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Abstract 

Previous c o n m e r  research studies have shown that consumers do not always 

retain full control over their decisions. Rather, they make some purchases under partial or 

even full dependence upon some outside source(s) of influence. Results fkom these studies, 

as well as other elements of the consumer research literature, the perceived control 

literature, and aspects of the gemntological literature were integrated in an attempt to 

provide a previously missing theoretical explanation for this consumer decision 

dependency. The perceived control and gerontological Literatures provide evidence that 

certain types of control-related decision dependency behaviors, Primary Control and 

Harmony Control, of younger and older adult consumers might be different The purpose 

of this dissertation was to articulate and test a theoreticai mode1 of control-related 

dependency in decision making. 

A 3 (age group) x 2 (motivation level) x 2 (ability level) experiment was conducted 

arnong young, middle, and older adults. There were 48 subjects per age group. Genders 

were evenly represented. Expertise and Need for Cognition were covariates. 

Subjects preferred Primary control to Harmony control. Decision Motivation and 

self-perceived decision Ability interacted, in that Primary control scores were higher for 

high-ability subjects making important decisions. There was also an interaction of 

Motivation and Need for Cognition: Primary control scores were higher for high Need for 

Cognition, high-Motivation subjects. Older adults scored higher on Primary control than 

young or middle-aged adults. 



For Hamiony control, high levels of Motivation led to increased Hamiony control- 

related decision behavior. Follow-up analysis revealed a marginally significant interaction 

in that Low-ability subjects faced with an important decision scored highest on Harmony 

control, There was an interaction of Age and Motivation on Harmony control. The age 

groups did not differ in the low-motivation condition; however, in the hi&-Motivation 

condition, older adults scored significantly lower in Harmony control than the younger 

groups. 

FinalIy, Age-related clifferences were found on the four dimensions of Harmony 

control. Older adults scored lower than their younger pers  on the 'Xely on Others," "Gain 

Support and Approval," and Wigher Powei' dimensions. They scored higher, however, on 

the 'Wait on Luck" dimension. 
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Chapter 1 

One of the most significant demographic trends affecthg North Amencan business 

is that older adults comprise an ever-increasing proportion of m a .  consumer markets. For 

example, in the United States, in the early 1990s adults over 50 years of age represented 27 

per cent of the population, and this percentage will c h b  to 32 per cent by the year 20 10 

and to 36 per cent by 2025. Meanwhile, the number of young adults in the 25-to-34 year 

age group has declined since 1990 @ay, 1996). Members of this growing population of 

older addts represent an attractive market, and will continue to be active consumers. 

People over 50 control75 per cent of the net worth of U.S. households, and personal 

income peaks between the ages of 55 and 60 years @ay, 1996). For many products and 

services, older adult Amerkaos spend more per capita than their younger counterparts. 

Adults in the 65-to-74 yearsld category outspend 21to-34 year-olds on housing, major 

appliances, persona1 care, women's clotbg, new vehicles, and gifls (Russell, 1997). 

Marketers in other categories, for example life insurance and financial products, are 

attempting to change and position their products to meet the needs of this attractive market 

(Stein, 1996). 

There is widespread agreement about tbe importance of more effectively targeting 

and communicating with older adult consumers. Attempts in marketing and consumer 

behavior research to increase understanding of older adults have included cross-disciplinary 

examinations of age-related cognitive and behavioral change, with an eye to strategy 



development @foschis, 1992), literature reviews (e-g., John and Cole, 1986; Phillips and 

Sternthal, 1977), research on age-related changes in roles (e-g., Greco, 1989; Tepper, 1994), 

and studies of cognitive change (e.g., Cole and Gaeth, f 990; Cole and Houston, 1987). 

More recently, Law, Hawkins, and Craik (1998) assessed older consumers' responsiveness 

to a marketing variable, repetition, and whether certain types of processing strategies might 

have a differential effect on that responsiveness- Ywn (1997) has examined age-related 

differences in consuners' processing strategies fiom the perspective of Me-span 

developmental theory, an approach in which aging is viewed, in part, as a course of 

adaptive, qualitative (not simply quantitative) change in processing strategies. The Ise- 

span developmental perspective, which derives fiom the gerontological Literature (e.g., 

Adams, 199 1 ; Adams, Labuvie-Vief, Hobart, and Dorosz, 1990; Adams, Smith, Nyquist 

and Perlmutter, 1997; Labouvie-Vief and Schell, 1982), holds that information processing 

strategies do change with age, and suggests that investigation of this change is important to 

a greater understanding of the older adult consumer market. 

One context in which an undestanding of processing strategy change seems 

particularly important is that of consumer decision making. Though consumer decision 

making has been studied extensively, a question whkh remains to be addressed by 

researchers is whether certain types of decision-related behaviors of younger and older 

adult consumers might be different. One purpose of this study is to examine this 

possibility. 



Consumer Decision-Making Styles 

For each purchase, regardless of consumer age, a purchase decision is made, and a 

variety of associated behaviors can occur. Olshavsky and his coiieagues (Fonnisano, 

OlshavsS., and Tapp, 1982; Olshavsky and Granbois, 1979; Olshavsky and Rosen, 1985; 

Rosen and Olshavsky, 1987% 198%) demonstrated that certain types of these behaviors 

evidence varying degrees of dependency on outside sources of influence, and that consumer 

decisions can be categorized by level of this dependency. Olshavsky and his colleagues 

demonstrated that consumers may make decisions autonomously, while hybrid and 

subcontructed decisions are, respectively, decision styles (or types) in which consumers 

partially or totally give up control over the decision by soliciting help (e.g., h m  a 

salesperson, niend, relative, or the pubiished report of a product testing agency). A 

subcontracted decision, for example, might be one in which the consumer allows a 

salesperson to make hidher purchase choice. In hybrid decision making, a consumer might 

confine his or her information search and purchase choice to only those brands 

recommended by one or more referrea. Though Olshavsky and his coiieagues identined a 

variety of circumstances under which hybrid and subcontracted decision behaviors might 

be observed, this research represents the k t  atternpt to develop a theoretical explanation 

for the occurrence of dependency-related decision-mahg styles. 



A Perceived Control Perspective on Decision Types 

There are striking paraiiels between autonomous, hybrid, and subcontracted 

decision behaviors and similar categories identified by psychologists studying perceived 

control (see Morling and Fiske, 1999; Rothbaum, Weisz, and Snyder, 1982). First, in 

achievement situations (such as consumer decisions), people engage in primary, harmony, 

or combined control-related behaviors. Primary control-related behaviors are those in 

which the self is the controiiing agent. Harmony control-related behaviors, on the other 

hand, hdicate a purposeful transfer of primary control to, that is, dependency upon, an 

extemal agent (e.g., an expert, a deity, or even luck). Further, the decision-related 

behaviors identified by Olshavsky and bis colleagues as king indicative of autonomous, 

hybrid, and subcontracted decision types are, likewise, representative of the different 

categories of control-related behavior as they are described in the perceived control 

literature. This dissertation takes the position that perceived control theory may, therefore, 

be usehl for understanding and explaining the occurrence of such different categones of 

consumer decision behaviors. 

Older Adults and Decision-Making Behavior 

The perceived control and gerontological literatures both indicate that younger and 

older adults may dSer in the degree to which they employ primary and harmony control- 

related behavior and, therefore, in their decision-making styles. According to the life-span 

developmental perspective, these differences do not arise due to losses in the capacity for 

exercising prirnary control, but may instead be a manifestation of adaptive changes that 



occur in the composition ofolder adults' repertoires of control-related behaviors. The 

perceived control literatwe provides evidence that older adults continue to value and 

employ prirnary control; however, they seem also to have developed a greater capacity for 

the use of harmony control tactics (see Brantdstadter and Rothexmund, 1994)- 

The purpose of this dissertation is to propose and test a model of control-related 

decision styles. In Chapter II, a theoretical model that attempts to explain the occurrence of 

control-related decision behaviors, as weli as the hypotheses to be tested, is presented. The 

data collection methodology used is presented in Chapter III. Analyses and resuits are 

described in Chapter N. Finally, implications for managers and directions for future 

research will be discussed in Chapter V. 



Chapter II - 
The purpose of this Chapter is three-fold. First, a theoretical model wiU be 

developed which attempts to explain qualitative differences in purchasing behavior iike 

those observed by Olshavslq and his colleagues. Mode1 development wili entail a review 

of relevant consumer behavior iiterature, a review of the perceived control literature that is 

applicable to decision making, and a review of the psychological and gerontological 

literatures that espouse a We-span view on human development and behavior. Foliowing 

this will be identification of the aspects of the model that will be the focus of the research 

presented here. Third will be the presentation of the hypotheses to be tested. 

Dependence and Independence in Consumer Decisions 

A number of studies have investigated a variety of topics associated with consumer 

decision making. Much of this research concems issues relevant to commonly accepted 

consumer decision models, e.g., Engel, Kollat, and Blackwell's five-stage mode1 (1968; see 

also Engel, Blackwell, and Kollat, 1978). Decision research topics have included 

information search (as descnbed by degree, direction, and sequence of search activities; 

e.g. , Furse, Punj, and Stewart, 1 984; Midgley, 1983), evaluation of alternatives (according 

to attributes of the alternatives on salient cntena; eg., Bettman and Sujan, 1987; Dodd, 

Monroe, and Grewal, 199 l), and choice (made according to preferred decision rules; see 



Bettman, 1979, Ch. 7 for a detailed discussion of decision rules). In this and similar 

Iiterature, the consumer is considered to be an independent thinker, who makes hidher 

purchases after a problem solvingkhoice process (Le., a decision process) which rnay be 

described as ranging between habitual (iimited) and extended in nature (Engel, Blaclcwell, 

and Miniard, 1993; Howard and Sheth, 1969)- 

In his presidential address to the Association for Consumer Research, Kassarjian 

(1978) challenged the assumption that such choice processes precede all consumer 

purchases. Olshavsb and Granbois (1979) echoed Kassarjian, presenting evidence that 

there rnay be purchases for which no prepurchase decision process exists. Olshavsky and 

Granbois did not sirriply reiterate that choices rnay be made habitually (i.e., based upon 

relevant information stored in memory). Nor did they focus on trivial examples of such 

"no-decision" purchases, wherein the lack of a pre-purchase decision process results simply 

fiom a lack of alternative choices (e-g., purchases of senrice provided by an electrical or 

cable television Company granted a monopoly). Instead they showed (a) that consumers do 

not always conduct comprehensive search or evaluation processes even when alternatives 

are available and the individual does not, a priori, possess fiil1 information, and (b) that 

consumers do not always act independently in decision making, Le., consumers rnay allow 

others to fùlly or partially make their purchase decisions for them. Kassarjian's address and 

Olshavslqr's work together suggested tbat, while decision-making processes (e.g., search, 

evaluation, choice) represented important topics for study, mearchers rnay have 

inadvertently ignored the possibility that there rnay be fùndamentally different types of 

purçhase decisions. 



