, 1975:98).
{c) Consumer \')vrvwo obta/n adéquate information {search/ will probably

) )

ex‘?)erien_ce- less d/ssonance than those who .buy without sufl’@ient i;formation
(Holloway et al.. 197 1:403):

(d) Dissonance will likely induce the most affected member to search for

additional information that serves to confirm the wisdom of his/her purchase

~ [Engel & Biackwel!, 1982, Melson, 1980:18%,

(e} The relationship between search and satisfaction is curvillinear (Cox,

Granbois & Su?nmers. 1983; Westbrook, 1880; Cardozo, 1965).

E. P1 PROPOSITIONS - PRODUCT on DECISION PROCESS VARIABLES

Decision process variables may vary according to product rel/ated variables.

1)

2)

Decision process variables associated with the prob/em recognition stage

may vary according to product category related variables (deduced from

modei).

Decision process varigbles associated with the prob/em recognition stage



3)-

4)

V4

k2 4

-

{(Punj & Stewart, 1983:1886).

~information source (search) (Engel & Blackwell, 1882:473).
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may vary accosding to a/ternative rel/ated variabl/es (deduced from model).
. [ ) e .
Decision process variables assOciated with the goa/ restatement and

formu/at/on stage may vary according to product caregory fe/ated variables”

(deduced from model)

Demsnon process varxables associated with the goal restatement and

‘ formu/at/on stage may vary accordlng to a/ternanve related var/ab/es

'é) Decisions to spend rather than to save (goa/ sett/ng% will hkely mvolve

across product evaluation of several alternatives (Davns, 1976:248).
Decision proces._s variables associated with the search stage may vary -
according to product category re/a”t.ga\' variables.

(e) Segrch increases with the importance of mé decisonﬂ/prod‘uct re/ated) (Punj
& Stewart, 1883:186).

(b) Uncertainty ( product re/_ated} increases the amount gf information search

i@

&
<

{c) The increased threat of pHysicaI cohquences ( perceived risk) from the

use of a product or service affects the individual's attitude toward the

t

(d)The propens)' ty to search (personal factor} and the extent of search

. increases as the price of the ,broduct increases (Katona & Muelier, 1855:30;

Engel & Blackwell, 1982).

3

(e) The greater the /nterpurchase t/me [ ,croducz re/ated), the greater the
probability of external search (Engel & B!ackwell 1982 325; Katona
1964:290). |

(f) The longer the length of commitment (product related ) for the product,

the greater the perceived risk (product re/ated) and the propensity to search
: -4

therefore, the extent of search (Engel & Blackwell, 1982:326; Katona &

o

" Mueller, 1855:50).
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. evaluation, the greater ‘the perceived risk (product re/ated) and thus the

113 -

(g) The more vis‘ible the product is to siénificant others_ or reference groupé, -
the greater the perce%% risk (pr‘oducr re/éted} and the greater the perceived
neéd fo‘r additional search (Katona & Mueller, 1955:30-87: Engel & BIackWeH,'
1982:326; Bucklin, 1966;22;‘Katcl>na, 1964:288; Moore & Lechm;n, 1880;
Punj.& Stewart, 1983:186). | .

(h) Perceived risk (product related) is positively associated with extent of

search (Claxton, Fry & Portis, 1874:42).

. (i) The extent of search will vary depending on the pegeeived risk {product

5w : . . .
r’e/_até“d J%nd the perce/ ved cost of search (market forceg) [Enge! and

Blackwell, 1982: 327 Bettman 1979:135; BuckUn 1966: 22)

Becision process variables assocsated with the search stage may vary
according to a/ternat/ve related variables. ’ .

(a) The extent of search is influenced b“y the complexity of thé alternatives

{ product related) (Bettman, 1879:135).

(b) The more attribute sub-decisions (product related) involved:in alternative
propenéity to search (extent of search) (Ehge[ & Blé.ck\A_;ell, 1882:326).

(c) The extent of search will vary directly with the number of alternatives

{market forces) and the per_ce/'yed similarity between alternatives (product

. related) (Granbois, \197 1:185; Moore & Lechman, 1880; Bettman,

1979: 135). J

' Decision process variables associated with the a/ternative evaluation stage

may vary a‘ccordi‘ng to product category related variab/es.
’ 4

'(a) The higher the perceived risk (;)roduct re/afed} involved, the more likely

that there is an increase and change in evaluative criteria (Granbois, 1871).
(b} Itis most probable that compensatory alternative eval vation strateg/es

(chmce heuristics) will be used during a high lnvolvement decision process
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9)

10)

1)

12)

13)

. 14)
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{p;éducr related) (Engel & Blackwell, 1982:423).

