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ABSTRACT

Social influences are important to understand in consumer behaviour. Although

researchers have focused on the impact of an interacting social influence, consumers

often find themselves in a store where another shopper is present but with whom they do

not interact. Three field experiments investigate how a mere social presence, which

varies in size (i.e., number), physical proximity, and perceived similarity, impact

consumers' emotions, cognitions, and behaviours while in a shopping aisle.

Results demonstrated that consumers were more annoyed, anxious, and uncertain

when either no one or a large social presence existed versus when the social presence \ryas

small in size, although this pattem did not replicate for either cognitive performance or

selÊpresentation behaviours. Instead, as the size of a social presence increased,

consumers recalled less information about the product display and were more likely to

select the market-leading brand and avoid interacting with a display than when a social

presence did not exist. They also appeared to prefer a social presence that was perceived

to be similar versus dissimilar. Not only were they happier and more certain when the

social presence was similar but they also recalled more information. However, the

proximity of the social presence moderated the impact of both social size and perceived

similarity. When the social presence was close by, its size perceived similarity

influenced consumers as described above, but when it was further away, neither size nor

perceived similarity differed in how they impacted consumers. Finally, tests for

mediation on crowding, distraction, and reactions to the social presence were conducted.

The dissertation concludes with a discussion on the theoretical and managerial

implications, limitations of the research, and fufure avenues for research.
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CHAPTER ONE

INTRODUCTION

I. The Nature of the Research problem

As a species, humans are gregarious animals that are attracted to, aroused by, and

persuaded by other people in their social environment (Aronson 1995). Although the

psychology literature that studies the impact of social influences dates back to the lg00s,

researchers in marketing have only begun to investigate their impact. The early

marketing studies that focused on the role of social influences have been carried out in a

variety of areas including sales force management (e.g., Busch and Wilson 1976;

Reingen and Kernan |977;Woodside and Davenport 1974; Friestad and Wright 1995),

satisfaction and word-oÊmouth (e.g., Brown and Reingen l9g7; Gilly, Graham,

wolf,rnbarger, and Yale 1998), product development and diffusion (e.g., Berning and

Jacoby 1974; Gatignon and Robertson 1985), channel relationships (e.g., Boyle, Dwyer,

Robicheaux, and Simpson L99L;Huntand Nevin 1974;Lusch lg76),and advertising

(e.g., Dholakia and Sternthal 1977;Martin and Gentry 1997; Richins l99l; Ritson and

Elliott 1999).

In an early conceptualizationof the theory of buyer behaviour, Howard and Sheth

(1969) proposed that social influences might also impact consumers' behaviours.

However, even though social influences are often mentioned in consumer behaviour

textbooks, little is known regarding how other shoppers influence a consumer. The

researchers who have investigated the impact social influences have on consumers'

behaviours have primarily studied the influence of a social presence that interacts with a

consumer (i.e., verbal communication; e.g., Moschis 1976; Sternthal, philips, and
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Dholakia 1977). However, while this research has demonstrated the relevance of

understanding the impact of an interacting social influence in the marketing context, it

also underscores the factthat consumer behaviouralists do not yet have an understanding

of how a non-interacting social presence influences a consumer. This dissertation

demonstrates that the need for research that investigates the impact of a social presence in

the consumption context is central to understanding the role social influences play in

marketing. This is particularly relevant given that individuals regularly engage in

consumption in the presence of people with whom they do not interact. For example,

when a consumer shops in a grocery store, there are often other shoppers who are present

doing their own shopping but who do not talk to or interact with the consumer. This

research attempts to understand whether and how the physical presence of these other

shoppers influences the consumer.

II. The Scope of the Research

The purpose of this research is to investigate the impact that a social presence has

on a consumer in aretail context. More specifically, this dissertation investigates the

influence that a social presence in a shopping aisle has on a consumer during product

selection and acquisition. This is considered to be an appropriate choice of a

consumption context because other shoppers are often present when an individual is

making a product/brand selection in a shopping aisle. Further, although the individual

may be cognitively aware that others are nearby, this does not imply that an interaction

between the social presence and the individual will occur. In fact, more often than not a

consumer will not interact with a social influence that is shopping for another product in

the same aisle, especially if the two parties do not know one another.

L4



To enhance our understanding of the impact of a non-interacting social presence,

this dissertation investigates three characteristics of the presence: its size (number of

people present), its proximity (physical distance) to the consumer, and its perceived

similarity with the consumer. These three central social characteristics have been

selected because even though social psychologists have indicated the importance of

understanding the influence of these social forces, consumer behaviour researchers have

not investigated their impact on how a consumer thinks, feels and behaves. This is

surprising given that consumers often shop in aretall outlet in the presence of other

shoppers, who differ in these characteristics.

The central dependent variables of this proposed research reflect both internal and

external factors relevant to a consumer. The internal factors that are investigated are

twofold: first the intensity of various emotions consumers experience, and second, the

cognitive processing that they engage in related to the task. The emotional outcomes that

are studied in this research include two positive emotions, happiness and certainty, and

two negative emotions, annoyance and anxiety. Emotions were investigated because

atmospherics research (Kotler 1973/1974) has shown that consumers' emotional

experiences within a store can impact intended shopping behaviours and in turn influence

the amount of money they spend (Donovan and Rossiter 1982). Thus, from a managerial

perspective it is important to understand conditions that create optimal emotions.

Cognition was assessed through the amount of information consumers recalled

about the product display. This measure was considered important as it is directly related

to information search.
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The externalfactor investigated in this research is selÊpresentation behaviours.

The two behaviours investigated in this dissertation include a consumer's interaction with

a product testing display and brand selection. This research hypothesizes that the

dependent variables will be uniquely impacted by the size, the proximity, and the

perceived similarity of a social presence. To test the hypotheses presented in this

research, three field experiments in a retail environment are conducted.

III. Contributions of the Research

This dissertation contributes to the existing consumer behaviour research in a

number of ways. First, it demonstrates that the mere social presence of another person

influences individuals in the consumption context. Thus, a social presence does not need

to interact with a consumer to influence him/her; rather its physical presence is sufficient

in eliciting emotions, cognitive, and behavioural responses. This dissertation also

investigates three social presence characteristics, including, size, proximity, and

perceived similarity, and determines their impact on another consumer. In addition, it

explores the theoretical drivers of why the above-mentioned social characteristics are

important in the consumption context. Another contribution of this dissertation is that it

redefines an existing social psychology theory called social impact theory by identifying

a condition under which the theory does not apply. This dissertation also demonstrates

that counter to earlier research findings, a social presence influences a consumer even

during the acquisition of a product that is low in visibility (i.e., privately consumed) and

perceived risk. Finally, the relationships of interest are tested using field experiments.

The use of real world situations enables researchers to gain a better understanding of how

a social presence influences consumers when they shop.
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IV. Organization of this Document

The remainder of this document is divided into seven chapters. Chapter Two

reviews and integrates the literature on social influences in both marketing and social

psychology. Chapter Three explores the impact of th¡ee social influence characteristics

in the consumer context and proposes formal hypothesis pertaining to the impact of these

influences on emotional, cognitive, and behavioural outcomes. Chapter Four presents six

pre-tests and their respective results. Chapter Five describes the research methodology

that was used to test the impact of social size in Study One, including the research design,

the independent and dependent variables investigated, the procedure that was used, and

reports and discusses the findings. Chapter Six presents the research methodology of the

second study that examined the impact of social size and proximity on consumers'

emotions, cognition, and behaviours. Chapter Seven presents the third study that

investigated the influence of proximity and perceived similarity on consumers. Finally,

Chapter Eight discusses the findings of the research, identifies limitations, highlights

implications, and proposes avenues for future research.
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CHAPTER TWO

SOCIAL INFLUENCES

In this chapter, the nature of social influences is discussed and a general review

and integration of the literature in consumer behaviour and social psychology is

presented. The purpose of this literature review is to delineate the importance of

understanding social influences in consumer behaviour, while also presenting an

overview of the theories pertinent to the proposed investigation.

I. Social Influences in Consumer Behaviour

Researchers have found that the shopping environment influences consumer

behaviours in a pervasive manner (Belk 197 S;Park,Iyer, and Smith 1989; Schlosser

1998; Spangenberg, Crowley, and Henderson 1996; Yoo, Park, and Maclnnis 1998). In

an early marketing article, Belk (1975) proposed a taxonomy of situational/environmental

characteristics that influence consumers. One characteristic that was identified was social

surroundings, which includes the other people present and their specific characteristics,

the roles these people play, and their interpersonal interactions that occur while in this

environment (Belk 197 5).

Given that other people are often present during a purchase or consumption

experience, consumers commonly find themselves in an environment that contains

potential social influences. Although an understanding of the impact of these influences

may provide valuable insight to consumer behaviourists, relatively little attention in the

literature has focused on this issue. In fact, in a recent article, Bagozzi (2000) made a call

for more research to focus on the social aspects of consumer behaviour.
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The limited research conducted in this area can be divided into two main

categories. The first category focuses on the influence of an interacting social influence

on an individual and/or group (e.g., Bearden and Etzel1982; Childers and Rao 1992;

Dahl, Hone4 and Manchanda 2003; Dholakia and Sternthal 1977; Palan and Wilkes

1997;Park and Lessig 1977;Witt 1969; Witt and Bruce lg70). Examples of this rype of

social influence include a salesperson greeting a consumer, a friend providing an opinion,

or a group of people debating amongst themselves about a purchase. The second stream

of research focuses on the influence of a social presence that exists physically but with

whom an individual does not interact (e.g., Dahl, Manchanda, and Argo 2001;Lupfer,

Kay and Burnette 1969). An example of this type of social influence would involve a

consumer shopping in an aisle in which another shopper is present but not interacting

with the consumer.

The research on interacting social influences is primarily drawn from two areas of

consumer behaviour research: persuasion and decision-making. The first area of research

is centred on the persuasion literature where researchers have found that asocial

influence impacts consumers' attitudes and beliefs. For example, a central tenet of

Fishbein's extended multi-attribute model of behavioural intentions postulates that

normative beließ play an important role in predicting behaviours (Fishbein 1967).

According to this model, an individual's behaviour is determined, not only by one,s

attitudes, but also by one's social or subjective norïns. These norïns suggest that an

individual's motivation to behave in a certain manner is influenced by others.

Additional persuasion research has investigated the impact of the characteristics

of the persuasion source on one's attitudes and behaviours. Researchers in this area
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found that the credibility of an influencing source was key to the success of an influence

attempt @holakia and Sternthal1977; Stemthal, Dholakia, and Leavitt I97B);highly

trustworthy and expert spokespeople tended to create a more positive affitude toward the

position they supported than spokespeople with less credibility (Sternthal, et al. 1977).

Furthermore, information from a credible source was internalized and thereby accepted

more easily than information provided by a non-credible source (Kelman 1961).

The second area of consumer behaviour where researchers have investigated the

impact of an interacting social influence is found in the decision-making literature. In

general, this research has indicated that the individuals with whom a consumer interacts

have a substantial impact on decision-making strategies and outcomes (e.g., Bearden and

Etzel1982; Blood and Wolfe 1960; Filiatrault and Ritchie 1980; Moschis 1976;park and

Lessig 1977). The discussion pertaining to the findings of the impact of a social

influence on decision-making will be divided into two subsections: group decision-

making and individual decision-making. First, in the literature on group decision-

making, one of the most predominant groups studied is the family unit (e.g., Blood and

Wolfe 1960; Burchinal and Bauder 1965; Davis l97I; Filiatrault and Ritchie 1980; palan

and Wilkes 1997; V/ilkes 1975). A large portion of this research has focused on the role

structure of the family and on the influence or power of the husband and wife while

making decisions. The results of this research have been quite mixed with some

investigators finding that husbands and wives were equally influential (Blood and Wolfe

L960; Burchinal and Bauder 1965), while others showed that the influence was not so

uniform (Davis 1971; Wilkes 1975). Despite the extensive interest in husband-wife

influences, other researchers have suggested that the influence during family decision-
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making lied not only with the parents, but also extended to include the rest of the family

members such as small children and adolescents. Overall, the f,rndings of this research

have indicated that young children have limited influence in the family decision-making

process when the purchases were not for their personal use (Filiatrault and Ritchie 1980).

However, teenagers were more influential in family purchase decisions especially when

they imitated adults' influence strategies (Palan and Wilkes 1997).

Research has also studied the impact of a social influence on an individual's

choice behaviour and decision-making (e.g., Ariely and Levav 2000; Bearden andBtzel

1982; Childers and Rao 1992;Park and Lessig 1977;Witt 1969;Witt and Bruce 1970).

A significant amount of this research is found in the reference group literature. The

concept of reference groups dates back to Hyman (1942), who defined them as a point of

reference for individuals to use in evaluating given situations. Sherif (1953) stated that

there were two different types of reference groups - one in which an individual was

already a member (i.e., a membership group) and one in which an individual was not

currently a member but aspired to be (i.e., an aspiration group). After this initial work, a

third reference group was identified that was a group with which an individual did not

want to be associated (i.e., a dissociative group).

Two primary processes or functions of reference groups have been identified in

the literature (Kelley 1955). The first process was referred to as the normative function

and involves setting and enforcing group norrns. Following this process, an individual's

willingness to comply, identify, and intemalize the group standards determined whether

the individual would be rewarded (i.e., accepted as a member) or punished (i.e., not

accepted; Stafford and Cocanougher 1977). The second process identified was the
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comparison function (Kelley 1955). This function proposed that a reference group served

¿N a comparison point (cue) against which an individual could evaluate him/herself.

Since this early work, Park and Lessig (1977) have reconceptualizedthe functions of

reference groups into three categories: utilitarian (this is similar to the normative

function), informational (this reflects the idea of the comparison function), and value-

expressiveness (involves an individual's psychological need for social association).

While all three functions can occur in the presence of an interaction between an

individual and a social influence, they may also occur in the presence of a non-interacting

social influence. For example, one study found that distant others, which could include

movie and athletic stars, served as an informational reference group influence even

though they were not physically present (Cocanougher and Bruce lgTI).

Overall, reference group findings have indicated that reference groups were

influential when a consumer made a decision (e.g., cocanougher and Bruce r97L;

Moschis 1976; Park and Lessig 1977; Reingen, Foster, Brown, and Seidman 1984;

Stafford 1966; Witt 1969). This influence was especially prominent when consumers

were choosing a productthat was highly visible to others, such as a car or clothes

(Bearden andBtzel1982; Childers and Rao 1992) as opposed to when the product, such

as bread, was low in visibility and perceived risk (Ford and Ellis 1980; Robertson 1971).

Additional research has shown that the influence of reference groups depended on who

exercised the power (i.e., peer group members or family members: Childers and Rao

1992) and who completed the survey (i.e., housewives or students: Park and Lessig

1977). One frnal point that should be made pertains to the methodology thathas been

used to investigate the impact of reference groups. In a typical reference group study,
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participants were presented with a list of products and were instructed to assess the extent

to which their alternative selection would be influenced by the various reference groups

identified above (for an example see Bearden and Etzel l9g2; Childers and Rao lgg}).

Thus, reference groups were not often physically present with the participants.

Furthermore, during the few select times that the reference group was present, there was

some level of interaction that occurred between the reference group and the participant

(see stafford 1966; witt 1969; witt and Bruce 1970; woodside 1972).

A second stream of social influence literature in consumer behaviour has focused

on the impact of a non-interacting social presence (Dahl et al. 2001; Lufüer et al. 1969).

This research differs from the previously mentioned research because it suggests that a

social influence, such as another shopper who is physically present, can have an impact

on an individual even in the absence of any interaction between the two parties.

Although it is a common occurrence that other people with whom one does not interact

are present in a consumption situation, there has been only a limited amount of research

done in this area to test the impact of this social presence. Further, evidence in one of the

few studies conducted with a non-interacting social presence found that participants

experienced more embarrassment when they purchased condoms in the presence of

someone else, as compared to when no one else was there (Dahl et al., 2001). Therefore,

it appears that a social presence can influence consumers even in the absence of an

interaction.

This dissertation attempts to further the understanding of social influences in the

consumer context by moving beyond social influences with whom an individual interacts

and determining the impact of a non-interacting social presence. It differs from the
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limited research previously conducted by investigating the impact of different

characteristics of the social presence on emotions, cognitions, and behaviours. It is

argued that the mere presence of another individual will influence a consumer in a

number of different ways and exploring these influences will provide a more enriched

understanding of consumer behaviour. In the next section, relevant literature to the

proposed resea¡ch from the social psychology discipline will be briefly reviewed.

II. Social Influences in Psychology

Social psychologists have found that the social environment plays a central role in

influencing our emotions, cognition, and behaviours. These environmental influences

can result from an actual interaction between an individual and a social influence or by

the mere physical presence of another person. A number of areas of research have

investigated the effects of social influences on individuals in interacting and non-

interacting environments and the ones reviewed in this dissertation include the following:

conformity (Asch l95l; Sherif 1935), crowding (Geen and Bushman 1989; Langer and

Saegert 1977;Schmidt and Keating 1979; Sundstrom 1978), social facilitation/inhibition

(Cottrell 1968, L972; Zajonc 1965, 1980), social impact theory (Latané 1981; Latané and

Wolf 1981).

Conformity

Most of the research conducted in the social influence area has followed from the

early work of Sherifs (1935,1936) research on norm development and Asch's (1951,

1952,1956) work on conformity. First, Sherif (1935) studied the process of norm

development through the use of an optical illusion test. When participants were placed in

a group, after having earlier responded to the test independently, the presence of others
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(i.e., confederates) caused the participants to progressively change their earlier estimates

to be more similar to the estimates of others. Moreover, the greater the uncertainty

participants experienced about the situation, the more quickly they were influenced by

the group's responses. This was especially apparent when the respondents appeared to be

confident in their assessment. This implies that when one feels uncertain in a given

situation, other people can serve as influential sources of information to help shape their

reality and interpret the situation.

In another line of social influence research that studied conformity, Asch (1951;

1952,1956) investigated the effects of group pressure on an individual's behaviours. In

this research, participants were first presented with the picture of a line and then

presented with a second picture of three lines of various lengths. They were told that

their task was to indicate publicly which of the three lines was the same length as the first

line they had seen. The real participant was seated with a group of six other

'þarticipants", who were actually confederates placed in the study, with instructions to

respond in a predetermined manner. The real participant f,rrst heard the responses of five

of the confederates prior to making a judgment. Although the correct response was

obvious, the confederates unanimously indicated the same incorrect line. Asch found that

in over one-third of the trials the participants conformed to the confederates' responses

by indicating the same response, even though it was obviously incorrect.

The research conducted by Sherif and Asch suggests that there may be two

different sources of influence (Aronson, Wilson, and Akert 1998). In the Sherif situation,

participants complied with a social influence in the presence of uncertainty; however, in

the Asch condition, although uncertainty was minimal, conformity still occurred. To
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explain these different findings, Deutsch and Gerard (1955) proposed the potential

existence of normative and informational social influences. Normative social influences

occur when an individual complies with others to avoid punishment (i.e., to avoid being

excluded from the group, negative evaluation, or ridiculed) or to gain rewards (i.e., to be

liked and accepted). It should be noted that the normative function in the reference group

literature is based upon this influence. Applying the notion of normative social

influences to Asch's studies, the participants may have complied to the pressures of the

other group members because they were concemed with looking silly in front of a group

of strangers. Informational social influences occur when individuals look to others as a

source of useful information when they experience uncertainty in a situation. In this

situation, conformity happens because an individual believes that others' interpretations

of an ambiguous situation are more correct than hisÆrer and would provide relevant

information for choosing an appropriate course of action. Referring back to Sherifs

research where the task created a lot of uncertainty, informational social influences may

explain the participants' tendency to comply with the responses of others.

Common to both of the studies is that in each case the social presence interacted

at some level with the participants. However, in many situations, interactions do not

always occur between two parties. This has led social researchers to investigate the

impact of a non-interacting social presence. ln the next section research on crowding will

be presented in a discussion on the influence of a social presence.

Crowding

Environmental stressors have been shown to have an impact on an individual

(Griffit and Veitch L97l). One type of stressor that has been identified in the psychology
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literature is crowding, which results from an increase in social density (total number of

people present) and a decrease in spatial density (amount of space available per person

regardless of the number of people present: Geen and Bushman 1989). Two theoretical

explanations have been proposed to explain why people become crowded: behavioural

constraints and stimulus overload (Schmidt and Keating 1979). Behavioural constraints

occur when an individual's objectives and goals become blocked. For example, if an

individual sitting in the aisle seat on an airplane prevents the person who is sitting next to

the window from getting up and moving around, the person next to the window will feel

crowded. This explanation suggests that crowding occurs at a physical level (Sundstrom

I975). In contrast, stimulus overload involves an interference that occurs at the

perceptual or cognitive level. According to this explanation, crowding is experienced

when the level of social stimulation and psychological demands placed on an individual

in a crowded environment exceed the level of stimulation that an individual desires and

perceives to be controllable (Milgram 1970; Nesbitt and Steven L974; Saegert 1978;

Schmidt and Keating 1979).

Crowding has been shown to occur in a wide variety of contexts ranging from

prisons (Paulus, cox, Mccain, and chandler 1975) to colleges (Baron, Mandel, Adams,

and Griffen 1976) to naval ships @ean, Pugh, and Gunderson 1975) to department stores

(Langer and Saegert 1977). Crowding has also been shown to produce a number of

different negative outcomes including an increase in illnesses and negative emotions such

as stress, tension, and anxiety, and a decrease in satisfaction (Baum, Aiello, and

Calesnick 1978; Griffit and Veitch l97l). A more specific discussion on the outcomes of

crowding will be conducted in the next chapter.
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It should be noted that the research on crowding is a subsection of a broader line

of literature on the effects of the mere presence of a social influence. A popular theory

that studies the effects of a mere presence is called social facilitation/inhibition.

Social Facilitation/Inhibition

The first study conducted on social factlitation/inhibition demonstrated that an

individual's performance was enhanced while in the presence of another person who was

doing the same simple motor task (Triplett 1898). In the decades following this early

work, several researchers investigated this phenomenon but came to different conclusions

(for a review, see Cottrell1972). This disjointed study of social facilitation/inhibition

continued until the late 1930s when interest in the topic subsided. It was not until the

1960s that a seminal article by Zajonc revitalized interest in the topic. Zajonc's (1965)

formulation of social facilitation/inhibition used a drive-theory framework that was based

on two assumptions. The first assumption was that the physical presence of other people

increased an individual's drive or level of arousal. The second assumption was that the

tendency for individuals to make a response was a multiplicative function of one's

familiarity with the response and one's level of drive. Based on these two assumptions,

Zajonc concluded that when a task is familiar (i.e., easy) performance would be

facilitated by the presence of another individual. [n contrast, when the task is not familiar

(i.e., difficult) performance would be hindered by the presence of another person. Zajonc

proposed that the mixed findings from earlier researchers could be explained by the

nature of the response elicited in the studies. Support for his findings was found in later

research (e.9., Zajonc and Sales 1966).
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Two explanations have been forwarded to explain why individuals become

aroused in the presence of other people. The first explanation is based on the notion that

other people may serve as evaluators and as a result, people become concerned with what

others are thinking of them. According to this explanation, people feel that others may

judge how well or poorly they are performing and this may cause them to feel nervous or

aroused (Bond, Atoum, and Vanleeuwen 1996; Cottrell 1968). This explanation is

found in the first elaboration that w¿¡s propos edto Zajonc's drive-theory of social

facilitation (Cottrell 1968; Cottrell, Wack, Sekerak, and Rittle 1968). It is argued that

the drive created by a social presence is a learned drive, and results from the anticipation

of either positive or negative outcomes. Thus, an audience of potential evaluators causes

more arousal than one that is "merely" present. Support for this contention has been

found by a number of other researchers (e.g., Bond 1982; Cottrell, et al. 1968; Henchy

and Glass 1968; Paulus and Murdoch 1971). The second explanation that has been

forwarded is that other people serve as a distraction @aron 1986; Sanders 1983).

Following this explanation, people are aware of what is going on around him/her and as a

result heightened awareness creates more arousal and in tum makes it difficult for the

individual to focus on the task at hand because of increased arousal. Given that it is

difficult to concentrate on two things simultaneously, dividing one's attention produces

arousal. Regardless of the explanation for the increase in arousal, the outcome is

consistent: people perform better on simple and well-learned tasks and perform worse on

complex and unfamiliar tasks. The discussion on social facilitation will be reviewed in

more detail in the next chapter.
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Social Impact Theory

Social impact theory (SIT; Latané 1981) makes predictions pertaining to the

impact of a social influence in either an interacting or a mere presence situation. Unlike

the research previously discussed, SIT is much broader in scope and more general in

nature (Latané and Nida 1980). Latané (1981) described a social impact as any of a

number of effects including motives and emotions, cognitions and beliefs, and values and

behaviour that the real, implied, or imagined presence or actions of an individual could

have on atarget. These effects of social influence could be understood as resulting from

"social forces (like the physical forces of light, sound, gravity, and magnetism)" that

operate within a "social force field"(Latané 1981, pg. 343). The social forces described

in SIT were number, immediacy, and social source strength.

Number. Number (referred to in the present document as the size of the social

presence) is how many people are present in a given situation. Of the three social

characteristics, the size of the social influence has received the most attention in social

psychology and has been studied in a variety of different social contexts. For example,

Milgram, Bickman, and Berkowitz (1969) investigated the effects of various sized

crowds on a passer-by's tendency to imitate the crowd's behaviour. In this study,

confederates walked along a sidewalk of a busy New York City street and at a

predetermined location stopped and looked up at awindow in a building. The authors

were interested in whether the number of confederates executing these behaviours would

impact how many other people would also stop and/or look up. They found that while

4%o of the pedestrians stopped and 42%o looked up when there was one confederate

present, 40o/o stopped and 86%o of the pedestrians looked up when there were fifteen

30



confederates present. Thus, the size of the crowd affected the proportion of people who

imitated the crowd's behaviour. ln a different context, researchers studied the tendency

for individuals to behave in a chivalrous manner in the presence of various sized social

influences (Latané and Dabbs L975). In this research, confederates entered an elevator

pretending to be a fellow p¿Nsenger and then "accidentally" dropped a handful of pencils

or coins on the floor. The researchers were interested in whether the likelihood of

passengers offering assistance in picking up the dropped items was a function of size.

They found that as the number of passengers in the elevator increased, the probability

that someone was willing to help the clumsy confederate decreased. Consistent with the

findings of the above-mentioned examples, researchers have found that the impact of a

social presence increased with the number of social presence members (Latané, Williams,

and Harkins 1979; Petty, Harkins, Williams, and Latané I977;Wrlliams, Harkins, and

Latané 1981). Further, the impact of each additional person grew smaller as the size of

the social influence increased (Milgram et al. 1969).

It should be noted that there has been a debate among social psychologists over

whether or not the greatest impact occurs with the first social influence. One group of

researchers, comprised mainly of SIT researchers, has found that the greatest impact of a

social influence occurs with the presence of one individual (Campbell, Tesser, and Fairey

1986; Gerard, Wilhelmy, and Conolley 1968; Latané, et aI. 1979; Petty, et al. 1977;

Williams, et al. 1981). The second group of researchers, comprised of early conformity

researchers and those who have proposed an alternative model to SIT, have argued that

the most influence occurs with the second or third individual (Asch 1955; Tanford and

Penrod 1984). In a study designed to determine whether certain conditions explained this
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disparity, Campbell and Fairey (1989) found that the size of the social presence with the

greatest impact depended on whether informational or normative social influences were

present. They proposed and later found that when the influence w¿ìs based on

information, consistent with SIT, the first individual had the greatest impact. They

explain this by suggesting that the f,rrst source would provide an individual with the most

information and that any additional sources would have less of an impact because the

information they would provide would be somewhat redundant. In contrast, if the

influence process w¿ts govemed by normative mechanisms, they predicted that consistent

with the social influence model, the second and third sources would have more impact

than the first source. They explain this by stating that normative pressures from a group

of people would have more impact than the pressure exerted by only one person

Immediacy. The second social force identified in SIT is immediacy (referred to in

the text of this dissertation as proximity). Immediacy refers to the closeness of the source

of the influence to the target in terms of proximity and time. Some of the findings have

indicated that physical distance impacted an individual's tendency to be obedient

(Milgram 1974) and influenced an individual's recall of memorable experiences (Latané,

Liu, Nowak, Bonvento, andZheng 1995). Although SIT predicts that the closer the

social force is, the larger the impact it will have on an individual, the findings from the

research that have studied immediacy are not conclusive. While some studies have found

support in favour of SIT's prediction for immediacy (e.g., Harkins and Latané 1998;

Latané, et al. 1995), several others have not (e.g., Hart, stasson, and Karau 1999;

Knowles 1983; Williams and Williams 1983). A discussion on the limitations of the
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theory, which may explain the inconsistency in findings, is presented at the end of the

review of SIT.

Social Source Strength. The last social force in SIT is social source strength and

this refers to the importance or salience of the source. In the SIT literature, social source

strength has been studied in a variety of ways including status (Jackson and Latané

1981), age (Latané and Harkins 1976), and expertise (Hart etal.,1999; Wolf and Latané

1983). However, Latané (1981) proposed that social source strength was not limited to

the facets previously studied but could also include a variety of other facets such as

socio-economic standings. Overall, researchers have found that sources of influence that

were high in social source strength (e.g., high in status) were more influential on a target

than a source low in social source strength (e.g., low in status), regardless of the facet of

social source strength that was studied (Hart et a1.,1999;Latané and Harkins 1976; Seta,

Crissor¡ Seta, and Wang 1989; Williams and Williams 1989). For example, Williams

and Williams (1989) found that participants approached by a high-strength requester for a

monetary donation were more likely to comply than those approached by a low-strength

requester. [n another study, Wolf and Latané (1983) found that when sources with more

expertise provided positive information about their preferences, participants rated a

restaurant's desirability higher than when the information was provided by sources with

less expertise. In the current research social source strength will be investigated as the

perceived similarity (i.e., the shared characteristics that exist between the social presence

and the consumer). The justification for this operationalization of social source strength,

as well as a more extensive discussion on perceived similarity, will be presented in

Chapter Three.
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Based on the three social forces identified above, Latané (1981) proposed three

principles of SIT that explained how the theory functioned and predicted the relationships

between the three forces. The first principle stated that the amount of impact a target

(i.e., the individual upon which the impact was exerted) experienced was the

multiplicative function of the social source strength (,9), immediacy (I), and number (N)

of the social presence, represented by the equation impact : f(SlU). Therefore, the

impact that atarget experienced from a social influence would be greater the higher its

social source strength, the closer it was to the target, and the more people present.

The second principle proposed that an increase in the number of sources to a

social force field was a power function, where each additional individual would have a

marginally decreasing effect on the target. This function was expressed by the equation

impact: .sNr where a constant.s was equal to the impact of a single source and t was a

value less than one. As mentioned earlier, the first person in the social force field would

create the largest impact on the target individual and although the second and third

sources of influence would increase the impact on the target, their contribution to the

influence would be less than that of the first person (Latané and Wolf 1981).

SIT's third principle focused on a differentiation between a multiplication and a

division of impact. The premise of this principle was that when other people stand with

the target (i.e., the target of the social influence consisted of at least two individuals) an

increase in social source strength, immediacy, or the number of other social sources

would produce a division of impact where each target individual would feel less of the

impact than if helshe were standing alone. Consistent with the second principle, the
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increase of additional members to the target group would have a marginally decreasing

effect. This relationship was represented by impact: .s.À/-'.

Although SIT has only a few basic principles, it still applies to a wide assortment

of social phenomena. It has been used to explain research findings in conformity (Asch

195I, 1952, 1956), social facilitation/inhibition (Zajonc 1965), tipping behaviour in

restaurants (Freeman, Walker, Borden, and Latané L975), stage fright (Jackson and

Latané 1981; Latané and Hawkins 1976), bystander intervention in an emergency (Latané

and Darley 1968; Williams and Williams 1989), chivalry (Latané and Dabbs 1975), and,

imitation (Milgram, et al. 1969). For example, the f,rndings from the conformity literature

showed that as the number of group members increased, there was an increased

likelihood that aparticipant would conform (e.g., Asch L95L, 1952, 1956; Campbell and

Fairey 1989). Another example of the applicability of SIT to earlier work in social

psychology involved social facilitation/inhibition. As discussed previously, the presence

of a social influence has been shown to either hinder or facilitate one's performance

depending on the familiarity of the task (Zajonc 1965). Later research in this area also

found that the relationship between the target and the social influence impacted

performance in the direction predicted by SIT (Henchy and Glass 1968; Sas$r and okun

re74).

Despite SIT's ability to predict a wide range of social events, it has received some

criticism. For example, Mullen (19S3) argued that the theory was only descriptive and a

posteriori and as a result, it ignored the psychological processes of social influence.

Stated differently, the theory did not explain why effects occurred, but rather it predicted

what should happen. Further, in a later article, Mullen (1985) critiqued researchers who
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have studied SIT for overlooking two characteristics, namely proximity and source

strength. He argued that understanding the impact of these two characteristics was

central to the theory as they were key factors that separated SIT from alternative

explanations of group influence. In his article he conducted a meta-analysis on the

limited studies that investigated these two distinguishing social characteristics of SIT and

evaluated their effectiveness in predicting social influence in a group setting. His results

indicated that although the effects were significant, they were low in magnitude and were

inconsistent. Finally, in another article Tanford and Penrod (1984) criticized the absence

of a limit to the influence that a social presence could exert on an individual. Further,

they argued that SIT failed to incorporate characteristics of the experimental situation or

individual differences into its predictions.

Although the present chapter discussed a number of different topics related to the

influence of a social presence, in the remainder of the dissertation only three of these

research areas will be drawn upon: SIT, crowding, and social facilitation/inhibition.

These three areas of research are perceived to be the most relevant to the present

dissertation. The other topics were only discussed to provide the reader with a broader

understanding ofthe research conducted on social influences. The next chapter discusses

the impact of the three social characteristics, size, proximity, and perceived similarity on

consumer emotions, cognitions, and behaviours in a retail context. Hypotheses will be

proposed that utilize the SIT framework and that incorporate research findings from a

number of different areas. A more detailed discussion on the research findings on

crowding and social facilitatior/inhibition will be presented relative to the specific

hypotheses forwarded in this dissertation. In addition, the formulation of the hypotheses
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will also draw upon other areas of social psychology including distraction, attraction, and

impression management. Finally, given the criticism that SIT is predictive in nature,

mediation analyses will be conducted in Chapters Six and Seven, that draw upon the

literature presented in the both the present *d n.*ì chapter. Although no formal

hypothesis will be forwarded regarding mediation, crowding, distraction, and attraction

will be tested to determine whether they can provide insight into why a social presence

influences a consumer in the retail context.
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CHAPTER THREE

THEORY AND HYPOTHESES

In this chapter, the relationship between the three social characteristics to be

studied in this research, size, proximity, and perceived similarity, and the key dependent

variables including emotional, cognitive, and behavioural responses will be delineated.

This research proposes that the type of social influence that is present during product

selection and acquisition will determine the impact the consumer experiences in terms of

the dependent va¡iables mentioned above. Formal hypotheses pertaining to these

relationships will be forwarded.

I. Social Size

As discussed in Chapter Two, research has found that the impact of a social

presence on individuals varies based on its size. In the following sections, the predicted

impact of different sized social presences on consumers' emotions, cognitions, and

behaviours will be discussed.

Emotions

A fundamental human motivation is the need to belong (Baumeister and Leary

1995). This desire for interpersonal attachment has been prevalent in the psychology

literature for many years. For example, Maslow (1968) indicated in his motivational

hierarchy a need for love and belongingness. Further, Bowlby (1969) posited in his

attachment theory that individuals have a need to form and maintain relationships. In an

integration of the literature that investigates the need to belong, Baumeister and Leary

(1995) go so far as to say that a human's need to belong is almost as important as his/her

need for food. Although most researchers have investigated the need to belong in well-
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developed relationships, evidence also exists that this need may be present in situations

with limited contact. For example, in one study simply living in close proximity to

another person was found to create a sense of attachment (Festinger, Schachter, and Back

19s0).

The primary implication of an individual's need to belong is that a change to

someone's perceived belongingness status will create emotional responses (Baumeister

and Leary 1995). These responses will be positive in nature when an individual begins to

feel more of a sense of belonging. It should be noted that research has also demonstrated

that it takes very little to create an initial level of social attachment (Baumeister and

Leary 1995). Thus, it could be argued that if an individual is in the presence of another

person in an otherwise empty environment, the presence of this other person will create

some sense of belonging. This in furn will begin to satisff the need to belong and will

create an increase in the intensity of positive emotions that are experienced. Stated

differently, the presence of another person will lead a consumer to experience more

intense positive emotions than if the consumer was alone.

The impact of a social presence on a consumer's emotions is not new or unique to

the literature related to a person's psychological need to belong. In fact, research has

demonstrated that a social presence can create, intensiff or reduce emotional experiences

(e.g., Dahl et al., 2001; Miller and Leary 1992; Schachter 1959). As mentioned earlier,

people are social animals who enjoy the presence of other individuals (Aronson 1995);

therefore, a person should experience more intense positive emotions when someone else

is present. However, research has found that the presence of others not only increases the

intensity of positive emotions experienced, but also decreases the intensity of negative
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emotions under certain situations. For example, in one study when participants were

given the option, they prefened to wait for an unpleasant situation in the presence of

another individual as compared to waiting alone because while the presence of another

person increased a sense of comfort it also decreased their feelings of nervousness,

tension, fear, and anxiety (Buck and Parke 1972; Cottrell and Epley 1977; Schachter

1959; Zimbardo and Formica 1963). Therefore, this suggests that the mere presence of

another individual can decrease the intensity of negative emotions.

Based on the above discussion it is expected that when a consumer is in the

presence of another individual, in a shopping aisle, it is likely that the consumer will

experience more intense positive emotions and less intense negative emotions than when

no social presence exists. The question now becomes, "What happens to the intensity of

emotions when the size of the social presence increases?" Following SIT, the intensity of

emotions one experiences should increase as the size of the social presence increases.

Evidence for this has been found in research on stage fright where people experienced

more intense anxiety, nervousness, tension, and embanassment as the size of a social

audience increased (Beatty and Payne 1983; Jackson and Latané,198i; Latané and

Ha¡kins 1976; Seta, et al. 1989). One similarity in these studies is that the social

audience viewed the participant from a safe distance (with the exception of Latané and

Harkins (1976) who had participants imagine stage fright). However, it is argued that

these findings are situation specific and that in a different situation the same findings

might not exist. An example of a situation in which SIT might not predict the impact of a

social presences' size on an individual's emotions is in a store. The reason that the same

findings may not exist is two-fold. First, in a situation in which a person experiences
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stage fright, the audience to whom they are performing may be either evaluating them

and/or supporting them. Often during a presentation, the audience is supportive of the

presenter. This is made obvious through body gestures of nodding, smiling, and apparent

interest. In a shopping situation, a social presence is unlikely to be supportive of what a

consumer is doing. In the latter situation, the social presence is in the aisle for

his/her/their own needs that are completely unrelated to the consumer. Thus, it is more

probable that they would be perceived as an evaluative presence as opposed to a

supportive presence. The second reason why SIT may not apply to the specific situation

investigated in the present research is that in a store aisle, "safe distances" are limited

because there are often several people present in a given aisle. Moreover, store aisles

contain physical constraints such as the shelves. Thus, to understand the implications of

more people in a smaller location, it is important to consider the crowding literature.

As defined earlier, social density refers to the number of people in a given area.

The crowding research has found that an increase in social density increased negative

emotions, stress, and discomfort (Griffitt and Veitch I97l; Nogami 1976; Sundstrom

1978). It also created a decrease in levels of satisfaction (Baum, et al. 1978) and served

as an intensifier of an emotional state (Freedman, Heshka, and Levy L975; Freedman,

Klevansky and Ehrlich 1971; Freedman, Levy, Buchanan, and Price 1972). For example,

in one study, researchers found that increasing the number of students in a dorm room

from two to three led to negative affective reactions, increased stress, and poorer health

(Baron, et al. 1976). In the consumer context, retail crowding has been linked to a

decrease in shopping satisfaction (Machleit, Kellaris, and Eroglu 1994) and a decrease in

feelings of comfort (Langer and Saegert 1977).
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Although at first glance the crowding literature might appear to conflict with an

individual's need to belong (i.e., people would be more likely to feel like they belong

when there are several people present), the need to belong research has indicated that

once the initial need was satisfied, it reduced the need individuals have to belong with

another individual (Baumeister and Leary 1995). Thus, the addition of other individuals

to a situation will not lead to further increases in the intensity of positive emotions. It is

probable that in a situation where no interaction occurs, one individual will be sufficient

for the need to belong to be satisfied. Based on the above discussion one could conclude

that when the size of a social presence increases beyond one person, it is probable that an

individual will experience a decrease in the intensity of positive emotions and an increase

in the intensity of negative emotions. More formally:

H1a: A consumer will experience more intense positive emotions when in the

presence of one other shopper as compared to when the consumer is alone.

Hlb: A consumer will experience less intense positive emotions when the size of

the social presence increases beyond one.

HZa: A consumer will experience more intense negative emotions when alone

than when one other shopper is present.

H2b: A consumer will experience more intense negative emotions when the size

ofthe social presence increases beyond one.
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Cognition

Researchers have shown that when people come in contact with another

individual, they perceive that person as a cognitive unit of analysis (Pryor and Ostrum

1981). However, the impact of a social presence on an individual's cognition has been

demonstrated to depend on such factors as the complexity of the task and the presence of

a minority versus majority member. In this section the task will be discussed in relation

to social facilitation/inhibition theory, while the membership findings will be addressed

in the perceived similarity section.

To understand the impact of social influences on an individual's cognitive

performance, this research refers to the findings in the social facilitation literature. As

mentioned earlier, a social presence creates a level of arousal in an individual and this

arousal influences performance. Further, it has been shown that an individual's

performance is enhanced when he/she completes a simple task in the presence of others

but is hindered as the task becomes more complicated (Zajonc 1965). According to

social facilitation, an individual should perform a complex task best when no one else is

around (Laughlin and Jaccard 1975). One explanation, discussed earlier, that explains

the impact of the social environment on the facilitation/inhibition phenomena is that the

presence of others creates arousal, which serves as a distraction (Baron 1986; Sanders

1983). Following this explanation, in a simple routine task, the presence of a distraction

would have minimal impact on performance since the individual would not be required to

devote much cognitive effort to the task. tn contrast, a more complex task requires more

cognitive effort. Given that it is difficult to focus on two things simultaneously,

performance will become impaired.
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Additional support consistent with social facilitatior/inhibition's predictions of an

expected decline in cognitive performance when a social presence exists is found in

parallel literature on distractions (Seta, Hayes, and Seta 1994; Shamo and Meador 1969).

Individuals become distracted from a task when their attention is redirected to another

source in the environment. Given that this distraction will likely decrease one's ability to

remain completely focused on the task at hand, any cognitive performance that is based

on the task should become impaired. Distractions can arise from either the physical or

the social environment. First, Sanders and Baron (L975) found that a signal present in the

physical environment distracted participants and impaired their performance on a

complex number task. Second, the theory of self-awareness suggests that the social

environment can serve as a distraction. According to this theory, in any given social

situation an individual's attention can be directed to one of two sources: self or others

(Duval and Wicklund L972; Wicklund 1979,1980). Regardless of the source, the point

that should be clear is that the individual is still distracted from processing the

information relevant to the task (Duval and Wicklund 1972). Therefore, the presence of

other people in the environment should lead to impaired cognitive performance.

Although neither social facilitation/inhibition research nor the distraction

literature have directly studied the impact of an increase in the size of a social presence, it

logically follows that cognitive performance will be more impaired when the presence is

large as compared to small. Support for this idea is found in the crowding literature,

which suggests that when customers are situated in a dense environment (i.e., there are a

number of other people around) there are many external cues available for processing. In

fact, researchers have demonstrated that consumers in a socially dense environment
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recalled fewer details about a store than consumers who were in a lower density

environment (Saegert 1973). In one study Langer and Saegert (1977) found that when

participants vvere presented with a shopping list and asked to go into a store to find and

indicate the brand and size of an item that would cost the least amount of money, the

number of people in the store impacted their performance. When the store was crowded,

task performance was impaired and participants reported fewer items on the list in the

given time and fewer correct items were completed as opposed to when the store was

empty. Finally, the notion that cognitive performance will decrease as the size of the

social presence increases is also consistent with SIT. As mentioned earlier, one of the

theory's predictions is that an increase in the size of a social influence will have an

increasing impact on an individual (Latané 1981). Therefore, in the present context, it is

expected that an increase in the size of the social presence will negatively impact

cognitive performance.

H3: A consumer's cognitive performance will be increasingly impaired as the size

ofthe social presence increases.

Behaviours

Self-presentation is one of the central processes through which people negotiate

their identities in their social surroundings. In general, people have a pervasive desire to

be viewed in a positive light (James 1890; Leary and Kowalski 1990). To achieve this

desire they often engage in selÊpresentation techniques. Research that investigates selÊ

presentation dates back to early symbolic interactionists (Mead 1934) who posited that
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people regulate information about themselves by imagining themselves in the role of

others, anticipating other's responses to various situations, and determining an

appropriate behaviour. Goffrnan (1959) further enhanced the notion of selÊpresentation

when he compared a social interaction to a theatrical performance. During the

'þerformance" Goffrnan argued that the people who were interacting with others were

actors fulfilling roles in aplay. While people were "on-stage" they attempted to maintain

appropriate and competent selÊpresentations. The work conducted by the above-

mentioned researchers has provided a starting point in the understanding of self-

presentation. The point that arises from this early work is that individuals try to construct

and manage the impressions they make on other people in social situations @aumeister

1982; Jones and Pittman 1982;Leary and Kowalski 1990; Schlenker and Weigold 1992;

Tedeschi 1981).