Decision behavior such as that in (a) above may be accounted for by considering the 

influence of decision heuristics, such as the availability and representativeness heuristics, 

and the conjunction fallacy (see Kahneman and Tversky, 1982; Tversky and Kahneman, 

1973). These heuristics can have an abbreviating effect on search and evaluation processes 

via the mediating role ofreduced risk perceptions (Folkes, 1988; Lutz and Reilly 1974; 

Roselius 197 1 ; Sheth and Venkatesan 1968; Taylor L974). These heuristics are not, 

however, helpfùl in explaining dependent decisions such as those suggested in (b) above, in 

which the issue is not simply the degree to which a decision process is or is not conducted, 

but the degree to which it is or is not controIIed by the consumer himherself. 

in their subsequent research, Olshavsky and his colleagues (Formisano, Olshavsky, 

and Tapp, 1982; Olshavsky and Rosen, 1985; Rosen and Olshavsky, 1987% 198%) 

directed their focus away fiom degree of search and evaluation, and articulated additional 

empincal evidence that many decision processes are not self-directeci. They showed that 

consumers make some purchases under partial or even full reliance upon some outside 

source of influence. Such reliance may take the form of advice, or an infiormational or 

(social) normative recomrnendation for choice, as opposed to utilizattion of the referrer 

simply as a source of information to be used in a self-directed decision process (see 

OlshavsS. and Rosen, 1985, p. 120). Thus, these decision processes are not different by 

degree, but by type (cf'. Furse, Punj, and Stewart, 1984, for a typology of search strategies). 

Olshavsky and his coileagues coined the tenns "hybrid" and "subcontracted" (as contrasted 

with "autonomous") decision making to describe decision processes wherein a consumer 

exhibits, respectively, partial or complete dependency upon some outside source(s) (e.g., 



fiiends, social groups or group leaders, salespersons, a product testing agency) for advice, 

search, evaluation, or choice. Hybrid and subcontracted decision making became the 

primary focus of Olshavsky's research Stream. 

Exploratory investigation proceeded on a variety of issues associated with such 

behavior, such as what contextual factors might be associated with hybnd or sirbcontracted 

decision making, who consumers choose as referrers, and whether there might be difTerent 

fonns of the hybrid strategy. For example, Formisano et al. (1982) studied choice strategy 

in what they termed a "dificult task environment," which they d e h e d  as one that is 

characterized by (a) a large number of alternatives, (b) information on a large number of 

atûibutes about each alternative presented in a format that does not lend itselfto easy use, 

and (c) a product or service that is inherently complex (see Olshadcy and Smith, 1980, for 

a taxonomy of choice environments). They found that seventy-one per cent of their sample 

of life insurance purchasers had "bought the Ise-insurance policy that the salesperson 

recornmended ...." (Formisano et al., p. 477), supporthg their hypotheses of decision 

dependency. Other referrers included parents, fnends, and other sources, such as 

accountants, bank offices, and relatives. This study also revealed that, in terms of 

consumer attributes, "older, lower incorne life ins~ra~lce buyers with little training in the 

area, who are approached by Iife-insurance salespeople initially are predictably non- 

decision makers (p. 477)." 

In an experirnental study, Olshavsb and Rosen (1985) pointed out that previous 

laboratory research had k e n  based upon the traditional decision-making mode1 and, thus, 

had not incorporated procedures that allow the observation of subcontracted or hybrid 



decision strategies (e.g., Bettman and Jacoby, 1976; Jacoby, Chestnut, and Fisher, 1976; 

Jacoby, Cheshiut, Weigl, and Fisher, 1976; Jacoby, Speller, and Berning, 1974; Moore and 

Lehmann, 1980; Olshavsky, 1979; ail cited in Olshavsky and Rosen, 1985). In their 

laboratory study, Olshavsky and Rosen (1985) found that recommendation-type 

information is used by some subjects to simplfi the choice process. Of the alternative 

sources they included in the study, subjects most commonly acquired recommenàations 

fiom fkiends, Consumer Reports, and salespersons. These recommendations served to 

reduce the number of brands evaluated and to reduce the amount of attribute-vaiue 

information acquired, consistent with a hybrid form of decision making. 

In similar experimental studies, Rosen and Olshavsky (1987a, 198%) utilized 

process-tracing and protocol analysis techniques (respectively) to identifjr different forms 

of the hybrid strategy. Two such strategies are "Recornmendation Foms Evoked Set" and 

"Recornmendation Foms Standard" (RFES and RFS, respectively; Rosen and Olshavsky, 

198%). RFES subjects solicit brand narne recommendations, which then fom the 

consideration set, and confine thek evaluative activities and choice selection to those 

brands. RFS subjects, on the other haad, solicit a single recommendation. This brand 

becomes the standard against which al1 additionally considered brands are compared. 

Rosen and Olshavsky found that RFES subjects acquired signScantly less information than 

"own-based subjects " (i.e., autonomous decision makers); however, those utilking an RFS 

strategy needed to acquire considerable information in their efforts to find a better 

alternative than the standard. 



Research conducted by Olshavsky and his colleagues provides substantial evidence 

that fundamentally di&èrent decision-making styles exist. Their research program called 

attention to the fact that then-current decision-making theory did not extend to dependent 

decision types. To date, despite Olshavsky et aL's work, the fùndamental issues associated 

with decision-making dependency rernain largely unresolved. Recent research 

investigating such topics as the relationship between search activity and prior brand 

expenence (e.g., Moorthy, Ratchford, and Talukdar, 1997), choice preference for an 

incumbent brand (e-g., Muthuknshnan, 1995), and preference for a no-choice option (e.g., 

Dhar, 1997; Luce, 1998) evidences a continued cornmitment on the part of researchers to 

the notion of a sel£-directed (i.e., autonomous) decision process. Dhar (1997), for example, 

found increases in the no-choice option with increasing similarity in attmctiveness between 

alternatives. His design offered subjects the opportunity to (a) make a choice between 

alternatives based upon the information provided, (b) collect more information, or (c) look 

for new alternatives. Options (b) and (c) were interpreted as "no-choice" behavior. There 

was, however, no option to acquire recommendation information. 

Olshavsky's research results strongly suggest that a significant number of Dhar's 

(1 997) subjects may have op&d away fiom "no-choice," and toward subcontracting or 

hybnd options, had such options been available. It may be, however, that current choice 

research does not include subcontracting or hybrid options because no theory exists to 

adequately describe and explain dependent decision behavior. Though we know consumers 

sometirnes succurnb to or seek out extemal influence in their decisions, and we have 

evidence regarding factors and contexts that might predict such behavior, we have yet to 



account, in a theoretical sense, for consumers' tendency to relinquish a de- of control to 

others in decision making. To presume that such behavior is simply an attempt to reduce 

risk is too simplistic (Le., that hi& perceived risk leads to hybrid or subcontracted decision 

making); there are multiple ways to reduce risk perceptions, one of them king to 

personally conduct a more comprehensive search and evaluation process (see Folkes, 

1988). Nor is it reasonable to presume that hybnd or subcontracted decisions occur only 

for unimportant purchases; Formisano et al. (1982; p. 476) noted that, on average, their 

sarnple of insurance buyers rated "'the purchase of üfe insurance higher in importance than 

the purchase of either cars or dental checkups." 

instead, this dissertation takes a position consistent with Punj and Stewart (1983), 

who advocate that behavior is a function of situational variables, task-related variables, 

individual variables, and their interaction. In particular, it asserts that a primary consumer 

objective in important purchase decision situations is to maintain perceptions of control 

(see following section) by achieving a good decision. This assertion is consistent with 

Festinger's (1950) statement that people are motivated to hold correct attitudes (see also 

Petty and Cacioppo, 1986a). The means by which Merent consumers attempt to achieve a 

perception of control Vary, however, according to an interaction of situational (e.g., time 

available for search and evaluation), task-related (e.g., product complexity), and individual 

variables (e.g., perceptions of decision-making self-efficacy). These "means'" represent 

different decision-making types or styles, which Olshavslry and his colieagues termed 

autonomous, hybnd, or subcontracted decisions - the behavioral indicants of which are also 

indicators of categones of control-related behaviors. Thus, to explain dependency in 



decision making, it may be usehl to develop a theoretical model of control-related decision 

behavior that encompasses the variety of variable categories identified above. 

This dissertation takes, as a point of deparhue, Olshavsky's demonstration that 

consumer decisions Vary by the degree to which the self is the controlling decision agent. 

While ensuing sections establish a conceptual comection between consumer decision and 

control-related behaviors, the focus is not on these behaviors but on the explanation of 

decision-making dependency itseif. As such, it is an examination of control-related 

purchase decision types, and represents an attempt to identify and model variables that 

might explain the occurrence of these different types of decisions. 