Decisionb process variables. associated with the a/ternative evaluation stage
may" vary according to a/ternative related variables. J /

(a) The\parfcicular choice heuristics used dependS‘upon the comp/exity of.t/’e
alternatives [product related) Bettmeh, 1979:227).

Dec_ision process variables associatedﬂwith_ the se/éct/'on /intention stage may
vary according to product category related variables.’

(a) Threat of social disappréval (perceived risk (product related)) affect the
individyal's attitude towards the pdrchase of a product or service //nteﬁﬁons}
(Engel & Blackwell,r1982:474).

Decisionproces.s variables associated with the se/ection/intention stage' may
vary according to a)z‘ernai/ve related variables (deduced from n{bdel).
Decision procesé variable$ as‘sociated with the pufchase stagé may vary

according to product category rel ated variables (deduced from model).

Decision process variables associated with the purchase stage may vary

"~ according to alternative related variables {deduced from model).

Decision process va}iables associated with the post purc/zése evaluation stage
may vary according tb product category fe/ated variables.

(a) The less the peréeived risk (product related) the higher the degree of
isat/'sfact/'on‘(Gr'anbo‘is, 1972). |

(b) The more complementary the product is to the family's life sty/e the .
Al ” ? *
greater the chance of sat/sfaction.

. > ’ v
(c) The relationship between demographic variables and satistaction will

generally be weak and vary widely over products (Day, 1978:357).

4

(d) The determinants of satisfaction differ between durable and non-durable

P

gbods {product re/ated ) (Oliver, 1880; Churchill & §‘urprenant, 1982).

L

- Decision process variables associated with the post purchase evaluation stage

6
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may vary according to a/térnat/’ve related variables .

(@) Dissonance is mc;st probably wheh the decision is important, the

é/ ternatives not chosen are attractive and have desi reéb/ e features, a number

of alternatives are avai/able and.each alternative has a un/qdé feature

(Gfanbois, 1971: 190; Holloway et al., 1971:403; Engel & Blackwell, 19é2).
F. P2 PROPOSHIONS - PRODUCT on FMI

e

Family member invo/vement in the decision process may vary according to product

P

rel/ated variables.
1) Role spe”cb_/'a//'za‘t/’on of family members in the decision process m,a* vary
according to product category related variables.
“{a) Fam/'/y‘}hembér invol/vement will vary widel/y by product category (Davis,
1876:2486).
(b) Role specialization varies across product-of service (Melson, 1980: 183);
(c) Where the product is age or sex relafed, the fami.Iy may del/egate the
! search bavis, 1976:245). | d
(d) Joint /;nv'o/ vement or partics patiim (ro/e specialization) incrqases‘with the
importance of tﬁe decision (product rel/ated) (\'7\/olgast, 1958:153). .
{e) The greater the cost of t/}e ,broduct, the greater thé tendency. for two or
" more members to be invo/vea itsthe decision {Jenkins, 1879:207; Granbois,
197 1: 196). \
(f) The higher the perceived risk (product related), the moré the family
membgrs will fulfill many consumer roles, rather than specialize (ro/e

specié//'zat/'on} (Melson, 1980: 182).

2) Role specialization of family members in the decision process may vary

20

8

#ccording to alternative re/ated variables. -
(aThe more /mportant and complex the alternative ( product re/ated) the

more likely the family mémbers will fulfill many consumer roles rather thar
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5)
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)
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specialize (ro/e specialization] and the less likely that autonomous decision
making (role speé’ia/izat/op/ takes place:(Melson, 1980;192)'_

{nf/uence of family'members in the decision prdcess may Qary a\ccording to
product category related variables. -

(a vFaijy member /nf/uence varies by type of product (Hanser;, 1972:401;

Woodside, 1872:658; Davis & Rigaux, 1874:51).

{b) The family member's perception of who has /nf/uence changes across

D
» " products (Burns.and Ortinau, 1878:376).

(c) The inportance of the decision( product-re/ared} may ‘determine the amount

and type of influence (/hf/uence strategy mix) used by family members

- during a decision (Spiro, 1983:398).