Although the type of impression one wants to make depends on the situation,

normally, people have a strong desire to make a positive impression on others (Leary and

Kowalski 1990). This desire to make a good impression is motivated by the need people

have to maximize the expected rewards (i.e., social acceptance) and minimize the

expected punishments (i.e., looking foolish, being ostracized: Schlenker 1980). In fact,

researchers in consumer behaviour have found that consumers will go to great lengths to

maintain a positive impression. For example, in one study, results indicated that to create

and maintain a positive self-image, participants engaged in misrepresentative behaviours

by falsely reporting whether a product was purchased at a regular or a discount price

(Sengupta, Dahl, and Gorn 2002). Given that people are willing to engage in negative
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behaviours to maintain a positive image, it is not unlikely that they would be willing to

forgo positive experiences as well, if this maintained or improved an image.

Evidence also exists that people will try and manage their selÊpresentations

through nonverbal behaviours @ePaulo 1992). The attempts to monitor non-verbal selÊ

presentation behaviours have been found in interactions with close others, friends,

acquaintances, and strangers (Baumeister and Leary 1995). In social psychology,

examples of nonverbal behaviours that individuals engage in to convey certain images

include body orientations, facial expressions, and touching. There are several reasons

why the nonverbal behaviours of individuals are important to understand (DePaulo 1,992).

First, they are irrepressibly influential; it is virtually impossible for people to refrain from

nonverbal behaviours. Second, nonverbal behaviours are often less accessible to the

actors as compared to the observers. People who execute the behaviours are often not

consciously aware of what they have done, whereas those people who see the behaviours

will be much more aware of their existence. Third, nonverbal behaviours in everyday life

cannot be recorded. Unlike verbal interactions where one member of the exchange can

ask another member to repeat something that was said, one cannot ask someone to repeat

a nonverbal behaviour such as their body movement. Fourth, the meanings that are

conveyed using nonverbal behaviours are unique in nature. Finally, nonverbal

behaviours often occur quickly - especially facial expressions. Although these

characteristics do not all apply to all forms of nonverbal behaviours, they do underscore

the importance of understanding how individuals behave and convey images about

themselves in the absence of verbal communication.
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It is especially important to understand nonverbal where consumers are in the

presence of other people with whom they do not verbally communicate (i.e., two

strangers in an aisle together). There has been a limited amount of research in the

consumer behaviour literature that investigates nonverbal self-presentation behaviours-

In one research endeavour that studied symbolic interactionism, it was proposed that the

product a person buys or owns conveys a certain image (Leigh and Gabel 1992). This

image in turn can facilitate impression management especially if the image is positive.

Extending this idea to the brand of a product, symbolic interactionism would suggest that

the brand of a product purchased can also express an image and thus can be used to

manage impressions. For example, when a consumer buys a brand-name product as

opposed to a generic alternative, different images may be expressed by this behaviour;

one might perceive someone who buys a generic version to be a cheap shopper.

Based on the above discussion one can conclude that when others are a¡ound

people are more likely to engage in nonverbal behaviours that monitor their selÊ

presentation as compffed to when one is alone. Following SIT, one's tendency to monitor

selÊpresentation behaviours will increase as the size of the social presence increases but

the greatest impact will occur with the first individual (Latané 1981). More formally,

H4: A consumer will be increasingly likely to engage in nonverbal behaviours to

monitor their selÊpresentation images as the size of the social presence increases.

Before leaving the discussion on behaviours, it is important to briefly discuss the

individual difference of selÊmonitoring (Snyder 1987). Although everyone uses selÊ
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presentation strategies to some extent, some individuals are more likely to employ them

than others. These differences are related to a personality traitreferred to as selÊ

monitoring (Snyder 1987) which is the tendency for people to use cues provided by other

individuals to control their own selÊpresentation. Individuals high in self-monitoring

tend to spend a lot of time attempting to learn about others, are highly sensitive to the

social cues provided by others, and are very concerned about executing the correct

behaviour in a given situation. Individuals who are low in self-monitoring are not as

concerned with other individual's behaviour and are not as worried about behaving

correctly (Snyder 1974). Marketing research results have shown that the behaviour of

high selÊmonitors was closely related to situational cues whereas low self-monitors'

behaviour was related to dispositional variables (Becherer and Richard 1978). Therefore,

high selÊmonitors tend to employ impression management strategies more in their social

encounters than low selÊmonitors (Fiske and vonHendy 1992; John, Cheek, and Klohnen

1996). Although no formal hypothesis pertaining to self-monitoring will be forwarded,

tests for its effects on the behavioural measures studied in this research will be

conducted.

II. Proximity

In the present research, proximity refers to the physical distance that exists

between a social presence and the consumer. In the following section, hypotheses

pertaining to the expected impact of proximity on a consumer's emotions, cognitions, and

behaviours will be forwarded.
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Emotions

Most of the research that has investigated the impact of the proximity of a social

presence on one's emotions is found in the literature on personal space. Personal space is

defined as "the distance that the organism customarily places between itself and other

organisms" (Sommer 1959, p. 247) and as an "area with invisible boundaries surrounding

a person's body into which intruders may not come" (Sommer L969, p.26). In one of the

earliest empirical investigations of personal space, Little (1965) found that interactions

between two people including friends, acquaintances, and strangers occurred in an

increasing rank order of distance; friends were closest in proximity, acquaintances were

further apart, and strangers were the furthest apart. Further he found that the

impersonality of the setting also increased interaction distances.

In early discussions on the impact of personal space on emotions, Sommer (1969)

and Evans and Howard (1973) suggested that the invasion of one's personal space could

create stress, discomfort, and arousal. Several others have found empirical support for

these propositions (e.g., Dabbs 1971; Efran and Cheyne I974; McBride, King, and James

1965; Porter, Argyle, and Salter L97I). For example, one study, which investigated the

impact of an intrusion into one's personal space in a men's lavatory, found that as

interpersonal distances decreased an individual experienced an increase in arousal

(Middlemist, Knowles, and Matter 1976). In another study, researchers found that an

increase in the distance between the participant and a social presence decreased galvanic

skin responses (McBride et al., 1965).

As mentioned earlier, crowding is created by both social and spatial density,

where social density is the number of people present and spatial density refers to the
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amount of space per person. It has been demonstrated that individuals respond

differently to social and spatial antecedents (e.g., Baum and Koman 1976); thus, both the

number and the proximity of a social presence can be independent contributors of

crowding (Saegert L973). Spatial density, which can infer proximity, is commonly

manipulated through the size of the room in which the experiment is conducted.

Researchers that have studied spatial density have found that, consistent with the personal

space literature, individuals reported feeling more pressured, disagreeable, and unfriendly

when they were situated in a small room as compared to when they were located in a

larger room (Dabbs 1971). ln a similar manner, Nogami (1976) found that participants

reported more positive emotions and less negative emotions when situated with other

people in large rooms as compared to smaller rooms. Based on the above discussion one

would expect that aconsumer would experience more intense positive emotions and less

intense negative emotions when a social presence is fuither away as compa-red to close

by.

It is also expected that proximity will moderate the effect of social size. In one

article, Saegert (1978) suggested that a large social presence that was situated in close

proximity to another person would be more arousing and intense than when either one

person was in close proximity or the group was located farther away. Additionally,

researchers have found that when participants were placed in a close condition they

preferred to maintain a gteater distance from a larger social presence as compared to a

smaller social presence, but when they were in the distant condition, they were unaffected

by the size of the group (Knowles, Kreuser, Haas, Hyde, and schuchart L976). Support

for this suggestion has also been found in the crowding literature; there was an increase
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in the probability that crowding would occur when a social presence was comprised of

several people in close proximity to an individual versus when the social presence

consisted of only one person (Mackintosh, West, and Saegert 1975). As discussed

earlier, a crowded situation creates a decrease in positive emotions and an increase in

negative emotions (Griffitt and Veitch 1971; Nogami 1976; Sundstrom 1978). Therefore:

H5: A consumer who is in close proximity to a social presence will experience a

higher intensity of positive emotions when the size of the social presence is small

(vs. when the size of the social presence is large) but when the social presence is

further away, the intensity of the positive emotions that the consumer experiences

will not differ when the social presence is small as opposed to large.

H6: A consumer who is in close proximity to a social presence will experience a

lower intensity of negative emotions when the size of the social presence is small

(vs. when the size of the social presence is large) but when the social presence is

further away, the intensity of the negative emotions that the consumer experiences

will not differ when the social presence is small as opposed to large.

Cognition

Some researchers who have studied social facilitation have extended the theory to

investigate the effects of the proximity of a social presence on one's performance. In

general, the findings from this research have indicated that the close proximity of a social

presence improved both an individual's and a group's performance on simple tasks but
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impaired performance on more complex tasks (e.g., Barefoot and Kleck L974;Evans

1979; Paulus, Annis, Seta" Schkade, and Matthews 1976;Worchel and Teddlie 1976).

For example, Sinha and Sinha (1991) found that when participants completed a simple

vowel cancellation task, proximity did not have an impact on their performance.

However, when the complexity of the task increased (i.e., they completed a consonant

cancellation task), their performance was significantly better when the social presence

was located further away as compared to when it was close by.

Evans (L979) proposed that the amount of arousal that was created by a social

presence explained the close proximity impairment of performance for complex but not

simple tasks. He suggested that when a social presence was close by, it created a high

level of arousal such that it limited the amount of attention atarget could devote to the

task. This arousal also created a situation in which it became more important for the

target of a social influence to focus on important information cues present in the task as

compared to when the target was not limited in attention capacity. Because a complex

task required more attention and had more cues as compared to the simple task, it was

more likely that for a complex task the target would ignore one of the task's salient cues

and this would create an impaired level of perforrnance.

Although, not all researchers have found that proximity impacts performance

(e.g., Freedman, et al.. L97L; Stokols, Rall, Pinner, and Schopler 1973),Paulus (1980)

demonstrated that the conflicting findings may be the direct result of experimental

conditions. All of the studies that failed to find effects for proximity provided

participants with an opportunity to interact with or they were already acquaintances with

the social presence. Conversely, the studies that did frrnd proximity efFects did not
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involve social interactions or utilize previous acquaintances. Given that the present

research focuses on the effects of a non-interacting social presence (comprised of

strangers), it is expected that proximity will play a role in influencing cognitive

performance.

Findings from research in social psychology suggest that when a large number of

people, as opposed to a small number, are within close proximity to an individual, there is

a greater likelihood that the individual will perform worse on a cognitive task. For

example in one study, researchers found that the close proximity of a number of people

caused study participants to develop less detailed and less accurate images of their

surroundings and caused them to complete fewer tasks (Mackintosh, et al. 1975). This

impaired performance can be attributed to the distraction that a large and close social

presence creates. When there are several people near a consumer it is expected that the

consumer will devote some of his/her attention, either consciously or unconsciously, to

the social presence. This lack of focus on the task will in turn negatively influence their

ability to process product display information. Thus, it is expected that an individual's

cognitive performance will be more impaired when there is a large social presence nearby

as compared to when the social presence is small. Finally, based on the above discussion,

it is expected that a social presence will have little impact on cognitive performance when

it is located further away regardless of its size. More formally:
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H7: A consumer's cognitive performance will be impaired less when a social

presence is in close proximity and is small as compared to when the social

presence is larger. However, when the social presence is further away,the

consumer's cognitive performance will not differ when the social presence is

small or large.

Behaviours

Proximity has been shown to impact an individual's behaviour (e.g., Baum, Riess,

and O'Hara 1974;Felipe and Sommer 1966). For example, it has been found that people

were willing to forgo certain benef,rts (e.g., getting a drink from a water fountain) if

someone else was located next to it but not in the way (Baum, et a1.,1974). Other studies

demonstrated that when an individual's personal space was invaded, there was a tendency

for the individual to leave the situation more quickly than if the space had not been

invaded (e.g., Felipe and Sommer 1966; McDowell 1972). To illustrate, in one study,

which took place in a library, results showed that when a confederate sat down in a chair

that was'adjacent to an individual, the individual left the library more quickly than when

the confederate sat down in a chair that was located across the table (Felipe and Sommer

1966). However, despite these findings it should be noted that research has not always

found that individuals have the tendency to flee a situation in which personal space has

been violated (Ruback 1987). Research has shown that when the task the target was

completing was a controlling factor in the situation, the participant stayed even under

conditions when the social presence was in close proximity. Thus, if a consumer had to

purchase a certain product and it was only available in a place that was in close proximity
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to a social presence, the task of making the product selection would prevent him/her from

fleeing the situation.

Although no research has directly studied the impact of proximity on self-

presentation behaviours, it is expected that it will be influential. It is hypothesized that a

consumer will be more likely to monitor self-presentation behaviours when a social

presence is in close proximity as compared to one that is further away. This prediction is

based on the notion that individuals are more concerned with what is happening close by

as compared to what is happening at a distance (Lundberg, Bratfisch, and Ekman L972).

This is not surprising, given that the greater the distance between a social presence and an

individual, the more environmental noise that will exist between the two parties and the

more difficult it will be for the social presence to notice, or to even care about, the

individual's behaviours. In contrast, when a social presence is immediately present, there

are fewer obstacles to prevent the social presence from observing the nonverbal

behaviours of the individual. In support of this expectation, Kraut (1982) found that

when visual accessibility was great (as would be the case in a close situation) participants

monitored their facial expressions more than when visual accessibility was hindered

(which would often be the case in a far away situation).

Research has also indicated that people are naturally motivated to monitor their

impressions, especially when the impression they create is relevant to the achievement of

a goal (e.g., being accepted, avoiding looking foolish). One determinant of how relevant

one's impressions are to goal fulfillment is the publicity of the behaviour. Publicity is

defined as the probability that others will notice one's behaviour (Leary and Kowalski

1990). As argued above, a social presence that is close has a greater probability of
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noticing one's behaviour than one located further away; therefore, one's behaviour is

more public and this should create an increase in the tendency to monitor self-

presentation behaviours. More formally:

H8: A consumer will be more likely to engage in nonverbal behaviours to monitor

hisiher self-presentation images when a social presence is close as opposed to

further away.

As with the other dependent variables investigated in this research, it is expected

that proximity will moderate consumers' tendency to monitor their selÊpresentation

behaviours. Following an earlier discussion, it is expected that as the size of the social

presence increases, an individual's tendency to monitor self-presentation behaviours will

also increase when the social presence is close in proximity (as compared to further

away). This increased tendency to monitor behaviours when a large social presence is

located nearby is based on the increase in exposure that an individual would receive (i.e.,

there are more people to notice and evaluate the individuals behaviour) that would not

exist if a small social presence existed. More formally,

H9: A consumer who is in close proximity to a social presence will monitor

his/her self-presentation behaviours more when the social presence is large as

compared to when the social presence is small. However, when the social

presence is further away) a consumer's tendency to monitor self-presentation

behaviours will not differ when the social presence is small as opposed to large.
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III. Social Source Strength (Perceived Similarity)

Previous research has shown that as the strength of social sources increases, so

does its impact on the individual (Latané 1981). A number of different facets of social

source strength have been studied in the social psychology literature including status

(Jackson and Latané 1981), age (Latané and Harkins 1976), and expertise (Hart, et al.

1999; Wolf and Latané 1983). In the present research, the facet of social source strength

that is investigated is perceived similarity. Perceived similarity refers to the extent to

which an individual believes that another person shares common attributes and./or

opinions and beließ. Perceived similarity has been primarily studied in the context of

social comparisons and has received little attention in other areas of social influence. The

motivation for studying this facet of social source strength in the present research is

three-fold. First, the only study in the SIT literature that has investigated the role of

perceived similarity as a facet of social source strength was interested in testing the

impact of the perceived similarity within a social presence, as opposed to between the

study participant and the social influence (Knowles and Bassett 1976). In the study,

perceived similarity was manipulated within the group of social sources by having all of

the sources wear the same jersey or different clothes. Second, although previous research

in marketing has indicated the importance of considering perceived similarity, it has

primarily focused on the similarity between product categories (Martin and Stewart 2001)

and brands (Mishra, Umesh, and Stern L993) and has not considered people. Third, the

limited research in marketing that has considered the role of perceived similarity between

people has focused on social influences that either interacted with the consumer, or were

not physically present. For example, research has shown that the shared similarity
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between an interacting salesperson and a consumer influenced buying behaviours

(Crosby, Evans, and Cowles 1990; Brock 1965). Given that a salesperson can impact a

consumer, it is also likely that other consumers may be influential. In the word-oÊmouth

areL a. study on referral behaviour in networks found that homophilous (similar) ties were

activated more than heterophous (dissimilar) ties for the flow of referral information

(Brown and Reingen 1987; Gilly et al. 1998). Thus, similar sources facilitated the

spreading of word-oÊmouth referral information more than dissimilar sources. Finally,

in a research endeavour investigating the relationship between perceived similarities and

the self-positivity bias in the context of one's selÊperception of contracting AIDS, it was

found that as a participant's perceived similarity with a target increased, selÊperceptions

of risk decreased (Raghubir and Menon 1993). Although none of these marketing studies

directly investigated SIT, the f,rndings are consistent with the social source strength

principle. The purpose of the next section is to delineate the relationships between

perceived similarity and consumers' emotions, cognition, and behaviours.

Emotions

Research in the SIT literature has found that a social presence that was high in

social source strength produced more intense emotions than a social presence that was

low in social source strength (Latané 1981). For example, in one study, participants were

instructed to imagine that they had to present a memorized poem to an audience of older

(i.e., high strength) versus younger individuals (i.e., low strength), and to adjust the

intensity of a 1,000-Hz tone or the luminance of a screen to match the estimated amount

of anxiety or tension they thought they would experience (Latané and Ha¡kins 1976).

They found that participants estimated they would experience more anxiety when the
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audience was comprised of older adults Íìs compared to when it consisted of teenagers.

Findings in other research endeavours have also found, consistent with SIT, that the

strength of a social source impacted individuals. For example, Seta et al. (1989)

manipulated social source strength using social status and found that ahigh status social

presence had a larger impact on the amount of anxiety one experienced from stage fright

than a low status social presence. In a separate study, Williams and Williams (1983)

manipulated social source strength through dress-wear and found that when participants

were in the presence of someone dressed professionally (high strength) they reported

gteater feelings of stress and discomfort than when in the presence of someone dressed

sloppily (low strength).

Literature in two other areas of social psychology, attraction and the need to

belong, provide additional insight into the effects a similar source should have on one's

emotions. First, it has been shown that people were attracted to someone who was

similar as opposed to someone who was dissimilar (Berscheid and Reis 1998). Two

potential explanations exist to explain why similarity is important to attraction. The first

explanation is that a similar person provides an individual with important social

validation; if another person agrees with one's opinion then one must be right (Byme and

Clore 1970). Conversely, if someone disagrees and holds dissimilar views, individuals

tend to make negative inferences about him/her, because this raises the question as to

whether the individual was right, and this leads to a decrease in attraction (Rosembaum

1986). The second explanation for the importance of similarity to attraction is based on

the rewards-of-interaction notion (Berscheid and Hatf,reld 1978). According to this

explanation, if someone shares the same opinion as another individual, then one can
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assume that it would be more enjoyable to spend time with this person as compared to

spending time with someone else who disagrees. Regardless of the explanation, if

someone is attracted to another person it is likely that they will like him/her more than if

there is no attraction.

Both of the explanations for the relationship between perceived similarity and

attraction are based on shared similarities in attitudes and beließ. However, people often

rely on external cues to provide insights into another person's character in the absence of

intemal sources of information. According to Burnstein, Stotland, andZander (1961)

there are two levels of perceived similarities: "frrst similar attributes" and "derived

similar attributes". First similar attributes are those characteristics that an individual

initially perceives to have in common with a source. These attributes could include such

external cues as one's gender, age, ethnicity, and overt behaviours. Derived similar

attributes are those attributes that an individual then perceives that the source also has

based on the fact that they share first similar attributes. Thus, when an individual

perceives another person to share one similar characteristic, this can lead the individual to

believe that additional similarities must also exist (Rosekrans 1967).

Referring back to the discussion on similarities and attraction, one would expect

that an individual would like and be attracted to a source that was perceived to be similar,

even if those similarities were limited to extemal cues. Given that people enjoy being

around those whom they are similar to and they tend to feel good when they are in the

presence of someone they like, it logically follows that they will experience more intense

positive emotions and less intense negative emotions when they are in the presence of a

similar source as compared to a dissimilar source. Conversely, it is expected that an

6l



individual will dislike and be less attracted to a dissimilar source as compared to a similar

source and will experience more intense negative emotions and less intense positive

emotions.

The second stream of research that provides insight into the impact of perceived

similarity on consumers' emotions is the natural human desire to belong (Baumeister and

Leary 1995). As discussed previously, individuals have a need to feel like they belong

and are accepted by others. Although this psychological desire is central to an individual,

people do not have aspirations of forming bonds/creating relationships (i.e., feeling like

they belong) with just anyone who is available. Instead, there is a tendency for them to

feel the need to belong when similarities exist between the two parties. In one study,

Locksley, Ortiz, and Hepburn (1980) demonstrated that when a similarity was created

amongst complete strangers (i.e., they would share a reward), people felt an automatic

bond with those to whom they were similar. It is argued here that shared external

characteristics such as how an individual looks can also create a natural bond even

between non-interacting strangers (Festinger et al., 1950). As per an earlier discussion,

when people's need to belong is satisfied, they are expected to experience more intense

positive emotions and less intense negative emotions. Given that they are likely to bond

more with similar others as opposed to dissimilar others it is expected that more intense

positive emotions and less intense negative emotions will be experienced when the social

presence is similar and vice-versa for a dissimilar social presence.

However, proximity is expected to moderate the magnitude of the impact of

perceived similarity. In early work on personal space, it was shown that the distances

that were maintained between two parties depended on who was involved in the
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interaction (Little 1965); friends interacted closer than acquaintances and acquaintances

interacted more closely than strangers. Therefore, the people involved in an interaction

are related to comfortable levels of proximity. In terms of the impact of the perceived

similarity between two parties and distance required for comfort, it has been found that

similar others tend to approach one another more closely than dissimilar others. For

example, Fisher (1974) found that participants who interacted with a social presence that

was 2.0 ft and 5.5 ft away felt significantly less crowded when a social presence shared

similar attitudes as compared to dissimilar ones but there was no significant difference

when the social presence was 13.0 ft. away. In another experiment that examined

external perceived similarity, Willis (1966) found that peers approached one another

more closely than they approached older individuals. Finally, in a third investigation,

Glick, DeMorest, and Hotze (19S8) demonstrated that perceived similarities and

proximity influenced the intensity with which one experiences negative affect. In this

experiment they found that more participants reported anxiety when an out-group

(dissimilar) confederate was near as compared to an in-group (similar) confederate but

there was no difference in the number of people reporting anxiety when the confederates

were further away regardless of their group membership. Therefore, it is hypothesized

that a consumer will experience less intense positive emotions and more intense negative

emotions when a dissimilar social presence is close in proximity as compared to a similar

social presence. Moreover, when the social presence is fuither away it is expected that

perceived similarity will not influence the intensity of emotions experienced. More

formally:
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HlO: A consumer who is in close proximity to a social presence will experience

more intense positive emotions when the social presence is perceived to be similar

(vs. perceived to be dissimilar) but when the social presence is further away,

perceived similarity will not influence the intensity of positive emotions that the

consumer experiences.

Hl l: A consumer who is in close proximity to a social presence will experience

less intense negative emotions when the socíal presence is perceived to be similar

(vs. perceived to be dissimilar) but when the social presence is further away,

perceived similarity will not influence the intensity of negative emotions the

consumer experiences.

Cognition

The impact of a similar social presence on an individual's cognitive performance

is not clear. Some researchers' findings suggest that an individual's cognitive

performance will be more impaired when in the presence of a similar source as compared

to a dissimilar source (e.g., Henchy and Glass 1968; Linville and Jones 1980). Other

findings would support a prediction that cognitive performance will be hindered more

when the social presence is dissimilar than when it is similar (e.g., Nesbitt and Steven

1974; Osborne and Gilbert 1992).

First, consistent with SIT, research has demonstrated that the social strength of

social presence members was a determinant of an individual's performance (Henchy and

Glass 1968; sasfu and okun 1974). ln one study, Sast and okun (1974) found that
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participants' motor task performance was hindered when a social presence consisted of

experts, as compared to when the social presence w¿rs comprised of non-experts or when

there was no social presence. Thus, high-strength sources had a greater impact on

performance than low-strength sources. Similarly, one would expect that the presence of

a simila¡ source (high strength) would impair cognitive performance more as compared to

a dissimilar social presence (low strength).

Additional support that simila¡ sources should have the most negative impact on

cognitive performance is found in research that investigates the way individuals

cognitively process information. This research has demonstrated that the presence of

social bonds influenced the manner in which social information that was present in the

environment was cognitively processed. Linville and Jones (1980) found that the

presence of social bonds (i.e., in-group members) created more complex information

processing whereas information about out-group members was processed in a more

simplistic, black-and-white manner. It has also been shown that even the way the

information was stored in memory differs depended on the type of person present in the

environment. [n one study, Ostrum, Carpenter, Sedikides, and Li (1993) demonstrated

that information related to out-group members (dissimilar others) was processed and

stored in memory based on attribute characteristics, such as traits and preferences.

Conversely, information was processed and stored in person categories for in-group

members (similar others). Assuming that it requires more cognitive eflort to store

information on person categories as opposed to attribute characteristics, it logically

follows that information processing of other tasks will be impaired more when there is a

similar social presence as compared to a dissimilar social presence.
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In contrast, researchers have also found that adissimilar social presence can

impair performance more than a similar social presence. Moreover, it has been

demonstrated that environmental stimuli interfere with one's ability to accurately process

other information related to the task (Osborne and Gilbert 1992). Given that individuals

only have a finite cognitive limit to absorb and process information at a given time, a

distraction is expected to impair cognitive performance on the task at hand.

In a creative study that was designed to demonstrate the impact of an over-

stimulating environment, Nesbitt and Steven (1974) had confederates enter line-ups for

attractions at an amusement park wearing clothes of various stimulation levels. They

found that when the confederates wore loud, brightly coloured clothes that were

dissimilar from the clothes worn by the others in the line, people immediately behind the

confederate stood further away than when the confederates wore conservative clothes

(i.e., similar clothes). Although this study did not directly test the level of distraction

amusement park attendees experienced from the presence of the "novel" confederates, the

fact that they moved further away when the dissimilar confederate was present may

suggest that hisiher presence was more salient than the similar social presence member.

Applying this to consumer behaviour, in the context of a shopping aisle, it is possible that

a dissimilar social presence will serve as a larger distraction than a similar social

presence. Further, if the dissimilar social presence distracts consumers more than a

similar social presence it is likely that they will not perform as well on a cognitive task.

Given that these two different conflicting bodies of literature exist, no formal

hypothesis will be forwarded for the impact of perceived similarity on cognitive

performance.
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Behaviours

Marketing researchers have found that a salesperson's perceived similarity to a

consumer impacted purchase behaviour. For example, Evans (1963) found that a

customer who perceived a salesperson to be similar to him/her wÍN more likely to

purchase life insurance than when the salesperson was perceived to be dissimilar. In later

research, Woodside and Davenport (1974) and Brock (1965) found respectively that a

salesperson's perceived similarities with a customer also influenced the consumer's

likelihood of buying cleaning equipment for 8{rack tape players and the consumer's

intentions of purchasing paint.

Based on this discussion, it is clear that perceived similarities in the consumer

context can impact behaviours. However, these studies once again involved interactions

between a social presence and an individual. Therefore, this raises the question of

whether the characteristics of a social presence will influence an individual's behaviours

in the absence of an interaction. In one study, when participants were first presented with

information about a social source that was negative, the participants initially formed

negative impressions about the target source. However, when the participants were then

informed that they were low, moderate or high in personality similarities with this

individual, those participants in the moderate and high conditions changed their initiat

impressions of the individual to a more favourable light (AIimaras I976). Therefore,

impressions are impacted and changed based on shared similarities.

Additionally, findings in the selÊpresentation literature indicated that people were

more motivated to manage their impressions when in the presence of others who they

perceive to be attractive and/or more likeable than for people who were less so
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(Schlenker 1980). This finding implies that they would also manage their impressions

more when there was a similar social presence as compared to a dissimilar one. Based on

the discussion that similar individuals tend to be attracted to one another more than

dissimilar individuals (Berscheid and Reis 1998), it is expected that when a similar social

presence exists a consumer will be more likely to engage in nonverbal behaviours to

monitor their selÊpresentation behaviours (versus when the social presence is dissimilar).

Research has shown that people enjoyed being in closer proximity (Little 1965)

and conveyed a friendly impression (Lott and Sommer 1967) to a social presence that

they liked as compared to one they disliked. Based on these findings, and drawing from

the earlier discussion that people tend to like those people with whom they are more

similar @erscheid and Reiss 1998), it is expected that consumers will attempt to manage

their impressions more when the social presence is close and similar as compared to

dissimilar. However, when the social presence is further away,the social presence will

be less relevant to consumers and their tendency to monitor selÊpresentation behaviours

will not be influenced by the perceived similarity of the social presence. More formally:

H1,2: A consumer who is in close proximity to a social presence is more likely to

engage in nonverbal self-presentation behaviours when the social presence is

perceived to be simila¡ (vs. dissimilar), but when the social presence is further

away, perceived similarity will not impact a consumer's likelihood of engaging in

selÊpresentation behaviours.
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CHAPTER FOUR

PRETESTS

In the first study, social size is manipulated at three levels to establish whether the

number of other shoppers present influences a consumer. In the second study, the impact

of other shoppers is further investigated by adding an additional variable into the design

to investigate whether the proximity of the social presence moderates the impact of social

size. Finally, the third study tests the impact of the relationship between proximity and

perceived similarity on how consumers think, feel and behave. However, before

implementing the experimental designs it is important to address a number of

methodological issues.

The present chapter describes a set of seven pre-tests. The f,rst pre-test identified

a product that is privately consumed and low in perceived risk. The second pre-test

examined the perceptions related to the quality of various brands of selected product.

The third pre-test involved determining whether interacting with the tester display was a

selÊpresentation behaviour. The fourth pre-test assessed the effectiveness of the research

procedure to ensure that participants would not become suspicious to any aspect of the

study, to determine whether the instructions for the task were clear, and to assess the

effectiveness of the social size manipulation. The fifth pre-test assessed whether three

confederates talking together were perceived to be more like a group than three

confederates who were not talking. The sixth pre-test determined appropriate distances

for the proximity manipulation. The seventh pre-test assessed whether confederates with

different appearances would be perceived to be similar or dissimilar to participants.
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I. Product

Previous research demonstrated that consumers were more susceptible to social

influences when they purchased products that were publicly consumed, luxury items as

opposed to privately consumed necessities (Bearden and Etzel 1982; Ford and Ellis

1980). One objective of the present research is to demonstrate, counter to previous

research, that social surroundings influence consumers regardless of the type of product

that is purchased. Therefore, to demonstrate that a product's characteristics do not

determine whether or not a consumer is impacted by the social presence, the experiments

in the present research utilize a product that is privately consumed. It is believed that

using a private product in the present research will provide a stringent test for the impact

of a social presence. If a mere presence can influence consumers when they buy products

that are privately consumed it can be assumed that it is likely that they will be influenced

when they purchase publicly consumed products as well. To identi$r such a product, a

pre-test was conducted.

Research Design

A between-subjects factorial design with product as the factor was used to

identify a low visibility. Initially, a list of ten different products was developed. This list

was later reduced to three products by identifying those products that the population from

which the sample would be drawn would both purchase and could afford.

Participants

Twenty-nine undergraduates drawn from the main study population participated

in the pre-test. They received course credit in exchange for their participation.
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Procedure

Participants were required to complete a short survey (see Appendix A) that asked

them to indicate their perception of one of three products: batteries, bread, and cameras.

These three products were chosen for the reasons identified above. In addition, bread

was used because in the earlier research that investigated consumer susceptibility to

social influences (Ford and Ellis 1980), when this product was tested a social presence

did not influence the consumer. Therefore, the pre-test was designed to find a product

that shared similar characteristics to bread. Bread was not used as the principal product

in the present research because the location where the research was to be conducted (i.e.,

a bookstore) did not carry the product and it was not consistent with their other lines of

merchandise. Therefore, bread was included in the pre-test to serve as a benchmark item.

Dependent Variables

The dependent measures asked the participants to indicate the extent to which

they disagreed (1) or agreed (7) with a number of statements using seven-point Likert

scales. To assess private versus public consumption, participants indicated the extent that

they agreed with the following statements: no one ever sees me use (a),,product,,,

"product" is/are low in visibility, I'm not at all obvious when I use (a) "product,, (a:

-69). A second index referred to as perceived risk was also used based on previous

research (Ford and Ellis 1980). Perceived risk was measured by two questions:

"product" islare a low risk purchase and the consequences of making a poor purchase

decision are low for "product"(r: .7I,p <.001).

7l



Results

Using a one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA), results indicated that the

products difÊered in terms of visibility and perceived risk (visibility: F (2,26) : 3.94, p <.

05, means: batteries : 4.22, bread = 3.41, cameras :2.69; perceived risk: F (2,26) :

5.13, p < .05, means: batteries :6.33, bread :6.42, cameras:4.g5) (see Table 4-l).

Least squared difference tests indicated that batteries were perceived to be lower in

visibility and perceived risk than cameras but did not differ significantly from bread

(visibility: batteries versus cameras, t (26):2.81, p < .01, batteries versus bread, t (26) :

1.57,p >.05, bread versus cameras, t(26): -r.38, p >.05 (Table 4-2);perceived risk:

batteries versus cameras, t (25):2.20, p < .05, batteries versus bread, t (25) : -.720, p >

.05, bread versus cameras, t (2): -3.12, p < .01 (Table 4-3). Based on these results, one

can conclude that batteries do not differ significantly from bread in publicity or perceived

risk- Given that previous research (e.g., Ford and Ellis 1980; Robertson 1971) has found

that the consumption of bread is low in susceptibility to social influences one can also

expect the same for batteries.

II. Perceptions of the Quality of Battery Brands

A dependent variable in the present research is a consumer's likelihood of

engaging in non-verbal selÊpresentation behaviours. One of the measures of self-

presentation behaviours is the brand that consumers select. It is expected that consumers

will be more likely to purchase more expensive/higher quality brands when there is a

social presence versus when no one else is present (when they would be expected to

purchase the cheaper/lower quality brand). However, prior to conducting this research it
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was importarit to select brands that ranged in perceived quality. To determine how the

population perceived different brands of batteries a pre-test was conducted.

Participants

Twenty-two undergraduates participated individually in this pre-test and received

$2.00 for their participation.

Procedure

Participants were presented with five different brands of AA batteries (i.e.,

Duracell (D), Energizer (E), Rayovac (R), panasonic (p), and chateau (cH). They were

then asked to complete a short survey in which they rated each of the brands on a number

of items (see Appendix B).

Dependent Variable

To indicate their perceptions of each brand of batteries they were asked to

complete three 7-point item scales with the following anchors: cheap/expensive, low

quality/high quality, and low value/high value. These items were combined together to

form separate measures for each brand of batteries. The reliability of the items ranged

from u: .85 for Energizer to a,: .94 for Panasonic.

Results

Paired samples t-tests between each of the different brands indicated that Duracell

and Energizer were not significantly different from each other but were significantly

difrerent from all of the otherbrands (D andE: t: .29,p >.05; D andR: t: 5.44,p <

.001; D and P: t : 3.70,p : .001 ; D and C: t : 9.65, p < .001; E and R: t : 6.g3, p < .001 ;

E and P: t: 5.77,p < .001; E and C: t: 8.79,p < .001; means: D:5.gg, E:5.96, R:

4.I2,P :4.65, and C:2.85). Rayovac and Panasonic were also perceived to be similar
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to one another but different from chateau (R and P: t: r.92,p > .05; R and c: t: 3.99,p

: .001; P and C: t: 7.85, p < .001). Finally, Chateau was significantly different from all

of the other brands (see Table 4-4). Based on these findings, the prices that were

assigned to the brands matched quality perceptions. Duracell and Energizer were the

most expensive because they were perceived to be the best brands available, Rayovac and

Panasonic were the second most expensive because they were average in quality, and

Chateau was the cheapest because it was rated poorly in terms of quality.

A second pre-test related to brand perceptions was conducted using the same

participants to establish that a sixth brand, Classics (CL), was perceived to be similar to

the Chateau brand but significantly different from all of the other brands (CL and D: t:

8.87, p < .001; CL and E: t: 7.89,p < .001; CL and R: t: 2.46,p < .05; CL and P: t:

4.I0, p: .001; CL and C: t : -I.64, p > .05) (Table 4-5). This brand is not introduced

until Study Two.

III. Battery Testing DÍsplay

Another non-verbal self-presentation behaviour that is of interest in the present

research is a consumer's likelihood of interacting with a battery testing display. The

display will provide consumers with the opportunity to test the charge of the different

brands of batteries. It is expected that consumers will attempt to manage their selÊ

presentation behaviours (i.e., avoid looking foolish) and be less likely to interact with the

battery testing display when there is a social presence as compared to when no one else is

present (when they would be expected to interact with the display). However, prior to

conducting this research it was important to assess whether interacting with the display

would, in fact, cause consumers to feel foolish when others were present. To determine
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how the population would feel if they interacted with the battery testing display a pre-test

was conducted.

Particípants

Fifteen undergraduates participated individually in this pre-test and received

$2.00 for their participation.

Procedure

Paficipants were shown the battery testing display. They were then asked to

complete a short survey (see Appendix C) in which they rated how they would feel if
they were to use the display while in the University Bookstore.

Dependent Variable

To indicate how interacting with the display while in the presence of others would

make them feel, participants were asked to complete three 7-point item scales with the

following anchors: not at all foolish/very foolish, not at all silly/very silly, and not at all

ridiculous/very ridiculous. These items were combined together to form an overall

measure of how foolish they felt (o: .85).

Results

A one-sample t-test was conducted with foolish as the dependent variable and a

test value of 3.5 (the midway point on the seven-point scale). The results of the analysis

indicated that participants felt significantly more foolish if they interacted with the

display than the midpoint (t= 2.76, p < .05: mean:4.38) (Table 4-6). Based on this

finding, it is expected that interacting with the display, while in the shopping aisle and in

the presence of others, will cause consumers to feel foolish. Therefore, they will attempt

to manage their self-presentation behaviours by not using the battery testing display.
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IV. Effectiveness of the Research Procedure

A pre-test was conducted to establish the effectiveness of the procedure to be used

in the three field experiments. The pre-test was designed to determine whether the cover

story for the experiment was convincing, the observer (who will be discussed shortly)

was noticeable, the instructions for the task were clear, the questions in the questionnaire

were effective, and the social size manipulation was successful.

Participants

Nineteen participants were drawn from the sample population. They received

course credit in exchange for their participation.

Procedure

Participants were run individually in the study. Upon arrival, they were told the

cover story (which will be described in Study One) and then went to the Bookstore to

purchase a package of batteries. As will be discussed in more detail in the procedure

outlined in the first experiment, the social presence was achieved through the use of

confederates. When a social presence existed, either one or three confederates were

situated in the shopping aisle next to the battery display. While the participants were in

the aisle, an observer recorded their behaviours. After the product was purchased and the

participant returned to the experimenter they completed a short survey (see Appendix D)

that asked them questions pertaining to the cover story, the social size manipulation, and

a suspicion probe. In the question that asked about the social presence, participants were

asked to indicate how many people, if any, were present in the shopping aisle when they

made their purchase selection.
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Results

Based on cognitive responses to an open-ended question, a suspicion probe, and a

verbal probing it was concluded that all of the participants believed the cover story.

Also, none of the participants indicated "noticing the observer" and they were all able to

correctly complete the task. With regards to the social size manipulation, participants

responded to a question that asked them to indicate the number of people who were

present in the aisle during product selection. A one-way ANOVA determined that the

size manipulation was effective (F (2, 16) : 32.68, p < .001; means: no one : .14, one

person : I.16, three people: 3.5) (Table 4-7). Post-hoc tests indicated that each of the

conditions were significantly different from each other (no one versus one person: t (16)

: -2.43, p < .05, no one versus three people: t (16) : -7.96,p < .001, one person versus

three people: t (16) : -5.33, p < .001) (Table 4-8). Therefore, the procedure used in the

field experiment was shown to be effective in achieving its goals.

V. Group Activity

One objective of Study Two is to test an alternative explanation for Study One's

findings. This explanation proposes that the activity of a group of confederates (i.e., if

they are interacting versus not-interacting) may drive the results as opposed to the

predicted role of social size. Therefore, prior to conducting Study Two a pre-test was

done to assess whether a group of confederates was more likely to be perceived as a

group when they talked and interacted amongst one another versus when they shopped

independently.
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Researclt Design

The pre-test involved two experimental conditions. The first condition involved

three confederates who quietly talked to each other while examining apackageof film.

The second condition involved three confederates who did not talk to each other and

looked at separate packages of film.

Participants

The pre-test was conducted with a sample of twenty-two participants who were

run individually and received course credit in exchange for their participation.

Procedure

Participants were individually sent to the store to purchase a package of batteries.

When they were in the designated aisle they were in the presence of either an interacting

or a non-interacting group of confederates. After they made their product selection and

returned to the experimenter, they completed a short questionnaire that assessed group

activity (see Appendix E).

Dependent Varíable

Group activity was assessed through four seven-point item scales that asked

participants the extent to which they thought the other people in the aisle knew one

another (definitely did not know one another/definitely knew one another), the other

people in the aisle talked to one another (did not talk at alUtalked a lot), the other people

appeared to be together (did not appear to be together at alVdefinitely appeared to be

together), and if the other people v/ere perceived to be a group (definitely were not a

group/definitely were a group). A factor analysis of these scale items indicated that they
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were related to one underlying dimension (78%o of variance explained) (Table 4-9) and

they were averaged to form a group activity index (o: .90).

Results

An independent-samples t-test indicated that participants perceived the two

conditions to be significantly different (t (20): -3.51, p < .01; means: group not

interacting :3.56, group interacting: 5.83) (Table 4-10). Participants perceived the

confederates to be a group more when they were interacting than when they were not

interacting.

VI. Proximity

The frfth pre-test was used to determine the appropriate distances that were

required between a social presence and a participant to create close and far conditions

that are manipulated in both Study Two and Study Three.

Design

The pre-test used two separate experimental conditions. Participants in the first

condition went to a shopping aisle in which a social presence was located two feet away

while those in the second condition went to an aisle in which the social presence was

located eight feet away. Research on personal space has indicated that there exists

various zone boundaries forpersonal space (Hall 1966). In general, an intimate distance

(involves visual, olfactory, and thermal sensations) ranges from zero - eighteen inches,

personal distance (a close distance which comfortably separates individuals) ranges from

eighteen inches - four feet, and social distance (reduction of involvement between the

individuals) ranges from four - twelve feet. It was felt that an intimate distance between

the social presence and the participant would not create a realistic situation, especially
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given that the two parties were strangers. Therefore, for the close condition a distance

that fell within the personal distance seemed more reasonable. One common distance

that is used in the personal space literature to create a close situation is two feet (e.g.,

Dabbs 1971; Konecni, Libuser, Morton, and Ebbesen 1975); therefore, it seemed

appropriate to pre-test that distance in the present research. Eight feet was chosen to

represent the far condition because it was the midway point in the social distance

category and eight feet represented the size of two shelving units used in retail outlets.

Further, Sommer (1969) has suggested that personal space does not extend in all direction

equally; strangers can stand closer together if positioned at each other's sides as opposed

to directly in front of one another. Therefore, it was believed that eight feet was far

enough away from the participants given that both the social presence and the participant

would be facing the display rather than one another.

Partícipants

A pre-test using fifty{hree undergraduates was conducted to determine the

appropriate distances for the manipulation. Participants were run individually and

received course credit in exchange for their participation.

Procedure

Following the same procedure used for the group activity pre-test, participants

went to buy a package of batteries. Confederates were located various distances from the

display. When the participants retumed they completed a short questionnaire (see

Appendix F) that asked them to assess the distance they felt existed between them and the

social presence when they were in the aisle.
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Dependent Varíables

The variable of interest in this pre-test was the distance that existed between the

social presence and the participant. Distance was assessed using three seven-point Likert

item scales with the following anchors: close/far, near/distant, next to me/away from me.

These items were averaged together to form a proximity index (u: .94).

Results

Results of the pre-test indicated that participants perceived the distances to be

significantly different (t (50) : -6.97, p < .001; means: close: 1.63, far: 3.65); a

distance of two feet was perceived to be significantly closer than a distance of eight feet

(Table 4-11). Although, the mean for the close condition is the midpoint on the scale this

was still considered close enough because if the confederates stood any closer to the

participants they would have physically obstructed the participant from being able to see

the various brands of batteries.

VII. Perceived Similarity

In Study Three, social source strength is operationalized using perceived

similarity. The manipulation of perceived similarity is achieved through the appearance

of the social presence because image is an important factor to the population from which

the sample is drawn. Therefore, the last pre-test assessed participants' perceived

similarity to a social presence that appeared like typical students versus a social presence

that was dressed more alternatively.