The sections that follow attempt to "lay the groundwork" for a theoretical model of 

contml-related dependency in decision making. They begin with a presentation of the 

perceived control constmct, the importance of control perceptions in human fûnctioning, a 

discussion of the variety of behaviors that c m  lead to a perception of control, and an 

examination of perceived control over the We-span. They go on to show how both the 

hybrid and subcontracting behaviors observed by Olshavsky and his colleagues, as well as 

control-related behaviors in consumer decision making, have as their focus the issues of 

dependency and independence. Subsequent sections go on to more fully describe the 

conditions under which dependency in decision making c m  be expected to occur. 



Perceived Control and Control-Related Behavior Across the LEe-Span 

Perceived control theory supports an extensive body of literature sparuiing a variety 

of disciplines. Perceived control is defineci here as the judgment that outcornes of important 

events in one's life are or can be regulated or predicted, either by the self or by some social, 

spiritual, or cosrnic force (see Morling and Fiske, 1996, 1999; Perry, 199 1; Rothbaurn, 

Weisz, and Snyder, 1982; see aiso Skinner, 1996 for an extensive review of the perceived 

control constmct). An underlying commonality across studies has been confirmatition that 

people strongly desire the perception of control in achievement situations, and can be 

expected to respond with behaviors they believe wiii enable them to gain or maintain a 

perception of control. Favorable effects of having a perception of control in such situations 

have been shown in a variety of domains, including (among others) aging (e.g., Burns and 

Seligman, 1989; Menec and Chipperfield, 1997% 1997b; Rodin, Timko, and Harris, 1985), 

academic achievement (e.g., Covington, 1993; Covington and Omelich, 1979, 1985; Menec 

et al., 1994; Perry, 199 l), stress, health, and health maintenance (e.g., Helgeson, 1992; 

SchiafEno and Revenson, 1992; Taylor, 1990; Thompson et al., 1993), and search for and 

use of information in job hunting (e.g., Friedrich, 1987). 

As irnpïied above, it is important to emphasize the term "perceived," because the 

perception of control is a cognitive judgment about a focal situation, rather than simply an 

activity directed toward it. In fact, the conceptuai separaton of the perception of control 

fkom antecedent behaviors wbich cause it has led psychologists to study and attempt to 

classifi those behaviors (e.g., Averill, 1973). Most widely accepted and confhned is 



Rothbaum, Weisz, and Snyder's (1982) proposal that there are two such broad classes of 

behavioral contributors to the perception of control: primary control-related behaviors and 

secondary control-related behaviors. A recent addition to this behavioral literature is 

Morling and Fiske's (1996,1999) hannony control (HC), a constnict that both 

encompasses and adds to the scope of the secondary control construct. These forms of 

control-related behaviors will be examined in tuni below. The section will conclude with a 

review of relevant age-related issues in perceived control and control-related behavior. 

PRmary Control-Related Behaviors 

Primary control-related behaviors are attempts to change salient aspects of the 

world to fit the needs and desires of the individual (Rothbaum et al., 1982). As such, they 

indicate independence and autonomy in goahrienteci situations. When people engage in 

primary control-related behaviors, they act for themselves in an attempt to alter realities to 

get what they want. People may change things outside of themselves, such as when they 

hini off a loud noise, or they may actively try to engage in or change their self-determined 

behavior, such as when a person makes a decision to control hidher eating (see Morling 

and Fiske, 1999). Consequently, primary control-related behaviors indicate a person's 

exercise of direction (i.e., "control") over some object, where "object" c m  refer to a 

tangible thing, such as a volume control knob, or an intangible thing, such as a decision or 

decision process. It is to this class of behaviors common usage of the tenn 'ccontroP' refers, 

and it is to this class that marketing researchen have limited themselves in their use of the 

perceived control constnict. Hui and Bateson (199 1) found that increasing decisionai 



control for banking customers led to higher levels of client satisfaction, perceptions of 

greater service quality, and strengthened client loyalty. Rather than examine customers' 

personal control perceptions, S. Taylor (1995, see also S- Taylor, 1994) studied effects of 

their control attributions. She found that clients reacted less negatively to long waiting 

times when they perceived that the s e ~ c e  provider's control over those waiting times was 

low. -.* 

Secondary Control-Related Behaviors 

Secondary control-related behaviors are defined as attempts to change the self to fit 

with perceived realities of the environment. They are activities designed to enable 

maintenance of control perceptions in circumstances wherein p?imary control is 

unattractive, or, is judged desirable but impossible. As such, they indicate a perceived Iack 

of capacity for independent, autonomous action on a focal situation. Four categories of 

secondary control-related behaviors were onginaliy described (Rothbaum et al., 1982): 

predictive control, vicarious control, illusory control, and interpretive cent-01. 

Predictive Control. A desire for predictive control evidences an expectation of 

personal failure in primary control attempts and implies the attribution of such expected 

failure to limited ability (Rothbaurn et al., pp. 12-16). A desire for predictive control c m  

result in behavior oftwo types. First, there may be an active attempt to avoid 

disappointment. The person attempts to maintain a perception of control by (a) both 

predicting and explainhg hidher inability to bring about the desired outcorne, and (b) 

altering hidher plans or aspirations to fit with possible outcornes. Such behavior might 



manifest itself as "preparing for the worst," as could occur, for example, as a parent awaits 

news about the results of their child's surgical procedure. Second, perceptions of control 

can also be bolstered when individuals are able to "how what to expect." In this case, 

predictive control behavior takes the form of a search for information regardhg possible 

outcornes for the focal situation. As might be expected, these behaviors fiequently occur 

together. For example, persons often attempt to predict the likelihood of best and worst- 

case scenarios, and construct contingency plans. 

Vicarious ControZ. Vicarious control behavior refers to alignment with or 

submission to a "powemil other," for example, a powerfûl leader, a group, or a deity. This 

alignment or submission enables the person to "join in their power" (Rothbaum et ai., pp. 

20-21). Rothbaum et al. did not intend identification with a powerful other to be construed 

as instrumental in goal attainment, for example, as would occur when a person asks for help 

with a task he or she cannot personally accomplish. Their belief was that such behavior 

represents a prirnary control attempt. Rather, identification is desired for its own sake, as is 

illustrated by the sports fan whose perceptions of personal power ride up and down with the 

fortunes of the team, or the child whose seKworth is enhanced by asserting "my daddy is 

stronger than your daddy." Subsequent research has indicated, however, that requesting the 

aid of a powerfûl other should indeed be considered a fonn of secondary (and not primary) 

control-related behavior, for at least two reasons. First, the individual introspectively 

recognizes that dhe canwt personally orchestrate an appropriate primary control response. 

Second, dhe then (to some degree) relinquishes primary control, but maintains the 

perception of control (see Heckhausen and Schulz, 1994, 1995; Morling and Fiske, 1999; 



Schulz and Heckhausen, 1996; Thompson et al., 1993). Thus, vicarious control behaviors 

can indicate a lack of independence, the presence of dependence, or both with respect to 

achieving a desired outcome. 

I1Ztlsor-y Control. Illusory control behaviors evidence the perception that chance is a 

personal characteristic akin to ability (Etothbaurn et al., pp. 16-20). Individuals who make 

attributions to chance may exhibit passivity and withdrawal in achievement situations. 

The y channel their emotional investment in such situations into beliefs in their perceived 

strength - being lucky. ' ' L u c ~  individuals prefer to view goals that are actualiy best 

achieved through reasoned and purposefiil action as, instead, determined by fate, and thus 

might proceed through achievement situations fippantly. In this regard, lucky individuals 

consider themselves to be "aiïgned" with fate or luck (as a supernaturd entity), so that they 

cm trust that a desirable outcome will be orchestrated on their behall: T'us, illusory 

control c m  be considered a special form of (dependent) vicarious control. 

Intequretive ControL Finally, any or aii of the previous three can foster interpretive 

control, a control behavior in which the individual seeks to understand and derke meaning 

fiom otherwise uncontrollable events, and their outcornes, in order to accept them 

(Rothbaum et al., pp. 24-27). People derke a sense of control fiom the achievement of 

meaning and fiom the £keedom to choose to accept or reject a particular meaning. 

Interpretive control can be illustrated by our desire to explain our faiiures, for example, the 

conclusion that "it was just not rneant to be." This sort of inference evidences an attribution 

of primary control to some powerfûl other, such as God or fate. Altematively, we might 



choose to reevaluate an unfavorable outcome in a positive light (Rothbaum et al., p. 25), for 

example, concluding that making a bad choice will help us to "know better next tirne." 

Relationship Between Primary and Secondary Control-Related Behaviors 

Traditionally, the ternis 'primary" and "secondary" have been understood to 

indicate the order in which these two categories of control-related behaviors are preferred 

(see Heckhausen and Schulz, 1995; Rothbaum et al. 1982). According to this view, 

secondary control-related behaviors become important when primary attempts have failed 

or are expected to fail, and are particularly important in maintainhg a sense of control in a 

situation when control over the situation is judged to be impossible or impracticai. 

Following this reasoning, an implicit assumption in the perceived control literature 

has been that primary and secondary control-related behaviors Vary inversely with one 

another. According to this view, increases in secondary control behaviors should occur 

only in conjunction with reduced primary control behavior. However, as is described in the 

following paragraphs, the evidence against the universality of this presurnption exists 

within the perceived control literatwe itself, and suggests the necessity of reconsidering our 

understanding of these different control-related behaviorç and their relationship. Morling 

and Fiske (1999) have taken an important first step in their research investigating harmony 

control, a construct that encompasses and adds to the scope of secondary control. 