/ nfluence of family members in the decision process may vary according to

alternative related variables (deduéed from model).

-/ nteraction among family members during the decision process may vary

aclcor;ingito product categbry related variables.

(@ In the alterr;ative evaluation stage, the amount of interaction séems to
d'epend_ upon the /mportancé of the decision (product related) (Hansen,
1976:399). , ‘ .

(b) The amount%of conflict varies across product ;:/ass (Beich et al., :
1979;477), ‘ |

/ nteraction among family members during the decision process may vary

according to alternative relateq"variébles (dedubed frgm model).‘
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VOLUNTEERS NEEDED

Researchers in the Faculty of Home Economics, the University of Alberta,
are initiating a study of family consumer decision making. The researchers
are particularly interested in:how a familV, as'a group, makes consumer
purchase decisions. This study is being carried out as the thesis requirement
for a graduate degree in Consumer Studies and is part of "an ongoing research
project in the Faculty." ' :

We are seeking céuples who plan to make a major household purchase
sometime within the period March to May, 1985. This phrcnase rav be carpeting,
draperies or furniture and should represent a substantial ‘expenditure by the.
family. ’ : ' , o

Participating couples will be asked to keep a record of activities
related to this purchase and to take part in two or three short interviews.
A small honorarium will be given to each family taking part in this study.

. A . .
If you are interested in taking part or in finding out more about the
~study, please contact one of us or return the form below. \

Y.
» ’ ‘ ¢ R
Susan MacDonald . Betty Crown, Ph.D.
M.Sc. Candidate Professor and Chairperson
482-3211 Clothing and Textiles Department
432-2474

Yes, we are interested in learning more about the reséarch project described
above and may be willing to participate.

Name(s) ' . : Address

Telephone ' ’ .
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INFORMED CONSENT

.

The purpose of this research is to study how families make major
consurer purchase decisicns. Your participation will inditially involve
each of you completing a brief questionnaire to help us ensure that vou
fit the requirements for our study. If selected, ypur participation will
then involve: (a) keeping separate daily records of activities and
Ciscussions related to the purchase decision, (b) joint participation ’
in three short audiotaped.interviews in which you will be asked to
zfeconstruct conversations vou have had ébout the purchase decisicn being
_ studied, and (c) completion of another short questionnaire after the
purchase of the product. 1 _

You may withdfaw_from the'study at any time. The identities of all
families will be protectedland once thé tapes are coded they will be erased.
If selected, you will be given $25.00 at the beginning of the studv and
$25.00 at the end of the study as a token of our appreciation for your
cooperation. '

A summary of the results of the study will be available to you upon

request.

After being inPormed of the nature of the study of family consumer

decisions, 1 agree to participate as outlined above.

Signatures: (1) veeivenns Chearsaeesse e ateeaereeae e Ceeeen :

DAte: =000 ceesasrerssessrassnss I
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INTTIAL QUESTIONNAIRE ‘

How lonp have vou been married or been topether &£ a couple?
‘ * ’
Have vyou been married before?

How old were vou on vour last birthday?

What are. the ages and sex of your children living at heme?

o

Age Sex
. i
Agéd Sex . '
. T N T
Age oo Sex

What 1§ the last grade or degree/diploma you completed?

What 1{s vyour occupation?

f
What 1s your family's annual income from all sources, before taxes (to the

nearest $5,000.00)?

Because this study w1l be abput decision making we would like to ask you a few
questions about decision making within your family, )

8.

’“4’

10,

11.

How oo a decision\maker do you think vou personally are?

excellent
very good
average

not too good

poor
How good a decision maker do you think your spouse is?

excellent
very good
average

not too good

poor
Generally, how good do you think your family as a group is at making decisions?

excellent
very good
average
not too good
poor

Generally, how happy are you with the decisions your family makes that affect
you? ¢

very happy

happy
80-80
unhappy

very unhappy

1]



Please respond to each of the féllowing statements by cireld
right of each. Circle the number that best describes vour vr€lationship according

[ *]

to the scale below, .

a number (o the

(M)

1 2 3 4
. “‘
almost once in sometimes frequently

never a while

12.

13,

14,

15,

16.
17.
18.
19.
- 20.

21.

25.
26.

27,

29.

30.

31.
32
33.
34,
35.

36.

37.,

38.

39.

40.