Design

The pre-test was a between-subjects design with two experimental conditions. [n

the first condition, two confederates (one male and one female) were dressed in a similar
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m¿ürner to participants in the sample population (i.e., jeans, t-shirt). In the second

condition, the two confederates presented themselves in dress-wear that was dissimilar to

what the sample population would wear (i.e., darker clothes, darker makeup, unique

hairstyles, body piercings).

Particípants

A total of forty-nine undergraduates drawn from the sample population

participated in the pre-test. They received course credit for their participation.

Procedure

The two confederates used in the actual experiment entered a classroom and stood

at the front facing the participants. Half of the participants were exposed to the

confederates when they appeared as atypical student, whereas the other participants were

exposed to the confederates when they appeared more altematively.

Dependent Variable

Participants completed a short questionnaire (see Appendix G) that asked them to

rate how similar they perceived themselves to be to both confederates using five seven-

point item scales with the following anchors: not at all similar/very similar, not at all

alike/very alike, not at all comparable/very comparable, not at all similar in dress-

wear/very similar in dress-wear, and not at all similar in style/very similar in style. A

factor analysis indicated that these items were related to one underlying dimension (62%

or variance accounted) (Table 4-L2) md were therefore combined to form a single index

(or..u1. : .92, û,¡1¿¡s: .87).
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Results

Two one-way ANOVAs indicated that both confederates were perceived to be

more similar when they dressed like the participants than when they dressed more

altematively (F¡"*ur" Q,46) : 5.43, p < .05, means: similar : 3.83, dissimilar 3.08; Fru¡"

(1,,47): 19.60, p < .001, means: similar : 4.05, dissimilar :2.69) (Table 4-13 and Table

4-14, respectively).
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Table 4-1

Means and Analysis of Variance Results for Product Perceptions

Criteria Means df F-value p-value
Batteries Bread Camera

Visibility 4.22 3.41 2.69 2,26 3.94 <.05
Perceived Risk 6.33 6.42 4.85 2.26 5.13 < .05
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Table 4-2

Independent-Samples T-Test for Visibility

Product t-values

Batteries
Bread
Camera

Batteries Bread

N/A 1.57
N/A

Camera

2.81*
- 1.38
N/A

Note:*p<.01

Product

Table 4-3

lndependent-Samples T-Test for Perceived Risk

t-values

Batteries
Bread
Camera

Batteries

N/A

Bread

-.72
N/A

Camera

2.20*
-3.L2**
N/A

Note: * p. .05
*xp<.01
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Table 4-4

Perceptions of Battery Brands

df Sig. (2{ailed)
Mean Difference Std. Deviation

Duracell -Energizer
Duracell - Panasonic
Duracell - Rayovac
Duracell - Chateau
Energizer - Panasonic
Energizer - Rayovac
Energizer - Chateau
Panasonic - Rayovac
Panasonic - Chateau
Rayovac - Chateau

7.588-02
r.23
r.76
3.03
1.30

1.83
3.1 I
.53
1.80
r.27

1.23
1.56

1.52
r.47
1.06
1.26
1.66

1.30
1.08

1.50

.29
3.70
5.44
9.65
5.77
6.83
8.79
r.92
7.85
3.99

2t
2t
2T

2L

2T

2L

2l
2L

2l
2l

.776

.001

.000

.000

.000

.000

.000

.069

.000

.001

Table 4-5

Perceptions of Classics Versus the Other Brands of Batteries

tdf Sie. (2tailed)
Mean Difference Std. Deviation

Duracell - Classics
Energizer - Classics
Panasonic - Classics
Rayovac- Classics
Chateau - Classics

2.56
2.64
r.33
.80
-.47

t.36
r.57
r.53
1.53

t.34

8.87
7.89
4.t0
2.46
-t.64

.000

.000

.001

.023

.1 16

2t
2I
2l
2l
2T
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Table 4-6

One-Sample T-Test for Battery Testing Display

t df Sig. (2-talled\

Foolish 2.76 14 .015
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Table 4-7

Analysis of Variance for Social Size Manipulation

Source Sum of Degrees of Mean F-Statistic Sig.
Squares Freedom Square

Social Size 37.55 2 t8.77 32.68 .000
Error 9.19 t6 .57
Total 46.74 18

Table 4-8

Post-hoc Tests for Social Size Manipulation

Social Size t-value

No one
One person

No one One person Three people
present present present

NiA _2.43* _7.96**
N/A -5.33**

Three people N/A

Note: * p..05
xx p <.001
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Initial
Eigenvalues

Table 4-9

Factor Analysis of Group Activity Items

Extraction
Sums of
Squared

Component
Loadi

Total%o of Cumulative
Variance %

%o of Cumulative
Variance %

3.t31

2
J

4

3.t3
.51

.23

.13

78.23
12.76

5.82
3.20

78.23
90.99
96.80
t00.00

78.23 78.23

Component

Knew each other
Talked
Together
Group

I
.92
.78
.94
.89
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Table 4-10

lndependent-Samples T-Test for Group Activity

t- value df Sie. (2-tailed)

Group Activity -3.51 .002
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Table 4-11

Independent-Samp les T-Test for Proximity

t- value df Sie. (2-tailed)

Proximity -6.97 50 .000
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Table 4-12

Factor Analysis of Perceived Similarity Items

Extraction
Sums of
Squared

Loadings
Component Total %o of Cumulative Total o/o of Cumulative

Variance % Variance o/o

Initial
Eigenvalues

1

2
J

4
5

3.10 62.03 62.03 3.10 62.03 62.03
.83 t6.59 78.62
.47 9.31 87.94
.39 7.71 95.64
.22 4.36 100.00

Component Matrix

Component

Perceived Similar
Perceived Alike
Comparable
Dress Similar
Same Clothes

.83

.8s

.70

.75

.79
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fable 4-13

Analysis of Variance for the Female Perceived Similarity Manipulation

Source Sum of Degrees of Mean F-Statistic Sig.
Squares Freedom Square

Perceived Similarity 6.55 1 6.55 5.43 .024
Error 54.32 45 I.2I
Total 60.87 46

Table 4-14

Analysis of Variance for the Male Perceived Similarity Manipulation

Source Sum of Degrees of Mean F-Statistic Sig.

Squares Freedom Square

Perceived Similarity 22.19 L 22.19 19.60 .000

Error 52.09 46 1.13

Total 74.28 47
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CHAPTER FWE

STUDY ONE

The purpose of this chapter is to present a f,reld experiment that tested the first

four hypotheses of this dissertation related to social size. This chapter is divided into

seven sections. The first section presents the research design. The second section

describes the study participants and the product they purchased. The third section is

designed to explain how the independent variable, social size, was manipulated. The

fourth section describes the procedure that was employed in this study. The fifth section

identifies the relevant manipulation check and the dependent variables of interest, and

their measurements are described. The purpose of the sixth section is to present the

results. Finally, the seventh section discusses the findings of the study.

I. Research Design

The purpose of the first experiment was to determine the impact of the size of a

social presence on a consumer's emotions, cognition, and behaviours by testing H1 - H4.

The study used a between-subjects factorial design that involved the manipulation of

social size atthree levels (no person present vs. one person present vs. three people

present).

II. Participants and Product

Participants

Ninety undergraduate students (males : 50, females : 40, mean age:20-5)

participated in this experiment in exchange for course credit. This research received

human ethics approval.
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Product

Based on the pre-test described earlier, the product that was chosen for this

experiment was a package of four AA batteries. In the experiment, the price of each of

the brands was set to reflect the difference in the perceived quality reported in the pre-

test: Duracell and Energizer were both priced at54.29, Rayovac and Panasonic were both

priced at $3.99, and Chateau was priced at $3.69. These prices were selected for a

number of reasons. First, participants were provided with $5.00 to make a purchase and

therefore, the price of the batteries had to be less than or equal to $5.00 after tax. When

applicable taxes were added to the price of the product, the most expensive brands

produced $0. I I change and the cheapest brands created $0.80 change. Second, to create

a realistic situation where high quality products cost more the three levels of brand

quality were represented by different prices. Finally, this downward trend in price

provided the participants with an incentive to purchase the cheapest alternative because

they were allowed to keep any remaining change.

III. Independent Variable

Manipulation of Social Size

Social size was manipulated through the use of trained confederates (one

male/two females) who assumed the role of shoppers throughout the study. In the two

conditions that had a social influence present, a confederate (three confederates) was

situated in the aisle prior to the participant's arrival in the store. The confederates were

instructed to pretend to examine the product next to the battery display (i.e., film) and to

avoid any interaction with the study participant. To ensure realism, when there were

three confederates present in the aisle at the same time, they were directed to quietly
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discuss the film using a predetermined script. Once the participant had made hisiher

purchase selection and had left the aisle to go to the checkout counter, the confederate

(three confederates) left the aisle in the opposite direction. Before the study began, the

confederates were required to complete a rigorous training session. This training session

gave them an opportunity to practice conversing amongst themselves about film so that

they would use the same basic approach with each participant. Feedback was provided

throughout these sessiohs to ensure that their behaviour was consistent yet natural. In the

condition where there was no social presence, a confederate was not present in the aisle

when participants made the purchase selection.

IV. Procedure

Participants were run individually (see Appendix H and I) at the university

student center and were randomly assigned to the experimental conditions. When they

arrived at the center, they were told that the objective of the study was to gather

marketing research information for the bookstore. They were informed that to obtain the

information, they would be required to visit the bookstore, take a few minutes to look

around to obtain an impression of the store, make an assigned purchase, and then come

back and complete a questionnaire that would assess their experience. They were then

told that there were a number of different products that they could potentially purchase

(e.g., chocolate bars, pens, batteries, magazines, maps, and coffee mugs). To determine

which product they would buy, they selected an envelope and inside the envelope the

name of the product was identified. Unknown to the participants, all of the envelopes

contained a piece of paper that identified the same product, a package of four AA

batteries. Participants were provided with $5 to make their purchase and were told that
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both the purchased product and any remaining change was theirs to keep. The

participants then went to the store, made their purchase, and returned to the experimenter.

In the bookstore, the batteries were located in a low-traffic aisle away from the view of

the cashiers. The support of the store management ensured that the store employees

treated the participants as typical customers.

Once the participants made the assigned purchase and returned to the

experimenter, they were presented with a questionnaire to complete (see Appendix J).

The questionnaire was filled with questions relevant to both the research study and to the

cover story (e.g., impressions of the store's atmosphere and service). In addition,

participants were asked to complete the selÊmonitoring scale (Snyder 1987), and indicate

their gender, age, and student status. The responses to these items did not have any

significant effect on the results and are therefore, not discussed further. Finally,

participants completed an open-ended suspicion probe question that asked them to try and

guess the purpose of the research. A total of three participants were unable to correctly

complete the study (e.g., bought the wrong product, noticed they were being watched by

an observer). No one guessed the true purpose of the research. This resulted in a total of

87 usable responses (cell sizes ranged from 28 to 30).

V. Manipulation Checks and Dependent Variable Measures

Manipulation Checks

Social Size. Participants were asked to estimate how many people, if any, were

present in the aisle when they made their product selection.
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Dependent Variable Measures

Emotions. In the questionnaire, participants indicated on a number of 7-point

Likert item scales, with one representing "not at all" and seven representin g"very", the

emotions that they felt during their purchase experience. Exploratory factor analysis was

conducted and indicated that these scale items were related to four underlying dimensions

(72o/o of variance explained) (Table 5-1). Two of the dimensions were positive and the

other two dimensions were negative. The first positive dimension consisted of four items

that were anchored using the following labels: not at all good/very good, not at all

happylvery happy, not at all excited/very excited, and not at all interested/very interested.

These scores were averaged to form a happiness index (o : .81). The second positive

dimension was comprised of three items that had the following anchors: not at all

confidenlvery confident, not at all sure/very sure, and not at all certain/very certain.

These scores were averaged to form a certainty index (o: .81). The first negative

dimension used two items that were anchored using the following labels: not at all

annoyed.ivery annoyed and not at all frustrated/very frustrated. These scores were highly

conelated (r: .55, p < .001) and were averaged to form an annoyance index. Finally, the

second negative dimension had three items with the following anchors: not at all

anxious/very anxious, not at all selÊconscious/very self-conscious, and not at all

awkward/very awkward. These scores were averaged to form an anxiety index (o: .87).

Follow-up confirmatory factor analysis revealed that the four-factor model of emotions

fit the best (one-factor model: f fS+¡: 360.86, p < .001, Comparative Fit lndex (CFI):

.88, Tucker-Lewis Index (TLÐ: .83, Root Mean Square Error of Approximation

(RMSEA) : .26; two-factor model: t <SZl:215.54,p < .001, CFI : 94,TLI: .91,
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RMSEA : .I9 four-factor model: f fqÐ:90.69,p < .001, CFI: .98, TLI : .97,

RMSEA : .10). The results show that the four-factor model had the best fit for the data.

To further confirm that the four-factor model was statistically better than the one- and

two-factor models, lt difference tests were conducted (one-factor vs. four-factor: 12

difference test (6) :270.L7 ,p <.001); two-factor vs. four-factor: f difference test (5) :

124.85, p < .001). The findings of this additional analysis lend further support to the

notion that the four-factor model fits the data the best.

Cognition. To assess the impact of a social influence on cognition, participants'

recall of the product display information was measured. Participants were asked to

identifu the different brands of batteries that were available in the store and their

corresponding prices (excluding the brand they had purchased). To code the responses,

the number of correctly identified brands and prices were added together to establish an

overall recall measure. The total score that a participant could possibly receive was a

value of eight (i.e., four brands and four prices).

Behaviours. Previous research has shown that the use of direct observation of

purchase behaviours is more advantageous over selÊreports because participants are

often not cognitively aware of their behaviours (Wells and Lo Sciuto 1966). Further,

Mullen (1983) proposes that self-report measurements engage a demand characteristic

whereas behavioural measures do not. Therefore, measures of the participants'

behaviours during product acquisition were recorded through the use of an observer (see

Appendix K). The observer was an individual whose task was to remain inconspicuous

while recording the participants' actions during the time they were in the aisle. In

addition to recording behaviours, the observer was also required to record whether
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anything unusual happened (e.g., other people) while the participant was in the aisle.

Given that other people entered the aisle rarely,a low-traffic aisle was selected, all of the

participants wore included in the analysis as it was expected that these incidents would be

randomized across the various conditions. To ensure that the observation was done

accurately and inconspicuously, the observer received extensive training and instruction

prior to the start of the study. Situated a couple of aisles away from the designated aisle,

but within clear view of the product display the observer recorded three behaviours.

The first behaviour that was recorded was the extent to which the participant

interacted with the battery testing display. A battery testing display was constructed for

the research and was placed next to and at the same eye level as the batteries. The

display gave the participants the opportunity to test the charge on some batteries that had

already been removed from their packaging. A three-point interval scale was used to

assess the participants' interaction with the tester: did not touch or use tester (0), tested

one battery (1), tested multiple batteries (2). This measure was considered an assessment

of impression management because an interaction with the testing display did not provide

participants with any additional information that would assist in their brand selection

(i.e., the charge on the open packages of batteries would not necessarily be the same

charge as those batteries still in the their packages). Instead, the display provided them

an opporlunity to have some fun and play with the batteries, and following the results of

the pre-test, cause the participant to feel sillyifoolish if someone else was present. Thus,

it was expected that participants would monitor their self-presentation behaviours when a

social presence existed by refraining from interacting with the battery testing display.
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The second behaviour that the observer recorded was the brand of batteries that

the participant selected. As mentioned earlier, Duracell and Energizer were perceived to

be of higher quality than the other brands (but not significantly different from each

other), thus, they were assigned a value of one to indicate the best batteries available.

Rayovac and Panasonic were perceived to be second in perceptions in terms of quality

and were therefore designated a value of two. Finally, the generic version of batteries,

Chateau, received the poorest ratings and was assigned a value of three. Brand selection

was also considered an assessment of impression management as discussed earlier. It

was expected that participants would monitor their self-presentation behaviours by

purchasing the more expensive/better quality brands when there was someone else

present (so they would not look cheap) but choose the cheaperþoorer quality brand when

no one else was present. To provide an incentive for the participants to choose the

cheapest alternative, as mentioned earlier they were informed that they could keep any

leftover change. Given that it would have been in all of the participants' best interest to

choose the cheapest batteries so they could keep the most change a decision to select

more expensive brands could imply a desire to manage impressions.

Finally, the total amount of time that participants spent in the aisle was the last

behaviour that was recorded. To achieve this measure the observer began a stop-watch

the moment the participant entered the aisle and stopped the clock the moment the

participant exited the aisle with the selected product. Although this behaviour is not a

measure of a selÊpresentation behaviour and no formal hypothesis are forwarded, it was

recorded to determine whether it provided additional insight into the f,rndings.
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VI. Results

Preliminary Analyses. A one-way Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) with a

measure of the perceived number of people in the aisle as the dependent variable and the

condition as the independent factor produced a main effect for social size (F (2,84) :

139.06, a2 : .76; means: no person present : 0.37 (sd= .72), one person present : 1.45

(sd: .74), three people present :3.54 (sd: .74)) (Table 5-2). Post-hoc tests were

conducted and indicated that each of the conditions was significantly different from the

others (no person present versus one person present, t (114) : -3-47, p : .001, no person

present vefsus three people present, t (1 14) : -15.03, p < .001, one person present versus

three people present, t (S4) : -14.25,p < .001) (Table 5-3). Thus, the manipulation of

social size was successful.

Tesß of Hypotheses. H1-H4 were tested in one-way ANOVAs based on the three

levels of social size. The means, standard deviations, and cell sizes are presented in

Table (s-4).

Emotions. Consistent with Hl andHZ, the size of the social presence

signif,rcantly influenced the intensity with which participants experienced emotions

(happiness : (F (2,84): 4.02,p < .05, a2 : .0J; means: no person present : 4.63 (sd :

1.18), one person present : 5.23 (sd : .94), three people present : 4.54 (sd : .85)) (Table

5-5 and Figure 5-l); certainty: (F (2,83): 5.61,p <.01, cù2:.10; means: no person

present :4.93 (sd: 1.21), one person present: 5.85 (sd: .76), three people present:

5.19(sd:1.16))(Table 5-7 andFigure 5-2);annoyance: (F (2,84):3'51,p<'05,rrr2:

.05; means: no person present : 2.45 (sd : 1.a0), one person present : 1.7 | (sd : .88),

three people present :2.48 (sd : 1.42)) (Table 5-9 and Figure 5-3); anxiety (F (2,84) :
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5.66,p < .01, oJ2 : -10; means: no person present:3.18 (sd: 1.63), one person present:

2.01 (sd : 1.05), three people present :2.71(sd : 1.26)) (Table 5-11 and Figure 5-4).

Post-hoc tests were conducted for each of the emotions and the results were in the

predicted directions. Participants felt more intense positive emotions when there was one

person present as compared to when there was no one or a social presence of three

existed (happiness: no person present versus one person present t (84) : -2.29, p < .05,

one person present versus three people present t (84) :2.59, p < .05 (Table 5-6);

certainty: no person present versus one person present t (83) : -3.26, p < .01, one person

present versus three people present t (83) : 2.30,p < .05 (Table 5-8)). Conversely,

participants reported significantly more intense negative emotions when there was no one

present or three people present as compared to when there was one person present

(annoyance: no person present versus one person present t (84) :2.27, p < .05, one

person present versus three people present t (84) : -2.32, p < .05 (Table 5-10); anxiety:

no person present versus one person present t (84) : 3.35, p : .001, one person present

versus three people present t (84) : -1.98, p < .05 (Table 5-12)). Finally, there were no

significant differences in the intensity of any of the emotions when there was no social

presence as compared to a social presence of three (happiness: no person present versus

three people present t (84) : .330, p > .05; certainty: no person present versus three

people present t (83) : --920, p > .05; annoyance: no person present versus three people

present t (84) : -.097, p > .05; anxiety: no person present versus three people present t

(80¡: .920,p >.05).

Cognition. H3 predicted that consumers would recall the most information when

there was no one else present in the shopping aisle. However, as the size of the social
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presence increased, it was expected that recall would decline. The results of an ANOVA

produced a main effect for size (F (2,84):8.79,p < .001, a2 : .Il;means: no person

present :3.47 (sd : 1.68), one person present :2.55 (sd: I.27), three people present:

1.93 (sd : I.22)) (Table 5-13 and Figure 5-5). Consistent with expectations, post-hoc

tests indicated that participants recalled significantly more product display information

when there was no social presence than when a social presence existed (no person present

versus one person present t (84) :2.37 , p < .05, no person present versus three people

present t (84) :4.16 p < .001). Further, consumers recalled marginally more information

when there was one person present as compared to three (one person present versus three

people present t (84) : 1.89, p < .06) (Table 5-14).

Behaviours. Finally, H4 predicted that consumers would be increasingly likely to

monitor their selÊpresentation behaviours as the size of the social presence increased.

The first measure of self-presentation behaviours, interaction with the battery testing

display, was assessed using an ANOVA. This analysis produced a main effect for

participants' interaction with the product display (F (2, 84) : 5.35, p < .01, c,r2 : .09;

means: no person present : 0.33 (sd : .47), one person present : .10 (sd : .31), three

people present: .00 (sd: .00)) (Table 5-15 and Figure 5-6). Post-hoc tests indicated

that, consistent with expectations, participants interacted with the testing display less (i.e.,

managed self-presentation behaviours more) when a social presence existed as compared

to when there was no one present. However, there were no significant differences in the

participants' level of interaction with the display when there was a social presence of one

versus three (no person present versus one person present t (84) :2.2I, p < .05, no person
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present versus three people present t (84):3.18, p < .01, one person present versus th¡ee

people present t (84) : .98, p > .05) (Table 5-16).

A similar finding occurred with the participants' brand selection. Chi-square

analysis indicated that social size was significantty associated with brand selection (X2:

10.9, p < .05) (Table 5-17). Analyzingthe different number of brands selected for each

social size indicated that when no one was present, participants purchased the lower

quality brand more often than when there was a social presence of one or three. Further,

regardless of whether there was one person or three people present in the aisle, there was

no signif,rcant difference in the frequency with which the higher quality brands were

purchased (Table 5-18 and Figure 5-7). Finally, mediation analysis was conducted to

determine whether any of the emotion indices or consumers' recall of the product display

information mediated the relationship between social size and brand selection. The

results of the analysis did not produce any significant mediation effects.

Although a hypothesis was not forwarded regarding the amount of time that

participants would spend in the aisle, this dependent variable was used to provide further

insight into some of the other findings. Prior to analysis, to correct for a positive skew

that was present in the data (skewness : L.72), the variance was normalized using a

reciprocal transformation 11) following Darke and Freedman (1993). An ANOVA
x,

produced a marginally signifrcant main effect for time (F (2,86) : 2.70, p < .08, ø2 : .02;

means (transformed): no one present:2.04E-02 (sd: L.638-02), one person present:

2.258-02 (sd: l.6lE-02), three people present :3.288-02 (sd:3.01E-02)) (Table 5-19

and Figure 5-8). Post-hoc tests indicated that participants spent significantly less time in

the aisle when there was no one present as compared to when there was three people (t

105



(84) : -Z.I1,p < .05). Further, participants spent marginally more time in the aisle when

there were three people present as comp¿ìfed to one (t (84): -1.80, p <.08)' Finally,

there was no significant difference in the time spent in the aisle when no one was present

versus one person (t (84) : -.37, p > .20) (Table 5-20).

One final analysis was conducted to determine whether the amount of time

participants spent in the aisle predicted the amount of information participants could

recall. A median split was done on the transformed time data and then an ANOVA was

conducted. Results indicated that participants were able to recall more information about

the product display when they spent less time in the aisle as compared to when they were

in the aisle for a longer period of time (F (1, 69): 4.93, p < .05, cot : .05; means: short

time : 2.96 (sd: 1.59), long time : 2.13 (sd : 1.26)) (Table 5-21). There are a number

of alternative explanations that may explain this counterintuitive finding. First,

participants may have spent less time making a purchase decision and more time paying

attention to the social presence. Second, when participants spent more time in the aisle

they maynot have remained focused on the task at hand and their attention may have

wandered to other products. Finally, additional time in the aisle provided participants

with the opportunity to absorb more information from the environment (e'g',

characteristics of the social presence) and this additional environmental information may

have dominated their short-term memory, instead of the information in the product

display. In Study Two, more detailed assessments of time were done to gain a better

understanding of how participants were spending their time in the shopping aisle.

r06



VII. Discussion

The results of Study One indicated that two distinct patterns arose when the social

presence varied in size. While cognitive performance and selÊpresentation behaviours

followed the predictions of SIT (i.e., as the size of the social presence increases so does

its impact on a target individual), emotional responses did not difFer in intensity when

there was no one or three people present but did differ when one person was present.

This finding is interesting because, not only does it suggest a context in which SIT's

predictions do not appear to hold, but it also indicates that a social presence may impact a

consumer's emotions differently than cognition and behaviours. Another conclusion that

can be drawn from the results of the first study is that consumers appear to be susceptible

to social influences even when they purchase a product that is a necessity and is privately

consumed.

In addition to providing insight into the influence of social size on emotions,

cognition, and behaviours, Study One also generated new questions related to the

mechanisms that drove some of the findings. First, when the confederates in Study One

were trained for their role, they were instructed to quietly interact amongst themselves.

This instruction was conveyed to create a more realistic situation for the participant.

However, research in psychology has found that the activity of a group can actually

influence those around it. In one study, Knowles and Bassett (1976) manipulated group

activity by having confederates talk amongst themselves in half of the conditions and

gaze at the ceiling in the other half. They found that when the confederates were

interacting, participants tended to stay further away from them than when the

confederates were gazing up. It is suggested that when the confederates were simply
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gazing at the ceiling, the participants may not have perceived the confederates to be a

group but rather a number of separate individuals. As a result the participant felt less

threatened by the situation - i.e., a minority versus majority situation was not created. [n

another investigation, Cheyne and Efran (1972) found that when a group of confederates

were engaged in conversation, passers-by walked around the group more often than when

the confederates were turned facing opposite ends of the hall. Although the earlier

research studies investigated the impact of a group's activity on behaviours, it is possible

that the group's activity may also influence emotions (Barden, Garber, Leiman, Ford, and

Masters 1985; Horney 1945). Several researchers have found that being excluded,

rejected, or ignored leads to an individual experiencing negative emotions. Thus, in the

present research it is possible that when the confederates were interacting amongst

themselves, the participants may have realized they were in a minority position and this

realizationmay have created the emotional response pattems (i.e., more intense negative

emotions and less intense positive emotions). This raises the question as to whether it is

social size or group activity or both that drove the earlier findings.

To determine whether consumers' emotions are influenced differently in the

presence ofa group ofstrangers that interact versus a group that does not interact, and to

establish whether group activity explained the findings of Study One, the next study

incorporates an additional cell into its design. This cell is designed to test the minority

versus majority effect. It is predicted that if no differences exist in the reported emotions

between an interacting social presence of three and a non-interacting social presence of

three, then support would exist for the social size explanation. [n contrast, if the results

indicate that the pattern of emotional outcomes does not exist when the social presence is
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not interacting, then support will be found for the alternative explanation. That is, a

minority versus majority situation created the change in emotions as opposed to the size

ofthe social presence.

A second question that arose from Study One involved brand selection. Initially

in Study One, it was predicted that consumers would purchase the more expensive,

brand-name alternative when a social presence existed because consumers would be

motivated to create a good impression. However, it could be argued that consumers

selected the most expensive, brand-name alternative when others were around because

the social presence was distracting the consumers' thought process. This distraction in

turn, could have limited the amount of information processing consumers could engage in

and as a consequence they chose a familiar brand or used price as a cue for quality.

Following this reasoning, the same results would arise as predicted by the self-

presentation literature. However, againbased on the above reasoning, one would expect

that when a social presence of three exists, a participant would process less information

than when a social presence of one individual is present because in the former condition

there are more environmental stimuli present; therefore, there is a greater likelihood of

distraction. Contrary to the distraction explanation, no differences existed in brand

choice when the size of the social presence differed. This provides some initial support

for the notion that the brand selection is based on self-presentation behaviours.

Analyzingthe amount of time the participants spent in the shopping aisle

provided additional support in favour of the selÊpresentation behaviours explanation of

brand selection motivation as opposed to distraction. [n particular, if brand selection

were the result of the amount of information consumers processed relative to the product
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display, then it would be expected that the time the consumer spends in the aisle would

be minimal, given that consumers would not need to process information related to all of

the alternatives. Thus in the present context, when three people were present in the aisle,

participants should have processed less information and should have remained in the aisle

for the shortest period of time. However, the results indicated the exact opposite.

Participants actually spent the most amount of time in the aisle when there was a social

presence of three. Further, there was no significant difference in the time when there was

no one present versus one person present. This finding lends support to the selÊ

presentation behaviour argument.

One limitation to using total time spent in the aisle as a measure for the influence

of a social presence is that it does not separate the consumer's actions before (pre-brand

selection) and after product selection (post-brand selection). In other words, the

participants may have made their choice in a very short period of time and then just not

have been in a rush to exit the aisle or vice-versa; either way, no difference would be

present in the amount of time the participants spent in the aisle when the size of the social

presence varied. Thus, to further explore whether selÊpresentation behaviours or

distraction explains consumers' motivation for selecting a brand name product over a

cheaper generic version, in Study Two, distraction is directly assessed and pre-brand and

post-brand selection times will also be measured.

There are four objectives to the second study. First, it will introduce a second

social force identified in social impact theory, proximity, and test it simultaneously with

social size. Second, it will attempt to replicate the findings from Study One to

demonstrate the robustness of the results. It should be noted that due to the constraints
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inherent in the nature of field experiments, in Study One the confederate(s) ultimately

had to be situated a fixed distance (i.e., two feet) from where the participants made their

product selection. According to the personal space literature (Sommer L96g),two feet is

a close proximity, especially between strangers; therefore, it is expected that the

replication of Study One's findings will occur in the close condition. Third, Study Two

will test the two alternative explanations that were identified in the discussion of Study

One: 1) whether the social size or the group activity explains the v- and inverted-v

relationships found between social size and emotions uñ2) whether the brand

participants selected is an outcome of impression management or distraction. Finally, it

will assess potential mediators of emotions and cognition to gain a better understanding

of the influence of a social presence in a consumption context. In the theoretical

development, it was suggested that consumers would experience a decrease in the

intensity of positive emotions (and an increase in the intensity of negative emotions) as

the size of a social presence increased because consumers would become crowded. To

test whether crowding is in fact a driver of emotions, mediation analysis will be

conducted. In Chapter Three it was also proposed that the size of the social presence

would influence cognitive performance because consumers would become crowded and

distracted; therefore, both of these factors will be analyzed as potential mediators of

social presence characteristics and cognitive performance.
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Initial
Eigenvalues

Table 5-1

ExploratoryFactor Analysis of Emotion ltems

Rotation
Sums of
Squared

Component Total o/o of
Variance

Cumulative
%

Loadin
Total %o of

Variance
Cumulative

%

I
2

J

4
5

6
7

8

9
10

11

T2

13

T4

4.LI
3.23
1.52
r.26
.96
.60
.54
.4r
.34
.28
.26
.20
.18

.11

29.37
23.04
10.8s
9.03
6.88
4.26
3.83
2.94
2.43
2.03
1.83
t.4L
t.27
.82

29.37
52.41

63.26
12.30
79.t7
83.44
87.27
90.21

92.64
94.67
96.50
97.91
99.1 8

100.00

3.40
2.50
2.48
r.73

24.3r
17.88
1,7.73

t2.37

24.31
42.20
s9.93
72.30

Varimax Rotated Component Matrix

Anxious
Awkward
Annoy
Sure
Interest
Certain
Excited
Frustrated
Happy
Confident
Self-conscious
Good
Uncomfortable
Stimulated

.73

.9\

.12
-.r7

9.57F-02
1.88E-02

.20

.10
-.10
-.28
.9r

-8.r7F-02
.47
-.42

.t7
8.23F-02
-5.198-02
4.348-02

.86

.t2

.87
-3.40F-02

.86
.t67

-5.148-02
.65

3.20F-02
.32

-.25
-.11

-9.38E-02
.85
.22
.86

-2.30F.02
-.18
.17
.72
-.15
-.19
.12
.11

-2.20F-02
.13

.89
-.150

-8.438-02
-7.388-02
7.398-02

.81

-.11
-9.05F-02
3.878-02

-.4r
.t9

-2.918-02
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Table 5-2

Analysis of Variance for Social Size Manipulation Check

Source Sum of Degrees of Mean F-Statistic Sig
Squares Freedom Square

Social Size 149.33 2 74.67 139.06 .000
Error 45.10 84 .54
Total 194.44 86

Table 5-3

Post-hoc Tests for Social Size Manipulation

t df Sie. (2tailed)

control vs. one -5.71 57 .000

df Sig. (2{ailed)

control vs. three -16.50 56 .000

df Sie. (2-tailed)

one vs. three -10.64 55 .000
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Table 5-4

Means, Standard Deviations, and Cell Sizes

Dependent
Variable

Control One-person Three-people

Happiness 4.63 (1.18)" s.23 (.94) {29) 4.s4 (.85) {28}
{30}b

Certainty 4.93 (1.2t) {30) 5.85 (.76) {28} s.19 (1.16) {28}

Annoyance 2.45 (1.40) {30} 1.71 (.88) {29} 2.48 (1.42) {28\

Anxiety 3.18 (1.63) {30} 2.01 (1.0s) {28} 2.7r (1.26) {28l¡

Information 3.47 (1.68) {30} 2.ss (1.27) {29\ t.93 (1 .22) {28}
Recalled

Interaction .70 (.47) {30) .90 (.31) {29l¡ 1.00 (.00) {28}
with Tester

Total Time 1.638-02 (1.638- l.6IE-02 (1.618- 3.01E-02 (3.018-
(seconds) 02) {30} 02) {291 02) {28)
u Standard deviations
b cell sizes

Social Size
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Table 5-5

Analysis of Variance for Happiness

Source Sum of Degrees of Mean F-Statistic Sig
Squares Freedom Square

Social Size 8.09 2 4.04 4.02 .022
Error 84.59 84 l.0l
Total 92.68 86
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Table 5-6

Post-hoc Tests for Happiness

t df Sig. (2-tailed)

control vs. one -2.r5 57 .036

df Sie. (2-tailed)

control vs. three .33 .746

df Sie. (2-tailed)

one vs. three 2.91 55 .005
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Table 5-7

Analysis of Variance for Certainty

Source Sum of Degrees of Mean F-Statistic Sig
Squares Freedom Square

Social Size 12.68 2 6.34 5.61 .005
Error 93.85 83 1.13

Total 106.52 85
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Table 5-8

Post-hoc Tests for Certainty

Sig. (2-tailed)

control vs. one -3.42 .001

Sie. (2-tailed)

control vs. three .412-.83

df Sie. (2-tailed)

one vs. three .0152.51
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Table 5-9

Analysis of Variance for Annoyance

Source Sum of Degrees of Mean F-Statistic Sig
Squares Freedom Square

Social Size II.l4 2 5.57 3.51 .034
Error I 33. 18 84 I .59
Total 144.32 86
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Table 5-10

Post-hoc Tests for Annoyance

t df Sie. Q-talled\

control vs. one 2.43 57 .019

Sie. (2-tailed)

control vs. th¡ee s6 .931

df

-.09

t df Sig. (2-tailed)

one vs. three -2.49 55 .016
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Table 5-11

Analysis of Variance for Anxiety

Sum of Degrees of Mean F-StatisticSource

Social Size
Error
Total

20.29
t50.43
170.72

2

84
86

TO.L4

1.79
s.66 .00s
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Figure 5-4
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Table 5-12

Post-hoc Tests for Anxiety

t df Sie. Q-talled\

control vs. one 3.26 57 .002

df Sie. (2-tailed)

control vs. three .233

t df Sie. Q-talled\

one vs. three -2.29 55 .026

56L.2t

t26



Table 5-13

Analysis of Variance for Recall of Product Display Information

Source Sum of Degrees of Mean F-Statistic Sig
Squares Freedom Square

Social Size 34.84 2 17.42 8.79 .000
Error 166.50 84 1.98
Total 201.33 86
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Table 5-14

Post-hoc Tests for Recall of Product Display Information

t df Sie. (2-tailed)

control vs. one 2.36 57 .022

t

control vs. three 3.98 .000

df Sie. (2-tailed)

one vs. three 1.89 55 .064
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Table 5-15

Analysis of Variance for Self-Presentation Behaviour
(Interaction with Battery Testing Display)

Source Sum of Degrees of Mean F-Statistic Sig
Squares Freedom Square

Social Size 1.70 2 .85 5.35 .007
Error 13.36 84 .16
Total 15.06 86
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Figure 5-6
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Table 5-16

Post-hoc Tests for SelÊPresentation Behaviour
(Interaction with Battery Testing Display)

control vs. one .062

Sie. (2-tailed)

control vs. three -3.40 .001

Sie. (2-tailed)

one vs. three .08355-r.77
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Table 5-17

Chi-Square Analysis for SelÊPresentation Behaviour (Brand Selection)

Value df Sie. (2-sided)

Pearson Chi-Square 10.93 .027

Brand

Table 5-18

Self-Presentation Behaviour Frequency
(Brand Selection)

Social Size Total
No one present One person present Three people

present

Duracell/Energizer 8 14

Rayovac/Panasonic 10 11

124

t7 39
627
420

Total 30 29 27 86
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Figure 5-7
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Table 5-19

Analysis of Variance for Total Time Spent in the Aisle

Sum of Degrees of Mean F-StatisticSource

Social Size
Error
Total

uares Freedom

2.s3F-03
3.94F-02
9.658-02

2

84
87

1.278-03
4.688-04

2.70 .073
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Table 5-20

Post-hoc Tests for Total Time Spent in the Aisle

t df Sie. (2-tailed)

control vs. one -.49 57 .626

Sig. (2tailed)

control vs. three -L.97 56 .053

df Sie. (2-tailed)

one vs. three -1.63 55 .109

Iable 5-21

Analysis of Variance for Recall of Product Display lnformation

Source Sum of Degrees of Mean F-Statistic Sig
Squares Freedom Square

Total Time 10.91 t 10.91 4.93 .030
Error 150.54 68 2.21
Total 161.44 69
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CHAPTER SIX

STUDY TWO

This chapter presents a second field experiment that tested the hypotheses related

to social size and proximity and answers questions raised in Study One. The chapter is

divided into the same seven sections as Chapter Five: research design, study participants

and product, independent variable manipulations, procedure, manipulation checks and

dependent variables, results, and discussion.

f. Research Design

Study Two was designed to test H5 - H9. The design of the study was a2

(proximity: close versus far) x 2 (social size: one versus three (interacting)) + 2 (control

group + three (close and not interacting)) between-subjects factorial design. The control

group made their purchase in the absence of a social presence (i.e., social size equals

zero). The additional cell with three confederates that were close and not interacting was

included to determine whether group activity and/or social size drove the results in Study

One. The results of this cell are compared to those from the results of the three close and

interacting group.

II. Participants and Product

Participants

One hundred and forty-four undergraduate students (males : 59, females: 85,

mean age:20.4) participated in this experiment in exchange for course credit. This

research received human ethics approval.
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Product

Batteries were againpurchased in this study. However, unlike Study One, a sixth

brand was added to the display. This brand, Classics, which a pre-test indicated was

perceived to be low in price and quality, was included to create an equal balance in the

number of brands that represented the different qualities of batteries (i.e., two high

quality, two average quality, and two low quality).

III. Independent Variables

Manipulation of Social Size

As described in Study One, social size was manipulated using three confederates

(two females and one male). Again in this study, a social presence of one or three

confederate(s) was located in the designated shopping aisle pretending to buy film when

the participants arrived to make their purchase selection. As in study one, the

confederates were instructed to avoid interacting with the participant. Group activity was

manipulated by instructing the three confederates to either talk quietly amongst

themselves while shopping for film (i.e., creating an interacting social presence) or to

look at rolls of film separately and pretend to be shopping by themselves (i.e., creating a

non interacting social presence).

Manipulation of Proximity

Proximity was manipulated by locating the confederates either close to or further

down the aisle from the participant. Based on the findings from a pre-test and previous

research (e.g., Sommer 1969), the close condition was manipulated by a distance of two

feet between the social presence and participants while in the far condition the social

presence was situated eight feet from the participant.
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IV. Procedure

The same procedure was used as outlined in Study One with one notable

difference: the experiment was conducted in a new retail outlet, the Commerce

Connection, a new student-run store that had recently opened in the Faculty of Business.

The justification for the new store was that it enhanced the experimenters' control over

the study and it allowed for the use of cameras to record the participants' behaviours

(which will be discussed shortly). As in Study One, participants completed the selÊ

monitoring scale (Snyder 1987) and indicated their gender, age, and shrdent status. The

responses to these items did not have any significant effect on the results and are

therefore, not discussed further.

V. Manipulation Checks and Dependent Variable Measures

Manipulation Checks

Social Size. The manipulation check for social size was the same as that

described in Study One. Participants were asked to indicate how many, if any, other

people were present in the aisle where they made their product selection.

Group Activity. To assess the participants' perceptions of whether the three

confederates appeared as a group or not two types of questions were asked. First, they

completed the same four seven-point Likert item scales used in the pre-test. The scales

asked them about the activity of the social presence using the following anchors: the

other people in the aisle knew one another (definitely did not know one another/definitely

knew one another), the other people in the aisle talked to one another (did not talk at

allltalked a lot), the other people appeared to be together (did not appear to be together at

allldefinitely appeared to be together), and the other people were perceived to be a group
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(definitely were not a group/definitely were a group). These items were combined to

form an overall index of activity (o: .89). Second, they were asked in an open-ended

question to indicate what the other people in the aisle were doing.

Proximity. Three seven-point Likert item scales asked the participants to indicate

their perceptions of the distance between the social presence and themselves using the

following anchors: close/far, near/distant, and next to me/away from me. These items

were combined to form an overall me¿ìsure of proximity (u: .95).

Control Group. The control group made a purchase in the absence of a social

presence and then completed the same questionnaire as the participants in the

manipulated conditions. The purpose of the control group was to establish a baseline of

how participants would react in a situation in which a social presence did not exist.

Dependent Variables

Emotíons. Similar to Study One, participants were asked a number of questions

related to their experience in the store (see Appendix L). They were asked to indicate on

abattery of seven-point scale items how they felt during their shopping experience. A

factor analysis of these items indicated that the emotions loaded on the same four

dimensions that existed in Study One, with two dimensions representing positive

emotions and two dimensions representing negative emotions (65.13% of variance

explained) (Table 6-1). The scale items that assessed the two positive indices

(happiness and certainty), and one of the indices for negative emotions (annoyance) did

not change from the earlier study (happy: not at all good/very good, not at all happy/very

happy, not at all excited/very excited, and not at all interested,/very interested (u: .73);

certainty: not at all confidentJvery confident, not at all sure/very sure, and not at all
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certain/very certain (a: .79); annoyarrce: not at all frustrated/very frustrated and not at all

annoyed/very annoyed (r = .55, p < .001)). However, to expand the emotion measures,

additional items were included in the battery of scale items and they produced an

improved index for anxiety (not at all anxious/very anxious, not at all selÊconscious/very

selÊconscious, not at all awkward/very awkward, not at all nervous/very nervous, not at

all uncomfortablelvery uncomfortable, and not at all uneasy/very uneasy (o : .S5)).

Follow-up confirmatory factor analysis revealed that the four-factor model of emotions

fit the data the best (one-factor model: f tg}):403.74,p < .001, CFI: .}S,TLI: .93,

RMSEA : .14; two-factor model: f fAÐ:309.75,p < .001, CFI: .^6,TLI: .95,

RMSEA : .12; four-factor model: f tg+¡: 170.00, p < .001, CFI: .gg,TLI: .98,

RMSEA: .08). Further, 12 difFerence tests lent additional support to the finding that the

four-factor model was the best fit for the data (one-factor vs. four-factor: 1'difference

test (6) :233.74,p < .001; one-factor vs. four-factor f difference test (5) : 139.75,p <

.001).

Cognition. Cognition was studied by asking participants to recall information

about the product display (i.e., the brands that were available and their corresponding

prices excluding the brand they purchased). An overall recall measure was again

established by adding the total number of brands recalled and the number of correctly

identified prices together. The total possible score that a participant could receive w¿IS a

value of ten (i.e., five brands and five prices).

Behaviours. Various behaviours were again assessed in the present study;

however, as mentioned above in Study Two, the behaviours were recorded using two

hidden cameras as opposed to an observer. The reason for this change in recording
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behaviour was primarily due to the factthat more detailed behaviours could be assessed

with the use of cameras as opposed to an observer (i.e., one can rewind atape but cannot

review a live situation). The hidden cameras were mounted on the wall behind the

display and slightly off on an angle so that the actions of the participants were in clear

view of at least one of the cameras at all times. As in the first study, the two primary

measures for selÊpresentation behaviours were: the participants' interaction with the

battery testing display and brand selection. The amount of time the participants spent in

the aisle was also recorded; however, unlike Study One, three different times were

measured. Two coders worked independently to code the footage recorded on the

c¿rmeras (see Appendix M). Any discrepancies reported in the coding were resolved

through discussion between the coders. Initial reliability between the two coders ranged

from 97 .L%o to 100% (T able 6-2).