Harrnony Control-Related Behaviors 

Hannony control (HC) refers to the purposefbl transfer of (autonomous/primary) 

control and agency fiom oneself to some extemal context of social, spiritual, or cosmic 

forces due to cultural, personal, or situational reasons (Morling and Fiske, 1999). Morling 

and Fiske make explicit (and demonstrate) the fact that dependent behavior can lead to a 

perception of control, and that such behavior may be preferred over primary, autonomous, 

behavior. Based upon empirical evidence to the contrary, they dispense with the 

requirement that failed primary efforts have occurred Harmony control-related behaviors 

can indeed be engaged after or in anticipation of failed primary control attempts (Le., in a 

"secondary," or compensatory, sense). They may, however, also occur in conjunction with 

or even instead of primary control attempts, without f ~ l u r e  experiences, and are equally 

instrumental in the maintenance of control perceptions (for examples of each of these 

possible outcomes, see Heckhausen and Schulz, 1995; Schulz and Heckhausen, 1996; 

Schulz, Heckhausen, and Locher, 1991; Thompson, Collins, Newcomb, and Hunt, 1996; 

Thompson, Nanni, and Levine, 1994). In sum, these research results point toward an 

independent, rather than an inverse, relatiomhip between the two categories of control- 

related behavior. Morling and Fiske's (1996, 1999) research strongly supports this 

prediction of independence, showing in three of four samples that measures of Harmony 

control are uncorrelated with two different measures of primary control (a subsample of the 

fourth sample evinced a moderate negative relationship with one of the primary control 

measures). 



Morluig and Fiske's overall results, h m  over 2,300 community and student 

participants in seven samples, show that the HC scale meets traditional psychometric 

stazdards for reliability as well as for predictive, discriminant, and convergent (construct) 

validity (see Morling and Fiske, 1999, for details of scale development, reduction, and 

purification). Exploratory and confimatory factor analyses reveal that the nnal scale of 22 

items is made up of five factors. "Kigher Power" includes six items that refer to the 

influence of some higher power, including a deity or fate. "Friends Care" is a factor 

comprised of six items capturing perceptions of trust in interested others for instnunental 

support in decisions or need fùllïliment. The CCAnticipate ûthers" factor includes four items 

capturing perceptions of social advantage in proactively meeting othea' needs. "Merge 

with Others" includes two items that pertain to becoming absorbed in others to the point of 

forgetting one's own wants. Finally, the four items of the "Wait on LucF factor captures 

perceptions of the importance of good fortune in determining outcornes. The collection of 

items and their confirmed factor structure suggests that the Harmony control construct 

captures the intentional tendency of individuals to tramfer responsibility, agency, and 

control over choices to forces outside of themselves (such as spiritual forces, niends, 

tnisted advisors, or luck). in addition, persons may actively align with social forces by 

anticipating others' needs and by merging with other people. However, the observation 

that harmony control and primary control behaviors are statistically indepenàent clearly 

evidences the common-sense notion that transfer of influence need not be an ali-or-nothing 

act. In the decision context, high levels of autonomy do not necessarily imply conversely 



low levels of dependency (or vice-versa). M e r ,  it is likely that people believe intemal 

and extemal idluences can be employed either in isolation or in tandem. 

Older Adults and Control-Related Behaviors 

Perceived control researchers have devoted a great deal of attention to the issue of 

aging. Traditionally, advancing age has been assumeci to be associated with a deciine in 

overali control perceptions, ostensbly due both to older adults' reduced opportunity and 

perceîved capacity for primary control. However, more recent research c d s  this view into 

question. While it may be tme that older adults expenence fewer opportunities for primary 

control, as well as reduced ability perceptions, they still value primary control opportunities. 

Moreover, there is evidence that older adults have developed b t h  an increased capacity and 

preference for harmony control behaviors. The foilowing paragraphs address these issues. 

OIder Adults and Pn'mary Control. Rodin et al. (1985) observed that older people 

are likely to be faced with situations wherein prixnary control opportunitties are lirnited. As 

they age, adults seem to be increasingly faced with events over which they have little 

prirnary control, such as an increasing number of heaih problems, loss of spouses, and so 

forth (see Menec and Chïpperfield, L997b; Rodin et al., 1985). Many researchers believe 

that such losses in opportunity for primary control can be intemalized, so that older adults 

perceive themselves to lack primary control capacity. There are, however, contradictory 

research results regarding this issue. Many studies have indeed shown that older adults are 

more external in their locus, reflecting a decreased sense of primary control capacity. Yet 

these studies are partialiy offset by others that indicate that older adults are more internai in 



their locus, and still others that specifïcally show that perceptions of primary control capacity 

do not change with age (see Rodin et al., 1985, for a review of these studies). This h e d  

body of evidence prompted Brandtstadter and Rothermund (1994) to conclude that overail 

control perceptions likely do not declirte with age, though older adults may perceive reduced 

capacity for primary control. 

Studies have shown that adults of all ages value primary control when it is available, 

though striving for primary control has been noted to wane among the oldest-old (varyingly 

defined as those greater than (a) 75 years, (b) 80 years, or (c) 85 years of age [see Menec and 

Chippertield, 199w). Field experiments showing both acceptance and benefits of primary 

control-enhancing interventions for the elderly include those conducted by Langer and Rodin 

(1976), Reich and Zautra (1989,1990,199 l), Rodin and Langer (1978,1980), and Schulz 

and Hanusa (1 978, 1980). S w e y  and obsemationai studies showing that disabled elderly 

persons living at home and in long-term care institutions prefer and benefit fiom 

envkonments that provide high levels of primary control include those by Bowsher and 

Gerlach (1990), Timko and Moos (1990), and Wahl (1991). 

An intnguing possibility is that lifelong exposure to cultural beliefs about older 

adults' primary control capacity may contribute to a self-fùlfilling prophecy of reduced self- 

efficacy perceptions. Levy (1996) and Levy and Langer (1994) demonstrated that cultural 

beliefs about aging play a role in determinhg the memory loss people may experience in old 

age. Levy and Langer (1994) show that two groups of older adults who have not 

expenenced negative stereotyping about aging over their We-span (deaf Americans and 

mainland Chinese) do not exhibit age-related memory loss. Levy (1996) utiiized an 



experimentai procedure to activate both negative (e.g., "because of my age I am forgetfiil") 

and positive stereotypes of aging (e.g, "because of my age 1 have acquired wisdom,"). She 

found that activating positive stereotypes improved memory task performance, memory self- 

efficacy, and views of aging in old individuals, while activating negative stereotypes tended 

to worsen memory task performance, memory selfefficacy, and views of aging in old 

individuals. These resuits suggest that the m u e n t  observations of low perceptions of 

prirnary control capacity in older adults could be due to cultural influences, to which 

individual adults may Vary in their susceptibility. 

Older Adults and Harmony Control. A research result that has recently begun to 

attract attention is that adults ofdifferent ages differ in their preferences for primary and 

harmony control (Heckhausen and Schulz, 1995; see also Tangsrud and Smith, 2000). 

Heckhausen and Schult (1995) present a He-span th- of control in which they review an 

extensive body of literature that suggests older adults have both a greater capacity and 

propensity to employ harmony control tactics than younger adults. In terms of capacity for 

harmony control, researchers have discovered that when older adults are faced with limited 

opportunity for prhary control, control-related activities are then likely to be focused on 

hannony control behaviors. When under stress, older adults are better able to engage in 

coping behaviors, such as regulating cognition and emotion (e.g., distancing, acceptance, or 

positive reappraisal) or identifjing an object of trust, rather than action on the environment 

(Folkman et al. 1987). 

Older adults' propensity to maintai. o v e d  control perceptions through the 

employment of HC strategies also apparently increases (Heckhausen and Schulz 1995); in 



fact, such increases have been observed in conjunction with high levels of primary control 

behavior. Though largely cross-sectional (but see Burns and Seligman 1989), supporthg 

evidence is nevertheless quite persuasive. Peng and Lachman (1993) and Peng (1993) report 

that primary control efforts did not differ by age for adults 18 to 84, while harmony control 

was highestfor the oldest respondents (ageà 6û+), next W e s t  for middle-aged respondents 

(aged 40 to 59), and lowest for young respondents. Heckhausen and Schulz (1994) found 

that tenaciousness in goal stnving (a prllnary control activity) was stable throughout 

adulthood for their sample of 20 to 85 yearslds. Flexibility, an indicator of capacity to 

engage in harmony control strategies, increased h m  young to old age. 

L fe-Span Developmenîul Theory und hcreases in HC Behavior. This apparent age- 

related increase in the capacity for harmony control could be a result of one of at least two 

different processes. Both fa11 under the rubric of Me-span developmental theory, an 

ernerging view in the psychological and gerontological literatures, which challenges the 

traditional perspective in cognitive psychology that aging is purely a period of physical and 

cognitive decline. Advocates of the k t  of these processes (e-g., P. Baltes, 1987; M. Baltes 

and P. Baltes, 1986; P. Baltes and M. Baltes, 1990; P. Baltes, Dittmann-Kohli, and Dixon, 

1984; P. Baltes and Kliegl, 1986), would take the position that such increases in harmony 

control capacity refiect a process of compe~tsation for losses in primary control capacity. in 

adulthood, cognitive developrnent is believed to encompass both gains and losses, and 

occurs as a process of adaptation that can be characterized in t e m  of a gain/loss relation. 

New abilities may emerge which may be requirements for adaptation to the individual's 

social and intellectual environments, and there may be a loss of abilities if they become 



dysfunctional in this new environment (see Smith, 1994). The sum total of an individual's 

cognitive capabilities, however, is portrayed as king of (at k t )  stable size. Though change 

with age is inevitable, gains (that is, new or increased capabilities) may only occur in 

conjunction with losses of other capabilities. NO developmental change during the Me 

course is pure gain (P. Baltes, 1987). 