41.

We are supportive of each other during difficult times.

In our relationship, 1t is easy for both of us to express
our opinion.

It 1s easier to discuss problems with people outside the

marriage than with my partner.

‘We each have input regarding major family decisions.’

We spend time together when we are home.

We are flexible in how we handle differences.
’ ‘ ",
We do things together. v

We discuss problems and feel good about the solutions.
In our marriage, we each go our own way.
We shift househeld responsibilities between us.

We know each cother's close friends.

~ .
We consult each other on personal decisions.

~

It is hard to know what the rules are in our relationship. .

We freely say:what we want.

We have difficulry tﬁinking of things te do together,

«

We have a good balance of leadership in our family.

We feel very close to each other.

We opefa:e on the principle of fairness in our marriage.

v

1 feel closer to people outside the marriage than to my
partner. : ; .

We try ne;>uays of dealing with problems.

I go along with what'my partner decides to do.

In our,marfiage,'we share responsibilities.

We like to spend our free time with each other.

It is difficult to get a rule change in our relationship.
We avoid each other at home.

When problems arise, we compromise.

Ve appréve of each other's ?riends.

Ve aw& afraid to say'what-fs on our minds.

We tend to do things separately,
. Al

We share intérests and hobbies with each oéher.

5
almost
always
2.3
2.3
2 3
2 3
2 3
2 3
2 3
2 3
2 3
2 3
2 3
2 3
2 3
2 3
2 3
2' 3
2 3
2 3
2 3
2 3
2 3
2 3
2 3
2 3
23
2 3
2 3
2 3
2 3

e



APPENDIX E

-

DIARY FORMS

]

I/\

124



CODE

DATE

Did you or any member of your family engagé in any activities or )
)

@

discussion related to the purchase of

-

in the past 24 hours? ,/ . !

YES NO

If so, please complete the following questions in as much detail as

possible.

What family members werg involved?

» What took place?

125
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Other points of interest:
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INSTRUCTIONSE ' .

N

The purpose of this diary is to obtain specific information on activities
and discussions within your family related to a particular consumer purchase /
decision. Please enter information in your diary daily so that events are
always fresh and clear in your mind. Use as much detail as possible. If more
than one event is recorded in one day, use one set of diary sheets for each
event. If more space is q;eded for any entry please use the back of the page.
Please do not discuss your diary with your partner. :

T
o

On page 1 please write about any thoughts, discussions or activities
assoclated with your purchase of . . Describe what
took place, who was involved and how each person was involved.

Include even such events as:

looking at advertisements in newspapers or magazines.

i

discussions with family and friends.

looking at the product in .stores (window shopping) .

. ST
discussions about costs, preferences and priorities.

discussions about the comparison of alternatives and the criteria used
for comparison. - ’ ‘ L

\

9

L : ‘
° ' \On page 2 try to report the outcomes of each event recorded in the diary.
This may include such things as:

- was there agreement or disagreement at the end of the discussjon or activity?
- was a decision made:

. to continue on as you ar€

~to get more information
to move to the next step in the decision process *
to select or purchase the product

D

- how did vou feel about the outcomes?

content .
happy H ‘j'~

satisfied =~
upset

resentful
resigned

angry
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. _ Interview Protocol (adapted from Hill and Scanzeni)'
INSfRUCTIQNS: | o / o~
We want to find out how couples make eecisipns. All codples hav‘e to make
choices or eiecisions. Sometimes, you have several possible ways to solve a probl}erh and
you talk together 1o see which so|utiovn might be best. Sometimes, partners don't agree
'about how the question should be settled. Because each of you is an individual, youwant
unique things out of life, your partner might want something different What this means is
that partners have different ideas about what is the right iching to do.
| | will ask you about a conversation you have had about the purchase of
, and together we will put towgether as much aetail about the conversation as

we can. First, I'll ask who brought up the topic, and then I'll ask that person exactly what

he or she said. Just like any conversatuon I'll ask_one person what he said. then I'li ask the

other what she said in reply. We'll go back and forth until you can’t remember any more of

- what happened. Try to remember what each person said and think of it as a back-and-forth

i

conversation rather than everything happening at one time.
> Whilel'm askmg you what you said, you should feel free to interrupt, or break in,

at any point to help out your partner in case they have forgotten some detail, or you thlnk
what he sand shpuld be said in a little different way. |

I'd like to have an interesting and'iively discussion that comes as close as possible
to the way ir_1 which.you actually worked out your decision. Sometimes it takes a while to
remember exaetly what happened, so take your time ane\l'll ask you some questions ;o
help jog your memory.