The first self-presentation behaviour that was observed was the extent to which

the participant interacted with the battery testing display. As in Study One, the display

provided participants with an opportunity to test the charge of batteries that were no

longer in their packaging. The testing display was placed next to and at the same eye

level as the batteries. A th¡ee-point interval scale was used to measure the extent to

which people interacted with the tester: ignored the tester (0), examined the tester but did

not try to use it (1), and tested the batteries (2). This behaviour served as a measure of

self-presentation behaviours for the reasons identified in Study One. It was expected that

participants would refrain from using the display when a social presence existed and was

close by as opposed to if the social presence was further away.
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The second selÊpresentation behaviour that was recorded was the brand of

batteries the participants selected. As mentioned earlier, Duracell and Energizer were

perceived to be higher in quality than the other brands (but not significantly different

from each other) and therefore, they were assigned a value of one. Rayovac and

Panasonic were perceived to be second in perceptions of quality and received a value of

two. Finally, Chateau and Classics were perceived to be the worst batteries and were

assigned a value of three. It was predicted that participants would purchase the most

expensive/best quality batteries when a social presence was close and large in number as

compared to small but when the social presence was further away, the size of the social

presence was not expected to influence the brand that was selected.

The last behavioural variable that was observed in this study was the amount of

time participants spent in the designated aisle. This behaviour was measured using a

stopwatch. Unlike Study One, in the present study, three separate times were recorded:

the total time spent in the aisle, pre-brand selection time (i.e., the time from when the

participant enters the aisle up to when the participant makes his/her brand selection), and

post-brand selection time (i.e., the time from when the participant makes his/her brand

selection until s/he leaves the aisle). This information provided more insight into how the

consumer spent his/her time in the aisle. Do consumers quickly select their brand and

then spend the rest of the time in the aisle doing something else, or do they spend the

entire time engaged in their brand selection?

Additional Measures for Mediation Analysis

To test for mediation and to gain more insight into the mechanisms of a social

influence in a consumption context two measures were recorded: crowding and
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distraction. First, to assess crowding, participants were asked to indicate on three seven-

point item scales the extent to which the aisle was cramped (not at all cramped/very

cramped), spacious (not at all spacious/very spacious - this was reverse-scored), and jam-

packed (not at all jam packed/very jam packed). The items were combined to form an

overall crowding index (u: .79). The crowding index was used to determine whether it

mediated the relationship between social presence characteristics and emotions.

Second, participants completed an open-ended cognitive response question that

was used to determine how distracted they were while in the shopping aisle. Participants

were given a couple of minutes to list all of the thoughts that they had while trying to

decide which brand to select. The responses were coded by assigning a value of one to

each unique factor that the participant identified related to the purchase decision. These

thoughts were then added together to determine the overall amount of information that

was processed. Following Chaiken and Maheswaran (1994), it was proposed that the

more thoughts the participants had regarding the purchase decision, the more in-depth the

level of processing they employed when selecting a brand and the less distracted they

would be. Thus, distraction would be indicated when limited processing occurred. The

distraction index was used to determine whether it explained the impact the social

presence had on consumers' cognitive performance and selÊpresentation behaviours.

VI. Results

Prelìminary Analyses. The manipulation of social size was effective. An

ANOVA with a measure of the number of people in the aisle as the dependent variable

and social size and proximity as the two independent factors showed only a main effect

for social size (F (1, 93) :248.2,p < .001, a2 : .70; means: one person present : 1.09
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(sd: .58), three people present: 3.i 1(sd: .63)) (Table 6-3). Participants reported that

there were significantly more people in the aisle when there were three confederates

present than when there was only one confederate. A one-way ANOVA for social size,

including the control group, was also conducted to determine whether perceptions of the

size ofthe social presence (i.e., no one present, one person present, three people present)

were significantly different across conditions. Results provided further support that the

social size manipulation was significant (F (2, 116): 152.75,p < .001 a2 : .72; control

group mean:0.48 (sd: .48)) (Table 6-4). Post-hoc tests indicated that participants

perceived that there were signif,rcantly fewer people in the aisle when there was no social

presence (i.e., control group) as compared to when a social presence of one or three

existed (no one present versus one person present: t (1 14) : -3.47 , p : .001; no one

present versus three people present: t (114) : -15.03, p < .001) (Table 6-5).

The manipulation of proximity was also successful. An ANOVA with a measure

of the distance participants perceived between them and the social presence as the

dependent variable and social size and proximity as the two independent variables

produced only a main effect for proximity (F (1, 88; : 91., l, p < .001, rrl2 : .51; means:

close : I .78 (sd : .87), far : 4.02 (sd : 1.27)) (Table 6-6). Thus, participants indicated

that they perceived the social presence to be significantly closer when the social presence

was located two feet away from them as compared to when the social presence was eight

feet away.

Finally, a manipulation check was conducted for group activity. Because group

activity was only manipulated in the conditions in which three confederates were present,

a one-way ANOVA with perceptions of the presence of a group as the dependent variable
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and group activity as the independent variable was conducted. Results indicated that

when the three confederates interacted amongst themselves they were perceived to be a

groupsignificantlymorethanwhentheydidnotinteract (F(1,72):25.78,p<.001,ro2

: .25; means: interacting :6.49 (sd: .69), not talking : 5.22 (sd: 1.36)) (Table 6-7).

Therefore, the manipulation was successful. lnterestingly, in the non-interacting

condition, when the confederates did not shop together or interact with one another,

group activity was still rated quite high on the seven-point scale.

Tests of Hypotheses. In this section, tests of H5 - H9 are presented. The mean

scores, the standard deviations, and the cell sizes from the analyses are presented in Table

6-8.

Emotíons

Happiness. Consistent with H5's predictions, an ANOVA with social size and

proximity as independent variables and happiness as the dependent variable revealed a

significant interaction (F (1, 92): 5.09,p < .05, a2 : .04; means: one person close: 5.43

(sd: .86), one person far: 5.05 (sd: .64), three people close :4.61(sd: .88), three

people far:5.02 (sd: .99)) (Table 6-9 and Figure 6-1). A simple effects test showed

that, as predicted, participants were happier when there was one person in close

proximity versus when there were three people close by (t (al) :3.07, p < .01) (Table 6-

t0).

A second simple effects test indicated when the social presence was located

further away, the size of the social presence did not significantly differ in its influence on

how participants' happiness (t (48) : -.1l, p > .20). In other words, participants reported
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the same level of happiness when the social presence was further away regardless of

whether there was one person or three people present.

Finally, to provide a comprehensive reporting of the impact of social size and

proximity on how huppy people are while in a shopping aisle, two more simple effects

were conducted. Results indicated that the intensity of happiness participants

experienced did not differ when the social presence was comprised of three people and

was close as opposed to further away (t (4S¡: 1.50, p > .10). Thus, proximity appears to

influence how happy one feels when alarge social presence exists. Furthermore, the

results demonstrated that participants only reported feeling marginally more happy when

one person was further away as compared to close to the participant (t (44) : I-7 5, p <

.09). Hence, it appears that consumers feel happy when one person is present regardless

of whether the person is right next to them or further away.

In an effort to replicate the results of Study One, a control group was added to the

design and a one-way ANOVA was conducted using social size as the independent

variable (i.e., no one present, one person present, three people present) and the intensity

of happiness experienced as the dependent variable. It should be noted that only the close

conditions were utilized in this analysis because in Study One a fa¡ condition did not

exist. Results of the ANOVA produced a main effect for social size (F (2,66): 4.66, p <

.05, crr2: .10; control group mean: 4.79 (sd: 1.00)) (Table 6-11). Post-hoc tests

between the control group and the social presence conditions indicated that consumers

reported feeling significantly more happy when a small socialpresence existed as

compared to when there was no one present (t (64) : -2.27, p < .05) (Table 6-12).

Further, there was no significant difference in consumers' happiness when there was no
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one present as compared to when there was alarge social presence (t (64) : 0.67 , p >

.20). These findings are consistent with the results in study one.

Finally, in Chapter Three it was implied that consumers would experience a

decrease in their happiness as the size of the social presence increased. This decrease

was predicted to occur because a large social presence would cause consumers to feel

crowded, and as mentioned earlier, crowding has been shown to increase negative

emotions, tension, and anxiety and to decrease positive emotions. To test this

proposition, mediation analysis was conducted to determine whether crowding did in fact

serve as the mechanism that caused consumers to feel less happiness when there was a

large and close social presence as compared to when there was only one other person.

Following the procedure outlined in Baron and Kenny (1986), there are three statistical

conditions that must be met to indicate the presence of a mediating variable: 1) the effect

of the independent variable(s) and/or their interaction term on the dependent variable

must be signif,rcant, 2) the effect of the independent variable(s) and/or their interaction

term on the mediating variable must be significant, and 3) when the mediating variable is

added to the original analysis as a covariate, the previously significant effect of the

independent variable(s) anÜor their interaction term on the dependent variable must no

longer be present whereas the mediator should produce a significant effect. In the present

analysis, the first condition for mediation analysis was successfully met because both the

interaction between social size and proximity (F (1, 92) : 5.09,p < .05) and a main effect

for social size (F (1,92) : 5.74, p < .05) predicted happiness (Table 6-l3a). The second

condition was also met; when the potential mediator, crowding, served as the dependent

variable and social size and proximity were the independent variables, the interaction
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between the two variables (F (1, 86):9.L6,p < .01) and two main effects (social size: F

(1,86):11.06,p=.001;proximity:F(1,g6):5.g5,p<.05)significantlyinfluenced

crowding (Table 6-13b). Finally, the inclusion of crowding as a covariate served as a

significant predictor of happiness (F (1, g4) = 3.g3, p : .05) and the significant

interaction and main effects for social size and proximity disappeared (F,s > .z¡)(Table

6-13c) (Figure 6-2). Therefore, consistent with previous literature, crowding appears to

be a significant mediator for happiness.

certaintlø' The second positive emotion that was of interest in this research was

how certain consumers feel. Testing the impact of social size and proximity on certainty

produced a similar interaction to the one described for happiness (F (1, 94) :7.46, p <

.01, crr2:.06; means: one person close = 5.67 (sd : .74),one person far:4.90 (sd:
I .39), three people close : 4.35 (sd : r.46), three people far : 4.99 (sd : r.07)) (Table 6_

74 and Figure 6-3). Again consistent with H5, the results of a simple effects test

indicated that consumers felt more certain when a close social presence was small (i.e.,

one) as compared to large (t (42):3.5g, p:.001) (Table 6_15).

In contrast, a second simple effects test indicated that when a social presence was

located further away,the size of the social presence did not influence consumers,

certainty (t (49) : -0.23, p > .20). Thus, it does not appear to matter whether one person

or th¡ee people are standing further down the aisle from the consumers with regards to

how certain they feel. This finding is also consistent with expectations.

Although they are not of fheoretical interest, two additional simple effects tests

were conducted to provide a complete report of the findings. The results of these tests

indicated that consumers felt more certain when the social presence was small and close
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as compared to when the small social presence was located further away (t (45) : 2.19, p

< .05). However, when alarge social presence was close as opposed to further away

there was a marginally signihcant difference in the intensity of the certainty the

consumers feel (t (46) : -1.70, p < .10). Consumers reported feeling more certain when

the large social presence was further away as compared to when it was next to them.

Again in an effort to replicate the results of Study One, a one-way ANOVA was

conducted that included the control group. In this analysis, social size (i.e., no one

present, one person present, three people present) was the independent variable and

certainty was the dependent variable. Results produced a significant main effect for

social size (F (2,67): 5.96,p < .01, a2 : .13; control group mean : 4.90 (sd : 1.32))

(Table 6-16); therefore, post-hoc tests were conducted to determine where the differences

existed. Consistent with Study One and in a similar pattern to the findings for happiness,

the results of these tests indicated that participants reported feeling marginally more

certain when there was a small social presence as compared to when no one else was

present (t (65) : -L.94, p < .06) (Table 6-17) but there was no significant difference when

there was no one present as opposed to three people present (t (65) : 1.53, p > .10).

Mediation analysis was also conducted using crowding for the same reasons

identified in the results section for happiness. Three tests were conducted to determine

whether or not crowding mediated the relationship between the social presence

characteristics and certainty. As indicated earlier, the first analysis produced a significant

interaction between social size and proximity (F (1, 94):7.46, p < .01) and a main effect

for social size (F (1,94):5.83, p < .05) (Table 6-18a); therefore the first condition, that

the independent variable(s) and/or their interaction term must significantly predict the
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dependent variable of interest, was satisfied. As indicated in the positive emotion

section, when crowding served as the dependent variable and social size and proximity

were the independent variables, the interaction of the two variables (F (1, 86):9.16, p <

.01) and two main effects (social size: F (1, 86) :11.06, p: .001; proximity: F (1, 86) :

5.85, p < .05) (Table 6-l8b) were significant, thereby satisfying the second condition.

Finally, by including crowding as a covariate in the first analysis, partial mediation was

demonstrated: the signifrcant main effect for social size disappeared (F (1, 86) :2.62, p >

.10), the interaction between social size and proximity, although still a signifrcant

predictor of certainty, was marginally less significant (F (1, 86) :4.6I, p < .05), and

crowding was a significant predictor of certainty (F (i, 86) :6.68,p < .05) (Table 6-18c)

(Figure 6-4). Therefore, crowding appears to partially mediate the certainty a consumer

feels when there is a social presence.

Anno)¡ance. H6 predicted that consumers would experience significantly more

intense negative emotions (e.g., annoyance) when a social presence was close to them

and was comprised of several people as compared to only one other person. Further,

when the social presence was further away, the number of people who were present was

not expected to influence the intensity of negative emotions differently. To test this

hypothesis, an ANOVA with social size and proximity as the independent variables and

annoyance as the dependent variable was conducted. Consistent with the hypothesis, the

results produced an interaction between social size and proximity (F (1, 93): 10.47, p <

.01, co2 : .09; means: one person close : 1.08 (sd -- .25), one person far : I .76 (sd :

l.2l), three people close : 2.52 (sd : 1.54), three people far : L.70 (sd : .85)) (Table 6-

l9 and Figure 6-5). To gain a better understanding of the interaction, a simple effects test
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was conducted that tested the means for the two close proximity conditions. The results

indicated that, as expected, consumers were more annoyed when the close social presence

was comprised of people as compared to only one person (t (42): -4.02, p < .001) (Table

6-20).

A second simple effects test was conducted to investigate the impact of a social

presence that was further away but varied in size on how annoyed consumers would feel.

Similar to the pattem of results for both of the positive emotion measures and again as

predicted, when the social presence was eight feet away the size of the social presence

did not influence the intensity of annoyance consumers experienced (t (48) : .21,p >

.20). Thus, participants reported experiencing the same amount of annoyance when there

was either one person or three people present when the social presence was further down

the aisle.

The remaining two simple effects tests were also conducted. The results of the

first test indicated that when a social presence was large and close by, consumers were

more arinoyed than when the social presence was further away (t (46):2.26, p < .05).

The findings from the second test demonstrated that consumers were more annoyed when

the social presence of one person was further away as compared to close by (t (44): -

2.40,p <.05).

Additional analysis was again conducted to determine whether or not the pattern

of means for annoyance replicated those found in Study One. Therefore, with the

addition of the control group, social size was tested in a one-way ANOVA. Results

indicated that the size of the social presence significantly influenced how annoyed

consumers felt (F (2, 66):7.25,p : .001, a2 : .16; control group mean : 2.33 (sd :
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1.55)) (Table 6-21). Consistent with Study One, the post-hoc tests indicated that

consumers were more annoyed when there was no one present as compared to when a

small socialpresence existed (t(64\:3.05, p < .01) (Table 6-22); however there was no

significant difference in how annoyed they felt when there was no one else present versus

aLarge social presence (t (65) : -.51, p > .20).

In Chapter Three it was suggested that consumers would experience more

negative emotions (e.g., annoyance) as the size of the social presence increased and was

in close proximity to the consumer because consumers would become crowded. To test

this notion, mediation analysis was conducted to determine whether crowding mediated

the relationship between social presence characteristics and annoyance. Following Baron

and Kenny (1986), the three statistical tests for mediation were conducted. As indicated

earlier, the f,rrst condition for mediation analysis was successfully met because both the

interaction between social size and proximity (F (1, 93¡: 1g.Or, p < .01) and a main

effect for social size (F (1,93) : 8.77, p < .01) (Table 6-23a) predicted annoyance. The

second condition for mediation was also successfully met because, as demonstrated

earlier, when crowding was designated as the dependent variable and social size and

proximity were the independent variables, the interaction of the social size and proximity

variables(F(1,86¡:9.16,p <.01)andtheirmaineffects(socialsize:F(1,86):11.06,p

: .001; proximity: F (1, 86) : 5.85, p < .05) significantly predicted crowding (Table 6-

23b). Finally, the last condition for mediation was partially met; the inclusion of

crowding as a covariate was a significant predictor of annoyance (F (1, 86) :4.01, p <

.05), the significant main effect for social size was reduced (F (1, 86) :4.10, p < .05) and

the significant effect of the interaction between social size and proximity on annoyance
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was reduced (F (1, 86):6.22, p < .05) (Table 6-23c) (Figure 6-6). Therefore, crowding

appears to be a partial mediator of the relationship between social presence characteristics

and how annoyed consumers feel.

Anxiety. The last emotion that was investigated in this study was the intensity

with which consumers reported feeling anxious when there was a social presence.

Similar to annoyance it was expected that proximity would moderate social size such that

when the social presence was close by, consumers would report more anxiety when it

was large as compared to small, but when the social presence was further away its size

would not effect the intensity of anxiety consumers experienced. As expected, an

ANOVA that tested the impact of social size and proximity on anxiety produced the

hypothesized interaction (F (1, 92):7.89,p < .01, a2 : .07; means: one person close:

2.07 (sd: 1.05), one person far:3.27 (sd: 1.64), three people close: 3.39 (sd : 1.64),

three people far: 2.97 (sd: 1.35)) (Table 6-24 and Figure 6-7). A simple effects test of

the impact of social size when the social presence was in close proximity lends further

support to H6. The results indicated that when the social presence was close, participants

experienced more intense anxiety when the social presence was comprised of three

people as compared to when there was only one person (t (42): -3.60, p : .001) (Table

6-2s).

Additional support for the hypothesized moderation was found in a second simple

effects test. The results of this test indicated that when the social presence was located

further away, the size of the social presence did not influence the intensity with which

anxiety was experienced (t (48) :0.69, p > .05). This finding is consistent with the

results for the other emotions that were assessed in this study.
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To provide a full analysis of the significant interaction, two more simple effects

tests were conducted. Results from these tests showed that more intense anxiety was

experienced when one person was located further away as compared to when it was near

the participant (t (aa): -2.80, p < .01) and there was no signif,rcant difference in how

anxious consumers felt when a large social presence was close as opposed to further

away (t (46): 1.09, p > .05).

As with the other emotions, the two close conditions (i.e., a social size of one

versus a social size of three) were compared to the control group to determine whether

the findings of Study One were robust. Again, a one-way ANOVA produced a

significant main effect for social size (F (2,64):7.32,p : .001, o)2 : .16; control group

mean:3.09 (sd: 1.32)) (Table 6-26). Post-hoc tests demonstrated that, as in Study One,

participants experienced more anxiety when there was no one present as compared to

when there was a small social presence (t (62\:3.17, p < .01) (Table 6-27)butthat

anxiety did not differ when there was no one present as opposed to three people present (t

(62):-0.23,p>.20).

For the same reasons forwarded for annoyance, mediation analysis was also

conducted to test whether crowding mediated the relationship between social presence

characteristics and anxiety. As presented earlier, the first condition for mediation to exist

was successfully achieved because the interaction between social size and proximity

significantly impacted anxiety (F (1, 92):7.89, p < .01) (Table 6-28a). Also, as

previously indicated, when crowding was analyzed as the dependent variable and social

size and proximity were the independent variables, the interaction of the two variables (F

(1, 86) :9.16, p < .01) and their main effects (social size: F (1, 86) :11.06, p : .001;
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proximity: F (1, 86) : 5.85, p < .05) (Tabte 6-2sb) significanrly predicted crowding.

Finally, using crowding as a covariate in an analysis to test the impact of social size and

proximity on anxiety, the results indicated that crowding was apartialmediator because it

served as a significant covariate (F (1, 86) :4.43,p < .05), the interaction term became

marginally significant (F (1, 86):3.48, p < .10) and a main effect forproximity was

produced (F (1, 86): 4.63, p < .05) (Table 6-28c) (Figure 6-8). Therefore, a consumer's

sense of being crowded drives the relationship between social presence characteristics

and anxiety.

To summarize,the findings for emotional outcomes were consistent with the

predictions forwarded in H5 and H6. The intensity of both positive emotions was

greatest when a close social presence was comprised of one person as compared to three

whereas, when the close social presence was large, consumers reported significantly

more intense negative emotions than when it was smaller. However, for all four

emotions, when the social presence was further away the number of people present did

not influence consumers' emotional outcomes. In separate analysis, the inclusion of the

control group produced results for all four emotions that were consistent with the findings

in Study One; there was a significant difference in the intensity of the emotions between

no one present versus one person present and one person present versus three people

present but no significant difference between the no one present and three person present

conditions. This robust finding is partially inconsistent with the prediction proposed in

SIT that as the size of the social presence increases so should its impact on the individual.

Instead the findings are consistent with the notion that as the size of the social presence

157



increases beyond a certain point, consumers begin to feel crowded and this sense of

crowding drives the emotional outcomes.

Cognítion

Recall of Product Display Information. H7 predicted that the impact of social size

on cognition would be moderated by proximity. It was expected that consumers would

be able to recall more information about the product display when a social presence was

close and small as compared to when it was larger, but when the social presence was

situated further away, the number of people present would not influence recall. An

ANOVA, with social size and proximity as the independent variables and the amount of

information that consumers could recall about the product display as the dependent

variable, produced the predicted interaction (F (1, 94) -- 9.60,p < .01, c,r2 : .08; means:

one person close : 3.89 (sd : L.49), one person far:2.11 (sd : I.73), three people close

: 2.48 (sd : 1.36), three people far : 2.65 (sd : 1.47)) (Table 6-29 arñ Figure 6-9). A

simple effects test of this finding indicated that, consistent with expectations, consumers

were able to remember more information about the display (i.e., they performed better on

the recall task) when the social presence was close and small as compared to when it was

larger (t (42):3.29, p < .01) (Table 6-30).

A second simple effects test also indicated again, consistent with expectations,

that when the social presence was further away, participants performed a cognitive task at

the same level regardless of the size of the social presence (t (49) : -1.20, p > .05). It

appears that when a social presence is far away, the number of people who are present

does not influence the consumer.
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Although they are not of theoretical interest, simple effects tests were conducted

for the remaining comparisons to provide a comprehensive review of the findings. These

tests indicated that consumers were able to recall more information about the product

display when a small social presence was in close proximity as compared to when it was

further away (t (45):3.68, p : .001) but there was no significant difference in the impact

of proximity when a social presence was large and close as opposed to further away (t

(46):-0.42,p>.20).

In an effort to replicate the results from Study One for the amount of information

consumers recalled about the display, the control group was included in a one-way

ANOVA. Using social size as the independent variable and the amount of information

that consumers recalled as the dependent variable, the ANOVA produced a significant

main effect for social size (F (2,67): 4.82,p < .05, ,,)' : .10; control group mean : 3.61

(sd: 1.95)) (Table 6-31). Given the signifÏcant finding, post-hoc tests were conducted.

Unlike Study One, consumers did not recall significantly more information when there

was no one present as compared to when there was a social presence of one, although

there was a significant difference between no one present and three people present

condition (control group vs. one person present: t (65) : -.49, p > .05; control group vs.

three people present: t (65) :2.43, p < .05) (Table 6-32). This inconsistent finding will

be elaborated upon in the discussion section.

In Chapter Three it was implied that consumers' cognitive performance would be

impaired by the presence of a large social presence because consumers would begin to

feel crowded. To test this proposition, mediation analysis was conducted. First, an

ANOVA with social size and proximity as the independent variables and the amount of
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information consumers recalled about the product display as the dependent variable

produced a significant interaction between social size and proximity (F (1, 94) :9.60,p <

.01) and a main effect for proximity (F (1, 94):6.52, p < .05) (Table 6-33a). Therefore,

the first test for mediation was successful. Second, as shown in the results section on

emotions, when the potential mediator, crowding, served as the dependent variable and

social size and proximity were the independent variables, the interaction of the two

variables (F (1, 86):9.16, p < .01) and two main effects (social size: F (1, 86):11.06, p

: .001; proximity: F (1, 86) : 5.85, p < .05) (Table 6-33b) significanrty predicred

crowding; thus, the second required test for mediation was met. Third, the last condition

that is necessary for mediation to exist is that the once significant predictors of the

cognition become non-significant, while the inclusion of crowding as a covariate in the

analysis is significant. The inclusion of crowdingas acovariate did not serve as a

signif,rcant predictor of total recall (F (1, 86) : .26, p > .20) and the significant interaction

and main effects for social size and proximity did not disappear (F (1, 86): 5.59, p < .05;

proximity: F (1, 86) :9.53, p < .01) (Table 6-33c) (Figure 6-10). Therefore, crowding

does not appear to mediate the relationship befween social presence characteristics and

the amount of information that consumers recall about a product display.

It was also suggested in Chapter Three that distraction could mediate the impact

of social presence characteristics on cognitive performance. Therefore, analysis was also

conducted to determine whether distraction was a mediator of cognition. As mentioned

above the first test for mediation was successful. An ANOVA with social size and

proximity as the independent variables and the amount of information consumers recalled

about the product display as the dependent variable produced a significant interaction
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between social size and proximity (F (1, 94):9.60, p < .01) and a main effect for

proximity (F (1, 94¡: 6.t ,p < .05) (Table 6-34a). An ANOVA that included

distraction as the dependent variable and social size and proximity as the independent

variable also produced significant findings. The results of the analysis indicated that

distraction was influenced by a main effect for social size (F (L,94) : 8.52, p < .01), a

main effect for proximity @ (1, 94):4.08,p < .05), and an interaction between the two

factors (F (1, 94¡:10.59, p < .01) (Table 6-34b). Therefore, the second condition for

mediation was present. Finally, the inclusion of distraction as a covariate in the first

analysis indicated that although distraction significantly influenced recall (F (1, 94):

12.67,p < .001), the main effect for proximity and the interaction lost significance

(proximity: F (1, 94):3.67,p <.06; interaction: F (1,94):3.86,p:.05) (Table 6-34c)

(Figure 6-11). This finding indicates that distraction successfully mediates the

relationship between social presence characteristics and the amount of information that

consumers recall about the product display.

ln summary, overall it appears that a social presence appears to influence

consumers' cognition in a similar pattern as that for emotions. Again, the results suggest

that the size of a social presence only influences consumers' cognitive processing when it

is in close proximity as opposed to when it is further away. The findings indicate thata

close social presence appears to impair cognition more when it is large versus small.

However, when the social presence is further away, the number of people present does

not influence how much information consumers can recall about the product display.

One finding that was inconsistent with the results from Study One was that there was no

significant difference between recall when there was no one present as compared to when
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one other person present. Finally, tests for mediation indicated that while crowding

mediated the relationship between social presence characteristics and emotions, it did not

mediate cognition. Instead, cognition and social presence characteristics were mediated

by distraction.

Behavíours

Interaction with Battery Testing Display. The last set of outcomes that were

investigated in this study was the consumers' behaviours. The first behaviour that was

studied was the degree to which consumers interacted with a battery testing display. It

was predicted that consumers would try to engage in self-presentation behaviours by

refraining from interacting with a battery testing display when a social presence was

nearby as compared to when it was further away. An ANOVA was conducted with social

size and proximity as the independent variables and level of interaction with the battery

testing display as the dependent variable. Support was found for H8 (F (1, 86) : 5.7 6, p

< .05, a2 : .05; means: close: .08 (sd : .27), further away:.34 (sd : .59)) (Table 6-35)

(Figure 6-L2). The findings indicated that consumers were more likely to interact with

the display when the social presence was further away as compared to when it was close

by.

However, the results were not consistent with H9 prediction that an interaction

should occur between social size and proximity. It was expected that consumers would

monitor their self-presentation behaviours (i.e., not use the tester) more when a close

social presence was large (versus small), but when it was further away, the size of the

social presence was not expected to differ in its impact. Specifically, the interaction did

not reach significance (F (1, 86): .71, p > .20). The lack of empirical support for the
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predicted interaction may not be all that surprising given the findings from Study One.

To recap, in Study One the results indicated that it was not the size of the social presence

that appeared to influence the likelihood that consumers would interact with the tester

display, but rather it was the actual presence (i.e., one or three people) versus the absence

(i.e., no one present) of a social presence. To determine whether the same pattern existed

in StudyTwo, a one-way ANOVA with the inclusion of the control group was conducted,

with social size as the independent variable and the use of the tester display as the

dependent variable. The frndings indicated that, consistent with Study One, the inclusion

of the control group produced a significant main effect for size (F (2,50;: 3.16,p: .05,

c,rz: .08; control group mean: 1.36 (sd: .50)) (Table 6-36). Post-hoc tests showed that

participants interacted with the display significantly more when there was no one else

present as compared to when there was a social presence (control group versus one

person present t (48) :2.29, p < .05, control group versus three people present t (48) :

2.15 p < .05) (Table 6-37).

Brand Selection. The second behaviour that was analyzed was brand selection.

Ordinal regression analysis was conducted to test the influence of social size and

proximity on brand selection, with brand as the dependent variable and proximity, social

size, and their interaction term as predictor variables (Aiken and West 1993). The

findings of the ordinal regression are shown in Table 6-38. Results indicated that, as

predicted in H9, social size and proximity interacted to impact brand selection (B : -1.81,

Wald:3.81, p:.05) (Figure 6-13). A simple regression test was conducted to

determine which results drove the interaction. Consistent with expectations, when the

social presence was close, the size of the social presence predicted brand selection (p :
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1.75, Wald :6.2I, p < .05) (Table 6-39). This means that consumers choose higher

quality/more expensive brands of batteries when a close social presence was comprised

of three people as compared to when it only consisted of one person.

In a separate simple regression test, results indicated that when the social presence

was further away, the size of the social presence did not influence brand selection, which

is again consistent with expectations (Þ : -6.698-02, Wald: .01, p > .20). Thus,

consumers do not purchase one quality of battery more often than another when the social

presence is further away because there is less motivation to monitor selÊpresentation

behaviours.

Finally, two additional simple regression tests were conducted to assess the

remaining comparisons. Results indicated that when the social presence was comprised

of either one person or three people, proximity did not influence brand selection (one: B :

.97,Wald:2.61,p >.10; three: Þ: -.84, Wald :1.42, p > .20).

A chi-square test was done next to determine whether the inclusion of the control

group as a condition of social size would replicate the findings from Study One. The

results indicated that brand selection was significantly associated with social size (f (¡

:13.07, p < .05) (Table 6-40). Analyzingthe different number of brands selected per each

level of social size indicated that when no one was present, participants purchased the

lower quality brand significantly more often than when there was a social presence of one

or three. Further, there was no signif,rcant difference in the frequency with which the

higher quality brands were purchased regardless of whether there was a social presence

of one person or three people (Table 6-41).
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Finally, analysis was conducted to determine whether any of the emotion indices

or consumers' recall of the product display information mediated the relationship

between social presence characteristics and brand selection. The results of the analysis

did not show any significant mediation effects.

Tests of Alternatíve Explanations. Two questions arose from Study One related to

the mechanisms that drove some of the findings. The first question dealt with whether or

not the pattern of emotional responses was the outcome of group size or group activity.

To test this alternative, datawas collected in an additional cell in which the three

confederates were instructed to pretend to independently shop for film and to avoid

interacting with one another. This cell was then compared to the condition in which the

three confederates talked amongst themselves. Independent-samples t-tests were

conducted with group activity (close and interacting vs. close and not interacting) as the

independent variable and the various emotional responses as the outcome variables. The

results of the tests indicated that none of the emotions were impacted differently

regardless of whether the group interacted or not (happiness: t (48) : -.75 p > .20, means:

interacting : 4.6L (sd : .88) not interacting: 4.4, (sd : 1.01); certainty: t (49): .77 p >

.20, means: interacting : 4.35 (sd : 1.46) not interacting: 4.63 (sd : 1.08); annoyance: t

(49) : -.46 p > .20, means: interacting :2.06 (sd : 1.54) not interacting : 1.92 (sd :

I.43); anxiety: t (48) : .07 p > .20, means: interacting : 3.49 (sd : 1.32) not interacting :

3.47 (sd: 1.30)) (Table 6-42.1,6-42.2, 6-42.3,6-42.4). This supports the original

proposition that social size, as opposed to the group's activity, caused the change in the

pattern of emotional responses as the size of the social presence increased beyond one.

Additional analysis was also conducted to determine whether the group's activity
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influenced cognition or behaviours. The results of this analysis indicated that both total

recall and brand selection were marginally influenced by the activity of the group (recall:

t(45): -I.97,p:.05, means: interacting:2.46 (sd: 1.36) not interacting:3.33 ,rO-

1.88); brand selection: X2 (2): 5.64, p < .10) whereas, consumers' interaction with the

battery testing display was not (t (45): -1.59, p > .10, means: interacting: .10 (sd = .03)

not interacting: .31 (sd: .05)) (Table 6-43,6-44.1,6-44.2,6-44.3). Thus, consumers

recalled more and purchased the average quality brand marginally more often when the

social presence did not interact as compared to when it was interacting.

The second question that arose from Study One involved the driving mechanism

of brand selection. Initially it was proposed that brand selection would be the outcome of

consumers' motivation to monitor self-presentation behaviours - people would select the

best quality/most expensive brands when others were around to avoid looking cheap.

However, it could also be argued that brand selection is the outcome of the amount of

information that consumers processed. Stated differently, consumers may have selected

the best quality/most expensive brands when others were around because the social

presence distracted them and as a consequence they had fewer thoughts related to the

display. Mediation analysis was conducted to test the potential role of distraction on

brand selection. Ordinal regression demonstrated that both social size and the interaction

between social size and proximity significantly predicted brand selection (social size: B

: 1.75, Wald :6.21, p < .05; interaction term: B : -1.81, Wald:3.81, p : .05) (Table 6-

45a); therefore, the first condition for mediation was achieved. The second test for

mediation was also successful because the results of an ANOVA produced an interaction

between social size and proximity and the main effects for social size and proximity were
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all significant predictors of distraction (interaction: (F (1, 94\ -- rc59, p < .01; social

size: F (1, 94) :8.52, p < .01; proximity: F (1, 94) :4.08, p < .05) (Table 6-45b).

Finally, to test the third condition for mediation, ordinal regression was conducted with

social size, proximity, and their interaction term as predictor variables, distraction as a

covariate, and brand selection as the dependent variable. As can be seen from Table 6-

45c the third test for mediation did not hold (Figure 6-14) because the interaction

between social size and proximity and the main effect for social size remained

significant, and a main effect for proximity became significant with the introduction of

the mediator to the analysis (interaction: F : -1.59, Wald: 3.74,p: .05; social size: B 
:

1.60, Wald :7.07, p < .01; proximity: þ : L.17, Wald -- 6.96, p < .01). Further,

distraction did not significantly predict brand selection (B : -.60, Wald : 1.45, p > .20).

Therefore, brand selection does not appear to occur because consumers become distracted

when others are present, and instead, the findings lend support to the original hypothesis

that brand selection is a selÊpresentation behaviour.

Additional B ehavioural Measures

Time. Finally, three different times were recorded: total time, pre-brand selection

time, and post-brand selection time. Prior to the analysis, to correct for a positive skew

that was present in the data (skewness: Total Time : 1.91, Pre-Selection Time :2.41,

Post-Selection Time : 3.61), the variance was normalized using a reciprocal

transformation (Darke and Freedman 1993). Next, three separate ANOVAs were

conducted for each transformed time measure to assess the influence of social size and

proximity.
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The first ANOVA that was conducted used social size and proximity as

independent variables and total time spent in the aisle as the dependent variable. Results

of this analysis produced a marginally significant interaction between the social presence

characteristics (F (I,92):3.64,p:.06, ro2: .03; means (transformed): one close:

3.288-02 seconds (sd: 1.43E-02), one far:5.60E-02 seconds (sd: 5.758-02),three

close: 4.408-02 seconds (sd:4.978-02), three far:3.01E-02 seconds (sd: 1.51E-02))

(Table 6-46 and Figure 6-15). A simple effects test indicated that when the social

presence was further away, consumers spent marginally more time in the aisle when there

was one person as compared to when there were three people (t (36) : -1.79,p < .10)

(Table 6-47). The results of the other simple effects tests were not significant (one close

versus three close: t (35) : -.87,p > .05; one close versus one far: t (34) : -I.5'7,p > .05;

three close versus three far: t (37) : - 1.08, p > .05). Thus, it appears that when the social

presence is close, the number of people in the aisle does not appear to impact the amount

of time consumers spend in the aisle.

In an effort to replicate the findings from Study One, the control group was added

to the design and a one-way ANOVA with social size (no one present, one person

present, three people present) as the independent variable and total time spent in the aisle

as the dependent variable, was conducted. The results indicated that social size did not

significantlypredict the amount of time consumers spent in the aisle (F (2,53): 1.08, p

> .20; control group mean :2.718-02 seconds (sd : 1.238-02)) (Table 6-48). Although

not consistent with Study One's results, which produced a marginally significant effect

between social size and total time, the absence of a significant difference emphasizes the
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importance of gaining a better understanding of how participants spend their time in the

aisle. This will be addressed momentarily.

As in Study One, an analysis was conducted to determine whether the amount of

time that consumers spent in the aisle impacted the amount of information they could

recall about the product display. Following the earlier study, a median split was

conducted on the transformed time data to create short time and long time conditions. A

one-way ANOVA was then conducted with the time data serving as the independent

variable and the amount of information participants recalled as the dependent variable.

Similar to Study One, results indicated that when consumers spent the least amount of

time in the aisle they were able to recall the most amount of information presented in the

product display (F (1, 63): 5.I2,p < .05, a2 : .06; means: short time :3.22 (sd : 1.70),

long time : 2.30 (sd : 1.46)) (Table 6-49). The fact that consumers were recalling more

information when they were in the aisle for a shorter period of time suggests that when

more time is spent in the aisle they are not devoting their attention to the display per se.

To understand how consumers do spend their time while in the aisle two new measures of

time are assessed.

The first new time measure that was observed was the pre-brand selection time.

This measure was used to represent the amount of time that consumers spent in the aisle

prior to choosing a brand of batteries. An ANOVA for this dependent variable with

social size and proximity as the independent variables also produced a marginally

significant interaction (F (1, 74) : 3.63, p < .07, r¡2 : .03; means (transformed): one close

: 4.588-02 seconds (sd : 2.038-02), one far : 7 .I3E-02 seconds (sd : 6.768-02), three

close : 5 .228-02 seconds (sd : 4.90E-02), three far : 3.7 5E-02 seconds (sd : 2.388-02))
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(Table 6-50 and Figure 6-16). Simple effects tests indicated that similar to findings

reported for total time, when the social presence was further away,participants spent

more pre-selection time in the aisle when there was one person versus three people (t (35)

: -2.02, p < .05) (Table 6-51); however, all of the other tests were not significant (one

close versus three close: t (36) : .40,p> .20; one close versus one far: t(34): -1.44,p>

.10; three close versus three far: t(37): -1.15, p > .20). Thus, once again, when the

social presence was close, consumers did not make a brand selection more quickly when

there was one person or three people present.

The other new time measure that was assessed in this study was the post-brand

selection time. This time measure referred to the amount of time that consumers

remained in the aisle after making their brand selection. An ANOVA of this dependent

variable did not produce any significant findings (F (1, 92¡ :2.72, p > .05) (Table 6-52).

Therefore, neither social size nor proximity influenced consumers' likelihood of staying

in the aisle longer or leaving the aisle earlier after the product was selected.

In summary, a social presence influences consumers' behaviours. Consumers are

more likely to monitor their selÊpresentation behaviours more when a social presence is

nearby as opposed to further away and/or when the social presence is large versus small.

Finally, distraction did not serve as a significant mediator of the relationship between

social presence characteristics and selÊpresentation behaviours.

VI. Discussion

The first objective of Study Two was to test the impact of social size and

proximity on consumers. Overall, the results of this study demonstrated that regardless

of the dependent variable, when a social presence was close to a consumer, the size of the
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social presence influenced how the consumer thought, felt and behaved. However, when

the social presence was further away, the size of the social presence had less of an impact

on the individual. Recapping the specific outcomes of interest, the results for emotions

indicated that consistent with predictions, consumers were happiest and felt the most

certain when a close social presence was small as compared to when it was large.

Conversely, when the close social presence was large, consumers felt more annoyed and

anxious than when it was small. However, when the social presence was further away,

the number of people in the social presence did not influence consumers' emotional

responses.

In terms of the impact of social size and proximity on consumers' cognitive

performance, results demonstrated that proximity moderated the influence of social size.

This pattern was similar to that found for emotions. The results demonstrated that a close

social presence impairs consumers' cognition more when it was small versus large;

however, when the social presence was further away, the number of people present did

not influence cognition.

Finally, the results for behaviours indicated that consumers were more likely to

manage their self-presentation behaviours by not interacting with a battery testing display

and selecting the most expensive/highest quality brand of batteries when a social

presence exists. Although, the hypothesized interaction between proximity and social

size did not occur for consumers' use of the battery testing display, the result may not be

all that surprising. When the control group was included into the analysis, the results

produced the same pattern that was found in Study One. In both studies, the results

indicated that it was not the size of the social presence when it was present that appeared
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to influence the participants' interaction with the tester display but rather it was the

presence (i.e., one or three people) versus the absence (i.e., no one present) of a social

influence that mattered most.

The second objective was to replicate the findings from Study One. When the

control group was included into the analysis of the present study, it produced the same

pattern for emotions that arose in Study One. A significant dif[erence was found in the

intensity of the emotions between no one and one person present and one person and

three people present, but there were no significant differences between the no one and the

three-person conditions. This robust finding is interesting because it is consistent with

the prediction that as the size of the social presence increases consumers experience a

decrease in positive emotions and an increase in negative emotions but it is inconsistent

with SIT's principle. Similarly, as mentioned above, the findings for behavioural

outcomes were also consistent with the earlier results. The only finding that was

inconsistent with Study One's results was the amount of information consumers recalled

about the product display. In the first study, consumers recalled significantly more

information when there was no one else present as compared to when there was a small

or large social presence; however, in Study Two there was no significant difference in the

amount of information recalled when there was no one present (control group) and the

small social presence. One explanation for this inconsistent finding may be related to the

environment in which the second experiment was conducted. Unlike Study One, which

was conducted in a large and busy University Bookstore, the present experiment was

conducted in a much smaller, significantly lower traffic student-run store in the Faculty
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of Management. The latter environment may have made it more difficult for the

participants to concentrate on the task at hand.

Another objective of Study Two was to test whether the pattern of emotions that

arose was the result of the group's activity as opposed to the group's size. To test which

mechanisms created the emotional response, datawas collected for an additional

condition, in which the large social presence did not interact. The results indicated that

consumers' emotional responses to the presence of a large social presence did not differ

when the social presence was interacting (i.e., talking amongst themselves) or not

interacting (i.e., avoided interacting amongst one another). The non-significant findings

lend support to the earlier proposition that the findings are influenced by social size as

opposed to the activity of the group.

This study also tested new measures to determine whether the crowding and

distraction created by the social presence mediated the dependent variables. The results

of the analysis indicated that, as predicted by the literature, overall, emotions appeared to

be driven by crowding. To gain a better understanding of the mechanism that drove the

results for cognition, crowding and distraction were tested as mediators. The results

demonstrated that although crowding mediated emotions it did not mediate cognition -

rather, cognition was mediated by distraction.

Finally, distraction was also utilized as a potential mediator for brand selection to

rule out the second alternative explanation that was forwarded in Study One. [n Chapter

Three it was proposed that consumers would purchase the most expensive/best quality

brand when a social presence existed in order to convey a positive impression (i.e., they

were not cheap). However, it was argued at the end of Study One that brand selection
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could actually be the outcome of the distraction the social presence created and this

distraction would make it difficult for consumers to process information about brand

alternatives. The results of this mediation analysis indicated that distraction was not a

significant mediator of the relationship between social characteristics and brand selection

and was therefore, ruled it out as the motivator for brand selection.