The Life-span counterargument to the compensation model is found in the 

gerontology litecature, and is exemplified by works such as those of Adams (1991); Adams, 

Labouvie-Vief, Hobart, and Dorosz (1990); Adams, Smith, Nyquist and Permutter, 1997; 

Gould, Trevithick and Dixon (1991); Labouvie-Vief (l982,1985); and Labuvie-Vief and 

Schell(1982). It is disthguished fiom the compensation model advocated by P. Baltes and 

his colleagues in that (a) growth and decline can occur independently (i.e., change in 

cognitive abilities is not by necessity a zero-sum game), and (b) qualitative (ie., not merely 

quantitative) changes can emerge in cognitive firnctioning (Adams, 199 1; Labouvie-Vief, 

1982, 1985; Labouvie-Vief and Schell, 1982; cf. P. Baltes, 1987). Accordingly, these 

researchers would advocate that age-related changes in cognitive hctioning should be 

considered accomrnodative rather than compensatory Not only might new abilities emerge 

in response to perceived changes in environmental conditions, there is no necessity that there 

has been a loss of other abilities. The resolution of the compensation versus acco~~llllodation 

debate is beyond the scope of this study, though it is likely to attract considerable interest 

into the foreseeable future. 

In total, the age-related perceived control Iiterature paints a picture of older 

adulthood as a period of declining opportunity for many forms of primary contml-related 



activity. However, there is no conclusive evidence to suggest that older adults (a) do not 

value primary control and, more importantly (b) have iost the capacity to exercise prirnary 

control in everyday activities. However, if Levy's (1996) and Levy and Langer's (1994) 

work in memory selfefficacy cm be applied to contml-related perceptions, it may be the 

case that older adults consider themselves to be l e s  capable of prirnary control. Recent 

evidence also suggests that older adults are more capable and more likely than their younger 

counterparts to engage in haxmony control-related behavior. As has been discussed in the 

preceding pages, this evidence fkom the perceived control Literature is supported in theory 

and data nom both the psychological and gerontological me-span developmental literatures. 

Perceived Control and Decision Dependency 

Several observations may be made concemîng the preceding sections. First, 

because consumer decisions are achievement situations, control-related decision behavior 

like that described by Olshavsky and his colleagues should be expected to occur. Second, 

the behaviors themselves (e-g., asking or not asking for advice, conducting a self-reliant 

search for information vs. asking for a brand recommendation) are indicators of broader 

categories of behavior. These categones, which Olshavsky called autonomous, 

subcontracted, and hybrid decisions, and which psychologists would cal1 primary and 

harmony control, have as their focal point the issue of dependency and independence in 

decision making. T k d ,  because of its rich underlying theory, perceived control may 

represent a potentially valuable perspective fiom which to examine independence and 



dependence in a decision-making context. Finaliy, younger and older addt consumers are 

likely to differ in their control-related decision behaviors. 

The fmt purpose of this section is to expiicitly illustrate the similarities between the 

primary and harmony categories of control-related behavior, as described in the 

psychological literature, and the behaviors Olshavsky and his colleagues considered to be 

indicators of dependent and independent decision styles. A secondary objective is to 

illustrate the pervasiveness of control-related behaviors in decision making Third, the 

section will highlight benefits associated with examining decision-making dependency 

fkom a perceived control perspective. 

Prirnary Control-Related and Autonomous Decision Behaviors 

in a study of prirnary control in health care, S.E. Taylor (1990) observed that 

patients desire both autonomous and shared controt over many aspects of their care. For 

example, she found that patients who were allowed to make choices about their exercise 

and pain relief regirnens not oniy valued the autonomy, but also tended to exercise more, 

use less pain relief medication, and recover faster. Burger and Cooper (1979) identiQ 

assertiveness, decisiveness, and goaldirected activity as being indicative of a high desire 

for autonomous (primary) control. In the context of job search and employrnent decisions, 

seeking out and utilizing more sources of information are primary control-related activities 

(Friedrich, 1987). Peny's (1 99 1) results suggest that University students who perceived 

themselves capable of prirnary control exhibit more focused attention and effortfirl 

utilization of memory capacity. Ali of these observations h m  the psychological literature 



are representative of behavior that occurs in the context of autonomous decision making 

(Olshavsky and Rosen, 1985). 

Harmony Control-Related and HybrWSubcontracted Decision Behaviors 

Harmony control, as already noted, complements and adds to the scope of 

secondary control (secondary control-related behaviors will, therefore, be implicit in 

subsequent references to hannony control in this dissertation). A variety of observations 

from the psychological literature provide examples consistent with bybnd or subcontracted, 

i.e., dependent, decision behavior. For example, Heckhausen and Schuiz (1995) describe 

numerous examples of harmony control-related behavior that are manifested as dependency 

upon another (e.g., a salesperson or physician) as a decision making guide or as a surrogate 

decision maker (cf. Solomon, 1986). These are behaviors Olshavsky and his colleagues 

have descnbed as indicative of hybrid or subcontracted (respectively) decision making. 

Other observations fiom the psychologiçal literature are more broadly indicative of the "no- 

decision" form of purchase behavior that had been Olshavslq's original topic of interest. 

Morling and Fiske (1999) descrik such activities as making decisions flippantly or without 

sufficient information (thereby relying upon luck, fate, or some higher power for a 

favorable outcorne (see also Rothbaum et al., 1982). Covington (1 993) observes that 

people attempt to avoid risk, ofien by engaging in habituated behavior (an attempt to 

achieve predictability and thus the perception of order and control). 



Benefits of A Perceived Control Perspective on Decision Dependency 

As was stated previously, the focus of this study is on the issue of decision-making 

dependency; specincally, it is an examination of controi-related purchase decision types as 

indicated by primary and harmony control - related decision behaviors. The issue of 

whether specific decision-making behaviors are simply special cases, or manifestations of. 

control-related behavior is an empirical question, one that is beyond the scope of this study. 

Nonetheless, evidence for such a view is compelling. Table 1 identifies specific behaviors 

Olshavsky and his colleagues regarded as king indicative of hybrid or subcontracted 

decision making, and associates them with their harmony control corollaries from the 

perceived control literature. The Iast entry in Table 1 exemplifies the kind of limited 

decision making process that Olshavsky and his colieagues did not cali hybrid or 

subcontracted decision making, but which may reflect dependency upon some intangible 

object of hope or trust, such as luck, fate, or some higher power, as suggested above. 

Table 1. Hybnd and subcontracting decision behaviors as exemplars of the HC-related 
behavior type. 

hchase  Decision Behavior Exemplar K m o n y  Control Corollary(s) 
- - -  -- 

Consumptive decisions to initiaily engage Vicarious Control (Rothbaum et al., 
in objectively self-destructive behaviors 1982; pp. 20-2 1); submissive 
due to influence of othen (e-g., smoking, alignment with powefil others to 
excessive use of dmgs or alcohol; share in their power; see Merge With 
OlshavsQ and Granbois, 1979, p. 95) Others factor, Morling and Fiske, 

1999) 



Table 1 (continued). 

Purc hase Decision Behavior Exemplar Harmony Control Corollary(s) 

Purchase decisions made partly or wholiy 
according to the nonnative influence of social 
referent group members (e.g., purchases that 
conform to social group n o m  of style or 
brand, purchases made in imitation of others; 
Olshavsky and Granbois, 1979, p. 98) 

Later adopters seek less information about 
innovations than early adopters; explained 
partly by the ccdi£f'usion effect," Le., 
increasing social pressure on non adopters 
(Olshavslq and Granbois, 1979, p. 96) 

Purchase decisions made partly or wholly 
according to the infoimational (i.e., 
recommendation) infiuence of referrent 
persona1 or impersonal sources (e.g., fnends, 
expert acquaintances, praduct testing 
associations or specialty magazine reports; 
Fomùsano, Olshavsky, and Tapp, 1982; 
Olshavsb and Rosen, 1985; Rosen 
and OlshavsQ, 1987a; 198%) 

hirchase decisions made partly or wholly 
according to the Muence of salespersons 
(Formisano, Olshavs& and Tapp, 1982 
p. 477; client perceptions about salesperson 
personality, competence, knowledge relative 
to other salespersons, level of pnor 
acquaintance, and degree of Wùng toward 
salesperson were predictive of 
cGrecornmendation following") 

Purchase decisions made partly or wholly 
by surrogate consumers (e.g., intenor 
decorators, stockbrokers; 
Rosen and Olshavsky 1987b, p. 440; 
see also Solomon, 1986) 

As above; implies early adopters' 
satisfaction holds no informational 
value; see foliowing table entry 

Trust (Morling and Fiske, 1999; 
see also Friends Care factor; 
factor includes personal and 
impersonal objects of ûust regarding 
decision support, help in need 
fulnllment (Morhg and Fiske, 1999) 

(Ambiguous; multiple potential HC 
associations): Trust, Merge With 
Others, Friends Care, Vicarious 
Control 

Trust, Friends Care.; see also 
importance of ability to predict 
outcornes in achievement situations 
(Perry, 1991) 



Table 1 (continued). 

Purchase Decision Behavior Exemplar Harmony Control Corollary(s) 

Purchase decisions made based upon 
surrogate uidices of qua@ (e.g., 
manufacturer or brand reputation, price, 
packaging; Olshavslqr and Granbois, 
1979, p. 98) 

Patronage, purchase, or investment decisions 
made in the partial or total absence of external 
search when internally stored information is 
insufficient (e-g., impulse purchases of durable 
goods and clothing; purchase of durabEe goods 
afler a single store visit; new residents chwsing 
a grocery store, physician, or hair stylist 
without exhaustive search and evaluation of 
alternatives, Olshavsky and Granbois, 1979, 
pp. 96-97) 

Predictability (Perry, 199 1); see also 
selectivity fünction of HC, wherein 
capacity for primary control of other 
pursuits is maintained by utilizing HC 
(Heckhausen and Schulz, 1995, 
P- 286) 

(Ambiguous; multiple potential HC 
associations): Luck (Rothbaum 
et al., 1982); Wait on Luck, Higher 
Power, (Morling and Fiske, 1999) 

Idenhfiing Objects and Objectives of Dependency. This dissertation asserts that it 

is advantageous to examine consumer decision making in terms of decision-maker 

dependence and independence. Just as the concept of harmony control complements and 

enriches the secondary control consüuct, the concept of dependency in decision making (as 

understood fiom a perceived control perspective) may encompass and add to the scope of 

decision autonomy, hybndizattion, and subcontracting. Olshavsky et al.3 contribution was 

the demonstration that decision-making dependency exists. The perceived control 

perspective, however, not oniy allows consideration (and quantification, using established 

measures) of the degree to which decision making dependency exists. It also helps, via the 



harmony control constcuct and its established factor structure, to suggest weil-defined 

classes of influences upon which a consumer might depend (e-g., powerfbl others, lu& 

social normative forces, etc.). 