. Do you have any questions before we begin?

TURN ON TAPE RECORDEBf :
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2)

3)

4)

)
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ééupies tell us that one person usually brings up gtopic rhore than the other in.
order to discuss_ it. Which oné of you brought up the purchﬂasé of the - ‘

in the convqrsatloﬁ we are discussing? |
It may help to refresh your memory if you think of where yo'uA were physically
whgn you had the conversation. Were you at home? In what room of the
housé? What%ime of day was it?
Think back to that _da;/ or nig% and focus on that one conversation. What
exactly did’ you say to bring up the purchase of with your
partner? { What changes did-you want? Did you offer an opinion in the
matter ? How did you present your position? What did you say to help your

partner see your point of view? At that time, did you éay anything to try to

' persuade yo'ur partner to say or do things your way? Exactly what did you

say? )

Since there are two sides to every discussion, I'd first like. to ask you if you

would say thét everything y'éur bartner has said so far is accurlate.; or would
you say that there are some thing s/he has said that in your opinion need to be
added to or changed in some way? ( What specific things that s /‘he said need
to be added to or changed? )

Your partner said that his/her point of view is __ . When s/he

said that, what exactly did y‘ou say inreply? | Spacificaily,. héw is your point of
view different from his/hers? How did you présent your position? What did
you sa; to help your partner see ér do things your way? At that time, did you
say aﬁything to try to persuade your partner-to s‘ee, your point of view ? What
exactly did'you say? ) ) |

Would you say that what ybur partner has just siad is accurate, or ére there -

some things that need to be added or changed? ( What specific things need to

be added or changed? )
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7) . onur partner séys the his/her point of view is that . When s/ he
said thét, what exactly did you say in response? ( Did you make any

wsugge'stions for changes that either of you could make? What did you say to

help your partner see your point of view? At that time, did you-say anything to

' try to persuade your partner to see or do.things your way? Exactly what did

* yousay?) | _ -
. REPEAT QUESTIONS 6 AND 7, SHIFTINC:(FROM INITIATOR TO REACTOR UNTIL COUPLE
REACHES THE END OF THE éONVERSATlON.
TO BOTH PARTNERS

Now I'm going to ask you to separately complete a questionnaire which contains a few

questions about the conversation we just talked about_' together.
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THINK ABOUT THE CONVERSATION YOU JUST TALKED ABOUT WHEN YOU ANSWER
THE. FOLLOWING QUESTIONS,

1. Below is a list of reasons that partners often give to help the other
person see their point of view or try to sway the other person to see
things their way. You may not exactly have said each one in the
conversation you just had, but the idea 1s one vou wanted to get across.
Please read each one and tell me if you used the reason in this
discussion with your ‘partner. ‘

PLEASE CIRCLE YES OR NO FOR EACH STATEMENT.

'a. This is not what we had decided upon earlier. : Yes No
b. This is what‘we had decided upon earlier. . Yes  No

¢+ This is the most important thing for our family
right now. Yes No

d. Other things are more important to our family

right now. Yes No
e. It is important to spend time on this. Yes No
f. ,Time is better spent on other things. Yes No
g. It is my responsibility. v Yes No.
h. It is my partner's responsibility. o Yes No
i. It is best for me. | . ) Yes No
4. It is best for my partner. T Yes No
k. It is best for the family. | Yes No
I; It is important that the money be spent on thfs. Yes No

m. Money is better spent on other things. Yes No

2. Think for a moment about what yoﬁ and your partner said you wanted at
the beginning of the discussion. Considéring the way the discussion
went, how much would you say you gained as a result of the discussion?