Clearly two of the three social sources, social size and proximity, identified by

SIT appear to influence individuals in the retail environment. In the next experiment, the

third social source, social strength, will be tested. The operationalization of this factor

will be achieved through the perceived similarity that exists between the consumer and

the social presence. The primary objective of the third study is to investigate the impact

of the proximity and perceived similarity of a social presence on a consumer in the

consumption context. A second objective is to again replicate earlier findings. Given

that both Study One and Study Two were field experiments, the nature of the studies

made it necessary to determine the confederates perceived similarity relative to the

participants. Thus, in the earlier studies, it was decided to use confederates that were

perceived to be similar to the participants, so, the replication from the earlier studies is

expected to occur in the similar cells, and the new component introduced in the third

study is the dissimilar social presence. The last objective of the third study is to conduct

mediation analysis to provide a more complete picture of the mechanisms that drive the

impact of a social presence. Distraction will again be tested as a mediator of social

presence characteristics and cognitive performance. In addition, it will also be

reanalyzed as apotential mediator of the relationship between social presence

characteristics and brand selection. Finally, in Chapter Three it was predicted that
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consumers would experience more intense positive emotions and less intense negative

emotions when another person was present because consumers would like the presence of

and be attracted to the other person if they shared similarities. Therefore, in Study Three,

anew factor, how consumers react to the social presence, is assessed and tested as a

potential mediator of the relationship between social presence characteristics and

consumers' emotions.
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Table 6-l

Factor Analysis of Emotion Items

Initial
Eigenvalues

Rotation
Sums of
Squared
Loadings

Component Total o/o of Cumulatrve
Variance %

%o of Cumulative
Variance %

Total

I
2
J

4
5

6
7

8

9

5.14
2.22
1.30
1.11

.83

.72

.63

.56

.54

.46

.39

.32

.29

.26

.24

34.26
14.83
8.65
7.40
5.55
4.83
4.17
3.76
3.57
3.04
2.61
2.rl
1.95
I.7 t
1.57

34.26
49.09
57.73
65.t3
70.68
75.51
79.68
83.43
87.01
90.0s
92.66
94.77
96.72
98.43
r00.00

3.49
2.42
2.r5
r.7 |

23.27
16.T4
14.32
TI.4O

23.27
39.41
53.73
65.13

10

t1
T2

13

T4

15

t76



Table 6-1 Continued

Varimax Rotated Component Matrix

nent

Anxious
Interest
Uneasy
Frustrated
Good
Annoy
Certain
Excited
Nervous
Sure
Uncomfortable
Happy
Self-conscious
Awkward
Confident

1

.68
7.808-03

.77

.t6
-.t2
.15

-.16
3.89E-02

.77
-.17
.68
-.15
.7t
.80
-.34

2

.18

.80
-L.9IE-02
-8.638-02

.60
-7.108-02

.13

.89
-3.248-02

.13

-5.538-02
.62
-.16
-.24
.r78

J

-.17
.11

-8.978-02
-.24
.19

-6.35F-02
.78

-2.208-02
-.31

.77
1.378-02

.30
-.31
-.17
.7t

4
2.30F-02
7.478-02
5.778-03

.82
-.25
.87

-4.418-02
3.478-02

.r2
-.15
.28
-.22
.13

.13
-.t7

Table 6-2

Coding Reliability

Behaviour Reliabilitv (%)

Tester
Brand

97.r
100

t77



Source

Table 6-3

Analysis of Variance for Social Size Manipulation

Sum of Degrees of Mean sieF-
StatisticFreedom

Social Size
Proximity
Social Size * Proximity
Error
Total
Corrected

91.30
.62
.42

33.1 1

543.00
130.14

.000

.198

.289

I
I
I

90
94
93

91.30
.62
.42
.37

248.20
1.68
t.t4

Source

Table 6-4

Analysis of Variance for Social Size with the Control Group Included

Sum of Degrees of Mean
Squares Freedom Square

F-Statistic sie

Social Size
Error
Total

144.36
s3.87
198.22

2
TI4
il6

72.18
.47

1s2.75 .000

Table 6-5

Post-hoc Tests for Social Size with the Control Group Included

df Sig. (2-tailed)

control vs. one
control vs. three
one vs. three

-3.47
-15.03
-t4.2s

rt4
tt4
114

.001

.000

.000

t78



Source

Iable 6-6

Analysis of Variance for Proximity Manipulation

Sum of Degrees of Mean F-
uares Freedom Square Statistic

Social Size
Proximity
Social Size * Proximity
Error
Total
Corrected

.21

110.62
3.348-02

102.97
971.89
2t4.29

.678

.000

.869

I
I
I

85
89
88

.21 .t7
110.62 91.31

3.348-02 .03
I.2T

Table 6-7

Analysis of Variance for Group Activity Manipulation

Sum of Degrees of Mean F-StatisticSource

Group Activity
Error
Total

uares Freedom

29.80
82.08
I I 1.88

I
7L

72

29.80
t.t6

25.78 .000
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Table 6-8

Means, Standard Deviations, and Cell Sizes

Dependent Proximity
Variable

Social Size

Control One-person Three-people

Happiness

Certainty

Annoyance

Anxiety

Control 4.79 (1.0)^ {23}o

Close

Far

Control 4.90 (1.32) {23\
Close

Far

Control 2.33 (1.55) {231

Close

Far

Control 3.09 (1.32) {22\

Close

Far

s.43 (.86) {22} 4.6r (.88) {24)
s.0s (.64) {24) s.02 (.ee) {23\

s.61 (.74) {23) 4.3s (r.46) {2sl
4.e0 (r.3e) {24\ 4.ee (r.07) {23\

1.08 (.2s) {23} 2.s2 (r.s4) {2s)
r.76 (1.21) {24) r.70 (.8s) {23}

2.07 (r.}s) {23\ 3.27 (r.64) {zsl
3.3e (1 .64) {24} 2.e7 (r.3s) {23]l
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Information
Recalled

Interaction with
Tester

Total Time
(seconds)

Pre-Selection
Time (seconds)

Post-Selection
Time (seconds)

Control

Close

Far

Control

CIose

Far

Control

Close

Far

Control

Close

Far

Control

Close

Fa¡

3.8e (t.4e) {23lì

2.rr (1J3) {241

2.48 (r.36) {2s}

2.6s (t.47) {23)

Table 6-8 Continued

Means, Standard Deviations, and Cell Sizes

Control

3.61 (1.es) {23}

One-person Three-people

.36 (.50) {1e}

2.718-02 (r.238-
02) {22)

3.328-02 (t.648-
02) {22\

.14 (8.248-02) {22}

.06 (.24) {221

.42 (.64) {22}

3.28E-02 (t.438-
02) {23ll

5.60F-02 (s.7sE-
02) {24)

.10 (.30) {23}

.26 (.s4) {22}

4.408-02
(4.e78-02) {zsll
3.018-02 (l.s1E-

02) {22)

4.70F-02 (2.03F-
02) {23ll

7.168-02 (6.768-
02) {241

s.228-02 (4.90E-
02) {2s}

3.7s8-02 (2.38E-
02) {22}

r.t4 (.14) {23lì

.22 (.16) {24)

.16 (.r4) {2s}

.r3 (.r2) {22}
u Standard deviations

r8l

Cell sizes



Table 6-9

Analysis of Variance for Happiness

Source Sum of Degrees of Mean F- Sig
Squares Freedom Square Statistic

Social Size 4.08 1 4.08 5.74 .019
Proximity 2.128-03 L 2.12F-03 .00 .957
Social Size * Proximiry 3.62 I 3.62 5.09 .027
Error 63.22 89 .71
Total 2402.94 93
Corrected 70.43 92

Means for Happiness

Control One-person Three-people

Control 4.79

Close

Far

5.43 4.61

5.05 5.02

r82



Figure 6-l

Happiness
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Table 6-10

Simple Effects Tests for Happiness

t df Sig. (2railed)

one close vs. three close 3.07 4t .004

t df Sie. (2-tailed')

one close vs. one far 1,.75 .087

Sie. (2-tailed)

three close vs. th¡ee far 1.50 .t41

t df Sig. (2-tailed)

one far vs. three far -.1 I 48 .9t6

t84



Table 6-11

Analysis of Variance for Happiness with the Control Group Included

Source Sum of Degrees of Mean F-Statistic Sig
Squares Freedom Square

Social Size 7.71 2 3.85 4.66 .013
Error 52.97 64 .83
Total 60.67 66

Table 6-12

Post-hoc Tests for Happiness with the Control Group Included

t df Sie. (2-tailed)

control vs. one
control vs. three

-2.27
.67

64
64

.027

.503

18s



Table 6-I3a

Analysis of Variance for Happiness
Test One for Mediation Analysis

Source Sum of Degrees of Mean F- Sig
Squares Freedom Square Statistic

Social Size 4.08 I 4.08 5.74 .019
Proximity 2.128-03 I 2.12F-03 .00 .957
Social Size * Proximity 3.62 I 3.62 5.09 .027
Error 63.22 89 .71

Total 2402.94 93
Corrected 70.43 92

Table 6-l3b

Analysis of Variance for Crowding
Test Two for Mediation Analysis

Source Sum of Degrees of Mean F- Sig
Squares Freedom Square Statistic

Social Size 15.28 L 15.28 11.06 .001

Proximity 8.08 I 8.08 5.85 .018
social size * Proximity 12.66 I 12.66 9.16 .003
Error 114.64 83 1.38

Total 1011.00 87

Corrected 150.16 86
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Table 6-L3c

Analysis of Variance for Happiness
Test Three for Mediation Analysis

Crowding
Social Size
Proximity
Social Size * Proximity
Error
Total
Corrected

Sum of Degrees of
Freedom

Mean
uare

2.63
L.t2
.47
.69
.69

F-
Statistic

3.83
1.64
.69
1.00

2.63
I.L2
.47
.69

54.85
2207.t3

62.08

I
I
I
1

80
85

84

.0s4

.204

.408

.320

187



Social Size

Figure 6-2

Mediation Analysis for Happiness
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Table 6-14

Analysis of Variance for Certainty

Sum of Degrees of Mean F- Sig
Squares Freedom Square Statistic

Social Size 8.84 1 8.84 5.83 .018
Proximity 9.808-02 I 9.808-02 .07 .800
social size x Proximity I 1.31 1 I 1.31 7 .46 .00g
Error 137.98 91 1.52
Total 2467.14 95
Corrected 156.69 94

Means for Certainty

Control One-person Three-people

Control 4.90

Close

Far

s.67 4.3s

4.90 4.99

t89



Figure 6-3

Certainty

E6
o<
lÀ¡

>.3
ah^

o
Êl

0

4.9
Ô-5-67

on* 
- :1:l?

one person

present

Social Size

three people
present

_ __J

190



Table 6-15

Simple Effects Tests for Certainty

t df Sie. Q-talled\

one close vs. three close 3.59 42 .001

Sie. (2-tailed)

one close vs. one far .034

df Sie. (2-tailed)

three close vs. three far 46 .096

df Sie. (2{ailed)

one far vs. th¡ee far 49 .820

df

2.r9 45

-t.70

-.23

r91



Table 6-16

Analysis of Variance for Certainty with the Control Group Included

Source Sum of Degrees of Mean F-Statistic Sig
Squares Freedom Square

Social Size 18.21 2 9.1 I 5.96 .004
Error 99.31 65 1.53

Total 117.53 67

Table 6-17

Post-hoc Tests for Certainty with the Control Group Included

t df Sig. (2{ailed)

control vs. one
control vs. three

-t.94
1.53

6s
65

.056

.132

t92



Table 16-18a

Analysis of Variance for Certainty
Test One for Mediation Analysis

Source Sum of Degrees of Mean F- Sig
Squares Freedom Square Statistic

Social Size 8.84 I 8.84 5.83 .018
Proximity 9.80E-02 I 9.808-02 .07 .800
SocialSize*Proximity 11.31 I 11.31 7.46 .008
Error 131.98 91 1.52
Total 2467.14 95
Corrected 156.69 94

Table 6-18b

Analysis of Variance for Crowding
Test Two for Mediation Analysis

Source Sum of Degrees of Mean F- Sig
Squares Freedom Square Statistic

Social Size 15.28 L 15.28 1 1.06 .001

Proximity 8.08 1 8.08 5.85 .018

Social Size x Proximity 12.66 | 12.66 9.16 .003

Error 114.64 83 1.38

Total 1011.00 87

Corrected 150.16 86
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Table 6-18c

Analysis of Variance for Certainty
Test Three for Mediation Analysis

Source Sum of Degrees of Mean F- Sig
Squares Freedom Square Statistic

Crowding 9.49 | 9.49 6.68 .012
Social Size 3.73 I 3.73 2.62 .109
Proximity .67 I .67 .47 .495
Social Size * Proximity 6.56 I 6.56 4.61 .035
Error 116.57 82 1.42
Total 2215.47 87
Corrected 147.46 86
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Figure 6-4

Mediation Analysis for Certainty
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Table 6-19

Analysis of Variance for Annoyance

Source Sum of Degrees of Mean F- Sig
Squares Freedom Square Statistic

Social Size 10.96 I 10.96 8.77 .004
Proximity .12 L .12 . t0 .7 57
Social Size * Proximity 13.08 I 13.08 10.47 .002
Error 112.43 90 1.25

Total 443.00 94
Corrected 135.55 93

Means for Annoyance

Control One-person Three-people

Control 2.33

Close

Far

1.08 2.52

1.76 r.70

1,96
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TabLe 6-20

Simple Effects Tests for Annoyance

t df Sie. (2-tailed)

one close vs. three close -4.02 42 .000

t df Sig. (2-tailed)

one close vs. one far -2.40 .02r

df Sie. (2-tailed)

three close vs. th¡ee far 2.26 .028

df Sig. (2{ailed)

one far vs. three far .21 48 .834

i98



Table 6-21

Analysis of Variance for Annoyance with the Control Group Included

Source Sum of Degrees of Mean F-Statistic Sig
Squares Freedom Square

Social Size 25.19 2 12.60 7.25 .001
Error I I 1.18 64 1.74
Total 136.37 66

Table 6-22

Post-hoc Tests for Annoyance with the Control Group Included

t df Sis. (2-tailed\

control vs. one
control vs. th¡ee

3.0s
-.5 I

64
64

.003

.612

t99



Source

Table 6-23a

Analysis of Variance for Annoyance
Test One for Mediation Analysis

Sum of Degrees of
Freedom

F-
Statistic

Sig

Social Size
Proximity
Social Size * Proximity
Error
Total
Corrected

uares

10.96
.12

13.08

112.43
443.00
13s.55

.004

.757

.002

I
I
I

90
94
93

r0.96
.12

13.08
r.2s

8.77
.10

10.47

Source

Table 6-23b

Analysis of Variance for Crowding
Test Two for Mediation Analysis

Sum of Degrees of Mean sie
Squares Freedom Square

F-
Statistic

Social Size
Proximity
Social Size * Proximity
Error
Total
Corrected

t5.28
8.08
12.66

114.64
1011.00
r50.16

.001

.018

.003

I
I
I

83

87
86

t5.28
8.08
12.66

1.38

I r.06
5.85
9.16
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Table 6-23c

Analysis of Variance for Annoyance
Test Three for Mediation Analysis

Source Sum of Degrees of Mean F- Sig
Squares Freedom Square Statistic

Crowding 5.03 1 5.03 4.01 .049
Social Size 5.14 I 5.14 4.10 .046
Proximity 5.51E-02 t 5.51E-02 .04 .834
Social Size * Proximity 7.80 1 7.80 6.22 .015
Error 101.50 81 1.25
Total 419.50 86
Corrected 129.22 85
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Social Size

Figure 6-6

Mediation Analysis for Annoyance
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lable 6-24

Analysis of Variance for Anxiety

Source Sum of Degrees of Mean F- Sig
Squares Freedom Square Statistic

Social Size 5.96 l, 5.96 3.12 .081
Proximity 3.45 I 3.45 1.81 .182
Social Size * Proximity 15.08 I 15.08 7.89 .006
Error 170.17 89 1.91

Total 1022.47 93
Corrected 192.46 92

Means for Arxiety

Control One-person Three-people

Control 3.09

Close

Far

2.07 3.39

3.27 2.97
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Table 6-25

Simple Effects Tests for Anxiety

t df Sie. Q-talled)

one close vs. three close -3.60 42 .001

df Sie. (2-tailed)

one close vs. one far -2.80 .007

df Sie. (2-tailed)

three close vs. three far 1.09 45 .283

df Sie. (2-tailed)

one far vs. three far .69 47 .493

20s



Table 6-26

Analysis of Variance for Anxiety with the Control Group lncluded

Source Sum of Degrees of Mean F-Statistic Sig
Squares Freedom Square

Social Size 22.28 2 11.14 7.32 .001
Error 94.42 62 1.52

Total 116.70 64

Table 6-27

Post-hoc Tests for Anxiety with the Control Group Included

t df Sig. (2-tailed)

control vs. one 3.I7
control vs. th¡ee -.23

62
62

.002

.819
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Table 6-28a

Analysis of Variance for Anxiety
Step One for Mediation Analysis

Source Sum of Degrees of Mean F- Sig
Squares Freedom Square Statistic

Social Size 5.96 I 5.96 3.12 .081
Proximity 3.45 L 3.45 l.gt .tgz
Social Size * Proximiry 15.08 1 15.08 7.99 .006
Error 170.17 89 1.91

Total 1022.47 93
Corrected 192.46 92

Table 6-28b

Analysis of Variance for Crowding
Test Two for Mediation Analysis

Source Sum of Degrees of Mean F- Sig
Squares Freedom Square Statistic

Social Size 1.5.28 I 15.28 11.06 .001
Proximity 8.08 I 8.08 5.85 .018
Social Size * Proximity 12.66 I 12.66 9.16 .003
Error 114.64 83 1.38

Total 1011.00 87
Corrected 150.16 86
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Table 6-28c

Analysis of Variance for Anxiety
Test Three for Mediation Analysis

Source Sum of Degrees of Mean F- Sig
Squares Freedom Square Statistic

Crowding 8.26 I 8.26 4.43 .038
Social Size 2.39F-02 | 2.398-02 .01 .910
Proximity 8.63 I 8.63 4.63 .034
Social Size * Proximity 6.49 I 6.49 3.48 .066
Error 151.01 82 1.86

Total 977.75 87
Corrected 186.66 86
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Figure 6-8

Mediation Analysis for Anxiety
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lable 6-29

Analysis of Variance for Recall of Product Display Information

Source Sum of Degrees of Mean F- Sig
Squares Freedom Square Statistic

Social Size 4.40 1 4.40 1.80 .173
Proximity 15.19 I 15.19 6.51 .012
Social Size * Proximity 22.35 I 22.35 9.60 .003
Error 211.93 91 2.33
Total 940.00 95
Corrected 250.L5 94

Means Recall of Product Display Information

Control One-person Three-people

Control 3.61

Close

Far

3.89 2.48

z.LL 2.65
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Table 6-30

Simple Effects Tests for Recall of Product Display Information

t df Sig. (2-tailed)

one close vs. three close 3.29 42 .002

df Sie. (2-tailed)

one close vs. one far 3.68 45 .001

df Sig. (2-tailed)

th¡ee close vs. th¡ee far -.42 .67 5

df Sig. (2-tailed)

one far vs. three far -1.20 .23649
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Table 6-31

Recall of Product Display Information with the Control Group Included

Source Sum of Degrees of Mean F-Statistic Sig
Squares Freedom Square

Social Size 24.97 2 12.48 4.82 .011

Error 168.27 65 2.59
Total 193.24 67

Table 6-32

Post-hoc Tests for Recall of Product Display Information with the
Control Group Included

t df Sig. (2tailed)

control vs. one -.49
control vs. three 2.43

6s
65

.625

.018

2t3



Table 6-33a

Analysis of Variance for Recall of Product Display Information
Test One for Mediation Analysis

Source Sum of Degrees of Mean F- Sig
Squares Freedom Square Statistic

Social Size
Proximity

4.40 I 4.40 1.89 .173
1s.19 I 15.19 6.52 .0t2

21r.93 91 2.33
940.00 9s
250.15 94

Social Size * Proximity 22.35 I 22.35 9.60 .003
Error
Total
Corrected

Table 6-33b

Analysis of Variance for Crowding
Test Two for Mediation Analysis

Source Sum of Degrees of Mean F- Sig
Squares Freedom Square Statistic

Social Size 15.28 I 15.28 11.06 .001

Proximity 8.08 I 8.08 5.85 .018

Social size * Proximity 12.66 I 12.66 9.16 .003

Error 114.64 83 1.38

Total l0l 1.00 87

Corrected i50.16 86

2t4



Table 6-33c

Analysis of Variance for Recall of Product Display Information
Test Three for Mediation Analysis

Source Sum of Degrees of Mean F- Sig
Squares Freedom Square Statistic

Crowding .54 I .54 .26 .612
Social Size .21 I .21 .10 .752
Proximity 20.02 I 20.02 9.53 .003
Social Size * Proximity 11.74 I 11.74 5.59 .020
Error 1,72.38 82 2.10
Total 831.00 87

Corrected 206.99 86
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Figure 6-10
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Table 6-34a

Analysis of Variance for Recall of Product Display Information
Test One for Mediation Analysis

Source Sum of Degrees of Mean F- Sig
Squares Freedom Square Statistic

Social Size
Proximity

4.40 r 4.40 1.89 .173
1s.19 r 15.19 6.s2 .012

2tt.93 9t 2.33
940.00 95
250.1,5 94

Social Size * Proximity 22.35 1, 22.35 9.60 .003
Error
Total
Corrected

Table 6-34b

Analysis of Variance for Distraction
Test Two for Mediation Analysis

Source Sum of Degrees of Mean F- Sig
Squares Freedom Square Statistic

Social Size 19.104 I 19.104 8.516 .004
Proximity 9.161 I 9.161 4.084 .046
Social Size * Proximity 23.743 I 23.743 10.585 .002
Error 204.125 91 2.243

Total 1081.000 95

Corrected 249.832 94
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Table 6-34c

Analysis of Variance for Recall of Product Display Information
Test Three for Mediation Analysis

Source Sum of Degrees of Mean F- Sig
Squares Freedom Square Statistic

Distraction 26.1,47 | 26.147 12.667 .001
Social Size .261 1, .261 .126 .723
Proximity 7.578 | 7.578 3.671 .059
Social Size * Proximity 7.976 I 7.976 3.864 .052
Error 185.778 90 2.064
Total 940.000 95
Corrected 250.147 94

2t8



Figure 6-11

Mediation Analysis for Recall of Product Display Information
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Source

Table 6-35

Analysis of Variance for Self-Presentation Behaviour
(lnteraction with the Battery Testing Display)

Sum of Degrees of Mean F- Sig
Squares Freedom Square Statistic

Social Size 6.798-02 | 6.798-02 .29 .594
Proximity 1.37 I l.3l 5.16 .019
Social Size x Proximity .17 I .17 .71 .402
Error 19.70 83 .24
Total 153.00 87
Corrected 21,,.40 86

Means for SelÊPresentation Behaviour (Interaction with the Battery Testing Display)

Control One-person Three-people

Control .36

Close

Far

.06

.42

.10

.26
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Figure 6-1.2

SelÊPresentation Behaviour (Interaction with the Battery Testing Display)
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lable 6-36

Self-Presentation Behaviour with the Control Group Included
(Interaction with the Battery Testing Display)

Source Sum of Degrees of Mean F-Statistic Sig
Squares Freedom Square

Social Size .78 2 .39 3.16 .052
Error 5.96 48 .12
Total 6.75 50

Table 6-37

Post-hoc Tests for Self-Presentation Behaviour with the Control Group Úrcluded
(lnteraction with the Battery Testing Display)

t df Sig. (2-tatled)

control vs. one
control vs. three

2.29
2.15

48
48

.027

.036
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Source

Table 6-38

Ordinal Regression for SelÊPresentation Behaviour (Brand Selection)

Estimate SE Wald df Sig

Social Size
Proximity
Social Size * Proximity

r.74
.96

-l.8t

.70

.60

.93

6.23
2.55
3.81

.013

.1 10

.0sl
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Figure 6-13

Self-Presentation Behaviour (Brand Selection)
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Table 6-39

Simple Regression Tests for SelÊPresentation Behaviour (Brand Selection)

Estimate SE Wald df Sig

one close vs. three close 1.75 .70 6.21 .013

Source Estimate SE Wald sie

one far vs. three far -6.69F-02 .913.01.61

Estimate SE Wald df Sig

one close vs. one far .91 .60 2.6r .106

Source Estimate SE Wald df sig

three close vs. three far .70-.84 r.42 .234
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Table 6-40

Chi-Square Analysis for SelÊPresentation Behaviour with the Control Group Included
(Brand Selection)

Value Sig. (2-sided)df

Brand

Table 6-41,

SelÊPresentation Behaviour Frequency with the Control Group Included
(Brand Selection)

Social Size Total

DuracellÆnergizer
RayovacÆanasonic
Chateau/Classics

No one present One person present

8

4
1t

Th¡ee people
present

2L 42
210
2t9

13

4
6

7l252323Total
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Table 6-42.1

Group Activity for Happiness

Activity Mean t df Sig. (2-tailed)

Not interacting 4.42
Interacting 4.6I -.75 48 .458

Table 6-42.2

Group Activity for Certainty

Activity Mean t df Sig. (2-tailed)

Not interacting 4.63
Interacting 4.35 .77 49 .447

Table 6-42.3

Group Activity for Annoyance

Activity Mean t df Sie. (2-tailed)

Not interacting 2.33
lnteracting 2.52 -.46 49 .645

Table 6-42.4

Group Activity for Anxiety

Activity Mean t df Sie. Q-tarled)

Not interacting 3.41
lnteractins 3.33 .23 49 .823
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Table 6-43

Group Activity for Recall of Product Display Information

Activity Mean t df Sie. (2-tailed)

Not interacting
Interacting

3.38
2.46 1.97 48 .0s4

Table 6-44.1

Group Activity for Self-Presentation Behaviour (Brand Selection)

Value df Sis. (2-sided)

Pearson Chi-Square 5.642 .060

Table 6-44.2

Frequency for SelÊPresentation Behaviour (Brand Selection)

Brand Social Size Total
Not Interacting Interacting

DuracellÆnergizer 14

RayovacÆanasonic 3

Chatear¡/Classics 9

Total 26 24

Table 6-44.3

Group Activity for Self-Presentation Behaviour
(Interaction with Battery Testing Display)

Activity Mean t df Sie. (2-tailed)

34
5

11

20
2

2

50

Not interacting
Interacting

.31

.10 1.59 45 .1 19
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Table 6-45a

Ordinal Regression for SelÊPresentation Behaviour (Brand Selection)
Test One for Mediation Analysis

Source Coeffrcient SE V/ald df Sie.

Social Size 1.74 .70 6.23 I .013

Proximity .96 .60 2.55 I .110
Social Size * Proximity -1.81 .93 3.81 1 .051

Source

Table 6-45b

Analysis of Variance for Distraction
Test Two for Mediation Analysis

Sum of Degrees of Mean F- Sig
Squares Freedom Square Statistic

Social Size 19.10 I 19.10 8.52 .004
Proximity 9.16 | 9.16 4.08 .046
Social Size * Proximity 23.74 L 23.74 10.59 .002
Error 204.13 9L 2.24
Total 1081.00 95

Corrected 249.83 94
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Source

Table 6-45c

Ordinal Regression for Self-Presentation Behaviour (Brand Selection)
Test Three for Mediation Analysis

Coefficient SE Wald df Sie.

Distraction
Social Size
Proximity
Social Size * Proximity

.60
1.60
1.78
-1.s9

.50

.60

.67

.83

r.45
7.07
6.96
3.74

.229

.008

.008

.053

I
1

I
I
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Social Size

Figure 6-14
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Table 6-46

Analysis of Variance for Total Time Spent in Aisle

Sum of Degrees of Mean F- Sig
Squares Freedom Square Statistic

Social Size 8.95E-04 I 8.958-04 .53 .468
Proximity 4.708-04 I 4.708-04 .28 .599
Social Size * Proximity 6.llE-03 I 6.11E-03 3.64 .060
Error .12 71 1.68E-03
Total .26 75
Corrected .13 74

Means for Total Time Spent in the Aisle

Control One-person Three-people

Control 2.718-02

Close

Far

3.288-02 4.40F-02

s.60F-02 3.01E-02
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Figure 6-15

Total Time Spent in the Aisle
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Table 6-47

Simple Effects Tests for Total Time Spent in Aisle

t df Sie. Q-tatled\

one close vs. three close -.87 35 .389

Sie. (2{ailed)

one close vs. one far -1.57 .126

df Sig. (2tailed)

three close vs. three far - 1.08 37 .289

df Sig. (2-tailed)

one far vs. three far -r.79 .081
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Iable 6-48

Analysis of Variance for Total Time Spent in the Aisle with the Control Group lncluded

Source Sum of Degrees of Mean F-Statistic Sig
Squares Freedom Square

Social Size 4.568-03 2 2.28E-03 1.08 .348
Error .l l 51 2.12F-03
Total .1 1 53
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Table 6-49

Analysis of Variance for Recall of Product Display Information

Source Sum of Degrees of Mean F-Statistic Sig
Squares Freedom Square

Total Time 13.21 1, 13.21 5.12 .027
Error 159.90 62 2.58
Total I73.ll 63
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Table 6-50

Analysis of Variance for Pre-Brand Selection Time

MeanSum of Degrees of
Freedom uare

F- Sig
Statistic

Social Size
Proximity
Social Size * ProximitY
Error
Total
Corrected

3.498-03
5.518-04
7.47F-03

.15
_36

.t6

1

I
I

7L

75
74

3.498-03
5.518-04
7.47F.03
2.06F-03

r.70
.27

3.63

.197

.606

.061

Means for Pre-Brand Selection Time

Control One-person Three-PeoPle

Control

Close

Far

3.328-02

4.588-02

7.t38-02

5.228-02

3.158-02
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Figure 6-16
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Table 6-51

Simple Effects Tests for Pre-Brand Selection Time

t df Sig. (2-tailed)

one close vs. th¡ee close -.40 36 .689

Sig. (2-tailed)

one close vs. one far -r.44 34 .160

df Sig. (2tailed)

three close vs. three far -1.15 37 .256

df Sig. (2-tailed)

one far vs. th¡ee far -2.02 35 .05i
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Table 6-52

Analysis of Variance for Post-Brand Selection Time

Sum of Degrees of Mean F- Sig
Squares Freedom Square Statistic

Social Size 2.078-02 I 2.078-02 1.07 .305
Proximity l.l4E-02 I 1.1,4F-02 .59 .446
Social Size x Proximity 5.288-02 I 5.288-02 2.72 .103
Error 1.38 71 1.94F-02
Total 3.53 75

Corrected 1.47 74
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CHAPTER SEVEN

STUDY THREE

This chapter presents the last of three field experiments that investigated the

impact of social presence characteristics on consumers. The present study investigated

the impact of proximity and perceived similarity on consumer emotions, cognitive

performance, and selÊpresentation behaviours. As in the preceding chapters, this chapter

is divided into seven sections including: research design, study participants and product,

independent variable manipulations, procedure, manipulation checks and dependent

variables, results, and discussion.

I. Research Design

The third study tested Hl0-H12. The design of this study was a 2 þroximity:

close versus far) x 2 (perceived similarity: similar versus dissimilar) + 1 (control group)

between-subjects factorial design. In the control group condition, participants made their

product selection in the absence ofa social presence.

II. Participants and Product

Participants

One hundred and ten undergraduate students (males :40, females: 70; mean age

:20.1) participated in exchange for a $10 honorarium. This research received human

ethics approval.

Product

One package of four AA batteries was again purchased in this experiment and the

same six different brands used in Study Two (i.e., Duracell, Energizer, Rayovac,
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Panasonic, Chateau, and Classics) were displayed in a low-traffic aisle of the Commerce

Connection.

III. Independent Variables

Manipulation of Proximity

Social presence was again achieved through the use of a confederate who

pretended to be a shopper (either one female or one male). As in Study Two, the

proximity manipulation was achieved by situating the confederate in the designated aisle

either two feet (close) or eight feet (far) away from the display where the participants

would come to make their purchase selection.

Manipulation of Perceived Similarity

In this research, the type of perceived similarity that was manipulated was

visually noticeable (i.e., dress wear): in the similar condition the confederate was dressed

like a typical student from the participant population, whereas in the dissimilar condition,

the confederate was dressed in a more alternative manner (e.g., nose rings, dark clothes,

non-traditional hairstyles). This type of manipulation was chosen for two reasons. First,

this research was interested in the effects of a mere social presence; therefore, no

interaction could occur between the participants and the confederate. In the absence of

an interaction, participants would be limited to the external characteristics. The use of

external characteristics as sources for perceived similarity manipulations is not new to the

marketing literature. For example, in marketing word-of-mouth, referral behaviours were

influenced by external similarities such as age (Brown and Reingen 1,987; Gilly et al.,

1998). Second, in the past, researchers found that dress-wear was sufficient in creating a

strength manipulation (Jackson and Latané 1981; Williams and Williams 1989). In one
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study, social strength was manipulated by having confederates dress either neat and

professional (i.e., high strength) or sloppy and unprofessional (i.e., low strength;

V/illiams and Williams 1989). Finally, dress-wear was considered a relevant and salient

characteristic for the population of interest.

IV. Procedure

The procedure for this experiment was the same as that described in Study Two.

Participants again completed the self-monitoring scale and indicated their gendet, age)

and student status. Age and student status did not influence any of the findings, and selÊ

monitoring did not impact the participants' behaviours; therefore, these factors will not

be discussed further. However, gender was significant for two of the emotions and will

be discussed in the appropriate sections.

V. Manipulation Checks and Dependent Variable Measures

Manipulation Checks

Proximity. The same questions from Study Two were used to determine the

effectiveness of the proximity manipulation. Participants indicated on three seven-point

scales the extent to which the social presence was close/far, near/distant, and next to

melaway from me. These items were agaíncombined to form an overall measure of

proximity (a: .92).

Perceived Símilarity. Participants responded to the five seven-point scale items

used in the pre-test that asked them how similar they perceived the social presence to be

to them using the following anchors: not at all similar/very similar, not at all alike/very

alike, not at all comparablelvery comparable, not at all similar in dress-wearlvery similar
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in dress-wear, and not at all similar in style/very similar in style. These five items were

combined to form an overall index of perceived similarity (o:.8a).

Control Group. As in the earlier studies, the participants in the control group

made their purchase selection in the absence of a social presence but completed the same

questionnaire as those participants in the manipulated conditions. The purpose of this

group was to establish a baseline of how the participants would react in a situation in

which no social presence existed.

Dependent Variables

Emotions. Participants were asked to indicate how they felt during their shopping

experience on the same scale items used in the previous studies (see Appendix N). Also

included in the battery of emotions were three new measures that asked participants to

indicate the extent to which they felt rushed (not at all rushed/very rushed), hurried (not

at all hurried/very hurried), and pressured (not at all pressured/very pressured). These

new items were included in the battery of affect measures to determine whether a social

presence made consumers feel rushed and if this influenced the other dependent variables

of interest. Factor analysis of all of the emotion items indicated that they were related to

five underlying dimensions (67.8Yo of variartce explained) (Table 7-l). The items were

combined to form five separate indicesj two positive emotions, happiness (o: .78) and

certainty (o: .71), two negative emotions, annoyance (r: .26,p < .01) and anxiety (o:

.84), and time pressure (o: .S5). )). Follow-up confirmatory factor analysis revealed that

the five-factor model of emotions fit the best (one-factor model: f çtlS¡ : 528.89, P <

.001, CFI: .90, TLI: .88, RMSEA: .16; two-factor model (positive versus negative

and time pressure): f ltl+¡:409.48,p < .001, CFI: .93,TLI: .9r, RMSEA -- .13;

244



three-factor model (positive versus negative versus time pressurQ: f (32):309.82, p <

.001, CFI : .96,TLI : .94, RMSEA : .11; five-factor model: ^f ltZS¡:2I6.64,p < .001,

CFI : .98, TLI : .97,RMSEA : .08). Additional It diff"r"n"e tests lent further support

to the finding that the five-factor model fit the data the best (one-factor vs. five-factor: 12

difference test (10) :312.25,p < .001; two-factor vs. five-factor: f difference test (9) :

I92.84,p <.001; three-factor vs. five-factor: f difference test (7):93.18, p <.001).

Cognition. Cognition was again assessed by the amount of correct information

consumers could recall about the product display (i.e., brand availability and

corresponding prices). To code this variable, the number of brands and corresponding

prices that were correctly remembered were totalled to serve as an overall indicator of

recall.

Behaviours. The behaviours observed in Study Two that were again recorded in

the present study, using two hidden cameras, included: the brand consumers selected

(Duracell and Energizet : I, Rayovac and Panasonic:2, and Chateau and Classics : 3)

and the amount of time consumers spent in the aisle (total time, pre-brand selection time,

and post-brand selection).

Two coders worked independently to code the footage recorded on the camera

(see Appendix O). No discrepancies were reported in the coding (i.e., reliability between

the two coders was 100% (Table 7-2)).

Additional Measures for Mediation Analysis

As in Study Two, additional measures were taken to determine the presence of

potential mediators. In this study, distraction was again assessed through the use of

thought listings. Participants were provided with a few minutes to list all of the thoughts
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they had while making their purchase selection. The total number of thoughts related to

the purchase decision was totalled to serve as an overall indicator of distraction. The

distraction variable was used for two different mediation analyses. First, it was expected

that when consumers become distracted and, therefore, had fewer thoughts related to the

purchase, they would not be able to recall as much information about the product display

as compared to if they were not distracted. Thus, it was tested as a mediator of social

presence characteristics and cognition. Second, distraction was again tested as a potential

mediator of the relationship between social presence characteristics and brand selection

to demonstrate the robust findings from Study Two.

In addition to distraction, one other potential mediator that was assessed was how

the consumer reacted to the social presence. This potential mediator was measured using

two items (was attracted to the other person/people in the aisle and liked the presence of

the other person/people) on seven-point scales with the anchor: not at alUvery much,

which were combined to form an overall reactions to the social presence index (r : -22, p

< .05). The purpose of this variable was to determine whether consumers' reactions to

the social presence mediated the relationship between social presence characteristics and

positive and negative emotions.

Finally, it should be noted that crowding was not included as a potential mediator

because there were no theoretical basis to predict that it would play a role in impacting

the relationship between social presence characteristics and the emotional outcomes in

this study.
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VI. Results

Preliminary Analyses. The manipulation of proximity was efflective. An

ANOVA with a measure of the social presence's perceived distance as the dependent

variable, and proximity and perceived similarity as the two independent factors showed

only a main effect for proximity (F (1,80): 57.19, p < .001, ro2 : .41; means: close :

1.66 (sd : 1.06), far:3.57 (sd : 1.17)) (Table 7 -3). Participants reported that a social

presence that was next to them was significantly closer than a social presence that was

located further down the aisle.

The manipulation of perceived similarity was also successful. An ANOVA with a

measure of the similarity the participant perceived between them and the social presence

as the dependent variable, and proximity and perceived similarity as the two independent

variables only produced a main effect for perceived similarity (F (1, 88) : 6.78, p < .05,

r¡2 : .06; means: similar: 3.30 (sd : .87), dissimilar :2.76 (sd : 1.05)) (Table 7-a).

Thus, participants indicated that they perceived a social presence that was dressed as a

typical student to be more similar to them one that was dressed more altematively.

Tesß of Hypotheses.In this section, tests of H10 -HI2 arepresented. The mean

scores, the standard deviations, and the cell sizes are presented in Table 7-5.

Emotions

Happiness. H10 predicted that consumers would be happier when a close social

presence was perceived to be similar to them as opposed to dissimilar. However, when

the social presence was further away, the perceived similarity between the social

presence and the consumer was not expected to influence how happy consumers felt.

Consistent with the hypothesis, an ANOVA with proximity and perceived similarity as
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independent variables and happiness as the dependent variable revealed a significant

interaction (F (1, 88) : 5.84, p < .05, r¡2 : .05; means: close and similar: 5.01 (sd : .79),

close and dissimilar :4.26 (sd: 1.20), far and similar:4.68 (sd: 1.17), far and

dissimilar :5.02 (sd: 1.06)) (Table 7-6 and Figure 7-I). A simple effects test showed

that, as predicted, participants were happier when there was a similar social presence in

close proximity as compared to when the social presence was perceived to be dissimilar (t

(43):2.46,p < .05) (Table 7-7). Thus, they appeared to enjoy the presence of a similar

close other more than someone who was dressed differently.

A second simple effects test indicated that, as expected, when the social presence

was located further away, there was no significant difference in the intensity of happiness

consumers experienced regardless of the social presence's perceived similarity to the

consumers (t (42) : -I.02, p > .20)- Stated differently, participants reported feeling the

same intensity of happiness when the social presence was further away regardless of

whether the social presence was perceived to be similar or dissimilar.

Finally, to provide a comprehensive reporting of the impact of proximity and

perceived similarity on the intensity of happiness, two more simple effects were

conducted. Results indicated that participants did not experience different intensities of

happiness when the social presence was perceived to be similar and was close as opposed

to further away (t (4L) : 1.10, p > .20). Although, more happiness was experienced when

a dissimilar social presence was further away as compared to when it was close by (t (44)

: -2.28, p < .05). This finding is not surprising given that the consumers did not appear

to feel good when a dissimilar social presence was close to them as compared to a similar

other.
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In an effort to replicate the results of the earlier studies, a control group was added

to the design. An independent-samples t-test was then conducted that compared the

control group means to the similar close condition means (the same condition that was

used in both Study One and Study Two) for happiness. Results of the t-test indicated that

consumers were happier when the similar social presence was within close proximity as

compared to when a social presence did not exist (t (41):3.15, p < .01; control group

mean :4.15 (sd: .96)) (Table 7-8). This finding is consistent with earlier results and

indicates the robustness of the finding.

In Chapter Three it was suggested that consumers would be happier when there

was a social presence that was close and similar because as social beings, we like the

presence of others who share cornmon characteristics. To determine the extent to which

consumers' reactions to a social presence mediated the above-mentioned f,rndings,

additional analysis was conducted. Following the procedure outlined in Baron and

Kenny (1986), results indicated that the first condition for mediation was met. An

ANOVA with proximity and perceived similarity as independent variables and happiness

as the dependent variable revealed a significant interaction (F (i, 88) : 5.84 p < .05)

(Table 7-9a). To test the second condition, another ANOVA was conducted with

proximity and perceived similarity as the independent variables and the mediator,

consumers' reactions to the social presence, as the dependent variable. Results of this

analysis produced a significant interaction as well (F (1, 88¡ :4.6n, p < 05) (Table 7-9b);

therefore, the second condition for mediation was satisfied. Finally, the last test

provided evidence for mediation because the inclusion of consumers' reactions to the

social presence as a covariate was a significant predictor of happiness (F ( l, 88) : 5.72, p
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< .05), whereas the significant interaction between proximity and perceived similarity

disappeared (F (1, 88): 3.66,p <.60) (Table 7-9c) (Figurc7-2). Therefore, it appears

that consumers' reaction to the social presence mediates the relationship between social

presence characteristics and happiness.

Certainty. The second positive emotion of interest was certainty. This emotion

was expected to produce similar findings as those for happiness. In an ANOVA that

tested the impact of proximity and perceived similarity on certainty, a similar interaction

to the one described for happiness occurred (F (1, 88) : 6.58, p < .05, co2 : .06; means:

close and similar: 5.59 (sd: 1.02), close and dissimtlar:4.70 (sd: 1.37), far and

similar :4.94 (sd: 1.13), far and dissimilar: 5.30 (sd: 1.06)) (Table 7-10 and Figure

7-3). Again consistent with Hl0, the results of a simple effects test indicated that

participants felt marginally more certain when the social presence was close and similar

as compared to when it was dissimilar (t (43): 1.80, p < .08) (Table 7-ll)- Therefore, it

can be said that the close presence of someone who appears different from the consumer

creates a sense of uncertaintY.

ln contrast, a second simple effects test showed that when the social presence was

further away,perceived similarity had a marginal impact on certainty ((aÐ: -1.84, p <

.08). Thus, when the social presence is'dressed differently than the consumer but is

located further away,consumers experienced slightly more certainty than when the social

presence is dressed in a similar way.

The remaining two simple effects tests were also conducted. The results of the

first test indicated that participants experienced more certainty when the social presence

was close and similar as compared to when it was further away (t (41) :2.12, p < .01). It
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appears that a similar close social presence increases one's confidence more than if the

social presence is not close by. The second simple effects test demonstrated that

proximity did not appear to matter when the social presence was dissimilar (t (44): -

1.01, p > .05). ln other words, regardless of whether a dissimilar social presence was

close to the consumer or further away,the consumer still experienced the same level of

certainty.

Again, in an effort to replicate the findings from the earlier studies, the control

group was compared to the close similar social presence condition to determine wheiher

or not the two conditions elicited significantly different amounts of certainty. Results of

an independent-samples t-test revealed that consumers reported experiencing

significantly more intense certainty when in the presence of another person as compared

to when they were by themselves (i.e., no social presence; t (41) : 3.13, p < .01; control

group mean :4.49 (sd: 1.21)) (Table 7-12). As with happiness, this finding is

consistent with the findings from Study One and Study Two.

Finally, although no hypothesis was forwarded, when gender was included in an

ANOVA with proximity and social size, it produced a main effect (F (l' 88¡ : 7 '17,p <

.01; means: females :4.94,males :5.52). These results demonstrate that males felt

more certain when there was a social pfesence aS compared to females.

Armoyance. H1l predicted that consumers would experience more intense

annoyance when they were in close proximity to a dissimilar social presence as compared

to a similar social presence, but when the social presence was further away,similarity

was not expected to influence their intensity of annoyance. To test this hypothesis, an

ANOVA with proximity and perceived similarity as the independent variables, and
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annoyance as the dependent variable was conducted. Consistent with expectations, the

results produced an interaction between proximity and perceived similarity (F (1, 88¡ :

5.85 p < .05, ro2 : .05; means: close and similar : 1.25 (sd : .67), close and dissimilar :

I32 (sd: .95), far and similar: 1.48 (sd: 1.13), far and dissimllar: L.l7 (sd: 1.06))

(Table 7 -I3 and Figure 7 -4). To gain a better understanding of the interaction, a simple

effects test was conducted to test the means for the two close proximity conditions. The

results of this analysis indicated that, as predicted, consumers were marginally more

annoyed when a dissimilar social presence was in close proximity as compared to when a

similar presence was close by (t (a3): -1.90, p: .06) (Table 7-14).