For example, Rosen and Olshavsky (1987a) differentiated between normative and 

informational social influence. They confined their shidies to recommendations reflective 

of the latter, however, because dependence upon normative influence does not f i t  the 

traditional view of the consumer as a rational decision maker (see Rosen and Olshavsky, 

1 %Va, p. 125). An examination of hybrid and subcontracted decision making fiom a 

perceived control perspective, however, enables the consideration of both. In fact, each 

seems to be a behavioral instance of specinc harmony control factors, the difference 

between the two defhed by the personal objectives of the consumer. When the individual 

solicits and/or succumbs to a normative recommendation, hiiher objectives may be 

alignment and merging to achieve social acceptance. Thus, a "good decision" is one that 

protects the individual from potential social sanction. #en the individual decides based 

upon an informational recommendation, it is because hidher objective is to make a "good 

decision" in the objective, rational sense. 

This normative/informational distinction is consistent with established research 

results that suggest conformity pressures do impact buying decision processes (LaTour and 

Manrai, 1989; Miniard and Cohen, 1983; Venkatesan, 1966), especialiy when the product is 

conspicuous in purchase and use and when group social acceptance is a strong motivator 

(Bearden and Etzel, 1982). Because of hannony control's ability to tap both normative and 

informational elements of interpersonal influence (e.g., "Merge with Othersy* and ''Trust,'" 



respectively), use of the harmony control construct in examining hybrid and subcontracted 

behavior enables the reseaccher to assess both of these important influences within the 

context of a single purchase decision. This is a multifaceted approach to the study of 

decision recommendations that is not supported by current decision theory. hdeed, it is 

likely that normative and informational elements of advice coexist within any given 

recommendation. 

Identzfiing Intangible Objects of Depdency. Similarly, the perceived control 

perspective adds to our understanding of decision processes that do not involve 

recommendations per se, but stili do not include "adequate" search for information. While 

inadequate search may indeed indicate the use of decision heuristics (as discussed earlier), 

dependency may also play a role in contributing to the abbreviation of decision processes. 

Consumers may depend upon swrogate indicators of quality, such as price, packaging, or 

manufacturer/brand reputation (Olshavsky and Granbois, 1979), that they perceive to be 

predictive of adequate performance. Altematively, consumers may align with luck and 

literaiiy or figuratively "flip a coin," trusting what fate brings and attempting to be at peace 

with it (Moriing and Fiske, 1999; Weisz, Rothbaum, and Blackburn, 1984). Even though 

this type of decision making represents a form of dependency, it does not conveniently fa11 

into the traditional hybrid oc subcontracted h e w o r k  because such intangibles as luck or 

fate are typically not considered to be objects to which one can subcontract a part or ali of a 

decision. 

Eipanding the Scope of Hybrid Fonns of Decision Making. Consistent wiîh the 

above definitions ofprimary and harrnony control, it is argued that persons who strive to 



maintain independent, authoritative influence over their purchase decision processes are 

exhibiting control-related behaviors that are primary-dominant. Dependency, as 

exemplified by hybrid and subcontracted purchase decision behaviors, indicates utilization 

of harmony control tactics. Hence, purchase decision process behaviors could be 

conceptualized as locating on a continuum featuring end-points that represent (a) exclusive 

use of primary control tactics (Le., Olshavsky's autonomous decision making) and @) 

exclusive use of baxmony control tactics (i.e., Olshavslqr's subcontracted decision making). 

The various forms of hybnd decision making, as discussed immediately below, may 

indicate some combination of primary and harmony control-related decision behavior. 

Rosen and Olsbavsly's (198%) distinction between the RFES and RFS forms of 

the hybnd strategy is consistent with this notion of a continuum. In particular, RFES 

subjects, who confined their evaluative activities to the set of alternatives recommended to 

them by others, would appear to be exhibiting relatively hi& levels of harmony control- 

related behavior, and low levels of primary control-related behavior. On the other hand, 

RFS subjects acquired a single recomrnendation, and then proceeded to search out (and 

evaluate) a signincant number of additional alternatives in an attempt to find a brand better 

than the one recommended. For these subjects, harmony control-related behavior 

(soliciting aid in establishing the standard) is clearly evident, but seems overshadowed by 

primary control-related search and evaluative behavior. 

The independence of primary and harmony control-related behaviors suggests, 

however, that there may be forms of hybrid decision making that extend beyond those that 

would exist on a simple continuum. While some consumers may evince hannony control- 



related behaviors but be primary dominant, and others show an opposite pattern (RFS and 

RFES, respectively), still others may exhibit high levels of both types of control-related 

behaviors. These consumers could be called Comprehensive Decision-Makers. They 

might solicit considerable advice and many recommendations, but concurrently engage in a 

significant degree of seIf-directed search and evaluation, perhaps reserving the final choice 

for themselves. Aitematively, some may display Little control-related behavior of either 

kind; such consumers might be considered PurChase Decision Avoiders. These consumers 

might be product users, but rely on others not only for decision making, but for actual 

purchase as well. These latter two forms of coatrol-related decision behavior could not be 

predicted or observed based upon our previous understanding of hybrid decision making, 

and without apprehending the independence of primary and harmony control-related 

behaviors. Together, these four forms of decision behavior can be presented on a hKo- 

dimensional decision-style matruc (see Figure 1). 

Identi@ing &danatory Va~ables. Finally, perceived control theory plays an 

integral part in theoreticaily accounting for decision-making dependency. The perceived 

control literature is rich in its description of factors that lead to control-related behavior. 

Specifically, as will be elaborated in ensuing sections, personal perceptions of ability to 

make good decisions (e-g., as might be determined by self-efficacy perceptions, an 

important aspect of the perceived control iiterature) may influence the type of decision 

behavior chosen. Ability perceptions fünction as a part of a more cornprehensive 

theoretical h e w o r k ,  termed the Motivation, Opportunity, and Ability model, which will 

be described below. 
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Figure 1. A Two-Dimensional Matrix of Control-Related Dependency in Decision Making. 

In sum, synthesis of the traditional consumer behavior and perceived control 

perspectives in the examination of different styles of decision making carries several 

benefits. First, because consumer decision making is an achievement-oriented activity, we 

are able to understand that solicitation of extemal influence in decision making represents 

an attempt to maintain or increase perceptions of control, and is a normal, rather than an 

abnormal, behavior. In addition, the study of the degree to which such dependent behavior 

exists can be expanded to include a far more stnichued investigation of objects, objectives, 

and foms (i.e., types of hybrid decisions) of dependency than was possible for Olshavsky 



and his colleagues. Though these issues have always been pertinent, there has been no 

theoretical foundation for their study. Finally, considering consumer decisions fiom a 

perceived control perspective offers clues to help identify and understand some of the 

situational, task-related, and individual variables, and their interaction, that influence 

consumer deci sion-making dependency- 

Motivation, Opporlunity, and Ability: 

A Framework to Explain Differing Decision Styles 

While demonstrating the occurrence of the differiag styles of decision-makuig 

behaviors, Olshavslq and his colleagues implicitly or explicitly noted a number of 

conditions under which dependent f o m  of decision making might occur. Though a 

number of these can be inferred fkom previous sections, they and others are made explicit in 

Table 2 and discussed below. in addition, in Table 2, these conditions are associated with 

their corresponding Motivation, Opportunity, and (perceived) Ability categories (termed 

'MOA Category" in the table), which will be discussed in greater detail in subsequent 

pawraphs* 



Table 2. Antecedent conditions for hybnd and subcontracted decision m a h g  and 
associated motivation, opportunity, and ability categories. 

Conditions for Hybrid or Subcontracted Decisions MOA Category 

Low achievement motivation 
(Olshavsb and Granbois, 1979, p. 95) 

Perceived inability to control one's own financial 
destiny (Olshavsky and Granbois, 1979, p. 95; 
in the context ofchoosing hancial products 
and services) 

Need to conform to social noms (e.g., teen 
smoking; Olshavsky and Granbois, 1979, p. 95) 

Urgency or a special purchase opprtunity 
dispIaces deliberation and prepurchase planning 
(OlshavsQ and Granbois, 1979, p. 96) 

Physical or socioeconomic barriers to shopping 
activity (Olshavsky and Granbois, 1979, p. 97) 

A "difficult task environment" (Fonnisano, 
Olshavsky, and Tapp, 1982) resulting in 
knowledge and time insufficiency perceptions 
(see also Rosen and Olshavsky 1987b) 

Information required for self-directed decision is 
unavailable (Olshavsky and Rosen, 1985, p. 120) 

A "particularly knowledgeable" (relative to oneself) 
referrer is available (Rosen and Olshavsky, 
1987b, p. 440) 

Motivation 

Perceived Ability 

Motivation 

Ability Perceptions/ 
O~portUnitY 
confound 

Ability Perceptions 



Table 2 (continued). 