PLEASE CIRCLE THE NUMBER THAT BEST DESCRIBES HOW MUCH YOU WOULD
SAY YOU GAINED. :
[ TS DD SIS FURADY S, PO - Py PIPRIAS - PR PR (U

None of , , - . All of what
what I wanted I wanted

-—



How much would you say your partner gained as a result of the discussion?
PLEASE CIRCLE THE NUMBER THAT BEST DESCRIBES HOW MUCH YOU WOULD SAY
S/HE GAINED.
0.....1..... AT DU . DAY - SUSY R - PO IS 1
None of - All of what
what s/he wanted o s/he wanted
4, How important is it to you that things go your way over the matter
you just discussed?
PLEASE CIRCLE ONE NUMBER. y
Very important 4
Important 3 ' .
Somewhat important 2
Not at all important 1
5. “All things considered, how fair would you say the situation is right
now as far as this specific matter is concerned?.
PLEASE CIRCLE THE NUMBER THAT COMES CLOSEST TO HOW FAIR YOU THINK
THE SITUATION IS.
0.....1..... y < P . SO PR DU B.eiii9uninn 10
Completely Completely
unfair , fair '
6. In thinking about the matter that you and your partmer just discussed,

where would you say you both are RIGHT NOW with regard to this specific
matter?

PLEASE MARK (X) ONE OF THE FOLLOWING.
a. We totally agree.

b. We are still talking about 'it.

c. We have agreed to disagree, and not to talk about it for awhile.
d. 1 keep talking‘ﬁboht it even though my partner doesﬁ't want to.
e.” My partner keepsvtalkiﬁg about it even though I don't want to.
f. My partner doesn't want to talk about 1it, so I just keep'quiet.-
g. My partner keeps quiet because s/he knows I don't want to talk

about it.
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QUESTIONNAIRE - PART A

.
Y

S

In general how satisfied are you with the

. product you purcha'sed?

PART

2.

How satigfied are you with the price you
paid for the product?

How satisfied are you with ihe color? *
How satisfied are you with the style?

How satisfied are you with the durability and
wearability of the product? :

How satisfied are you with the installation
and servicing of the product?

How satisfied are you with the ability of
the product to hide dirt?

How satisfied are you with the ease of
cleaning of the product?

How sure are you that you chose the best
product for your needs?

>

hd

Has this product measured up to your
expectations?

1 would certainly recommend this product to
a friend with needs similar to mine.

1 would certainly recommend the retailer to
a friend of mine.

-ﬁch less than
1. expected

dissatisfied

very

P o

very sure

-

[

strongly
disagree

-

dissatinfied

somevhat

~

somevhat

disagree

~N

indifferent

w

neutral

w

e

somewhat

somevhat

agree

satisfied

very

not at all
sure

much greater

strongly
agree

satisfied

than 1 expected

w

w

N/A

N/A
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PART C "

10.

1.

12.

13.

In general, how satisfied are you with the
decision process your family went through
in the purchase of this product?

How satisfied are you with the amount of
information avai{lable to your family in
relation to the purchase of this product?

How satisfied are you with the amount of
information considered by your family in
relltidq\to the purchase of this product?

How satisfied are you with the number of
retail outlets you visited?

How satisfied_are you with the family's
activities reljted to the final selection
and purchase ofy this prodwct?

How satisfied are you with the extent of your

parg{cipntion during the decision process?

How satisfied are you with the extent of your
spouse's participation during the decision
process?

How satilfiéd sre you with the extent of
partic fpation of other family members during
the decision process?

How satisfied are you with the amount of
interaction among family members during the
decision process?

How satisfied are you with the quality of
interaction among family members during the
decision process? :

How satisfied are you with the amount of
influence,you had during ‘the decision process?

How.gatisfied are you with the amount of

influence your spouse:-had during the decision )

process? B

o

How satisfied are you wifh the amount of
inflyence other family members had during

the-decision .process?

very

dissatisfied

somevhat

dissatisfied

-

indifferent

W

somevhat

satisfied

2~

very

satisfled

N/A
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- . DIARY. CODE SHEET
CODE
DATE

Participants:
Major = .
Minor - o '
1. husband '
.2. wife
3. child
4, other O

Nature of Entry:
Type = )
1. discussion
2, activity
3. other - .

Subject - - .
1. problem regognition
2. goal réétéﬁement

+ 3. search

gy 4. alternative evaluation

5. selection/intention |
6. purchase 4
7. post purchase evaludtion

ytcomes:
jective ~
1. total agreement

agreement - yet still talking

. still talking '

. agree to disagree ‘ :

. "disagree and one partner persistant
. disagree and no talking’

. N/A
Subjective - \\
: 1. satisfaction
,  ~ 2. resignation’
' , 3. resentment

TN W W
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_ APPENDIX L

| FAMI}.LY DECISION MAKING PROJECT
AUDIOT/‘\PE COD;NG_MANUAL
- Used with the permission of:
Cynthia Arnett, M.S.
John S‘can;Oni, Ph.D.