A second simple effects test was conducted to determine the impact that a social

presence has on consumers' emotions when it is further away but varies in perceived

similarity. The results of this test showed that when the social presence was eight feet

away, the perceived similarity of the social presence did not influence how annoyed

participants felt (t (42):1.51, p > .10). Thus, consistent with expectations, consumers

appear to experience the same level of annoyance when the social presence is further

away regardless of whether it is perceived to be similar or dissimilar to the consumer.

The remaining two simple effects were also conducted to provide a

comprehensive summary of the results. The findings of the first test indicated that

consumers were more annoyed when the social presence was dissimilar and in close

proximity ¿rs compared to when it was further away (t (44) :2.59, p < .05). It appears

that consumers do not appear to enjoy the presence of a close dissimilar other. Finally,

the hndings from the second test demonstrated that when the social presence was similar,

consumers experienced the same intensity of annoyance regardless of the proximity (t
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(41) : -.94,p> .20). This suggests that regardless of whether the social presence was

next to the consumer or further down the aisle, when the social presence was perceived to

be similar, consumers experienced the same intensity of annoyance-

Additional analysis was again conducted to determine whether or not the pattern

of means for annoyance replicated that of Studies One and Two. This led to the control

group condition being compared to the similar close social presence condition in an

independent-samples t-test. Results of this analysis demonstrated that consumers

reported feeling more annoyed when a social presence did not exist versus when someone

else was present (t (41) : -3.26,p : .01; control group mean :2.00 (sd: '84)) (Table 7-

15). This finding is consistent with the results from the earlier studies.

Chapter Three proposed that consumers would experience less intense negative

emotions when there was a social presence that was close and similar because people

would like the presence of similar others and be attracted to those who share common

characteristics. Mediation analysis \ryas conducted to determine if consumers' reactions

to a social presence mediated the above-mentioned findings. Again following the

procedure outlined in Baron and Kenny (1986), the first condition for mediation was met

because an ANOVA with proximity and perceived similarity as independent variables

and annoyance as the dependent variable revealed a significant interaction (F (1, 88) =

5.85 p < .05) (Table 7-I6a). The second condition for mediation was also satisfied

because the independent variables, proximity and perceived similarity, interacted to

influence consumers' reactions to the social presence (F (1, 88¡ :4.¡n, p < 05) (Table 7-

l6b). The last test for mediation was also successful and suggests the presence of

mediation. The inclusion of consumers' reactions to the social presence as a covariate
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was a signif,rcant predictor of annoyance (F (1, 88) :4.09, p < .05), whereas the

significant interaction between proximity and perceived similarity disappeared (F (1, 88)

:3.02, p < .10) (Table 7-l6c) (Figure 7-5). ft appears that consumers' reactions to the

social presence mediated the relationship between social presence characteristics and

annoyance.

Anxiety. The second negative emotion that was investigated in this study was

arxiety. Similar to annoyance, proximity was expected to moderate perceived similarity.

Stated differently, when the social presence was close by, consumers were expected to

report more anxiety when the social presence was dissimilar as compared to similar, but

when the social presence was further away the perceived similarity of the social presence

would not influence consumers' anxiety. As expected, an ANOVA that tested the impact

of proximity and perceived similarity on anxiety produced the hypothesized interaction

(F (1, 86):4.55, p <.05, ¡o2: .}4;means: close and similar :2.I3 (sd: 1.38), close and

dissimilar : 3.16 (sd : 1.44), far and similar : 2.39 (sd: L.27), far and dissimilar : 2.32

(sd: 1.23)) (Table 7-17 andFigure 7-6). Simple effects tests produced the same pattern

of results for anxiety as for annoyance and lend some support to Hl1. The results of the

first simple effects test indicated that when the social presence was close, participants

experienced more anxiety when they perceived the social presence to be dissimilar as

compared to when they perceive it to be similar (t (42) : -2.47 , p < .05) (Table 7- 18).

Additional support for the hypothesized moderation was also found in a second

simple effects test which indicated that when the social presence was located further

away, the intensity of consumers' anxiety was not influenced by perceived similarity (t

(41) : .5i, p > .20). In other words, the same level of anxiety was experienced when the
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social presence was perceived to be similar or dissimilar when the social presence was

located eight feet away. This finding is consistent with the results for the other emotions.

Two final simple effects tests were conducted to provide a full analysis of the

significant interaction. Results showed that participants experienced more anxiety when

the social presence was dissimilar and close than when the dissimilar social presence was

further away (t (42) :2.03, p < .05). However, when the social presence was similar,

consumers' anxiety did not differ when the social presence was close versus further away

(t (41): -.96, p > .20). Both of these produced the same pattern as those for annoyance.

As with the other emotions, a comparison of the control condition to the similar,

close social presence was conducted to determine whether the results from Study One

and Study Two were robust. An independent-samples t-test was conducted and results

indicated that consumers experienced marginally more anxiety when in the shopping

aisle alone (i.e., in the control group) as compared to when someone else was present (t

(41): -1.96,p < .06; control group mean:3.06 (sd: 1.31)) (Table 7-19). This finding

is consistent with the results of both of the earlier studies.

Gender was again included in the analysis and produced a main effect (F (1, 86) :

5.02,p <.05; means: females :2.90,males :2.35) where females felt significantlymore

anxious than males when there was a social presence.

Feelines of Time Pressure. The last emotion that was investigated in this study

was the extent to which the social presence caused the consumer to feel pressed for time.

Atthough no formal hypotheses were forwarded regarding consumers' feelings of time

pressure, this emotion was assessed to determine whether it might serve as a potential

mediator of the other emotions and the cognitive and behavioural measures. An
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ANOVA was conducted with proximity and perceived similarity as the independent

variables and how pressed for time consumers felt when making a purchase decision as

the dependent variable. Results of the analysis indicated that neither variable w¿ìs a

significant predictor of time pressure (F (1, 88): .41, p> .20) (Table 7-20). Therefore,

this variable will not be used at alater time as a potential mediator of the other outcomes.

In summary, the findings for the emotions consumers experience when the social

presence varies in proximity and perceived similarity were consistent with the predictions

forwarded in H10 and Hl1. ln other words, proximity moderates the impact of perceived

similarity. The results show that the intensity of both positive emotions was greatest

when the social presence was close and was similar as opposed to dissimilar, whereas the

most intense negative emotions occurred when a close social presence was perceived to

be dissimilar rather than similar. However, when the social presence was further away

the perceived similarity of the social presence did not influence the intensity of any of the

emotions that consumers experienced. In addition, the inclusion of the control group into

the analysis produced apattemof results for all four emotions that was consistent with

the findings in Study One and demonstrates the robustness of the results. To recap,

consumers experienced more positive emotions when in the presence of a close similar

social presence as compared to when no one else was present. In contrast, more intense

negative emotions were experienced when no one was present versus a close similar

presence. Finally, the impact of social presence characteristics on both happiness and

annoyance was mediated by their reactions to the social presence.
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Cognition

Recall of Product Display Information. As mentioned in Chapter Three, no

hypotheses were forwarded for cognitive performance because previous research has

produced mixed results. Findings from the literature on SIT would lead one to predict

that cognitive performance would become more impaired when the social presence is

similar, whereas literature on distraction would predict that one should perform worse

when the social presence is dissimilar. An ANOVA, with proximity and perceived

similarity as the independent variables and the amount of information that consumers

recall about the product display as the dependent variable, produced an interaction

between the two independent variables (F (1, 88) : 5.79, p < .05, ro2: .05; means: close

and simila¡ :2.95 (sd : 1.36), close and dissimilar: 2.00 (sd : 1.45), far and similar:

2.57 (sd: 1.42), far and dissimilar :3.26 (sd:2.03)) (Table 1-21 and Figure 7-7). A

simple effects test indicated that participants were able to recall more information about

the product display (i.e., they performed better on the recall task) when they were in close

proximity to a similar social presence as compared to a dissimilar social presence (t (43)

:2.28, p < .05) (Table 7-22). Stated differently, a dissimilar social presence impaired

consumers' ability to recall information about the product display more than the presence

of a similar other. This finding is consistent with the distraction literature and

inconsistent with SIT.

Another simple effects test was conducted to determine whether the perceived

similarity of a social presence influenced recall when the social presence was further

away. Results indicated that when the social presence was further away, consumers'

cognitive performance did not differ when the social presence was similar or dissimilar (t
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(4I) : 1..04, p > .20). The result is consistent with the findings in Study Two that when a

social presence is further away, the characteristics of the social presence do not appear to

influence consumers differently.

To provide a complete review of the results, the two remaining simple effects

were conducted. While the first of these two tests indicated that consumers were able to

recall more information about the product display when a dissimilar presence was

situated further away as compared to next to the participant (t (44) -- 2.43, p < .05), the

second test demonstrated that this impairment does not carry over when a similar social

presence is present. The results of the second test showed that when the social presence

was similar, consumers' recall of the product display information did not difler when the

social presence was close as opposed to further away (t (40) : .59,p> .20). These tests

provide additional support to the suggestion that a close dissimilar other distracts the

consumer which in turn impairs consumers' recall performance.

In Study One, the results for cognition showed that consumers recalled more

information about the product display when no one was around as compared to if another

person was present. In Study Two, however, this difference did not exist (i.e., consumers

recalled the same amount of information in the two conditions). The explanation that

was forwarded in Study Two to justifu the conflicting findings was based on the idea that

the retail outlet, in which the second field experiment was conducted, created a slightly

different type of environment (i.e., it was smaller and there was less traffic in the store)

and this influenced recall. In an effort to determine whether or not the store is a viable

justification for the inconsistent findings between the earlier studies, in the present study,

which used the same store as in Study Two, the control group was again compared to the

258



similar and close social presence. The results of an independent-samples t-test

determined that the two conditions were not significantly different (t (41) : -.50, p > .20;

control group mean: 3.19 (sd: 1.83)) (Table 7-23). The amount of information

consumers could recall about the product display was the same when there was either no

one present or a similar close social presence existed. The replication of Study Two's

pattern lends support to the notion that the different store environments may explain the

contrary findings from Study One.

In Chapter Three the theoretical support for the impact of a social presence on

consumers' ability to recall information was based primarily on the idea of distraction.

The distraction literature suggests that consumers should perform worse on a cognitive

task when there is a social presence because it would distract them and make it difficult

for them to process all of the information that is presented in the product display. To

determine whether distraction is the mechanism that explains why consumers performed

worse on a cognitive task when a dissimilar as compared to a similar social presence,

mediation analysis was conducted. First, an ANOVA with the amount of information

that consumers recalled about the product display as the dependent variable and

proximity and perceived similarity as the independent variables produced a significant

interaction (F (1, 88) : 5.79, p < .05) (Table 7-24a); the first condition for mediation was

present. Using the measure for distraction, the second condition was tested. This test

was also successful because both proximity and the interaction term signifìcantly

impacted the extent to which consumers felt distracted (proximity: F (1, 88¡ : 8.05, p <

.01; interaction: F (1, 88) :4.87, p < .05) (Table 7-24b). Finally, conducting an ANOVA

using proximity and perceived similarity as the independent variables, distraction as the
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covariate, and total recall as the dependent variable, the third condition was also tested.

Complete support for mediation was found for the third condition because although

distraction significantly impacted total recall (F (1, 88): 13.41, p < .001), the interaction

between the two independent variables and the main effect for proximity lost their

influence(interaction: F(1,88):2.73,p>.10;proximity:F(1,88):.06,p>.20)

(Table 7-24c) (Figure 7-8). Distraction appears to mediate social presence characteristics

on consumers' ability to recall information about the product display.

As in Study Two, consumers' recall about the product display is influenced by a

social presence. Further, consistent with the literature on distraction the results indicated

that a dissimilar social presence had the most negative impact on cognition. Finally, as in

Study Two, mediation analysis demonstrated that distraction mediates the relationship

between social presence characteristics and cognition.

Behaviours

Brand Selection. Hlz predicted that consumers would be more likely to monitor

self-presentation behaviours when a close social presence was perceived to be similar as

compared to dissimilar but, when the social presence was further away, its perceived

similarity to the consumer would not influence consumers' behaviours. The self-

presentation behaviour that was studied'in this experiment was brand selection. It was

expected that consumers would be more likely to select an expensiveÆrigher quality brand

when the social presence was close and similar as opposed to dissimilar; however, when

the social presence was further away, brand selection was not expected to be influenced

by the perceived similarity between the social presence and the consumer. Ordinal

regression analysis was conducted to test the influences of the social presence
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characteristics on brand selection with brand as the dependent variable, and proximity,

perceived similarity, and their interaction term as predictor variables (Aiken and West

1993). The results of the ordinal regression are shown in Table 7-25 and indicate that

proximity and perceived similarity interacted to predict which brand consumers would

purchase (þ: -2.94, Wald :8.02,p < .01) (Figure 7-9).

To analyze the interaction, a simple regression test was conducted. This test

indicated that, consistent with expectations, perceived similarity influenced brand

selection when the social presence was in close proximity (B : 1.78, Wald : 4.28, p <

.05) (Table 7-26). However, an examination of the frequencies with which brands were

selected indicated that, counter to predictions, consumers purchased the more

expensive/higher quality brands when the social presence was dissimilar as opposed to

similar. This finding will be elaborated upon in the discussion. Further, counter to

expectations, a second simple effects test indicated that when the social presence was

further away, perceived similarity did influence brand selection. Specif,rcally, when the

social presence was further away, the consumers purchased the cheaper/lower quality

batteries more when there was a dissimilar social presence as compared to one that was

similar (B : -1.16, Wald :3.94, p < .05)

Finally, additional simple regression tests indicated that when the social presence

was perceived to be dissimilar, their distance from the participant predicted brand

selection (B : -2.85, Wald: LL.L2, p : .001). When the dissimilar social presence was

close, the consumers purchased the better quality altemative as compared to when the

social presence was further away. In contrast, brand selection was not influenced for

proximity when the social presence was similar (B : -0.23, Wald: .15, p> .20).
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Chi-square analysis was next conducted to determine whether the results from

Study One and Study Two were robust. In this analysis, the brand selection of those

consumers in the control group was compared to the brand selection of the consumers in

the similar and close social presence condition. Results of the analysis indicated that the

brand of batteries that consumers chose was signif,rcantly associated with the presence or

absence of a social influence <t <Z>:8.24,p < .05) (Table 7-27). Analyzingthe different

number of brands selected for the two conditions indicated that when no one was present,

consumers purchased the lower quality brand more often than when there was a close and

similar social presence (Table 7-28). This is consistent with earlier results.

In the discussion section of Study One it was proposed that consumers'

motivations for brand selection could be either for impression management reasons or

because of the difficulties consumers had in processing information (i.e., the presence of

another person distracts the consumer and as a result the consumer relies on simple

heuristic processing; hence the purchase of a brand name/high quality option). In Study

Two this proposition was tested and the results indicated that distraction was not a driver

for brand selection when the social presence characteristics involved social size and

proximity. However, given the counterintuitive findings of the present study (i.e.,

consumers purchase the most expensive brand when a dissimilar social presence exists as

opposed to a similar social presence), mediation analysis was again conducted to

determine whether the dissimilar social presence distracted the consumer. Results of a¡r

ordinal regression indicated earlier that proximity and perceived similarity interacted to

predict which brand consumers would purchase (þ: -2.94, Wald :8.02, p < .0i) (Table

7-29a),which supports the first condition in mediation analysis. The second condition
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was also satisfied because a significant interaction between the two social characteristics

(F (1, 88) : 4.87, p < .05) (Table 7-29b) and a main effect for proximity (F (1, 88) : 8.05,

p < .01) influenced distraction. The final condition that must be met to indicate the

presence of a significant mediator is that the inclusion of the mediator (distraction) as a

covariate must significantly predict the dependent variable (brand selection) while

reducing the significant influence of the independent variables (proximity and perceived

similarity) and/or their interaction term. A second ordinal regression was conducted to

assess this condition. The results indicated that distraction was not a significant mediator

of brand selection. The inclusion of distraction was not a significant predictor of brand

selection (F : .09, Wald: .15, p > .20) while the interaction between proximity and

perceived similarity remained significant (þ : -2.93, Wald :7 .66, p < .01) (Table 7-29c)

@igure 7-10). Therefore, as in Study Two, brand selection appears to be a measure of

consumers' motivation to manage self-presentation behaviours and not distraction.

Finally, additional mediation analysis was conducted to determine if emotions or

cognition drove the impact of social presence characteristics on brand selection. The

results of this analysis were not significant.

Time. As in Study Two, three different times were assessed which included total

time, pre-brand selection time, and post-brand selection time. To correct for a positive

skew that was present in the data (skewness: Total Time: 1.34, Pre-Selection Time:

1.62, Post-Selection Time: 1.80), prior to the analysis of the time data the variance was

normalized using a reciprocal transformation (Darke and Freedman 1993). Next, three

separate ANOVAs were conducted for each transformed time measure to assess the

influence of proximity and perceived similarity.
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The first ANOVA used proximity and perceived similarity as independent

variables and total time spent in the aisle as the dependent variable. Results of this

analysis produced a marginally significant main effect for proximity (F (1, 76¡ :3.00, p

< .09, co2: .03; means (transformed): close :6.978-02 seconds (sd: .14), far:3.03E-02

seconds (sd : 2.50E-02)) (TableT-30 and Figure 7-11). Participants spent significantly

more total time in the aisle when the social presence was located near them as compared

to when it was further away.

The total time that was spent in the aisle by those consumers who were in the

control group was then compared to those consumers in the similar, close condition.

Consistent with the two earlier studies, the results indicated that the total amount of time

consumers spent in the aisle did not differ in absence of a social presence as compared to

when there was a close and similar presence (t (38) : .74, p > .20) (Table 7 -31,).

Analysis was also conducted to determine whether the total amount of time that

participants spent in the aisle impacted the amount of information participants could

recall about the product display. The idea behind this analysis was that, as in the earlier

studies, time in the aisle could impact the amount of information consumers' could recall.

Following the same procedure as in the other studies, a median split was conducted on

the transformed time data to create a short time and a long time condition. A one-way

ANOVA was then conducted with the time data serving as the independent variable and

the amount of information participants recalled as the dependent variable. Similar to both

Study One and Study Two, results indicated that when consumers spent the least amount

of time total in the aisle they were able to recall the most amount of information

presented in the product display (F (1, 65) : 4.24, p < .05, ø2 : .02; means: short time :
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3.18 (sd: 1.80), long time =2.29 (sd: 1.66)) (Table 7-32). The facr that participants

were recalling more when they were in the aisle for a shorter period of time suggests that

when more time is spent in the aisle individuals are not devoting the extra time to the

display per se.

The second time measure that was observed in this study was the pre-brand

selection time. This measure represents the amount of time that the participant spends in

the aisle prior to choosing a brand of batteries. An ANOVA for this dependent variable

with proximity and perceived similarity as the independent variables also produced a

significant main effect for proximity (F (1, 76): 6.39,p < .05, a2 : .07; means

(transformed): close: 9.888-02 seconds (sd: .17), far:3.578-02 seconds (sd: 2.558-

02)) (Table 7-33 and Figure 7-12). Similar to the finding for total time, this analysis

indicated that more time was spent in the aisle before the brand was selected when the

social presence was close by as compared to when it was further away.

Finally, the last time that was measured was the post-brand selection time. This

time measure referred to the amount of time that consumers remained in the aisle after

making their brand selection.- An ANOVA of this dependent variable produced a

marginally signif,rcant main effect for perceived similarity (F ( l, 77) : 3.03, p < . 10, rrl2 :

.03; means (transformed): similar : .16 òeconds (sd : .20), dissimilar : 9.50E-02 seconds

(sd: .t2)) (Table 7-34 and Figure 7-13). Therefore, more time was spent in the aisle

after the brand selection when the social presence was perceived to be similar as

compared to when it is perceived to be dissimilar.

In summary, as in the other two studies, it appears that a social presence influence

consumers' behaviours. Further, consumers are more likely to monitor their non-verbal
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self-presentation behaviours when they perceive the social presence to be similar to them

as opposed to dissimila¡.

VI. Discussion

The primary objective of the third field experiment was to assess the impact of

proximity and perceived similarity on emotions, cognition, and behaviours. Overall, the

results from this study demonstrated that the proximity of a social presence moderated

the impact of its perceived similarity. The perceived similarity of the social presence

influenced how a consumer thought, felt, and behaved when the social presence was in

close proximity to the consumer but when the social presence was further away, its

perceived similarity did not appear to matter. The results from the analysis on emotions

indicated that consumers experienced the most intense positive emotions when a similar

social presence was close as opposed to one that was dissimilar, whereas the most intense

negative emotions occurred when a dissimilar social presence was close to the consumer.

However, when the social presence was further away the perceived similarity of the

social presence did not influence the emotions that consumers experienced. Furthermore,

the inclusion of the control group into the analysis produced a pattern of results for all

four emotions that was consistent with the findings from the earlier two studies which

suggests the results for emotions are robust. Finally, additional analysis indicated that the

relationship between social presence characteristics and emotions was mediated by

consumers' reactions to the social presence.

As predicted, the results from the analysis on cognition demonstrated that a social

presence influenced the amount of information consumers could recall about the product

display. The results indicated that a close dissimilar social presence had the most
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negative impact on the amount of information that consumers could recall. Further, a

comparison between the control group and the similar, close social presence.condition

produced the same pattern to that found in Study Two. In particular, consumers recalled

the same amount of information when there was a small social presence as compared to

when no one else was present. Finally, mediation analysis was conducted to establish

whether or not distraction, as suggested by the literature, influenced the relationship

between social presence characteristics and the amount of information that was recalled.

Results of this analysis provided support for the hypothesis that distraction is in fact the

mechanism that drove the relationship between social presence characteristics and recall.

Although, the majority of the results from this experiment were consistent with

expectations, one siguificant finding that was not in line with predictions was the brand

consumers selected when there was a social presence. It was predicted that consumers

would be most tikely to monitor their selÊpresentation behaviours by purchasing the

most expensive/brand name battery when there was a similar and close social presence as

opposed to one that was dissimilar, but that when the social presence was further away its

perceived similarity would not influence brand selection. As the results demonstrated,

when a social presence was close, consumers purchased the most expensive/best quality

brand more when the social presence was dissimilar as opposed to similar. One

explanation for why they choose the most expensive/brand name alternative was because

the dissimilar social presence was distracting so they relied on cues to make their

decision. However, results of mediation analysis found that distraction does not in fact

influence brand selection. There is at least one other potential explanation that may

provide insight into this furding, although it was not tested in the present dissertation.
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Following the reference group literature, one could argue that the dissimilar other was a

member of a dissociative Broup, which is a group that an individual does not want to

belong to. Consumers might have purchased more expensive/brand name products

because they may have thought that the dissimilar other would be more likely to choose

the cheaper altemative and since they did not want to be like the dissimilar other, they

may have chosen to spend more money. This f,rnding deserves attention in future

research endeavours.
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Table 7-I

Factor Analysis of Emotion ltems

Initial
Eigenvalues

Rotation
Sums of
Squared
Loadings

Component Total %o of Cumulatrve
Variance %

o/o of Cumulattve
Variance %

Total

I
2

J
4
5

6

7

8

9
10

ll
t2
13

T4

15

t6
I7
18

s.2t
2.93
I.7 T

t.29
1.08

.82

.73

.71

.62

.55

.42

.40

.35

.32

.29

.24

.2r

.r4

28.92
16.27
9.48
7.r4
6.02
4.56
4.04
3.92
3.42
3.07
2.3r
2.23
1.96
r.76
1.60
1.33
1.19

.80

28.92
45.18
s4.66
61.81
67.83
72.39
76.42
80.34
83.77
86.84
89.1 5

91.37
93.33
95.09
96.69
98.02
99.20
100.00

3.20
2.80
2.67
2.t3
I.4T

t7.79
1s.58
14.81

11.84
7.8r

17.79
33.37
48.18
60.02
67.83
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Table 7-1 Continued

Varimax Rotated Component Matrix

Anxious
Certain
Hurried
Huppy
Uneasy
Frustrated
Good
Sure
Uncomfortable
Nervous
SelÊconscious
Excited
Annoyed
Pressured
Interested
Awkward
Conf,rdent
Rushed

I
.64
-.1 I
.r20

-2.81F-02
.67

-2.54F-02
-7.198-03

-.13
.74
.76
.7t

7.88E-02
.27
.15

7.368-02
.64
-.34
.17

2

.30
4.868-02
-2.708-02

.76
8.s0E-02

.t9

.51

.37
-.t2

9.56F-02
2.498-02

.81

-.36
-t.26F-02

.87
-.15
.34

-2.058-02

J

9.34F.02
-3.01E-02

.88
-7.328-02
8.798-02

.13
-.15
-.r9

-1.87F-02
.22
.29

8.128-02
s.95E-03

.81

4.338-03
.52
-.13
.84

4
-.JJ
.65

-7.558-02
.22
-.40
-.23
.JJ
.74
.22
-.22
-.28

9.488-02
5.718-02

-.18
-2.tLE-02
-4.8sF-02

.68
-3.128-02

5

8.068-02
-.29

3.768-02
-8.44F-02

.35

.79
-8.9sF-02
9.978-02
-3.948-02
9.338-02
-r.r7E-02
9.948-02

.71

2.01F-02
-9.168-03

.12
-2.39F-02
8.028-02

Table 7 -2

Coding Reliability

Behaviour Reliability (%)

Brand 100
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TableT-3

Analysis of Variance for Proximify Manipulation Check

Sum of Degrees of Mean F- Sig
Squares Freedom Square Statistic

Perceived Similarity 2.348-03 I 2.34E-03 .00 .966
Proximity 73.05 r 73.05 57.19 .000
Perceived Similarity x I .438-02 I 1.438^02 .01 .91,6

Proximity
Error
Total
Corrected

98.36 77 1.28

720.00 81

172.09 80
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TableT-4

Analysis of Variance for Perceived Similarity Manipulation Check

Source Sum of Degrees of Mean F- Sig
Squares Freedom Square Statistic

Perceived Similarity * Proximity .26 I .26 .27 .605

Perceived Similarity
Proximity

Error
Total
Corrected

6.47 | 6.47 6J8 .011
.22 L .22 .23 .636

81.07 8s .9s
900.3s 89
88.03 88
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TableT-5

Means, Standard Deviations, and Cell Sizes

Dependent Proximity Perceived
Variable Similarity

Control Similar Dissimilar

Happiness

Certainty

Annoyance

Anxiety

Control 4.18 (.96)" {n)b
Close

Far

s.oL (.7e) {22\ 4.26 (r.20) {231

4.68 (r.17) {2t\ s.02 (1.06) {23}

Control 4.36 (1.21) {231

Close

Far

s.se (t.02) {22} 4.e4 (r.37) {23}

4.70 (t.t3) {21} s.30 (1.06) {23}

Control 2.00 (.84) {23l¡

Close

Far

Control 3.13 (1.31) {23\
Close

Far

t.zs (.67) {22} r.72 (.es) {23ll

r.48 (.e0) {21} r.r7 (.32) {23\

2.r3 (r.38) {22) 3.16 (r.44) {23l'

2.3e (r.27) {ztl 2.32 (1.23) {23\
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Table 7-5 Continued

Means, Standard Deviations, and Cell Sizes

Control 3.19 (1.S3) {23}
close 2.9s (1.36) {221 2.00 (1.4s) {23}
Far 2.70 (r.42) {20) 3.26 (2.03) {23}

Total Time Control 3.578-02 (2.378-
(seconds)

lnformation
Recalled

02) {re}
Close

Far

Pre-Selection Control 4.lLE-02 (2.658-

Control Similar Dissimilar

Time
(seconds)

Post-Selection
Time
(seconds)

02) {re}

Close

Far

Control .10 (.15) {19}

Close

Far

3.868-02 (3.s88- .Lr (.2s) {2sll
02) {201

3.08E-02 (3.13E- 2.988-02 (1.948_
02) {20ll 02) {22)

6.81F-02 (8.36E- .14 (.2s) {22}
02) {201

3.s8E-02 (3.09E- 3.s78-02 (2.01F-
02) {201 02) {22}

.t8 (.23) {2tll 6.678-02 (e.4tB-
02) {22}

.14 (.r7) {201 .11, (.t4) {221
u Standard deviations
b cell sires
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TableT-6

Analysis of Variance for Happiness

Sum of Degrees of Mean
Squarr

F-
Statistic

Perceived Similarity
Proximity
Perceived Similarity * Proximity
Error
Total
Corrected

.92
r.02
6.64
96.63

2106.38
105.43

.81 .370

.90 .347
5.84 .018

I
1

I
85

89
88

.92
r.02
6.64
t.r4

Proximity

Means for Happiness

Perceived
Similarity

Control

Close

Far

Control

4.18

Similar

5.01

4.68

Dissimilar

4.26

5.02
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Figure 7-1
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Table 7 -7

Simple Effects Tests for Happiness

t df Sie. Q-tai\ed\

similar close vs. dissimilar close 2.46 43 .018

df Sie. (2-tailed)

similar close vs. similar far 1.10 4I .278

df Sig. (2-tailed)

dissimilar close vs. dissimilar far -2.28 44 .027

t df Sig. (2-tailed)

similar far vs. dissimilar far -I.02 42 .312

Table 7-8

Independent-Samples T-Tests for Happiness with the Control Group Included

t df Sie. (2-tailed)

control group vs. similar close presence 3.15 4l .01
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TableT-9a

Analysis of Variance for Happiness
Test One for Mediation Analysis

Source Sum of Degrees of Mean F- Sig
Squares Freedom Square Statistic

Perceived Similarity .92 | .92 .81 .370
Proximity 1.02 | 1.02 .90 .347
Perceived Similarity * Proximity 6.64 I 6.64 5.84 .018
Error 96.63 85 l.I4
Total 2106.38 89

Corrected 105.43 88

TableT-9b

Analysis of Variance for Reactions to Social Presence
Test Two for Mediation Analysis

Sum of Degrees of Mean F- Sig
Squares Freedom Square Statistic

Perceived Similarity 2.35 L 2.35 2.15 .146
Proximiry .19 I .19 .17 .679

Perceived Similarity * Proximity 4.48 | 4.48 4.09 .046
Error 93.08 85 1.10

Total 1167.22 89

Corrected 99.95 88
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lable 7-9c

Analysis of Variance for Happiness
Test Three for Mediation Analysis

Source Sum of Degrees of Mean F- Sig
Squares Freedom Square Statistic

Reactions to a Social Presence 6.16 | 6.L6 5.72 .019
Perceived Similarity 1.79 I 1.79 1.66 .201
Proximity 1.25 I 1.25 1,.16 .284
Perceived Similarity x Proximity 3.95 I 3.95 3.66 .059
Error 90.47 84 1.08

Total 2106.38 89
Corrected 105.43 88
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Figure 7-2

Mediation Analysis for Happiness
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Source

Table 7-10

Analysis of Variance for Certainty

Sum of Degrees of Mean F- Sig
Squares Freedom Square Statistic

Perceived Similarity 1.028-02 1 1.028-02 .01 .930
Proximity 1.56 I 1.56 1.18 .282
Perceived Similariry * 8.75 I 8.75 6.58 .012
Proximity
Error 112.98 85 1.33

Total 2473.11 89
Corrected 123.07 88

Means for Certainty

Proximity Perceived
Similarity

Control Similar Dissimilar

Control 4.36

Close

Far

5.59 4.94

4.70 5.30
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Figure 7-3
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Table 7-11

Simple Effects Tests for Certainty

tdf Sie. (2-tailed)

similar close vs. dissimilar close 1.80 43 .079

df Sie. (2tailed)

similar close vs. similar far 2.72 4I .009

df Sie. (2-tailed)

dissimilar close vs. dissimilar far -1.01 44 .320

df Sie. (2-tailed)

similar far vs. dissimilar far -r.84 42 .073

TableT-12

Independent-Samples T-Tests for Certainty with the Control Group Included

df Sig. (2-tailed)

control group vs. similar close presence 3.13 4l .01
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Source

TableT-13

Analysis of Variance for Annoyance

Sum of Degrees of Mean F- Sig
Squares Freedom Square Statistic

Perceived Similarity .15 1 .15 .27 .605
Proximity .56 I .56 .99 .322

Perceived Similarity * Proximity 3.29 I 3.29 5.85 .018

Error 47.83 85 .56

Total 227.50 89

Corrected 51,.94 88

Means for Annoyance

Proximity Perceived
Similarity

Control Similar Dissimilar

Control 2.00

Close

Far

1.25 l.tz
r.48 l.L7
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TableT-14

Simple Effects Tests for Annoyance

t df Sig. (2-tailed)

similar close vs. dissimilar close -1.90 .064

df Sig. (2{ailed)

similar close vs. similar far -.94 .354

df Sig. (2{ailed)

dissimilar close vs. dissimilar far

df Sig. (2-tailed)

similar far vs. dissimilar far

Table 7-15

Independent-Samples T-Tests for Annoyance with the Control Group Included

df Sig. (2-tailed)

control group vs. similar close presence -3.26 4L .01

43

4t

.0132.59

.r39421.51
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Source

Table 7-I6a

Analysis of Variance for Annoyance
Test One for Mediation Analysis

Sum of Degrees of Mean F- Sig
Squares Freedom Square Statistic

Perceived Similarity .15 I .15 .27 .605

Proximity .56 I .56 .99 .322

Perceived Similarity * Proximity 3.29 L 3.29 5.85 .018

Error 47.83 85 .56

Total 221.50 89

Corrected 5I.94 88

Table 7-I6b

Analysis of Variance for Reactions to Social Presence
Test Two for Mediation Analysis

Source Sum of Degrees of Mean F- Sig
Squares Freedom Square Statistic

Perceived Similarity
Proximity

2.35 | 2.35 2.r5 .1,46

.r9 L .r9 .17 .679

Perceived Similarity t Proximity 4.48 1' 4-48 4-09 .046

Error
Total

93.08 85 1.10

1t67.22 89

99.95 88Corrected

287



Source

Table 7-l6c

Analysis of Variance for Annoyance
Test Three for Mediation Analysis

Sum of Degrees of Mean F- Sig
Squares Freedom Square Statistic

Reactions to a Social Presence 1.03 1 1.03 4.09 .046
Perceived Similarity
Proximity
Perceived Similarity x

Proximity
Error
Total
Corrected

2.2t8-02 | 2.21F-02 .09 .768
.r7 r .r7 .69 .408
.76 L .76 3.02 .086

zt.rt 84 .2s
174.88 89
23.68 88
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Figure 7-5

Mediation Analysis for AnnoYance
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Table 7 -17

Analysis of Variance for Anxiety

Sum of Degrees of Mean
Freedom uare

F- Sie
Statistic

Perceived Similarity
Proximity
Perceived Similarity * ProximitY
Error
Total
Corrected

3.24
r.04
7.22

r3r.79
780.00
143.43

3.24
r.04
7.22
r.59

2.04
.66

4.s5

.r57

.420

.036

1

I
I

83
87

86

Proximity

Means for Anxiety

Perceived
Similarity

Control

Close

Far

Control

3.13

Similar

2.t3

2.39

Dissimilar

3.16

2.32
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Table 7-18

Simple Effects for Anxiety

rdf Sig. (2-tailed)

similar close vs. dissimilar close -2.47 42 .018

similar close vs. similar far .96 4t .342

t df

42

-tail

.049dissimilar close vs. dissimilar far 2.03

similar far vs. dissimilar far

Table 7-19

Independent-Samples T-Tests for Certainty with the Control Group Included

t df Sig. (2-tailed)

control group vs. similar close presence -1.96 41 '057

41.51 .6r3

(2-tailed
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TableT-20

Analysis of Variance for Time Pressure

Source Sum of Degrees of Mean F- Sig
Squares Freedom Square Ãtutlqqc

Perceived Similarity 9.388-05 I 9.38E-05 .00 .994

Proximity 2.05F 02 | 2.058-02 .01 -904

Perceived Similarity * .56 I .58 .41 .526

Proximity
Error
Total
Corrected

t20.25 85 1.42

401.33 89
120.84 88
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TableT-21

Analysis of Variance for Recall of Product Display Information

Sum of
S

Degrees of
Freedom

1

1

I
85

89
88

F-
Statistic

.15

1.65
5.79

Perceived Similarity
Proximity
Perceived Similarity * ProximitY
Error
Total
Corrected

.39
4.28
15.01

220.53
888.00
240.81

.39
4.28
15.01
2.59

.699

.203

.018

Proximity

Means for Recall of Product Display Information

Perceived
Similarity

Control

Close

Far

Control

3.r9

Similar

2.95

2.70

Dissimila¡

2.00

3.26
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Figure 7 -7
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TableT-22

Simple Effects for Recall of Product Display I¡rformation

t df Sig. (2-tailed)

similar close vs. dissimilar close 2.28 43 .028

df Sig. (2{ailed)

similar close vs. similar far .59 .556

dissimilar close vs. dissimilar far 2.43

similar far vs. dissimilar far

TableT-23

lndependent-Samples T-Tests for Recall of Product Display Information with the Control
GrouP Included

control group vs. similar close presence .623

df Sie. (2-tailed
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Table 7-24a

Analysis of Variance for Recall of Product Display Information
Test One for Mediation Analysis

Source Sum of Degrees of Mean F- Sig
Squares Freedom Square Statistic

Perceived Similarity
Proximity
Perceived Similarity + Proximity 15.01 I 15.0i 5.79 .018

Error
Total
Corrected

.39 | .39 .ls .699
4.28 1 4.28 1.65 .203

220.53 85 2.59
888.00 89
240.81, 88

Source

Table 7-24b

Analysis of Variance for Distraction
Test Two for Mediation

Sum of Degrees of Mean F- Sig
Squares Freedom Square Statistic

Perceived Similarity
Proximity

2.72 | 2.72 1,.20 .276

18.20 1 18.20 8.05 .006

192.22 85 2.26
1106.00 89
22s.t0 88

Perceived Similarity * Proximity 11.00 I I 1.00 4-87 .030

Error
Total
Corrected
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Table 7-24c

Analysis of Variance for Recall of Product Display Information
Test Three for Mediation Analysis

Sum of Degrees of Mean F- Sig
Squares Freedom Square Statistic

Distraction 30.36 1 30.36 13.41 .000

Perceived Similarity 8.988-04 I 8.98F-04 .00 .984

Proximity .13 I .13 .06 .813

Perceived Similarity * 6.18 1 6.18 2.73 -102

Proximity
Error
Total
Corrected

190.18 84 2.26
888.00 89

240.8t 88
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Figure 7-8

Mediation Analysis for Recall of Product Display Information
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Source

TableT-25

Ordinal Regression for SelÊPresentation Behaviour (Brand Selection)

Estimate SE Wald df sig

Perceived Similarity
Proximity

t.79
-.2t
-2.94

4.39
.12

8.02

.85

.61

t.04

I .036
I .729
r .005Perceived Similarit
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FigweT-9

Self-Presentation Behaviour (Brand Selection)
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Source

TableT-26

Simple Regression Tests for Self-Presentation Behaviour (Brand Selection)

Estimate SE Wald df

dissimilar close vs. dissimilar far -2.85 .86 tï.12 1 .001

Source sigWaldSE

similar close vs. similar far -.23 .15.60 .696

Source df SigWaldSE

similar far vs. dissimilar far -1.16 3.94 .047

Source Estimate Wald siedf

similar close vs. dissimilar close 1.78 4.28.86 .039
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TableT-27

Chi-Square Analysis for Self-Presentation Behaviour with the Control Group tncluded
(Brand Selection)

Value Sig. (2-sided)df

TableT-28

Self-Presentation Behaviour Frequency with the Control Group Included
(Brand Selection)

Social SizeBrand Total

Duracell/Energizer
RayovacÆanasonic
Chateau/Classics

No one present

5

4
T2

One person present

T4

4
4

t9
I
I6

Total 2l 22 43
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Table 7-29a

Ordinal Regression for Self-Presentation Behaviour (Brand Selection)

Test One for Mediation

Estimate SE V/ald df Sig

Perceived Similarity
Proximity

t.79
-.21

-2.94

4.39
.12

8.02

.85

.6r
1.04

I .036
r .729
t .005Perceived Similari t Proximit

Source

Table 7-29b

Analysis of Variance for Distraction
Test Two for Mediation

Sum of Degrees of
uares Freedom

F-
Statistic

Mean
iquare

Perceived SimilaritY
Proximity
Perceived Similarity * ProximitY
Error
Total
Corrected

2.72
18.20
11.00

r92.22
1106.00
22s.10

.276

.006

.030

I
1

1

85
89
88

2.72 r.20
18.20 8.05
11.00 4.87
2.26

Source

Table 7-29c

Ordinal Regtess ion for S elf-Presentation Behaviour (Brand S election)

Test Three for Mediation

Estimate SE Wald df Sig

Distraction
Perceived Similarity
Proximity

8.90E-03
1.78
-.21

-2.93

.15

.87

.6r
r.06

.00
4.21

.12
7.66

.951

.040

.732

.006

I
I
I

IPerceived Similari * Proximi
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Figure 7-10

Mediation Analysis for Self-Presentation Behaviour (Brand Selection)
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Table 7-30

Analysis of Variance for Total Time Spent in the Aisle

Sum of Degrees of Mean

Perceived Similarity
Proximity
Perceived Similarity *

Proximity
Error
Total
Corrected

2.428-02
3.758-02
2.54F-02

.91

t.t7
.99

2.428-02
3.75F.02
2.548-02

t.258-02

1,.94 .168
3.00 .087
2.04 .158

73
77
76

Proximity

Means for Total Time Spent in the Aisle

Perceived
Similarity

Control

Close

Far

Control

3.57F-02

Similar

3.868-02

3.088-02

Dissimilar

.11

2.988-02
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Figure 7-11

Total Time Spent in the Aisle
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Table 7-31

Independent-Samples T-Tests for Total Time Spent in the Aisle with the Control Group
Included

t df Sig. (2tailed)

control group vs. simila¡ close presence .74 38 .463

lable7-32

Analysis of Variance for Recall of Product Display Information

Source Sum of Degrees of Mean F-Statistic Sig.

Squares Freedom Square

Total Time 12.73 I 12.73 4.24 .044

Error 189.33 63 3.01

Total 695.00 65
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Source

Table 7-33

Analysis of Variance for Pre-Brand Selection Time

Sum of Degrees of Mean F-
Statistic

sig
Freedom S

Perceived Similarity
Proximity
Perceived Similarity *

Proximity
Error
Total
Corrected

2.4tF-02
8.788-02
2.43F-02

1.00

1.44
r.l2

2.418-02
8.788-02
2.438-02

1.378-02

t.76
6.39
t.77

.189

.014

.188

IJ
77
76

Proximity

Means for Pre-Brand Selection Time

Perceived
Similarity

Control

Close

Far

Control

4.ttE-02

Similar

6.818-02

3.588-02

Dissimilar

.r4

3.578-02
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Figure 7-12

Pre-Brand Selection Time
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TableT-34

Analysis of Variance for Post-Brand Selection Time

Source Sum of Degrees of Mean F- Sig
Squares Freedom Square Statistic

Perceived Similarity 8.878-02 1 8.87F-02 3.03 .086

Proximity 6.27F-04 L 6.27F-04 .02 .884

Perceived Similarity * 3.358-02 I 3.35F-02 1.15 .288

Proximity
Error 2.17 74 2.938-02
Total 3.57 78

Corrected 2.28 77

Means for Post-Brand Selection Time

Proximity Perceived
SimilaritY

Control Similar Dissimilar

Control .10

Close

Far

.18 6.67F-02

.t4 .il

311



Figure 7-13

Post-Brand Selection Time
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CHAPTER EIGHT

CONCLUSION

This chapter is divided into four sections. ln the first section, the findings from

three field experiments are discussed. The second section highlights both the theoretical

and managerial implications that arise from this research. In the third section, the

limitations of this research will be discussed. Finally, the fourth section proposes

potential avenues for future research.

I. Discussion of Findings

The aim of this dissertation was to determine how social size (i.e., the number of

people present), proximity (i.e., the physical distance between the social presence and the

consumer), and perceived similarity (i.e., the shared characteristics between a social

presence and the consumer) impact consumers' positive and negative emotions, cognitive

performance, and self-presentation behaviours. Further, this research sought to

understand the mechanisms that drive the impact of the social presence on the consumer

by conducting several tests for mediation.

Using a retail context, the results of three field experiments demonstrate that a

non-interacting social presence influences consumers when they were in a shopping aisle.

When consumers enter a shopping aisle'and another shopper(s) is/are present, the other

shopper(s) impacts the way consumers feel, think, and behave. Further, contrary to

previous research, this influence exists when consumers purchase batteries, a low

visibility and low risk product.

The f,rndings from the studies show that two distinct patterns arise from the

impact of a social presence. Specifically, emotions are not influenced by the size of the
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social presence in the same manner as cognition or self-presentation behaviours.

Consistent with the premise of SIT, consumers experience more intense positive

emotions and less intense negative emotions when in the presence of a similar close

shopper, as compared to when they are in the shopping aisle by themselves. However,

counter to SIT, as the size of the social presence increases, consumers experience a

decrease in the intensity of positive emotions and an increase in the intensity of negative

emotions. One explanation that was forwarded to justify the inconsistent results involved

the large social presence because when three confederates were present in the aisle they

were instructed to interact quietly amongst themselves. Interestingly, this interaction

may have had a negative impact on consumers (i.e., it may have annoyed them to have

the social presence talking next to them) and provided an alterative explanation to the

impact of social size. Although Study Two tests this possibility, the results provide

evidence that the change in the pattern of emotions appears to be attributable to the

change in the size of the social presence; consumers are happier and more certain when a

social presence is small as compared to no one else or a larger group is present. This

finding is robust as it is found in both of the studies that manipulate three levels of social

size. Additional results also demonstrate that the size and the perceived similarity of the

social presence only influences consumers' emotions when the social presence is close

by. When the social presence is further away, the number of people present and the

degree of similarity that exist between the social presence and the consumer does not

vary in influencing consumers' emotions.