Conditions for Hybrid or Subcontracted Decisions MOA Category 

Risk of making a poor decision given conditions 
of high tirne cost (hïgher risk did not lead to 
autonomous search behavior when time costs for 
search were hi&; Rosen and Olshavsky 1987% p. 139; 
1987b, p. 444) 

The consumer "lacks interest in making the 
purchase decision hiinself." 
(Rosen and Olshavsb, 1987a, p. 126 ) 

Recogaized Ability 
Perception/ 
o p p o ~ t y  
interaction 

Motivation 

Assessment of people's motivation, opportunity, and ability as a conceptual 

fiarnework for understanding and predicting their likelïhood of performing a aven 

behavior has been advocated in the consumer behavior literature. Consumer behavior 

researchers have treated this h e w o r k  in at least two ways. In the &st case, the 

motivation, opportunity, and ability variables are considered to be multiplicative 

contributors to a continuous, higher order variable, MOA, which is then employed as a 

construct usefiil for predicting behavior. For example, Maclnnis, Moorman, and Jaworski 

(1 99 1) suggest consideration of these three variables to assess MOA to process information 

fkom advertisements. They suggest that using ad execution cues to enhance motivation, 

opportunity, and ability should increase MOA to process information, lead to a deeper level 

of processing, and, in tum, lead to more W y  formed and stable attitudes. Increases in MOA 

can be brought about by raising the level of any of the three underlying variables. 



in the second case, the motivation, opportunity, and ability variables are considered 

important as s+ad-alone variables. According to this view, behavior dso varies according to 

the interaction ofthe three variables. However, the objective shifts fkom enhancing MOA to 

ident-g the implications of varying levels of each of the variables. This dissertation 

employs this second use of the Motivation, Opportunity, and Ability heworlc,  and is 

consistent with that of Petty and Cacioppo (1986% 1986b petty and Cacioppo, 1986b 

explicitiy included only M and A in their model]) and Batra and Ray (1986). It presumes 

that motivation, opportunity, and ability to achieve a good purchase decision (a) each exist to 

a degree equal to or greater than nil, (b) are each theruselves determined by an interaction of 

personal, situational, and object factors, and (c) interact to influence levels of dependence 

and independence in decision making. 

A carefûl consideration of Table 2 Ieads to at least two important conclusions. 

First, while the individual items in the left column may constitute conditions under which 

dependent decision making may oçcur, they do not together represent a theoretical 

statement explainhg such behaviors. in fact, some pairs of the items seem coatradictory. 

For example, the fïrst item (Low achievement motivation) implies a low perceived level of 

decision importance. The third item (Need to conforxn to social noms) implies a decision 

that is very important due to nomative social influence. In the first case, motivation to 

make a good decision seems low, and a hybrid or subcontracted decision is expected. 

However, the second case, where motivation would seem to be high, is also expected to 

result in hybrid or subcontracted decision behavior (Olshavsky and Granbois, 1979). Such 

contradictions suggest that unidentified moderathg variables may exist (specifically, 



according to the current h e w o r k ,  opportunity, perceived ability, or both may moderate 

the effects of motivation). Accordingly, the items in the lefi column of Table 2 seem more 

reasonably construed as predictors that may play a roie in a more comprehensive theory of 

control-related dependent decision behaviors. 

Second, though individual items rnay not account for control-related decision style 

preferences, it may be that they are representatives of more abstract variables that, together, 

enable prediction and understanding in a theoretical sense. This dissertation suggests that 

motivation, opportunity, and ability perceptions may adequately represent these more 

abstract variables, and they are presented in the right column of Table 2. 

As indicated in the nght column, items that refer to level of achievement 

motivation, need for social acceptance, or level of interest in making a good decision 

should be considered indicators of the broader, more encompassing Motivation variable 

(the next section of this Chapter provides more precise definitions for the Motivation, 

O p p o d t y ,  and Ability variables). Items that refer to the level of liberty enjoyed by the 

consumer to engage in own-based decision making (e.g., time-related urgency of decision, 

barriers to search) should be considered indicators ofthe Opportunity variable. Items that 

refer to individual perceptions about one's own competency in making purchase decisions 

(e.g., more howledgeable referrers, a difficult task environment) should be considered 

indicators of the perceived Ability variable. Comments in the right column of Table 2 also 

assert that these variables ïnteract in the determination of dependent decision behavicr (e-g., 

high risk did not lead to increased search when time cost was hi&; Rosen and Olshavsky, 

1987a, b). 



According to Table 2, it appears that each of these higher-ocder variables may 

encompass a variety of previously distinct conditions for decision-making dependency. 

More importantly, identification of these variables makes it possible to consider them 

together (that is, their potential interaction) in the Motivation, Opportunity, and Ability 

h e w o r k  This, in tum, might allow the resolution of apparent predictive contradictions 

like the one described above. In sum, these variables individually appear to be more 

encompassing and inclusive, and their correspondhg fkmework may offer a more 

parsïmonious explanation of control-related dependent decision behavior than was 

previously possible. 

Motivation, Opportunity, and Ability Perceptions: 

Definitions and Antecedent Factors 

Figure 2 is a conceptual fbmework explicitly linking the Motivation, Opportunity, 

and Ability variables, as well as the consumer Age variable (as previousIy discussed), to 

control-related styles of decision dependency. The following paragraphs provide 

definitions for the Motivation, Opportunity, and perceived Ability variables, as well as a 

presentation of factors that may affect these three hdamental variables. It is not the 

purpose of this dissertation to provide an exhaustive listing of factors that may affect 

consurners' motivation, opportwiity, and perceived ability. These factors rnay represent 

myriad c haracteristics of the purchase object, the purchase environment, or the purchase 

process participants (for example, the consumer, the salesperson or service provider, or 
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Figure 2. A Partial Mode1 of Control-Related Dependency in Decision Making. 



referent others), Rather, the following sectîons identifL and briefiy examine important 

exemplars of such factors. 

Motivation 

In the current model, motivation is deGaed as it bas been in the consumer bebavior 

literature: as goal-directed arousal (MacInnis and Jaworski, 1989; MacInnis, Mooman, and 

Jaworski, 1991; Park and Mittal, 1985). Specifically, it is a consumer's desire to achieve 

(the goal of) a good decision. A CCgood" decision is one that is instrumental in enabling the 

consumer to fulfill personally and situationally valued states, which may have an intemal 

orientation (e.g,, self-image), an extemal orientation (eg., public image), andior be utilitarian 

in nature (see Mittal and Lee, 1989). Motivation occurs and increases with the perceived 

personal import of the decision (i.e., personal relevance; Batra and Ray, 1985, 1986) 

according to its anticipated impact upon these valued states. 

Note that this definition of motivation (as desire for a valued state) does not imply 

consideration of whether the consumer is motivated to make a good decision hiderself 

because such an inquhy confounds motivation with opportunity andfor perceived ability. In 

essence, the Motivation, Oppoaunitty, and Abiiity fkmework, as it has been used in the 

consumer behavior literature, makes explicit the distinction between value and expectancy as 

predictors of motivated behavior, in accordauce with Expectancy Theory (Vrmm, 1964). 

According to Expectancy Theoryy motivated behavior results when (a) the anticipated 

outcome of the behavior is of sdficient positive value, (b) the behavior is perceived to be 

instrumental in the achievement of the desired outcome, and (c) the individual perceives dhe 



possesses the ability to pedorm the necessary behavior. Hence, the value of the outcome 

and the individual's perceived capacity to achieve it are kept conceptuaUy distinct. Thus, the 

term "motivation," in the consumer behavior literatwe, corresponds to (a) above, and could 

properly be c d e d  'kalue" or "importance." This dissertation will utilize the "motivation" 

term as it has been employed in the consumer behavior Literature to (a) maintain the 

conceptual distinction between value and expectancy, and (b) maintain consistency with 

prior consumer behavior usage. 

Most consumer researchers agree that motivation is a broader coastruct than 

involvement, in that involvement can be of a variety of forms (Laurent and Kapferer, L985), 

each or any combination of which can lead to a state of motivation (see Batra and Ray, 1985; 

Park and Mittal1985; Petty and Cacioppo 1986a,b). Motivation is, however, most oflen 

conceptualized and operationalized in terms of co~lsumers' involvement. This is because 

induced involvement is a reflection of motivation (i.e., goal-directed arousal) in the form of 

high perceived personal devance of an object in a particular context (e-g., an important 

purchase decision; Celsi and Olson 1988). Stated otherwise, high involvement leads to 

motivation to act (though action itseifmay or may not occur, depending upon ability 

perceptions; see Bandura, 1986, and ensuing sections of this dissertation). 

Celsi and OIson (1988) equate the state of motivation to their term felt involvement, 

which denves from intrinsic and extrinsic sources. Consumer researchers generally agree 

that these sources of involvement are of three interacting types: personal, object (or 

physical), and situational (Zaichkowsky, 1985). Personal factors (such as enduring interest 

in the product category, need for achievement, need for social acceptance) ïnteract with 



physical factors (charactenstics of the object that cause differentiation and increase interest, 

e.g., price, quality, design) and situational factors (something that temporarily increases 

relevance or interest toward the object, e.g., "publicness" of the purchase decision or usage 

of the product). Consistent with previous research and the conceptualization of motivation 

presented here, motivation for a good decision increases with involvement, specificaliy, 

when the outcome of the decision implies, for personal andlor situational reasons, high 

utilitarian, sign, or hedonic value (Mittal and Lee, 1989). 

Theory and ernpirical d t s  seem robust in suggesting that high involvement and, in 

turn, high decision motivation leads to behaviors indicative of autonomous decision making, 

such as giving attention to and comprehending relevant information (Celsi and Olson, 1988), 

greater counterarguing to advertisements (Wright, 1974), and iucreased search behaviom 

(e.g. Greenwald and Leavitt, 1984; Kassarjian, 198 1). Petty, Cacioppo, and Schumann 

(1983) argue that people are more likely to devote the cognitive effort required to evaluate 

the true merits of an issue or product when involvement is hi& rather than low. 

op~~r tun i ty  

Opportunity is dehed  as the extent to which aspects of the environment allow the 

consumer the liberty of personally achieving a good decision (Batra and Ray, f 986; 

MacInnis et al., 1991). High opportunity implies that the allocation of effort required for 

self-directed decision making is not impeded by extemal factors, and leaves open the 

possibility that the consumer will conduct a seIfdirected purchase process. A lack of 

opportunity to make a good purchase decision can stem h m  the consumer's perception that 



environmental characteristics, most commonly time deficiency, environmental distractions, 

or physical barriers to search (e-g., lack of transportation, absence of search outlets) preclude 

carrying out the seLf-ditected purçhase decision process that s h e  might otherwise be 

motivated and capable to undertake. 