University of North Carolina
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Specific Substantive Point
Within each discussion the initator. will have made a specific substantive point

about the partlcu|ar issue. We want the substance of what is said - the "propisition” or
"point” or "main thought"; that substance’ 'flashes the decisioning light”. It lets the partner

. know that the initiator wants to work something out between them. Merely remarking "it's
raining taday -or "hey, you look great” does not ordinarily signal the start of the decisioning
process. gase be aware the the initiator may state the specific substantive pointmore -
than one time. You may need to read through the transcript while listening to the tape until
the conversation is well under way before you will be able to-succinctly determine the
substantive point. !If the s.Jbstantlve point is stated more than once, determine the gist of
it. i

. CL e

Style of Substantive Point
After you have determined the substantive point, assign one of Rausch's
communication style codes to it.

\

Acts 1-18 ‘
“ Code gender before act. An act is defined as the statement or action of one
person bounded by the statement or action of another. Do not code the interviewers
statements. Each act is to be defined one code.

Coanitive Acts

Conventional remarks M

Opening the issue or probe

Seeking information

Giving information

Withholding infosmation

Suggesting a course of action

Agreeing with the other's statement

Giving cognitive reasons for a course of action

Exploring the consequences of a course of action

Giving up or leaving the field

Denying the validity of the other's argument Wlth or thhout the use of
counterarguments : \

Changing the subject g : / Sy

LT PAO O D WN = O
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Affiliative Acts ‘ S , L
15 Using humor ' R '
18  Avoiding biame or responsibility

20 Accepting blame or responsibility

'21 Showing concern for the other’s feslings
23 Accepting the other’s plans actions, ideas, motives or feelings
25 Seeking reassurance

26 Diverting the other’s attention as a maneuver to gain one's aim
27 Introducing a compromise

28 Offering help or assistance

29 Offering to collaborate in planmng

31 Appealing to fairness

33 Appealing to other's motive

35 Offering something else as a way of winning one's goal
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37 Appealing to the iove of the other
40 Pleading and coaxing

13
Coercive Acts - )
41 Using an outside power or set of cnrcumstances to induce or force the other to
agree
43 Recognizing the other's move as a strategy or calling the other's bluff
45 Rejecting the other :
47 Commanding
48 Demanding compensation
51. Inducing guilt or attacking the other's motives
53 Disparaging the other
55 Threatening the other .

. Process Power

Process power is the ability to make changes. It is the relative ability of partners to
shift the position of the other or to move the decision-making process towards
resolution. In order to code process power in each unit, the coder must consider previous
and subsequent units.

Unit 1 | Unit 2' Unit 3 /
1. Initiator (Who is actor?#
2. Substarljtlve point
3. Strategy
4. Importance
5. Response of other *
"ves’
"yes,but”
"no,but” ¢ B ®
"
' 2.
3. .
4,
5. Response of other
"ves”
"yes,but”
"no,but” P
"o
2.
. 3.
4.
5. Response of other
"ves"
. "yes,but”
K “no,but”
s : . o
; no

* [tems to be coded

F

)



N,

146

Response of Other

0 vyes - other fully accepts WIthout modification

1 yes, but - other accepts, but adds or suggests modifications, no elements rejected

2 no, but - other rejects some elements; some eléments accepted; may or may not add
or offer suggestions or modifications

3 no - other rejects all elements; no new elements offered.

: Q
Baraaining Modes
After listening to and readmg the entire conversation, codmg style, arid process
power, make an assessment of the repsondents’ bargaining modes. This is a subjective
judgement of the type of bargainer or negotiator each respondent is. Assign one code for
the female and one code for the male for sach discussion.

w

Definitions of the four bargaining modes:
1 Competitor:
Respondent retreats from his or her preferred action or demand
2 Compensator:
Respondent does not retreat from a referred action or demand, but offers to
compensate the other's compliance by,%roviding with something else she or
he wants in another area. ' . :
3 Compromiger:
Respondent makes concessions. Respondent changes h|s or her preferred
.
position according to the demands previously endorsed by the other.
.4 _ Problem-solver: g'e
' Respondent retreats from his or her initial posmon as with compromise, but
the solution entails some novel component not prevnously considered by sither
respondent.
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