One objective of this dissertation was to gain abetter understanding of why a

social presence influences consumers. Therefore, a number of tests for mediation were
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conducted to determine what caused the impact of the social presence on consumers'

emotions. As predicted, results of mediation analysis in Study Two demonstrate that the

impact of the size and proximity of the social presence on consumers' emotions is driven

by a sense of crowding. Thus, as the size of a close social presence increases, consumers

become more crowded and as a consequence experience an increase in the intensity of

negative emotions and a decrease in the intensity of positive emotions. Mediation

analysis was also conducted in Study Three to determine the mechanism that caused

proximity and perceived similarity to influence emotional responses. The findings from

this analysis illustrate that consumers' reactions to a social presence (i.e., they like and

are attracted to others) impact how they feel; when consumers like and are attracted to the

social presence, they experience more intense positive emotions and less intense negative

emotions.

As alluded to earlier, a social presence impacts cognitive performance differently

than emotions. Although the results show that a social presence influences consumers'

abitity to recall information about the product display, this impact occurs in a linear

fashion. Thus, unlike the emotion findings, but consistent with SIT, as the size of the

social presence increases, consumers are increasingly impacted more by the social

presence. Results from the f,rrst two studies indicate that as the size of a close social

presence increases, consumers perform worse on a cognitive recall task. However, as

shown in Study Two, when the social presence is further down the aisle, consistent with

the outcome pattem for emotions, the size of the social presence does not influence

consumers' performance on a cognitive recall task. In Study Three, a hypothesis was not

forwarded to predict the impact of proximity and perceived similarity on cognitive
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perfbrmance. The absence of a hypothesis was due to the fact that findings from two

different areas in psychology had produced opposing results. Following research on SIT,

one would expect that ahigh social source (i.e., a similar social presence) would have the

most negative impact on performance. Conversely, following research on distraction,

one would expect that a dissimilar social presence would be more distracting than a

similar social presence and therefore, impair performance more. The analysis

demonstrates that consistent with the distraction literature, recall deteriorates the most

when the social presence is dissimilar as opposed to similar.

.In an attempt to provide a more complete picture of the influence of a social

presence, mediation analysis was conducted for cognition. In Study Two, the results

indicate that, unlike the case for emotions, crowding does not mediate the impact of

social size and proximity on the amount of information consumers can recall about the

product display. Instead, the analysis demonstrates that the decline in recall is

attributable to the distraction created by a social presence. This latter finding is again

replicated in Study Three.

Finally, the results for the impact of a social presence on self-presentation

behaviours are similar to those for cognitive performance. The first two studies show

that consumers are more likely to manage their selÊpresentation behaviours when others

are present as compared to when they are by themselves. Consumers avoid interacting

with a battery testing display and purchase the most expensive/highest quality brands

when a social presence exists as compared to when no one else is present. In the

discussion section fotlowing Study One, it was proposed that one of the self-presentation

behaviours, brand selection, could be motivated by another mechanism besides
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impression management. It was suggested that a social presence could be distracting and

that this distraction would make it difficult and/or impossible for consumers to process

display information. As a consequence of this distraction, consumers would rely on

simple cues such as brand names and/or price and select the most expensive/highest

quality brands. Thus, in Study Two, to assess whether the motivation for brand selection

was due to distraction, mediation analysis was conducted. The results of the analysis

reject this altemative explanation, as the necessary conditions for mediation are not

satisfied.

In Study Three, there was another interesting finding that was counter to

expectations and SIT. Initially, it was proposed that consumers would be more likely to

engage in self-presentation behaviours and purchase the most expensive/highest quality

brand when there was a similar social presence (i.e., one that is importanlrelevant to the

consumer) as compared to a dissimilar presence. However, results of the study show that

consumers actually purchase the most expensive/highest quality brand when the close

social presence is perceived to be dissimilar. Two explanations were forwarded to justify

this finding. The first explanation suggested that a dissimilar social presence might have

distracted the consumer, who in turn relied upon cues from the display to make a brand

selection. To test this explanation empiiically, mediation analysis was conducted to

assess whether distraction mediated the impact of proximity and perceived similarity on

brand selection. As in the earlier study, the results of this analysis did not support this

explanation, as distraction again does not significantly mediate the social presence

characteristics and consumers' choice in brand. The second explanation proposed that

consumers perceived the dissimilar presence to be a dissociative reference group.
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Findings in the reference group literature have shown that consumers are willing to go to

great lengths (i.e., lie) to be similar to and liked/accepted by both membership and

aspiration groups (Sengupt4 et aL.2002). Therefore, it is possible that they would also

go to great lengths to avoid being like a dissociative group. Thus, relating this to the

present findings, it may suggest that consumers are willing to spend more money if they

believe this will separate them from a dissociative group. Stated differently, if consumers

believed that the dissociative social presence would be more likely to purchase the

cheaper/more generic alternative, they may purchase the more expensive brand in order

to remain different in taste/preference. Although the last explanation was not empirically

tested in the present dissertation, it warrants further attention in future research.

Il.Implications

This research contributes to the literature in both consumer behaviour and

psychology. From a theoretical perspective, this research makes four primary

contributions. First, to date, previous research in marketing has only focused on the

impact of a social presence that interacts with the consumer. This dissertation

investigates the impact of a social presence in a new light. It demonstrates that simply

the mere presence of another person or group of people is sufficient to elicit emotional,

cognitive, and behavioural responses on the part of the consumer. Thus, when a

consumer enters into a shopping aisle and another shopper(s) is/are present, the social

presence does not have to interact with the consumer to be influential. This is an

important contribution to marketing research as often consumers find themselves in a

shopping aisle with other shoppers with whom they do not interact
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Second, this research defines and tests the impact of three characteristics of a

social presence, namely social size, proximity, and perceived similarity, on a consumer.

To gain additional insight into the mechanisms that causo the impact of these

characteristics, crowding, distraction, and attraction (i.e., reactions to others) were tested

as potential mediators (Baron and Kenny 1986). Mediation analysis is another important

contribution because SIT, the theoretical framework upon which this dissertation is

based, is a predictive theory in nature and in the past, researchers have only determined

how social presence characteristics impact another person and have not investigated why

these characteristics are influential.

Third, this dissertation refines SIT by identiffing a situation in which the theory

does not appear to hold. The refining of the theory is illustrated in three ways. First, the

findings from this research demonstrate that the emotions consumers experience, when

the size of the social presence varies in a shopping aisle, are not influenced in a linear

fashion as predicted by SIT. lnstead, while there was a significant increase in the

intensity of positive emotions and a decrease in the intensity of negative emotions when

the size ofthe social presence increased from no one present to one person present, as the

size of the social presence increased further, there was a decrease in the intensity of the

positive emotions consumers experiencèd and an increase in the intensity of negative

emotions. Second, counter to SIT's prediction that a high social strength source (i.e., a

similar social presence) would have the largest impact on consumers' recall (i.e.,

consumers should recall less when in the presence of a similar other), the findings of the

third experiment demonstrated that consumers were actually impacted more and recalled

less when in the presence of a low social strength source (i.e., a dissimilar social
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presence). Third, findings also indicated that contrary to SIT, consumers managed their

impressíons more when in the presence of a low social strength source (i.e., they

purchased the most expensive brand of batteries when there was a dissimilar social

presence) as compared to a high social strength source.

The f,inal theoretical contribution of this dissertation is that it challenges previous

marketing research by demonstrating that a social presence can influence consumers even

when they purchase privately consumed necessities. Previously, researchers argued that

consumers would not be influenced by others when they buy "boring" products because

these products tend to be low in visibility and are not important purchases (Bearden and

Etzel. L982; Ford and Ellis 1980). This dissertation proves otherwise. In all three studies,

participants were influenced at emotional, cognitive, and behavioural levels when they

purchased a package of AA batteries.

Given the finding that consumers are influenced by a social presence even when

they purchase boring products, it is important for managers to understand the impact of a

social presence. The importance of proximity in reducing the impact of the size and

perceived similarity of the social presence on emotions, cognition, and behaviours in the

purchase context highlights the opportunity marketing managers have to maximize the

benefits of a social presence and minimize its consequences. The findings of this

dissertation demonstrate that the ideal situation for managers is to create a situation in

which there is a small, close social presence that is similar to the consumer because the

combination of these characteristics cause consumers to feel good, remember more

information, and spend more money. One way to create the ideal social presence

situation is through patronage management. Managers might benefit by spreading
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promotional or those items that are frequently consumed throughout the store to avoid

select areas within the retail outlet from becoming highly populated. If the items are

limited to one concentrated area, many consumers will go there, which will in turn create

a crowded situation, both in terms of the number of people present and their proximity to

one another. At the other end of the continuum, management should also try and avoid a

situation in which consumers end up by themselves in the store/aisle. This commonly

occurs when a store remains open twenty-four hours aday. The findings from the

research imply that remaining open late may actually be detrimental for a store.

Consumers may not enjoy the shopping experience as much and will spend less money if

they are the only one in the store.

III. Limitations

As with any research endeavour there are several limitations to this dissertation.

The limitations stem primarily from external and internal validity issues as well as from

experimental constraints.

Externøl and Internal Validity

First, one limitation of the present research is related to the generalizability of the

findings as they are limited to a specific context - the shopping aisle of a store. This

context was chosen as a starting point in the investigation of the influence of a social

presence because it is a common setting in which other people are often present (i.e.,

other shoppers) with whom the consumer does not interact. However, although it was

found in the present research that consumers prefer a social presence comprised of

another person in close proximity, a number of situations exist in which this preference

might not hold. For example, if an individual is sitting on an empty bus and another
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person comes onto the bus and chooses the empty seat next to the individual, it is likely

that the person will not experience intense positive emotions as the other person has

potentially violated social norrns. Similarl¡ there are also situations in which even a

different location within a store could produce alternative findings. For example,

consumers may be influenced by a social presence differently if they are in a line-up to

pay for their products as compared to when they are in the shopping aisle.

Another limitation related to the generalizability of the findings is related to the

participants recruited for this research. To recap, in the present research university

students participated in the studies. Although this particular group was ideal given the

location of the retail outlets (both on campus) and given that the operationalization of

perceived similarity using dress wear/appearance was considered to be more relevant and

salient to them as compared to other segments of the population, it is possible that some

of the findings might change if a different group was employed. For example, an older,

more mature population might be less concerned with managing their impressions

because they have a more established self-identity than teenagers and young adults.

The nature of the product that was purchased also has implications for how

generalizable the findings are to other types of products. In all three of the field

experiments, consumers purchased a pròduct that was low in publicity and risk (i.e., it

was a neutral product). This choice of product class, as indicated earlier, was to

demonstrate that consumers are influenced by a social presence regardless of the type of

product they are purchasing. However, previous research has shown that the purchase of

different types of products, such as condoms, can lead to different emotions responses.

For example, one might expect that if a consumer was purchasing an embarrassing
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product, the amount of embarrassment the consumer would experience would probably

produce a pattern consistent to that predicted by SIT - it would progressively increase as

the size ofthe social presence increased.

Although the use of held experiments increases the external validity of the

research by demonstrating what happens in the "real world", field experiments also suffer

potential th¡eats to internal validity. For example, even though extreme care was taken

to identiff a low-traffic aisle in the retail outlets (i.e., through discussion with

management and observation), because real stores were used to gather data there was no

way to control for the possibility of other shoppers entering the aisle. Fortunately, this

rarely occurred and was randomized across the conditions.

Exp erimental Cons traints

As mentioned above, the research also has limitations related to experimental

constraints. The first limitation of this nature is related to the selÊpresentation behaviour

of brand selection. Although it was predicted that consumers would purchase more

expensive/higher quality brands when there was a social presence because they would be

motivated to manage their self-presentation behaviours, this is very difficult to measure.

For impression management reasons individuals often do not like to reporVadmit the

motivation for their behaviours. Thus, in the present situation they would not want to

indicate that the reason they purchased the more expensive brand when someone else was

present was because they did not want to appear cheap. Furthermore, it is possible that

individuals engage in selÊpresentation behaviours without realizing it. For example,

when participants were asked in the questionnaire to indicate their motivation for brand

selection, those participants who choose the most expensive alternative often left the
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question blank or responded with an "I don't know." The diffrculty of assessing

impression management is not new to the marketing literature. One method that has been

relied upon in the past to overcome participants' sensitivity in a questionnaire is to use

third-person questioning where they are asked to imagine what someone else would do

(for example see Sengupta et aL.2002). However, given the methodology employed in

the present dissertation, this alternative method for assessing motivations for selÊ

presentation behaviours was not feasible. [n an attempt to overcome this limitation,

alternative explanations were tested and were not found to be significant influencers of

brand selection, which leaves consumers' motivation to manage their self-presentation

behaviours as the default explanation.

Another limitation of the present research was the inability to completely test the

notion that consumers experience more intense positive emotions when there is a social

presence because they prefer its presence. Although this could be tested between the

similar and dissimilar conditions, it could not be tested between the control group (i.e., no

social presence condition) and the other conditions because when there was no social

presence, participants are unable to respond to questions that ask them how much they

liked/disliked the existence of a social presence - as no social presence existed.

Therefore, based on the findings betweèn the similar and dissimilar social presence

conditions, one has to assume that this also explains the results between the no one

present condition and the similar social presence condition.

Finally, in all th¡ee experiments participants were required to make their purchase

by paying a cashier for their product. Therefore, the cashier may have influenced

consumers' emotions and cognitive performance in addition to the impact of the social
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presence in the aisle. In an attempt to partially overcome this limitation, when the

participants completed questions on the battery of emotions in the questionnaire they

were instructed to indicate how they felt during the time they were in the shopping aisle.

IV. Directions for Future Research

In order to refine and extend the contributions of the present research, a number

of future research avenues can be pursued.

The Mediating Role of Consumer Expectations

Often when consumers enter stores, they have preconceived expectations (scripts)

about what the experience should be like. It is believed that these expectations may

mediate the impact of social presence characteristics on emotional, cognitive, and

behavioural outcomes. For example, if the individual enters abargain store versus a

higher-end department store, it is likely that the experience that will arise from the two

types of stores will be different. [n a bargain-store, people are there with the objective of

saving money, while quality is often of concem when people shop in a higher-end

department store; thus, in the former situation, brand selection might be influenced less

than in the latter situation. To take another example, if a consumer is shopping in the

back corner of a store it is often expected that there will be far fewer people shopping

there then at the front of the store. The þreconception that consumers have that there

should be fewer people in the back corner might reduce the discomfort people experience

if no one else is present. Conversely, if there were a lot of people in the back, this might

appear very unusual and create more intense negative emotions.
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Díssimílar Others

The counter-intuitive hndings in Study Three that consumers are more likely to

purchase the most expensive brand when they are close to a dissimilar social presence as

compared to a similar social presence highlights the need for future research that

investigates the impact of dissimilar social influences. Previous research that has studied

perceived similarity has primarily focused on investigating the impact of a similar social

presence and has not investigated in detail the impact of different types of dissimilar

others - besides suggesting that a dissimilar social presence should have minimal impact

on another person because s/he is not relevant. However, the present research has

demonstrated that a dissimilar social presence does in fact play alarge role in influencing

another person. To recap, consumors experienced less intense positive emotions and

more intense negative emotions, were able to recall less, and purchased the most

expensive/highest quality brand when the social presence was dissimilar as compared to

similar. This implies that a dissimilar presence is in fact relevant to us. Thus, it is

suggested that more research be devoted to understanding the impact of dissimilar social

influences. One way to do this would be to investigate the impact of different degrees of

dissimilarity. For example, in this research the dissimilar social presence that was

created was one that was perceived in a negative light. The social presence in this study

appeared in dark clothes and dark makeup with unique hairstyles and body piercing. The

question becomes how would participants respond if the dissimilar social presence was

an old lady going about her own business. Although the old lady would be considered

dissimilar from a typical student, would she impact consumers the same way as the

dissimilar social presence used in the present research?
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Social Presence Purchosíng the Consumer's Product

This dissertation focused on the impact of a social presence that was purchasing a

different product than the consumer (i.e., the confederates looked at film and the

participants looked at batteries). Another area for future research would be to determine

whether the same pattern of results would arise if a social presence were purchasing the

same product as the consumer. One could expect that it would become more important to

consumers to appear as smart-shoppers if a social presence were looking at the same

product. This would occur because the other shopper would now be presented with all of

the same extemal information available to the consumer; therefore, the other shopper

would be able to determine whether the consumer made the best buy possible. This

additional knowledge that the social presence could acquire about the consumers ability

to shop well might cause consumers to manage their self-presentation behaviours by

purchasing the "best buy" as opposed to the most expensive/brand name alternative.

Shopping wíth a Friend

Finally, in the present research, consumers entered the aisle and shopped alone.

However, often a consumer shops in the company of another person. Thus, another

avenue for future research would be to investigate the impact of the mere presence of

other shoppers on a small group of conSumers. As discussed in Chapter Two, SIT has

three principles. The third principle of the theory predicts that if there is more than one

target (i.e., there are two consumers shopping together) then the impact of the social

presence should be divided between the two consumers. Therefore, each individual

consumer should only experience half of the impact of the social presence. It would be

interesting to test whether this third principle, the division of influence, would exist in a
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shopping aisle. For example, if the social presence is comprised of one person and there

are two consumers shopping together, how crowded would each of the individual

consumers become as a consequence of the social presence and how would this in tum

influence how they feel? Further, studying the impact of a single person social influence

on a "team" of consumers would allow one to investigate the impact of the consumer

being in a majority position ¿N compared to the social presence.

328



R.EFERENCES

Aiken, Leona S. and Stephen G. West (1993), Multtple Regression: Testing and
Interpreting Interactions, Newbury Park, CA: Sage Publications.

Alimaras, Peter E. (I976), "Proximity and Similarity as Determinants of Impression
Chzurge," The Journal of Psychology, 92, 205 -2I3.

Ariely, Dan and Jonathan Levav (2000), "Sequential Choice in Group Settings: Taking
the Road Less Traveled and Less Enjoyed," Journal of Consumer Researclt,2T
(Dec),279-290.

Aronson, Elliot (1995), The Social Animal,7th Edition, U.S.A.: W. H. Freeman and

Company.

,Timothy D. Wilson, and Robin M. Akert (1998), Social Psychologt, Third Edition,
USA: Addison-Wesley Educational Publishers.

Asch, Solomon E. (1951), "Effects of Group Pressure Upon the Modification and

Distortion of Judgments," in Groups, Leadership, and Men: Research in Human
Relations, (ed.) Harold Guetzkow, Pittsburg, Pa: Carnegie Press.

------ (1952), Socíal Psychology, NY: Prentice-Hall.

------ (1955), "Opinions and Social Pressure," Scienti,fic American,193 (5), 31-35.

------ (1956), "studies of Independence and Conformity: I. A Minority of One Against a

Unanimous Majority," Psychological Monographs,T0 (whole No 416).

Bagozzi, Richard P. (2000), "On the Concept of lntentional Social Action in Consumer
Behavior," Journal of Consumer Research,2T Qecember), 388-396.

Barden, R. Christopher, Judy Garber, B. Leiman, Martin E. Ford, and John C. Masters
(1985), "Factors Governing the Effective Remediation of Negative Affect and Its

Cognitive and Behavioral Consèquences," Journal of Personality and Social
Psychology, 49, 1040-1053.

Barefoot, John, C. and Robert E. Kleck (1974), "The Effects of Race and Physical
Proximity of a Co-Actor on the Social Facilitation of Dominant Response,"
Catalog of Selected Documents in Psychology,4,78-79.

Baron, Reuben M. (1986), "Distraction/Conflict Theory: Progress and Problems," in
Advances in Experimental Social Psychologt, Vol. 19, Orlando, FL: Academic
Press, 1-40.

329



------ and David A. Kenny (1986), "The Moderator-Mediator Variable Distinction in
Social Psychological Research: Conceptual, Strategic, and Statistical
Considerations," Journal of Personalíty and Social Psychologt,5I (6), L173-
tt82.

, David R. Mandel, claire A. Adams, and Lynne M. Griffen (1976), "Effects of
Social Density in University Residential Environments," Journal of Personalíty
and Social Psychology, 34 (3), 434-446.

Baum, Andrew, John R. Aiello, and Lisa E. Calesnick (1978), "Crowding and Personal
Control: Social Density and the Development of Learned Helplessness," Journal
of Personality and Socíal Psychologt,36 (9),1000-1 I I 1.

------ and Stuart Koman (1976), "Differential Response to Anticipated Crowding:
Psychological Effects of Social and Spatial Density," Journal of Personalíty and
Social Psychologt, 34, 526-536.

Marc Riess, and John O'Hara (1974), "Architectural Variants of Reactions to
Spatial Invasion," Environment and Behavior,6 (1), 9l-100.

Baumeister, Roy F. (1982), "4 SelÊPresentational view of social phenomena,"
Psychological Bulletín, 9 | (l), 3 -26.

------ and Mark R. Leary (1995), "The Need to Belong: Desire for Interpersonal
Attachments as a Fundamental Human Motivation," Psychological Bulletin, IL7
(3),497-529.

Bearden, William o. and Michael J. Etzel (1982), "Reference Group Influence on
Product and Brand Purchase Decisions," Journal of Consumer Research,g
(September) , 183-194.

Beatty, Michael J. and Steven K. Payne (1983), "speech Anxiety as a Multiplicative
Function of Size of Audience and Social Desirability," Perceptual and Motor
Skílls, 56,792-794.

Becherer, Richard C. and Lawrence M. Richard (1978), "SelÊMonitoring as a
Moderating Variable in Consumer Behavior," Journal of Consumer Research,5
@ecember) , 159-162.

Belk, Russell W. (1g75),"situational Variables and Consumer Behav ior," Journal of
Consumer Research, 2 (December), 157-163.

Beming, Carol A. Kohn and Jacob Jacoby (1974), "Pattern of Information Acquisition of
New Product Purchases," Journal of Consumer Researcå, I (September), 18-22.

330



Berscheid, Ellen and Harry Reis (1998), "Attraction and Close Relationships," in The

Handbook of Social Psychology, (eds.) D. Gilbert, S. Fiske, and G. Lindzey, New
York: McGraw-Hill, 193-28 1.

----- and E. Hatfield (1978), Interpersonal Attractiofl,2nd edition, Reading, MA:
Addison-Wesley.

Blood, Robert O. Jr. and Donald M. Wolfe (1960), Husbands and Wives: The Dynamics

of Married Living,New York: Free Press Glencoe.

Bond, Charles F. Jr. (1982), "social Facilitation: A SelÊPresentational View," Journal of
Personality and Socíal Psychology,42 (6), L042-1050-

Adnan Omar Atoum, and Marilyn D. Vanleeuwen (L996), "Social Impairment of
Complex Learning in the Wake of Public Embarrassment," BasÌc and Applied

Socíal Psychologt, 18, 3l-44.

Boyle, Brett, F. Robert Dwyer, Robert A. Robicheaux, and James T. Simpson (1992),

"Influence Strategies in Marketing Channels: Measures and Use in Different
Relationship Structure s," Journal of Market ing Res earch, 29 (Novemb er), 462-

473.

Bowlby, John (1969), Attachment and Loss: Vol.I. Attachmenl, New York Basic Books.

Brock, Timothy C. (1965), "Communicator-Recipient Similarity and Decision Change,"

Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, I (June), 650-654'

Brown, Jacqueline Johnson and Peter H. Reingen (1987), "social Ties and Word-of-

Mouth Referral Behavior," Journal of Consumer Research,14 (December), 350-

362.

Buck, Ross W. and Ross D. Parke (1972), "Behavioral and Physiological Response to the

Presence of a Friendly or Neutral Person in Two Types of Stressful Situations,"

Journal of Personality and Social Psychologt,24 (2),I43-L53.

Burchinal, Lee G. and Ward W. Bauder (1965), "Decision-Making and Role Patterns

Among Iowa Farm and Nonfarm Families," Journal of Marríage and the FamÌly,

27 (4),525-530.

Burnstein, E., E. Stotland, and Alvin Zander (1961), "similarity to a Model and Self-

Evaluation," Journal of Abnormal and social Psychologt,62,257-264.

Busch, Paul and David T. Wilson (1976),"4n Experimental Analysis of a Salesman's

Expert and Referent Bases of Social Power in the Buyer-Seller Dyad," Journal of
Mørketing Research,l3 (February), 3-l l.

331



Byme, Donn and Gerald L. Clore (1970), "4 Reinforcement Model of Evaluative
Processes," Personality: An InternatÌonal Journal, l, 103-128.

Campbell, Jennifer D. and Patricia J. Fairey (1989), "Informational and Normative
Routes to Conformity: The Effect of Faction Size as a Function of Norm
Extremity and Attention to Stimulvs," Journal of Personality and Social
Psychologt, 57 (3), 457 -468.

Abraham Tesser, and Patricia J. Fairey (1986), "Conformity and Attention to
Stimulus: Some Temporal and Contextual Dynamics," Journal of Personality and
Social Psychologt, 5l (2), 315-324.

Chaiken, Shelly and Durairaj Maheswaran (1994), "Heuristic Processing Can Bias
Systematic Processing: Effects of Source Credibility, Argument Ambiguity, and

Task Importance on Attitude Judgment," Journal of Personality and Social
Psychology, 66 (3), 460-47 3.

Cheyne, James A. and Michael G. Efran (1972), "The Effect of Spatial and lnterpersonal
Variables on the Invasion of Group Controlled Territories," Sociometry, 35 (3),
477-489.

Childers, Terry L. Akshay R. Rao (1992), "The Influence of Familial and Peer-based

Reference Groups on Consumer Decisions," Journal of Consumer Research,19
(September) , 198-211.

Cocanougher, A. Benton and Grady D. Bruce (1971), "Socially Distant Reference

Groups and Consumer Aspiratioîs," Journal of Marketing Researcå, 8 (August),
379-38r.

Cottrell, Nickolas B. (1972), "Social Facilitation," in Experimental Social Psychology,
(ed.) Charles Graham McClintock, USA: Holt, Rinehart, and Winston, Inc., 185-

136.

------ (1963), "Performance in the Presence of Other Human Beings: Mere Presence,

Audience, and Affrliation Effects," in Social Facilitation and Imitatíve Beltavior,
(eds.) E. C. Simmel, R. A. Hoppe, and G. A. Milton, Boston: Allyn & Bacon, 9l-
1 10.

------ and Stephen W. Epley (1977), "Affiliation, Social Comparison, and Socially
Mediated Stress Reduction," in Socíal Comparison Processes: Theoretical and
Empìrical Perspectives, (eds.) J. M. Suls and R. L. Miller, New York: Wiley.

, Dennis L. Wack, Gary J. Sekerak, and Robert H. Rittle (1968), "Social Facilitation
of Dominant Responses by the Presence of an Audience and the Mere Presence of
Others," Journal of Personality and Sociql Psychology,9 (3),245-250.

332



Crosby, Lawrence 4., Kenneth R. Evans, and Deborah Cowles (1990), "Relationship

Quality in Services Selling: An Interpersonal Influence Perspective," Journal of
Marketing, 54 (3), 68-8 1.

Dabbs, James M. Jr. (I97L), "Physical Closeness and Negative Feelings," Psychonomíc
Science, 23 (2\, L4l-143.

Dahl, Darren W., Rajesh V. Manchanda, and Jennifer J. Argo (2001), "Embarrassment in
Consumer Purchase: The Roles of Social Presence and Purchase Familiarity,"
Journal of Consumer Research,2S (3),473-481.

) Heather Honea, and Rajesh V. Manchanda (2003), "The Guilty Consumer:
Understanding Feelings of Guilt in a Retail Purchase Context," unpublished
manuscrípt.

Darden, William R., Orhan Erdem, and Donna K. Darden (1983), "A Comparison and

Test of Three Causal Models of Patronage Intentions," in Patronage Behavior
and Retail Managemen4 (eds) William R. Darden and Robert F. Lusch, New
York: North-Holland.

Darke, Peter R. and Jonathan L. Freedman (1993), "Deciding Whether to Seek a Bargain:
Effects of Both Amount and Percentage Off," Journal of Applied Psychology,TS
(6),960-965.

Davis, Harry L. (I97L), "Measurement of Husband-Wife lnfluence in Consumer
Purchase Decisions," Journal of Marketing Research,8 (3),305-312.

Dean, Larry M., William M. Pugh, and E. K. Eric Gunderson (1975), "Spatial and

Perceptual Components of Crowding: Effects on Health and Satisfaction,"
Environment and Behavior, 7 (2), 225 -236.

DePaulo, Bella M. (1992), "Nonverbal Behavior and SelÊPresentation," Psychological
B ul letin, 1, | 4 (2), 203 -243 .

Deutsch, Morton and Harold B. Gerard'(l955), "A Study of Normative and Informational
Social Influences Upon Individual Judgment," Journal of Abnormal and Social
Psychologt, 5 l, 629 -636.

Dholakia, Ruby Roy and Brian Sternthal (1977), "Highly Credible Sources: Persuasive

Facilitators or Persuasive Liabilities," Journel of Consumer Research,3 (March),
223-232.

Donovan, Robert J. and John R. Rossiter (1982), "Store Atmosphere: An Environmental
Psychology Approach," Journal of Retail ing, 5 8 (Spring), 3 4-57 -

553



Duval, Shelley and Robert A. Wicklund (1972), A Theory of Objective Self-Awareness,
New York: Academic Press.

Efran, Michael G. and James A. Cheyne (1974), "Affective Concomitants of the lnvasion
of Shared Space: Behavioral, Physiological, and Verbal Indicators," Journal of
P ers onalíty and Social Psycho logt, 29, 2I9 -226.

Evans, Franklin B. (1963), "selling as a Dyadic Relationship," American Behavioral
Scíentíst, 6 (May), 7 6-79.

Evans, Gary V/. (1979), "Behavioral and Physiological Consequences of Crowding in
Humans," Journal of Applied Social Psychologt,9 (l),27-46-

----- and Roger B. Howard (1973), "Personal Space," Psychological Bulletin, 80, 334-
344.

Felipe, Nancy and Robert Sommer (1966), "Invasions of Personal Space," Social
Problems, 14 (2), 206-21 4.

Festinger, Leon, Stanley Schachter, and K. Back (1950), Social Pressures in Informal
Groups: A Study of a Housing Community,Palo Alto, CA: Stanford University
Press.

Filiatrault, Pierre and J. R. Brent Ritchie (1980), "Joint Purchasing Decisions: A
Comparison of Influence Structure in Family and Couple Decision-Making
IJnits," Journal of Consumer Researcå,7 (September), 131-140.

Fishbein, Martin (1967), "Attitude and Prediction of Behavior," in Readings ín Attitude
Theory and Measurement, (ed) Martin Fishbein, New York: John Wiley, 477-492.

Fisher, Jeffrey David (I974),"Situation-Specific Variables as Determinants of Perceived

Environmental Aesthetic Quality and Perceived Crowdedness," Journal of
Research in Personality, 8, 177 -188.

Fiske, Susan T. and Holly M. vonHendy (1,992), "Personality Feedback and Situational
Norms Can Control Stereotyping Processes," Journal of Personality and Social
Psychology, 62 (4), 57 7 -596.

Ford, Jeffrey D. and Elwood A. Ellis (1980), "A Reexamination of Group lnfluence on

Member Bra¡rd Preference," Journal of Marketing Research,lT (February),I25-
132.

Freedman, Jonathan L., Stanley Heshka, and Alan Levy (1975), "Population Density and

Pathology: Is There a Relationship?" Journal of Experimental Social Psychology,

t1,539-552.

334



Simon Klevansky, and Paul R. Ehrlich (l9ll), "The Effect of Crowding on Human

Task Performance," Journal of Applied Psychologt,l (l),7-25.

------, Alan S. Levy,Roberta Welte Buchanan, and Judy Price (1972), "Crowding and

Human Aggressiveness," Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 8, 528-548.

Freeman, Stephen, Marcus R. Walker, Richard Borden, and Bibb Latané (1,975),

"Diffusion of Responsibility and Restaurant Tipping: Cheaper by the Bunch,"

Personality and Social Psychologt Bulletin,l, 584-587.

Friestad, Marian and Peter Wright (1995), "Persuasion Knowledge and Lay People's and

Researchers' Beliefs About the Psychology of Advertising," Journal of Consumer

Research, 22 (l), 62-7 4.

Gatignon, Hubert and Thomas S. Robertson (1985), "A Propositional Inventory for New

Diffusion Research," Journal of consumer Research, Il (March),849-867 .

Geen, Russell G. and Brad J. Bushman (1989), "The Arousing Effects of Social
presence ," in Handbook of social PsychophysÌologt, (eds.) Hugh wagner and

Antony Manstead, Great Britain: John wiley & sons Ltd,26l-181,.

Gerard, Harold 8., Roland A. WilhelmY, and Edward S. Conolley (1968), "Conformity
and Group Size," Journal of Personalíty and Social Psychologt, 8 (1), 79-82.

Gilly, Mary C., John L. Graham, Mary Finley Wolfinbarger, Laura J. Yale (1998), "A
Oyãaic Study of Interpersonal Information Search," Journal of the Acødemy of
MarketÌng Science, 26 (2), 83- I 00.

Glick, Peter, Judith A. DeMorest, and CarlaA. Hotze (1988), "SelÊMonitoring and

Beliefs About Partner Compatibility in Romantic Relationships," Personality and

Social Psychology Bulletin,l4 (3), 485-494.

Goffrnan, Erving (1959), The Presentation of Setf in Everyday Life, Gatden City, NY:
DoubledaY

Griffitt, William and Russelt Veitch (197|),"Hot and Crowded: Influences of Population

Density and temperature on lnterpersonal Affective Behavior," Journal of
P ers o nality and Social P sychologt, 17 (L), 92-98.

Hall, E. T. (1966), The Hidden Dimension, New York: Doubleday'

Harkins, Stephen G. and Bibb Latané (1998), "Population and Political Participation: A

Social Impact Analysis of Voter Responsibility," Group Dynamics: Theory,

Research, and Practice,2 (3), 192-207 .

335



Hart, Jason W., Mark F. Stasson, and Steven J. Karau (L999), "Effects of Source

Expertise and Physical Distance on Minority lnfluence," Group Dynamics:

Theory, Research, and Practice,3 (l),81'-92.

Henchy, Thomas and David C. Glass (1968), "Evaluation Apprehension and the Social

Facilitation of Dominant and Subordinate Responses," Journal of Personality and

Socíal Psycholog,,, l0 (4), 446-454.

Horney, Karen (1945), Our Inner Conflicts: A Constructive Theory of Neurosis, New

York: Norton.

Howard, John A. and Jagdish Sheth (1969),The Theory of Buyer Behavior, New York:

John WileY.

Hunt, Shelby D. and John R. Nevin (1974),"Power in a Channel of Distribution: Sources

and Consequences," Journal of Marketíng Research,l l (May), 186-193.

Hyman, Herbert H. (1942),"The Psychology of Status," Archives of Psychologt,3S
(June), no.269.

Jackson, Jeffrey M. and Bibb Latané (1981), "All Alone in Front of All Those People:

Stage Fright as a Function of Number and Type of Co-Performers and Audience,"

Journal of Personality and Social Psychologt,40 (l)' 73-85'

James, W. (1890), The Principles of Psychology, New York: Holt'

John, Oliver P., Jonathan M. Cheek, and Eva C. Klohnen (1996), "On the Nature of Self-

Monitoring: Construct Explication with Q-Sort Ratings," Journal of PersonalÌty

and Social Psychologlt, 7 I (4), 7 63-77 6.

Jones, Edward E. and Thane S. Pittman (1982),"Toward a General Theory of Strategic

SelÊPresentation," in Psychological Perspectives on the Self,Yolume 1, (ed)

Jerry Suls, Hillsdate, New Jersey: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates,23L-262.

Kelley, Harold H. (1955), o'The Two Functions of Reference Groups," in Readings in

Social Psychology, (eds.) G. E. Swanson, T. M. Newcomb, and E. L. Hartley,

Second Edition, New York: Holt,410-414.

Kelman, Herbert C. (1961), "Processes of Opinion Change," Public Opinion Quarterly,
25 (Spring), 57 -78.

Knowles, Eric S. (1983), "Social Physics and the Effects of Others: Tests of the Effects

of Audience Size and Distance on Social Judgments and Behavior," Journal of
Personality and Sociøl Psychologt,45 (6), L263-I279.

336



------ and Rodney L. Bassett (1976), "Groups and Crowds as Social Entities: Effects of
Activity, Size, and Member Similarity on Nonmembers," Journal of Personality

and Social Psychologt, 34 (5), 837 -845.

Barbara Kreuser, Susan Haas, Michael Hyde, and Guy E. Schuchart (1,976),
..Group Size and the Extension of Social Space Boundaries," Journal of
Personality and Social Psychologlt, 33 (5), 647-654.

Konecni, Vladimir, Lynn Libuser, Houston Morton, and Ebbe B. Ebbesen (1975),

"Effects of Violation of Personal Space on Escape and Helping Responses,"

Journal of Experimental Social P sychologt, l 1', 288-299.

Kotler, Philip (L973/I974), "Atmospherics as a Marketing Tool," Journal of Retailing,49
(Winter), 48-64.

Kraut, Robert E. (1982), "Social Presence, Facial Feedback, and Emotion," Journal of
P ers o nali ty and So c i al P sy c holo gt, 42 (5), 8 53 -8 63.

Langer, Ellen J. and Susan Saegert (1977), "Crowding and Cognitive Control," Journal

of Personatíty and Social Psychologt, 35 (3), 175-182-

Latané, Bibb (193 1), "The Psychology of Social Impact," Amerícan Psychologist, 36 (4),

343-356.

------ and James M. Dabbs Jr. (L975),"Sex, Group Size and Helping in Three Cities,"

Sociometry, 38 (2), 180-194.

------ and John M. Darley (1968), "Group Inhibition of Bystander Intervention in

Emergencies," Journal of Personality and Social Psychologt, 10 (3), 215-221.

------ and Stephen Harkins (L976), "Cross-Modality Matches Suggest Anticipated Stage

Fright a Multipticative Power Function of Audience Size and Status," Perception

& Psychophysics, 20 (6), 482-488.

------ and Steve Nida (1980), "social Impact Theory and Group Influence: A Social

Engineering Perspective," in Psychologt of Group Influence, (ed) Paul B' Paulus,

Hillsdale New Jersey: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates, Publishers, 3-34.

James H. Liu, Andrzej Nowak, Michael Bonevento, and Long Zheng (1995),

"Distance Matters: Physical Space and Social Impact," Personality and Social

P sychology Bull etin, 2l (8), 795-805.

Kipling Williams, and Stephen Harkins (1979), "Many Hands Make Light the

Work: The Causes and Consequences of Social Loafing," Journal of Personality

and Social Psychologt, 37 (6), 822-832.

337



------ and Sharon Wolf (1981), "The Social Impact of Majorities and Minorities,"

Psychological Revíew, 88 (5), 438-453-

Laughlin, Patrick R. and James J. Jaccard (1975), "Social Facilitation and Observational

Learning of Individuals and Cooperative Pairs," Journal of Personølity and Social

Psychologt, 32 (5), 87 3-87 9.

Leary,Mark R. and Robin M. Kowalski (1990), "Impression Management: A Literature

Review and Two-Component Model," Psychological Bulletin, 107 (1), 34-47 -

Leigh, J. H. and Terry G. Gabel (1992), "Symbolic Interactionism: Its Effects on

Consumer Behavior and Imptications for Marketing Strategy," Journal of
Services Marketing, 6 (3), 5-16.

Linville, patricia. W. and Edward E. Jones (1980), "Polarized Appraisals of Out-Group

Members," Journal of Personaltty and Social Psychology, 38 (5), 689-703.

Little, Kenneth B. (1965), "Personal Space," Journal of Experimental Social Psychology,

r,237-247.

Locksley, Arur, VilmaOrtiz,and Christine Hepburn (1980), "social Categotization and

Discriminatory Behavior: Extinguishing the Minimal lntergroup Discrimination

Effect," Journal of Personality and social Psychologt,39,773-783.

Lott, Dale F. and Robert Sommer (1967), "Seating Arrangements and Status," Journal of
P ers o nøl ity and S o c ial P sycho lo gt, 7 I (l), 90-95.

Lundberg, Ulf, Oswald Bratf,rsch, and Gösta Ekman (1,972), "Emotional Involvement and

Subjective Distance: A Summary of Investigations," The Journal of Social

Psychologlt, ST , L69-177 .

Lupfer, Michael, Jane Kay, and Sara Ann Burnette (1969), "The Influence of Picketing

on the Purchase of Toy Guns," The Journal of Social Psychology,77,197-200'

Lusch, Robert F. (Ig76),"Sources of Power: Their Impact on Intrachannel Conflict,"

Journal of Marketing Research, l3 (November), 382-390'

Machleit, Karen 4., J. J. Kellaris, and Sevgin A. Eroglu (1994), "Human vs. Spatial

Dimensions of Crowding Perceptions in Retail Environments: A Note on Their

Measurement and Effect on Shopper Satisfaction," Marketing Letters,5,183-194.

Mackintosh,Elizabeth, Sheree West, and Susan Saegert (1975), "Two Studies of
Crowding in Urban Public Spaces," Environment and Behavior,T, L59-I84.

338



Martin, Mary C. and James W. Gentry Q997), "Stuck in the Model Trap: The Effects of
Beautiful Models in Ad on Female Pre-Adolescents and Adolescents," Journal of
Advertising, 26 (2), I 9-33.

Martin, Ingrid M. and David W. Stewart (2001), "The Differential Impact of Goal

Congruency on Attitudes, Intentions, and the Transfer of Brand Equity," Journal
of Marketing Research,3S (4), 471-484.

Maslow, Abraham H. (1968), Toward a Psychological Being, New York: Va Norstrand.

McBride, Glen, M. G. King, and J. W. James (1965), "Social Proximity Effects of
Galvanic Skin Responses in Adult Humans," Journal of Psychology,6I, 153-157 .

McDowell, Kenneth V. (L972),"Violations of Personal Space," Canadian Journal of
Behavioral Science, 4 (3), 210-217 .

Mead, G. H. (1934), Mind, Self, and Society, Chicago, IL: University of Chicago Press.

Middlemist, R. Dennis, Eric S. Knowles, and Charles F. Matter (1976\, "Personal Space

Invasions in the Lavatory; suggestive Evidence for Arousal] Journal of
Personality and Social Psychologt, 33 (5), 54I-546-

Milgram, Stanley (1974), Obedience to Authority: An Experimental View,New York:

Harper & Row.

------ (I970), "The Experience of Living in Cities," Science,167,146I-1468'

Leonard Bickman, and Lawrence Berkowitz (1969), "Note on the Drawing Power

of Crowds of Different Size," Journal of Personality and Social Psychology,13
(2),79-82.

Miller, Rowland S. and Mark R. Leary 0992), "Social Sources and Interactive Functions

of Emotion: The Case of Embarrassment," in Emotion and Social Behavior, (ed)

Margaret S. Clark, USA: Sage Publications, Inc,202-221.

Mishra, Sanjay, U. N. Umesh, and Donald Stern (1993), "Antecedents of the Attraction

Effect: An Information-Processing Approach," Journal of Marketing Research,

30 (3), 331-349.

Moschis, George P. (1976), "Social Comparison and Informal Group Influence," Journal

of Marketing Research, l3 (August),237-244-

Mullen, Brian (1985), "strength and Immediacy of Sources: A Meta-Analysis Evaluation

of the Forgotten Elements of Social Impact Theory," Journal of Personality and

Social Psychologt, 48 (6), 1458-1466.

339



------ (19S3), "Operationalizing the Effect of the Group on the lndividual: A SelÊ

Attentive Perspective ," Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 19,295-322.

Nesbitt, Paul D. and Girard Steven (1974), "Personal Space and Stimulus Intensity at a

Southern California Amusement Park," Sociometry,37 (l),105-l 15'

Nogami, Glenda Y. (I976),"Crowding: Effects of Group Size, Room Size, and

Density?" Journal of Applied Social Psycholog,6(2), 105-L25'

Osborne, Randall E. and Daniel T. Gitbert (L992), "The Preoccupational Hazards of
Social Life," Journal of Personality and Social Psychologt,62 (2),219-228-

Ostrum, Thomas M., Sandra L. Carpenter, Constantine Sedikides, and Fan Li (1993),
.,Differential Processing of In-Group and Out-Group Information," Journal o¡f

P ers onality and So cial Psychologt, 64 (I), 2I -34'

palan, Kay M. and Robert E. Wilkes (L997), "Adolescent-Parent Interaction in Family

Decision Making," Journal of Consumer Research' 24 (September), 159-168.

park, C. Whan, Easwar S. Iyer, and Daniel C. Smith (1989), "The Effects of Situational

Factors on ln-Store Grocery Shopping Behavior: The Role of Store Environment

and Time Available for Shopping," Journal of Consumer Researcå, 15 (March),

422-433.

------ and V. Parker Lessig (1977),"Students and Housewives: Differences in

Susceptibility to References Group Influence," Journal of Consumer Research,4,

102-1 10.

Paulus, Paul B. (1980), "Crowding," in Psycltologt of Group Influence, (ed.) Paul B'

Paulus, Hillsdale, New Jersey: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates ,245-289.

Angela B. Annis, John J. Seta, Janette K. Schkade, and Robert W. Matthews

(l-g7 6), "Density Does Affect Task Performanc e," Journal of Personality and

Social Psychologt, 34 (2)' 248-253.

Verne Cox, Garvin McCain, and Jane Chandler (1975), "Some Effects of
Crowding in a Prison Environment," Journal of Applied Social Psychology, 5 (1),

86-91.

------ and Peter Murdoch (1971), "Anticipated Evaluation and Audience Presence in the

Enhancement of Dominant Responses," Journal of Experimental Socíal

Psychologt, 7, 280-29 l.

Petty, Richard E., Stephen G. Harkins, Kipling D' Williams, and Bibb Latané (1977)'
.'The Effects of G.oup Size on Cognitive Effort and Evaluation," Personality and

Social Psychology Bulletin, 3 (4), 57 9-582.

340



Porter, Evan, Michael Argyle, and Veronica Salter (I97L), "What is Signalled by
Proximity," P erc eptual and Mo tor Skills, 30, 39 -42.

Pryor, John M. and Thomas M. Ostrum (1981), "The Cognitive Organizationof Social

Life: A Converging-Operations Approach," Journal of Personality and Social
Psychologt, 4I (4), 628-641.

Raghubir, Priya and Geeta Menon (1998), "AIDS and Me, Never the Twain Shall Meet:

The Effects of Information Accessibility on Judgments of Risk and Advertising
Effectivene ss," Jottrnal of C o nsumer Res earch, 25 (l), 52- 63 .

Reingen, Peter H., Brian L. Foster, Jacqueline J. Brown, and Stephen B. Seidman (1984),

"Brand Congruence in Interpersonal Relations: A Social Network Analysis,"
Journal of Consumer Reseørclt, l1 @ecember),77L-783'

------ and Jerone B. Kernan (1977), "Compliance with an Interview Request: A Foot-in-

the-Door, Self-Perception Interpretation," Journal of Marketing Research,14
(August), 365-369.

Richins, Marsha L. (1991), "social Comparison and the Idealized Images of
Advertising," Journal of Consumer Research' 18 (June), 7l-83.

Ritson, Mark and Richard Elliott (1999), "The Social Uses of Advertising: An
Ethnographic Study of Adolescent Advertising Audiences," Journal of Consumer

Res earc h, 26 (Decemb er), 260 -27 7 .

Robertson, Thomas S. (1971), Innovative Behavior and Communication, Chapter 8, New
York: Holt, Rinehart and Winston, Inc.

Rosenbaum, Milton E. (1986), "The Repulsion Hypothesis: On the Non-Development of
Relationships," Journal of Personality and Social Psycholog,,, 51, 1156-1166.

Rosekrans, Mary (1967), "Imitation in Children as a Function of Perceived Similarity to a

Social Model and Vicarious Reinforcement," Journal of Personality and Social

Psychologt, 7 (3), 307 -3I5.

Ruback, R. Bany (1987), "Deserted (and Nondeserted) Aisles: Territorial Intrusion Can

Produce Persistence, Not Flight," Social Psychologt Quarterly,50 (3), 270-276.

Saegert, Susan (1978), "High-Density Environments: Their Personal and Social

Consequences," in Human Response to Crowdtng, (eds.) Andrew Baum and

Yakov M. Epstein, Hillsdale, New Jersey: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates,25T-

28r.

------ (1973), "Cognitive Overload and Behavioral Constraint," in Environmental Design

Research, (ed) W. Preiser, Stroudsburg, PA: Dowden, Hutchinson & Ross.

341



Sanders, Glenn S. (1983), "An Attentional Process Model of Social Facilitation," Small

Groups,(eds.) A. Hare, H. Bumberg, V. Kent, and M. Davies, London: wiley.

------ and Robert Steven Baron (I975), "The Motivating Effects of Distraction on Task

Performance," Journal of Personaltty and Social Psycholog,t,32 (6),956-963.

Sas$r, Joseph and Morris Okun (1974), "Form of Evaluation and Audience Expertness as

Joint Determinants of Audience Effects," Journal of Experimental Social

Psychologt, 10, 46I-467 .

Schachter, Stanley (1959), The Psycholog of Affrliation, Stanford California: Stanford

University Press.

Schmidt, Donald E. and John P. Keating (1979),"Human Crowding and Personal

Control: An Integration of the Research," Psychologícal Bulletin,S6 (4),680-700.

Schlenker, Barry R. (1980), Impression Management: The Self-Concept, Social ldentity,

and Interpersonal Relations,Monterey, California: Brooks/Cole.

------ and Michael F. V/eigotd (1992), "lnterpersonal Processes Involving Impression

Regulation and Management," Annual Rev iew of P sycho lo8!, 43, 1 33- 1 68.

Schlosser, Ann E. (1998), "Applying the Function Theory of Attitudes to Understanding

the Influence of Store Atmosphere on Store Inferences," Journal of Consumer

Psychologt, 7 (4\, 345 -369.

Sengupt4 Jaideep, Darren W. Dahl, and Gerald J. Gorn (2002), "Misrepresentation in the

Consumer Context," Journal of Consumer Psychology, L2 (2)' 69-79 '

Seta John J., James E. Crisson, Catherine E. Seta, and Maureen A. Wang (1989), "Task
performance and Perceptions of Anxiety: Averaging and Summation in an

Evaluative Setting," Journal of Personality and Social Psychologt, 56 (3)' 387-

396.

Nancy S. Hayes, and John J. setd (I994),"Mood, Memory, and vigilance: The

Influence of Distraction on Recall and Impression Formation," Personality and

Socíql Psychologt Bulletin,20 (2), 170-177 .

Shamo, G. Wayne and Linda M. Meador (1969), "The Effect of Visual Distraction Upon

Recall and Attitude Change," Journal of Communication,19 (2),157-162.

Sherif, Muzafer (1953), "The Concept of Reference Groups in Human Relations," in

Group Relations at the Crossroads, (eds.) M. Sherif and M. O. Wilson, New

York: Harper,203-23I.

------ (Lg36), The Psychologt of Social Norms, USA: Harper and Brothers Publishers.

342



------ (1935), .'A Study of Some Factors in Perception," Archives of Psychology,2T
(187), 1-60.

Sinha, Sahab P. and Surat P. Sinha (1991), "Personal Space and Density as Factors in

Task Perforïnance and Feeting of Crowding," Tlte Journal of Social Psychology,

131 (6), 831-837.

Snyder, Mark (1987), Public Appearances, Private Realities: The Psychologt of Self-

Monitoring, New York, NY, US: W. H. Freeman and Co, Publishers-

------ (1974), "Self-Monitoring of Expressive BehavioÍ," Journal of Personality and

Social Psychologt, I0, 526-537 .

Sommer, Robert (1959), "studies in Personal Space," Sociometry,22,247-260.

------ (1969), Personal space: The Behavioral Basisfor Design, Englewood clffi,N.I.:
Prentice-Hall.

Spangenberg, Eric R., Ayn E. Crowley, and Pamela W. Henderson (1996), "Improving

the Store Environment: Do Olfactory Cues Affect Evaluations and Behaviors?"

Journal of Marketíng, 60 (April),67-80.

Stafford, James E. (1966), "Effects of Group Influences on Consumer Brand

Preference s," Journal of Marketing Research, 3 (February), 68-7 5'

------ and Benton Cocanougher (L977), "Reference Group Theory," in Selected Aspects of
consumer Behavior,washington, DC: Superintendent of Documents, us
Governmental Printing O ffi ce.

Sternthal, Brian, Ruby Dholakia and Clark Leavitt (1978), "The Persuasive Effect of
source credibility: Tests of cognitive Response," Journal of consumer

Research, 4,252-260.

------: Lynn Phillips, and Ruby Dholakia (1977), "The Persuasive Effect of Source

Credibility: A Situational Analysis," Public Opinion Quarterly'

Stokols, Daniel, Marilyn Rall, Berna Pinner, and John Schopler (1973), "Physical, Social,

and Personal Determinants of the Perception of Crowding," Environment and

Behavior,5, 87-1 15.

Sundstrom, Eric (1978), "Crowding as a Sequential Process: Review of Research on the

Effects of Population Density on Humans ," in Httman Response to Crowding,

(eds.) Andrew Baum and Yakov M. Epstein, Hillsdale, New Jersey: Lawrence

Erlbaum Associates Publishers, 31-1 16.

343



------ (I975), "An Experimental Study of Crowding: Effects of Room Size, Intrusion, and

Goat Blocking on Nonverbal Behavior, Self-Disclosure, and Self-Reported

Stress," Journal of Personality and Social Psychologt,32 (4),645-654-

Tanford, Sarah and Steven Penrod (1984), "social lnfluence Model: A Formal

Integration of Research on Majority and Minority lnfluence Processes,"

, Psychological Bulletín,gs (2)' 189-225.

Tedeschi, James T. (198i), Impression Management Theory and Social Psychological

Research, New York: Academic Press.

Triplett, N. (1898), "The Dynamogenic Factors in Pacemaking and Competition,"

American Journal of Psychologt, 9, 507 -533.

Wells, William D. and Leonard A. Lo Sciuto (1966), "Direct Observation of Purchasing

Behavior," Journal of Marketing, 3 (August),227-233'

w'"0'":''å:iî,in:::::,','..ï;l'?:iïitrH;:::å:îì:*î:Ï:i:l#nPsvchotogv

Erlbaum Associates, Publishers, I 89-208.

t, 
----- (lg7g), "The Influence of SelÊAwareness on Human Behavior," American

Scientist, 67, I87 -193.

, Wilkes, Robert E. (1975), "Husband-Wife lnfluence in Purchase Decisions - A
, Confirmation and Extension," Journal of Marketing Research, L29 (May),224-

227.

, Williams, Kipling D., Stephen Harkins, and Bibb Latané (1981), "Identifiability as a

Deterrent to Social t oafing: Two Cheering Experiments," Journal 9f Personality

and Social Psychologt,40 (2),303-31 1.

------ and Karen B. Williams (1989), "Impact of Source Strength on Two Compliance

Techniques," Basic and Applied Social Psychology,l0 (2),149-159.

Williams, Karen B. and Kipling D. Williams (1983), "Social Inhibition and Asking for

Help: The Effects of Number, Strength, and Immediacy of Potential Help Givers,"

Journal of Personality and Social Psychologt,44 (I),67-77.

i Willis, Frank N. Jr. (Ig66),"Initial Speaking Distance as a Function of the Speaker's

Relationship," Psycho no mic Science, 5, 22I -222.

Witt, RobertB. (1969), 'Informat Social Group Influence on Consumer Brand Choice,"

Journal of Marke t i ng Res earc h, 6 (Novemb er), 47 3 - 47 6.

344



------ and Grady D. Bruce (1,970), "Purchase Decisions and Group Influence," Journal of
Marketing Research, 7 (November), 533-53 5.

Wolf, Sharon and Bibb Latané (1983), "Majority and Minority Influence on Restaurant

Preferences," Journal of Personality and Social Psychologt,45 (2),282-292.

Woodside, A¡ch G. (I972),"Informal Group Influence on Risk Taking," Journal of
Marketing Research, 9 (May), 223-225.

------ and J. William Davenport, Ir. (1974),"The Effect of Salesman Similarity and

Expertise on Consumer Purchasing Behavior," Journal of Marketing Research, LI
(May), 198-202.

Worchel, Stephen and Charles Teddlie (I976), "The Experience of Crowding: A Two-
Factor Theory," Journal of Personality and Social Psycholog,t,34,30-40.

Yoo, Changjo, Jonghee Park, and Deborah J. Maclnnis (1998), "Effects of Store

Characteristics and In-Store Emotional Experiences on Store Attitude," Journal of
Bus iness Research, 42, 253-263.

Zajonc, Robert B. (1980), "Compresence," in Psychologt of Group Influence, (ed) Paul

B. Paulus, Hillsdale, NJ: Erlbaum, 35-60.

------ (1965), "social Facilitation ," Science, I49,269-274.

------ and Stephen M. Sales (i966), "Social Facilitation of Dominant and Subordinate

Responses, " Journal of Experímental So cial P sychology, 2, 1 60- 168 -

Zimbardo, Philip and Robert Formica (1963), "Emotional Comparison and Self-Esteem

as Determinants of Affiliation," Journal of P ers o na l i ty, 3 l', l 4 l - 1 62.

345



Appendix A
.'b '-

Proìduct Assess ment Pre-Test S urvey Instrument

Please respond to the following questions by circling the appropriate response.

1. No one ever sees me use bread (batteries) {a camera}

DefinitelydisagreeL 2 3 4 5 6 7 Deltnitely
agree

2. Bread (Batteries) {Cameras} is/are low in visibility

Definitelydisagreel 2 3 4 5 6 7 Deftnitely
agree

3. I'm not at all obvious when I use bread (batteries) {a camera}

Definitelydisagreel 2 3 4 5 6 7 Definitely
agree

4. Bread (batteries) {Cameras}islare a low risk purchase

DefinitelydisagreeL 2 3 4 5 6 7 Definitely
agfee

5. The consequences of making a poor purchase are low for bread (batteries) {a camera}

Definitelydisagreel 2 3 4 5 6 7 Deftnitely
agree

6. Gender (please check): male 

- 

female
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APPendÍx B

Battery Perception Pre-Test Survey Instrument

please respond to the foltowing questions by circting the appropriate response.

1. What are your perceptions (impressions) of Rayovac batteries?

Cheapl23456

Lowquality I 2 3 4 5 6

Lowvalue | 2 3 4 5 6

2. Whatare your perceptions (impressions) of chateau batteries?

Cheapï23456

Lowquality I 2 3 4 5 6

Lowvalue I 2 3 4 5 6

3. What are your perceptions (impressions) of Panasonic batteries?

Cheapl23456

Lowquality I 2 3 4 5 6

Lowvalue I 2 3 4 5 6

4. What are your perceptions (impressions) of Duracell batteries?

Cheapl2456

Lowquality I 2 3 4 5 6

Lowvalue I 2 3 4 5 6

5. What are your perceptions (impressions) of Rayovac batteries?

7 Expensive

7 Hígh quality

7 High value

CheapI234

Lowquality I 2 3 4

Lowvalue | 2 3 4

s6
56

s6

Expensive

High quality

High value

Expensive

High quality

High value

Expensive

High quality

High value

Expensive

High quality

High value

7

7

7

7

7

7

7

7

1

7

7
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6. V/hat are your perceptions (impressions) of Classsic batteries?

Cheapl23456TExPensive

Lowquality I 2 3 4 5 6 7 HighqualitY

Lowvalue L 2 3 4 5 6 7 Highvalue

7. Gender: male female
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Appendix C

Battery Testing Display Pre-Test Survey Instrument

Please respond to the following questions by circling the appropriate response.

1. If you were to play with this display in the bookstore and someone else was there,
you how foolish would you feel?

Notatallfoolish I 2 3 4 5 6 7 Yeryfoolish

2. If you were to play with this display in the bookstore and someone else was there,
how silly would you feel?

Notatallsilly I 2 3 4 5 6 7 Yerysilly

3. If you were to play with this display in the bookstore and someone else was there,
how ridiculous would you feel?

Notatall I 2 3 4 5 6 7 Yery
ridiculous ridiculous
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Appendix D

Research Procedure Pre-Test Survey Instrument

Please respond to the following questions by circling the appropriate response.

PRODUCT DISPLAY

1. How much did you like the way the product you purchased was displayed?

Didnotlike | 2 3 4 5 6 7 LlkeditverY
it at all much

2. How easy was it for you to locate the product that you went to buy?

Noatalleasy I 2 3 4 5 6 7 VeryeasY

3. How clearly were the prices of the products displayed?

Notatallclearl 2 3 4 5 6 7 YerYclear

4. To what extent do you feel that the product was located in a good section of the

Book Store?

Notagood I 2 3 4 5 6 7 YetYgood
location at all location

5. How was the lightins in the Book Store?

Toodim I 2 3 4 5 6 7 Toobright

IMPRESSION OF SERVICE

6. What was the service like in the.Book Store?

Verybad | 2 3 4 5 6 7 YerYgood

Notatall | 2 3 4 5 6 7 YetY
professional Professional

Veryslow I 2 3 4 5 6 7 YerYfast

Veryrude I 2 3 4 5 6 7 YerYPolite

Notatall I 2 3 4 5 6 7 YetYfriendlY
friendly
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Please respond to the following questions based on your purchase.

7. Did you feel that the cashier was attentive in the following ways (please circle the

appropriate resPonses) :

i. Made eYe contact Yes no

ii. conducted an appropfiate level of communication yes no

iii. Said thank-You Yes no

8. Did you recognize anyone in the aisle where you found your product?

Yes No If yes, how many people

g. Give us your best estimate on how many people were in the aisle, excluding

yourself, where you made your selection.

0 _1 
-2 -3 -4 -5+10. How well do you know the cashier who served you?

Didnotknow I 2 3 4 5 6 7 Knewverywell
at all

1 1. How often have you seen the cashier before?

Neverseen I 2 3 4 5 6 7 Seenseveral

before times

12. How attractive was the cashier?

Notattractive I 2 3 4 5 6 7 Veryattractive

at all

13. Give us your best estimate on how many people, excluding yourself were in the

Book Store.

0-5 _ 6-10 
- 

1t-15 
-1'6-20 - 

2t+

14. How many people did you see in the Book Store that you knew? (Please check)

o | _2 _3 
-4 -5+
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15. Did you recognize anyone in the check-out line?

Yes No lf yes, how manypeople

16. Gender (please circle): Female Male Age:

fl. What do you think was the purpose of this survey?

THANK YOU FOR YOUR PARTICIPATION!
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APPendix E

Group Activity Pre-Test Survey Instrument

Please respond to the following questions by circling the appropriate response.

l. Give us your best estimate on how many people were in the aisle (don't count yourself¡,

where you made Your selection.

_0 _l _2 _3 
-4 -5+Z. If you indicated in question #1 that there were at least 2 people in the aisle (not counting

yoursetf¡ please complete the following questions. If you indicated that there was I

person or less please proceed to question #7'

please indicate in the space provided what the other people in the aisle were doing.

3. To what extent do you think that the other people in the aisle knew one another?

Definitelydidnot I 2 3 4 5 6 7 Definitelyknew

know one another one another

4. To what extent did the other people in the aisle talk to one another?

Didnottalkatall I 2 3 4 5 6 7 Talkedalot

5. To what extent did the other people àppear to be together?

Didnotappeartobe | 2 3 4 5 6 7 Definitely

together aPPeared to be

together

6. To what extent did you perceive the other people to be a group?

Theydefinitelywere | 2 3 4 5 6 7 Theydefinitely

not a group

7. Gender þlease circle): Female Male
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APPendix F

Proximity Pre-Test Survey Instrument

please respond to the following questions by circling the appropriate response.

1. Give us your best estimate on how many people were in the aisle (don't count yourself),

where you made Your selection.

_0 _1 _2 _3 
-4 -5+2.If therewas another person (other people) in the aisle how close were they to you?

Closel234567Far

NearI234567Distant

Nexttome L 2 3 4 5 6 7 Awayfromme

3. Gender þlease circle): Female Male Age: 

-
THANK YOU FOR YOUR PARTICIPATION!!!
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Appendix G

Perceived Similarity Pre-Test Survey fnstrument

please respond to the following questions by circling the appropriate response.

Person #l

1. How similar do you perceive him/her to be to you?

Notatallsimilar l, 2 3 4 5 6 7 Yerysimilar

2. How alike do you perceive him/her to be to you?

Notatall | 2 3 4 5 6 7 YerYalike

alike

3. How comparable do you think s/he is to you?

Notatall | 2 3 4 5 6 7 Yery

comparable comParable

4. To what extent does s/he dress similarly to you?

Notatallsimilar I 2 3 4 5 6 7 Yerysimilar

5. To what extent does s/he wear the same style of clothes that you would consider

wearing?

Notatallsimilar L 2 3 4 5 6 7 Yerysimilar

to my style to mY stYle

6. Have you ever seen this person before (please circle)? Yes No

7. To what extent do you know this person?

Donotknow I 2 3 4 5 6 7 Knowvery

at all well
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Person #2

8. How similar do you perceive him/her to be to you?

Notatallsimilar I 2 3 4 5 6 7 Yetysimilar

9. How alike do you perceive him/her to be to you?

Notatall | 2 3 4 5 6 7 YerYalike

alike

10. How comparable do you think s/he is to you?

Notatall L 2 3 4 5 6 7 YerY
r r - comparable

compafaDle

11. To what extent does s/he dress similarly to you?

Notatallsimitar L 2 3 4 5 6 7 Verysimilar

l\.Towhat extent does s/he wear the same style of clothes that you would consider

wearing?

Notatallsimilar I 2 3 4 5 6 7 Yerysimilar

to my style to mY stYle

13.Haveyoueverseenthispersonbefore(pleasecircle)?YesNo

14. To what extent do you know this person?

Donotknow | 2 3 4 5 6 7 Knowvery

at all well

15. Gender (please circle): a. Female b' Male

16. Age:

17. Ethnicity: 

-
THANKS FOR YOUR PARTTCIPATION!!!
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a

Time Slot Student Name
9.00

9.20

9.40

10.00

t0.20

10.40

11.00

1r.20

1.00

r.20

1.40

2.00

2.40

3.00

3.20

3.40

4.00

4.20

4.40

Appendix II

Sample of Sign-up Sheets

Mondav March 18
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Appendix J

Study One Survey Instrument

1. In the space provided below, please list ALL of the thoughts and feelings you

experienced during the shopping situation.

Please write each thought or feeling on a separate line. Please also indicate the

importance and strength of each thought and feeling (e.g. somewhat, very).

BE SURE TO STATE ALL OF THE THOUGHTS AND FEELINGS THAT CAME TO
MIND, even if you think some are not important. Every thought and/or feeling that came

to mind is of importance to us.
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Please respond to the questions below based on your shopping experience.

PRODUCT DISPLAY

2. How much did you like the way the product you purchased was displayed?

Didnotlike L 2 3 4 5 6 7 LtkeditverY
it at all much

3. How easy was it for you to locate the product that you went to buy?

Noatalleasy | 2 3 4 5 6 7 VeryeasY

4. How clearly were the prices of the products displayed?

Notatallclearl 2 3 4 5 6 7 YerYcleat

5. To what extent do you feel that the product was located in a good section of the

Book Store?

Notagood | 2 3 4 5 6 7 VerYgood

location at all location

6. How was the liehting in the Book Store?

Toodim I 2 3 4 5 6 7 Toobright

IMPRESSION OF SERVICE

7. What was the service like in the Book Store?

Verybad | 2 3 4 5 6 7 YerYgood

Notatall | 2 3 4 5 6 7 YerY

professional professional

Veryslow I 2 3 4 5 6 7 YerYfast

Veryrude I 2 3 4 5 6 7 YetYPolite

Notatall | 2 3 4 5 6 7 YerYfriendlY

friendly
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Please indicate how you felt during the shopping experience. Please circle the
appropriate number on the scales below.

FEELINGS WHILE SHOPPING

8. Not at all anxious I 2

9. Not at all i
awkward

10. Not at all annoyed I 2

11. Not at all sure | 2

12. Not at all | 2

interested

13. Not at all certain I 2

14. Not at all excited I 2

15. Not at all 1 2

frustrated

16. Not at all happy I

17. Not at all I
confident

18. Not at all selÊ I
conscious

19. Not at all good I

20. Not at all 1

uncomfortable

21. Not at all 1

stimulated

34567

34s67

6

6

6

56

56

56

34

34

34

234567

234567

234567

234567

J

Ĵ

-1

4

4

4

5

5

5

Very anxious

Very awkward

Very annoyed

Very sure

Very
interested

Very certain

Very excited

Very
frustrated

Very happy

Very
confident

Very self-
conscious

Very good

Very
uncomfortable

Very
stimulated
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Please indicate your responses in the appropriate spaces provided below.

PRODUCT INFORMATION

22. Please indicate the type of product that you purchased.

23. please indicate the pfice of the product you purchased (excluding the taxes).

24. Please indicate the brand of the product you purchased.

25. How many brands of your product were available (including the brand you choose)?

26. please indicate the other brands available and their corresponding prices.
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Please respond to the following questions based on your purchase.

PURCHASE

27. How satisfied are you with your brand selection?

Notsatisfied I 2 3 4 5 6 7 Yerysatisfied

at alL

28. How satisfied were you with your purchase experience?

Notsatisfied I 2 3 4 5 6 7 Yetysatisfied

at all

29. How much effort did you exert in your purchase?

Noeffort I 2 3 4 5 6 7 Lotsofeffort

at all

DidnottryL23456TTriedhard
at all

30. How important was it to you to make the best buy?

Notimportantl 2 3 4 5 6 7 Yetyimportant

at all

Notatall I 2 3 4 5 6 7 Yeryimperative

imperative

Please indicate your responses in the appropriate spaces provided below'

PERSONAL INTERACTIONS WITHIN THE STORE

31. Did you recognize anyone in the gþþ where you found your product?

Yes No If yes, how manyPeoPle

32. Give us your best estimate on how many people were in the aisle, excluding

yourself, where you made your selection.

0 I 2 

-3 -4 -5+
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Please indicate your responses in the appropriate spaces provided below.

PERSONAL INTERACTIONS WITHIN THE STORE,

33. Did you feel that the cashier was attentive in the following ways (please circle the

approPriate resPonses):

i. Made eYe contact Yes no

ii. conducted an appropriate level of communication yes no

iii. Said thank-You Yes no

34. How well do you know the cashier who served you?

Didnotknow I 2 3 4 5 6 7 Knewverywell

at all

35. How often have you seen the cashier before?

Neverseen | 2 3 4 5 6 7 Seenseveral

before times

36. How attractive was the cashier?

Notattractive I 2 3 4 5 6 7 Yetvattractive

at all

37. Give us your best estimate on how many people, excluding yourself were in the

Book Store.

0-5 
- 

6-10 
- 

11-15 
-16-20 - 

2r+

38. How many people did you see in the Book Store that you knew? (Please check)

_0 _t _2 
-3 -4 -5+39. Did you recognize anyone in the check-out line?

Yes No If Yes, how manY PeoPle

40. How attractive was (were) the other shoppers you recognized in the store?

Notattractivel23456TYeryattractive
at all
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Please indicate your responses in the appropriate spaces provided below.

PR.EVIOUS EXPERIENCE

4L. Have you ever before purchased this product before? (please check the

appropriate response)

Yes No

i. (If you checked No please proceed to question 44)

42. How often do you purchase this product? þlease circle)

Veryrarely L 2 3 4 5 6 7 YerYoften

43. Please indicate the last time you purchased this product? @lease check the

appropriate response)

Within the last month
Betweenland3months
Between3and6months
More tha¡r 6 months ago

44. How familiar are you with purchasing this product? (please circle)

Notfamiliar I 2 3 4 5 6 7 Yeryfamiliar
at all

Notatall | 2 3 4 5 6 7 Yery
knowledgeable knowledgeable
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please indicate the extent to which you agree with the following statements by writing the

appropriate number in the blank next to each item. Use the following scale:

01234s
Always Generally somewhat Somewhat Generally certainly
False False False True True True

45. In social situations, I have the ability to alter my behaviour if I feel that

something else is called for.

46. I have the ability to control the way I come across to people, depending on

the impression I wish to give them.

47. When I feel that the image I am portraying isn't working, I can readily

change it to something that does.

4g. I have trouble changing my behaviour to suit different people and different

situations.

49. I have found that I can adjust my behaviour to meet the requirements of
any situation I find mYself in.

50. Once I know what the situation calls for, it's easy for me to regulate my

actions accordinglY-

51. I am often able to read people's true emotions correctly through their eyes.

52. In conversations, I am sensitive to even the slightest change in the facial

expression of the person I'm conversing with'

53. My powers of intuition are quite good when it comes to understanding

others' emotions and motives.

54. I can usually tell when others consider a joke to be in bad taste, even

though they may laugh convincingly'

55. I can usually tell when I've said something inappropriate by reading it in

the listener's eYes.

56. If someone is lying to me, I usually know it at once from that person's

manner of exPression.
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Demographics

57. Gender (please circle): Female Male

58. Langtagemost commonly spoken at home with your family:

Age:

59. Are you an exchange student (please circle): Yes No

60. What is your facultY of studY?

61. How serious were you in completing this survey?

Notatallserious I 2 3 4 5 6 7 Yeryserious

62. What do you think was the purpose of this survey?

THANK YOU FOR YOUR PARTICIPATION!
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Appendix K

Observation Sheet StudY One

Date Time

How many C present in aisle

Genderof C(s) Male 

- 

Female

TD#

Did the S interact with the tester display? yes 

- 

no

Total time Spent in the Aisle

Total time Spent interacting with the C (talking)

Were any other people present in the aisle? yes- no 

- 

How many

Additional Notes:
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APPendix L

Study Two Survey Instrument

In the space provided below, please list ALL of the thoughts and feelings you

experienced during the shopping situation.

Please write each thought or feeling on a separate line. Please also indicate the

importance and strength of each thought and feeling (e.g. somewhat, very).

BE SURE TO STATE ALL OF THE THOUGHTS AND FEELINGS THAT CAME TO

MIND, even if you think some are not important. Every thought and/or feeling that came

to mind is of importance to us.
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please indicate how you felt during the shopping experience. Please circle the

appropriate number on the scales below.

FEELINGS WHILE SHOPPING

l. Not at all anxious I

2. Not at all
interested

3. Not at all uneasY

4. Not at all
frustrated

5. Not at all good

6. Not at all annoYed

7. Not at all certain

8. Not at all excited

9. Not at all nervous

10. Not at all sure

11. Not at all
uncomfortable

12. Not at all haPPY

13. Not at all self-
conscious

14. Not at all
awkward

15. Not at all
confident

34567

34567

1234567

t234567

67

67

67

67

67

67

67

Very anxious

very
interested

Very uneasy

Very
frustrated

Very good

Very annoyed

Very certain

Very excited

Very nervous

Very sure

Very
uncomfortable

Very happy

Very self-
conscious

Very awkward

very
confident

2

2

2

2

2

2

2

4

4

4

4

4

4

4

234567

234567
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In the space provided please list all of the thoughts you had while you were trying to decide

which brand of your product to purchase.

Please write each thought on a separate line. Please also indicate the importance and

strength of each thought (e.g. somewhat, very).

BE SURE TO STATE ALL OF THE THOUGHTS THAT CAME TO MIND, EVEN if
you think some are not important. Every thought that came to mind is of importance to

us.
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Please respond to the questions below based on your shopping experience.

PRODUCT DISPLAY

16. How much did you like the way the product you purchased was displayed?

Didnotlike | 2 3 4 5 6 7 Ltkedverymuch
at all

17. How e¿ìsy was it for you to locate the product that you went to buy?

Noatalleasy I 2 3 4 5 6 7 Yeryeasy

18. How clearly were the prices of the products displayed?

Notatallclear I 2 3 4 5 6 7 Yeryclear

IMPRESSION OF SERVICE

19. What was the service like in the Commerce Connection?

Verybad l, 2 3 4 5 6 7 YerYgood

Veryslow I 2 3 4 5 6 7 YerYfast

Veryrude I 2 3 4 5 6 7 Yerypolite

Notatall I 2 3 4 5 6 7 YeryfriendlY
friendly
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Please indicate your responses in the appropriate spaces provided below.

PRODUCT INFORMATION

20. Please indicate the type of product that you purchased.

21. Please indicate the price of the product you purchased

22. Please indicate the brand of the product you purchased.

23. Please describe (is as much detail as possible) why you selected the brand you

identified above.

24. ;g1ow many brands of your product were available (including the your brand)?

25. Please indicate the other brands available and their corresponding prices.

26. Was there a testing display available for your product? Yes 

- 

No

If no please proceed to question 27.

If yes, did you use the testing display? Yes 

- 

No

Why or why did you (not) use the testing display?
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PURCHASE

Please respond to the following questions based on your purchase.

27. How satisfied are you with your brand selection?

Notatallsatisfied | 2 3 4 5 6 7 Yetvsatisfied

28. How satisfied were you with your purchase experience?

Notatallsatisfied | 2 3 4 5 6 7 Yerysatisfied

29. How much effort did you exert in your purchase?

Noeffortatall | 2 3 4 5 6 7 Lotsofeffort

Didnottryatall | 2 3 4 5 6 7 Triedhard

30. How important was it to you to make the best buy?

Notimportantatall | 2 3 4 5 6 7 Yeryimportant

Notimperativeatall I 2 3 4 5 6 7 Yeryimperative
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PERSONAL INTERACTIONS WITHIN THE STORE

Please respond to the following questions based on your shopping experience.

31. To what extent was the aisle crowded when you made your selection?

Notatallcramped 1, 2 3 4 5 6 7 Yerycramped

Notatalljampacked L 2 3 4 5 6 7 Veryjampacked

Notatallspacious I 2 3 4 5 6 7 Yeryspacious

32. Didyou know anyone in the aisle where you found your product?

Yes No If Yes, how manY PeoPle

33. Give us your best estimate on how many people were in the aisle (don't count yourself¡,

where you made Your selection.

0 _1 _2 
-3 -4 -5+

If you indicated that there was less than 1 person in the aisle (not counting yourself)

please continue to question 41.

If you indicated that there was at least I person in the aisle (not counting yourself)

please complete the following questions.

34. Please indicate in the space provided what the other person/people in the aisle was/were

doing.
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PERSONAL INTERACTIONS WITHIN THE STORE

Please respond to the following questions based on your shoppíng experience.

If you indicated that there was only 1 person in the aisle (not counting yourself¡ please

proceed to question 39.

If you indicated that there were at least 2 people in the aisle (not counting yourself¡

please complete the following scales.

35. To what extent do you think that the other people in the aisle knew one another?

Definitelydidnot I 2 3 4 5 6 7 Definitelyknew

know onè anothe¡ one another

36. To what extent did the other people in the aisle talk to one another?

Didnottalkatall I 2 3 4 5 6 7 Talkedalot

37. To what extent did the other people appear to be together?

Didnotappeartobe | 2 3 4 5 6 7 Definitely

together áiar 
ffnol"i"'å,n*

38. To what extent did you perceive the other people to be a group?

Theydefinitelywere I 2 3 4 5 6 7 Theydefinitely

were not a group a grouP

39. If there was another person (other people) in the aisle how close were they to you?

CloseI234567Far

Nearl234567Distant

Nexttome | 2 3 4 5 6 7 Awayfromme

40. If there was another person (other people) in the aisle, how attractive was he/shelthey?

Notatallattractive I 2 3 4 5 6 7 Yeryatttactive
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PERSONAL INTERACTIONS WITHIN THE STORE

Please respond to the following questions based on your shopping experience'

41. To what extent did you know the cashier who served you?

Didnotknowatall | 2 3 4 5 6 7 Knewverywell

42. lFrow often have you seen the cashier before?

Neverseenbefore I 2 3 4 5 6 7 Seenseveral
times

PREVIOUS EXPERIENCE

43. Have you ever purchased this product before? þlease check the appropriate

response) Yes

i. (If you checked No please proceed to question 46)

44. How often do you purchase this product? (please circle)

Veryrarely I 2 3 4 5 6 7 YerYoften

45. Please indicate the last time you purchased this product? (Please check the

appropriate response)

Within the last month
Betweenland3months
Between3and6months
More than 6 months ago

46. How familiar are you with purchasing this product? (please circle)

Notatallfamiliar | 2 3 4 5 6 7 Yeryfamiliar

Notatall L 2 3 4 5 6 7 YerY

knowledgeable knowledgeable

No
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Please indicate the extent to which you agree with the following statements by

writing the appropriate number in the blank next to each item. Use the following
scale:

01234s
Always Generally Somewhat Somewhat Generally Certainly
False False False True True True

47 . _ ln social situations, I have the ability to alter my behaviour if I feel that

something else is called for.

48. _ I have the ability to control the way I come across to people, depending on

the impression I wish to give them.

49. _ When I feel that the image I am portraying isn't working, I can readily

change it to something that does.

50. _ I have trouble changing my behaviour to suit different people and different

situations.

51. _ I have found that I can adjust my behaviour to meet the requirements of any

situation I find mYself in.

52. _ Once I know what the situation calls for, it's easy for me to regulate my

actions accordinglY.

53. I am often able to read people's true emotions correctly through their eyes.

54. _ [n conversations, I am sensitive to even the slightest change in the facial

expression of the person I'm conversing with.

55. _ My powers of intuition are quite good when it comes to understanding others'

emotions and motives.

56. _ I can usually tell when others consider a joke to be in bad taste, even though

they may laugh convincinglY.

57. _ I can usually tell when I've said something inappropriate by reading it in the

listener's eyes.

58. _ If someone is lying to me, I usually know it at one from that person' manner

of expression.
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Demographics

59. Gender þlease circle): Female Male Age:

60. Language most commonly spoken at home with your family:

61. Are you an exchange student (please circle): Yes No

62. What is your faculty of study?

63. How serious were you in completing this survey?

Notatallserious I 2 3 4 5 6 7 Yeryserious

64. What do you think was the purpose of this survey?

THANK YOU FOR YOUR PARTICIPATION!
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Appendix M

Observation Sheet Study Two

Date: Time: TD#

Which brand of batteries did the S select?

To what extent did the S interact with the tester display?

ignored the tester examined but did not try tested batteries

Total Time:

Pre-Brand Selection Time:

Post-Brand Selection Time:

Additional Notes:
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Appendix N

Study Three SurveY Instrument

In the space provided below, please list ALL of the thoughts and feelings you

experienced during the shopping situation.

Please write each thought or feeling on a separate line. Please also indicate the

importance and strength of each thought and feeling (e.g. somewhat, very)-

BE SI.JRE TO STATE ALL OF THE THOUGHTS AND FEELINGS THAT CAME TO

MIND, even if you think some are not important. Every thought and/or feeling that came

to mind is of imPortance to us.
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Please indicate how you felt during the shopping experience. Please circle the

appropriate number on the scales below'

FEELINGS WHILE SHOPPING
1. Not at all anxious | 2

2. Not at all certain I 2

3. Not at all hunied | 2

4. Not at all haPPY | 2

5. Not at all uneasY 1' 2

6. Not at all 1

frustrated

7. Not at all good | 2

8. Not at all sure I 2

9. Not at all | 2

uncomfortable

10. Not at all nervous I 2

11. Not at all self- | 2

conscious

J

J

J

J

J

J

4

4

4

4

4

4

67

67

67

67

67

67

67

67

67

Very anxious

Very certain

Very hurried

Very happy

Very uneasy

very
frustrated

Very good

Very sure

Very
uncomfortable

Very nervous

Very self-
conscious

Very excited

Very annoyed

Very
pressured

Very
interested

Very awkward

Very
confident

Very rushed

34s
345

345

34567

34567

45

45

45

67

67

67

12. Not at all excited I

13. Not at all annoYed I

14. Not at all I
pressured

15. Not at all 1

interested

16. Not at all 1

awkward

17. Not at all 1

confident

2

2

2

2

2

2

J

J

J

J

J

J

318. Not at all rushed I 2
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In the space provided please list all of the thoughts you had while you were trying to
decide which brand of your product to purchase.

Please write each thought on a separate line. Please also indicate the importance and

strength of each thought (e.g. somewhat, very).

BE SURE TO STATE ALL OF THE THOUGHTS THAT CAME TO MIND, EVEN if
you think some are not important. Every thought that came to mind is of importance to

us.
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Please respond to the questions below based on your shopping experience.

PRODUCT DISPLAY

19. How much did you like the way the product you purchased was displayed?

Didnotlikeatall I 2 3 4 5 6 7 Lrkedverymuch

20. How easy was it for you to locate the product that you went to buy?

Noatalleasy | 2 3 4 5 6 7 Yeryeasy

21. How clearly were the prices of the products displayed?

Notatallclear I 2 3 4 5 6 7 VerYclear

IMPRESSION OF SERVICE

22.Whatwas the service like in the commerce connection?

Verybad I 2 3 4 5 6 7 YerYgood

Veryslow | 2 3 4 5 6 7 VerYfast

Veryrude t 2 3 4 5 6 7 YetYPolite

Notarall I 2 3 4 5 6 7 Yeryfriendly

friendly
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Please indicate your responses in the appropriate spaces provided below.

PRODUCT INFORMATION

23. Please indicate the tvpe of product that you purchased.

Z4.Please indicate the price of the product you purchased

25. Please indicate the brand of the product you purchased .

26.Please describe why you selected the brand you identified above.

27.How many brands of your product were available (including the brand you chose)? 

-
28. Please indicate the other brands available and their corresponding prices.

29. Was there a testing display available for your product? Yes 

- 

No

If no please proceed to question 30.

If yes, did you use the testing display? Yes 

- 

No

Why or why did you (not) use the testing display?
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Please respond to the foltowing questions based on your purchase.

PURCHASE

30. How satisfied are you with your brand selection?

Notatallsatisfiedl 2 3 4 5 6 7 Yerysatisfied

31. How satisfied were you with your purchase experience?

Notatallsatisfiedr 2 3 4 5 6 7 Yervsatisfied

32.Hlow much effort did you exert in your purchase?

Noeffortatall I 2 3 4 5 6 7 Lotsofeffort

Didnottryatall | 2 3 4 5 6 7 Triedhard

33. How important was it to you to make the best buy?

Notimportant I 2 3 4 5 6 7 Yetyimportant
at all

Notimperative | 2 3 4 5 6 7 Yeryimperative
at all
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PERSONAL INTER.A.CTIONS \ryITHIN THE STORE

34. Did you know anyone in the aisle where you found your product?

Yes No If yes, how many peoPle

35. Give us your best estimate on how many people were in the aisle (don't count yourself¡,

where you made Your selection.

01
-2 -3 -4 -5+

If you indicated that there was no one else in the aisle (not counting yourself¡ please move

ahead to question 44.

36. If there was (an)other person/people in the aisle how close was he/she to you?

CloseI234567Far

NearI234567Distant

Nexttome | 2 3 4 5 6 7 Awayfromme

37. How attracted were you to the other person/people in the aisle?

Notatall I 2 3 4 5 6 7 YerYmuch

38. To what extent did you like the presence of the other person/people in the aisle?

Notatall | 2 3 4 5 6 7 Yerymuch

39. How similar do you perceive the person/people to be to you?

Notatallsimilar | 2 3 4 5 6 7 Yetysimilar

40. How alike do you perceive the person/people to be to you?

Notatallalike I 2 3 4 5 6 I Yervalike

41. How comparable do you think this person/people is/are to you?

Notatall I 2 3 4 5 6 7 Yery

comparable comParable
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PERSONAL INTERACTIONS WITHIN THE STORE

42.To what extent does this persor/people dress similarly to you?

Notatallsimilar I 2 3 4 5 6 7 Yerysimilar

43. To what extent does this person/people wear the same style of clothes that you would

consider wearing?

Notatallsimilar | 2 3 4 5 6 7 Yerysimilar

to my style to mY stYle

44.To what extent did you know the cashier who served you?

Didnotknow | 2 3 4 5 6 1 Kfrewverywell
at all

45. How often have you seen the gþþ before?

Neverseenbeforel 2 3 4 5 6 7 Seenseveral
times
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PREVIOUS EXPERIENCE

46.Haveyou ever purchased this product before? (please check the appropriate response)

Yes No

(If you checked No please proceed to question 49)

47.lHow often do you purchase this product? (please circle)

Veryrarely I 2 3 4 5 6 7 VerYoften

48. please indicate the last time you purchased this product? (Please check the

appropriate resPonse)

Within the last month
Betweenland3months
Between3and6months
More than6 months ago

49.How familiar are you with purchasing this product? (please circle)

Notatallfamiliarl 2 3 4 5 6 7 Yetyfamiliar

Notatall | 2 3 4 5 6 7 YerY

knowledgeable knowledgeable
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please indicate the extent to which you agree with the following statements by

writing the appropriate number in the blank next to each item. Use the following

scale:

01234s
Always Generally Somewhat Somewhat Generally Certainly

FalseFalseFalseTrueTrueTrue

50._ In social situations, I have the ability to alter my behaviour if I feel that

something else is called for.

51. _ I have the ability to control the way I come across to people, depending on the

impression I wish to give them.

52. _ When I feel that the image I am portraying isn't working, I can readily change

it to something that does-

53. _ I have trouble changing my behaviour to suit different people and different

situations.

54. _ I have found that I can adjust my behaviour to meet the requirements of any

situation I find mYself in.

55._ Once I know what the situation calls for, it's easy for me to regulate my

actions accordinglY.

56. I am often able to read people's true emotions correctly through their eyes.

57 . _ In conversations, I am sensitive to even the slightest change in the facial

expression of the person I'm conversing with'

5g._ My powers of intuition are quite good when it comes to understanding others'

emotions and motives.

59. _ I can usually tell when others consider a joke to be in bad taste, even though

they maY laugh convincinglY.

60. _ I can usually tell when I've said something inappropriate by reading it in the

listener's eYes.

61._ If someone is lying to me, I usually know it at once from that person's manner

of expression.
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DemograPhics

62. Gender (please circle): Female Male

63-Langwge most commonly spoken at home with your family:

64. Æeyou an exchange student (please circle): Yes No

65. What is your facultY of studY?

66. How serious were you in completing this survey?

Notatallserious | 2 3 4 5 6 7 Veryserious

67. What do you think was the purpose of this survey?

THANK YOU FOR YOUR PARTICIPATION!

Age:
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Appendix O

Observation Sheet Study Three

Time: ID#Date:

Which brand of batteries did the S select?

Total Time:

Pre-brand Selection Time:

Post-brand Selection Time:

Additional Notes:
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