At its most elemental leve!, the opportunîty variable may act as a dichotomous (yes- 

no) variable in the determination of dependent decision bebaviors. It is more iikely, 

however, that opportunity acts as a continuous variable. For instance, situational distractions 

such as noise or crowding are likely to reduce, but not elinhate, a consumer's opportunîty 

to process information in a shopping environment (Celsi and OIson, 1988). 

Ability 

Ability is defked as the extent to which the individual perceives that dhe possesses 

the competency to achieve a good decision him/herseif (MacInnis et al., 199 1 ; Perry, 199 1). 

High perceived ability implies that the consumer believes she personaily possesses the 

repertoire of cognitive abilities required for successhil acquisition and evaluation of 

information about alternatives. Two interacting categories of sources for ability perceptions 

are prpposed. Perceptions about one's ability to conduct an autonomous decision process 

may be dependent upon (a) the degree to which individuals believe themselves capable of 

exercising primary control (i.e., perceived ~e~eff icacy,  Bandura, 1977, 1986), and (b) the 

objective characteristics (Le., degree of task difnculty) of the purchase decision situation 

(Formisano et al., 1982). The effect of difficulty on perceived ability is, however, likely to 

be moderated by the individuai's level of expertise in the domain. 



SelfEflcacy. Perceived seIf-efficacy is defïned as people's judgments of their 

capabilities to organize and execute courses of action required to attain designated types of 

performances @andura, 1986; p. 391). Sekfficacy is not construed to be an enduring 

personality trait, rather, individuals may feel highly efficacious in some achievement 

domains and not at all efficacious in others. Further, perceptions of efficacy cm Vary 

ternporally according to past success and failure experiences (see Perry and Dickens, 1987). 

Individuals with high efficacy perceptions consider themselves to possess hi& capacity to 

control specific situational aspects of their Iives (in the primary control sense) because (a) 

they know what courses of action are required to achieve the desired outcorne, and (b) they 

believe they can execute those courses of action adequately. They have greater expectancies 

that their strategies, plans, and behaviors will contribute to goal atmtainment than do 

individuals with low sekfficacy perceptions, who perceive that control over goal 

attainrnent resides largely outside themselves. The perceiveci control literature documents 

that persons low in self-efficacy perceptions tend to exhibit a preference for hannony control 

tactics, whereas persons higher in self-efficacy perceptions exhibit harmony control 

preferences oniy when their motivation to exercise primary control is low or objective 

realities preclude it (see Menec et al., 1994; Perry, 1991; Rothbaum et al., 1982). 

The domain-specific and temporal nature of the selfefncacy constnict makes it 

particularly appropriate as a predictor of ability perceptions in purchase decisions. 

Performance-related disappointrnents in a consumer's life and.or the focal purchase decision 

situation itself may induce perceptions of limited efficaciousness. For example, a sequence 

of purchases in which the products did not perfonn as well as expected could serve to 



undermine a consumer's decision making ability perceptions. A consumer's discovery (after 

the fact) that the car mode1 dhe recently purchased received a poor evaluation h m  

Consumer Reports magazine could produce a similar outcome. Even everyday failings and 

missteps can contriiute to temporary, but generaiized, perceptions of inefficacy (Perry and 

Dickens, 1987; Seiigman, 1975). 

Task DzBcuIty. Marketing personnel can, to a degree, objectively assess consurners' 

capacity to undertake a ~e~directed purchase decision process based upon their own 

knowledge of its requirements. One cau easily think of decision-rnaking instances that are of 

such difficulty that ody professionals in the field may reasonably be expected to conduct 

anything approaching a "good" evaluation. Such realities exist independently of the 

consumer's efficacy perceptions about the achievement context (e.g., one can perceive 

ability that one does not possess). Examples include decisions required in the fields of 

medicine and law. Neveaheless, like other services, even medical and legal procedures 

con& of a bundle of activities, some of which may be subject to client direction. Though 

one should not reasonably expect clients to exhibit extreme levels of primary control, neither 

can it be presumed that they will subcontract al1 decision-making authority. 

It is likely that fatniliarity with specific product or service decisions will lead to 

higher ability perceptions which may, in turn, lead to increased primary control-related 

decision behavior. Aside from professional training, it is possible that experience with the 

purchase decision domain (for example, as rnight accumulate in prolonged treatrnent of an 

ongoing medical condition) could result in increased farniliarity and expertise. Alba and 

Hutchinson (1987) write that higher fdar i ty  is expected to influence distinct aspects of 



expertise including cognitive effort, analysis, and elaboration. Higher levels of these 

behaviors are indicative of increased primary control activïty (Perry, 199 1) and autonomy in 

the purchase decision process (Formisano, Olshavsky, and Tapp, 1982; Olshavsky and 

Granbois, 1979; Olshavsky and Rosen, 1985; Rosen and Olshavsky, L987a; 198%)- 

Conclusions and Present Research Issues 

The occurrence of control-related dependence in consumer decisions, like that 

observed by Olshavsky and bis colleagues, has not previously been explained. The purpose 

of this Chapter has been to develop a theoretical mode1 addressing this gap in consumer 

behavior theory. Independent and dependent behaviors are argued to occur, in part, due to 

the universal human desire for the perception of control in achievement situations, of which 

important purchase decisions are examples. Accordingly, these behaviors might be 

considered special cases of control-related behavior, of which there are two basic forms. 

Prirnary and harrnony control-related behaviors co-occur in hybrid decisions, while 

autonomous and subcontracted decision making are, respectively, indicative of those forms 

individually. The Motivation, Opportunity, and Ability conceptual h e w o r k  is taken h m  

the consumer research literature, and synthesized with research results f?om the consumer 

research, psychological, and gerontological literatures. This synthesis bas a the-fold 

purpose. First, it helps to identifl consumer Age, Motivation, Opportunity, and Ability as 

distinct variables that may influence control-related dependency behavior in consumer 

decisions. Second, the synthesis of literatures helps to identifir factors that contribute to the 



Motivation, Opportunity, and perceived Ability variables. Thid, it raises the possibility tbat 

these variables may interact to affect a consumer's control-reiated purchase decision style. 

This dissertation will confine itselfto examination of the effects of the Motivation, 

perceived Ability, and consumer Age variables. Accordingly, both Opportunity and task 

dficuity will be controiled by maintainhg them at high levels across Motivation and 

perceived Ability conditions. Any differences in Expertise will be controlled statistically. 

Maintaining unifonnly high levels of task difltlculty is advantageous in that (a) it maxrimizes 

the likelihood that hamony control-related behavior will occur (Formisano et al., 1982), (b) 

it controls for any confounding e&ts of varying difficulty on involvement and motivation, 

and (c) it enables observation of the effects of perceived Ability as determined independent 

of task difficdty. In terms of opportunity, the consensus of researchers who have advocated 

usage of the Motivation, Opportunity, and Ability fiamework is that low oppominity has a 

suppressive effect on bebaviors of interest; however, it is unlikely that increasing opportunity 

for a behavior will increase its occurrence beyond that which is otherwise detennined by 

motivation and ability (Batra and Ray, 1986; Celsi and OIson, 1988; MacInnis and Jaworski, 

1989; Machmis et al., 199 1; Petty and Cacioppo, 1986a). Thus, not al1 researchers mode1 

the innuence of opportunity. For example, Petty and Cacioppo (1986b, p. 126) do not 

include the opportunity variable in their presentation of the Elaboration Liketihood Model. 

Following this reasoning, this study will seek to control for the infïuence of limited 

opportunity by assuring abjects are not so compromiseci with regard to either primary or 

harmony control-related behavior. 



Present Research and Hypotheses 

Main Effects 

Main Effects of Age. The age-related psychological and gerontological literature 

reviewed above, and the present theory, suggest two age-related redts. First, Levy's (1996) 

and Levy and Langer's (1994) work suggest there may be a main effect ofage on decision- 

making self-efficacy perceptions. Specifically, decision-making self-efficacy may be Iowa 

for older adults. Second, older adults' decision-making behavior shouid be qualitatively 

different fi-om that of younger adults. The age-related perceived control literature suggests a 

main effect of consumer age on decision-making behavior such that, for all subjects, older 

adults should exhibit higher levels of harrnony control-related behavior than younger adults 

(Fokman et al. 1987; Heckhausen and Schulz, 1994, 1995). As indicated earlier, there is no 

conclusive evidence to make a prion predictions conceming older and younger adults7 

prirnary control-related decision making behavior. The main effects of Age on prïmary 

control, as well as the potential interactions between Motivation, perceived Ability, and 

consumer Age on the dependent variables, will be assessed via follow-up anaiysis. 

Hla: Older adult subjects will exhibit lower levels of decisionmaking se l fdcacy  than 

younger adults. 

H l  b: Older adult subjects wiil exhibit higher levels of harmony control-related decision 

behavior than younger adults. 



Main Effects ofMotnrationn. Decision-making behaviors can be categorized as either 

primary or harmony control-related, or a combination thereof. Given the above discussion 

of the Muence of motivation on decision-making behavior, subjects who are highly 

motivated to make a g d  decision should engage in more primary control-related decision 

behavior than subjects whose motivation is low. Similarly, it is expected that these highly 

motivated subjects should tend toward primary behavior and away fiom harmony control 

behavior. Subjects whose motivation levels are low, on the other han& are expected to 

exhibit relatively more harmony control-related behavior than primary control-related 

decision behavior (Celsi and Olson, 1988; Greenwald and Leavitt, 1984; Kassarjian, 198 1; 

Petty, Cacioppo, and Schumann, 1983; Wright, 1974). 

H2a: Subjects who are highly motivated to make a good decision will exhibit more 

primary control-related decision behavior than subjects whose motivation is low. 

H2b: Subjects who are highly motivated to make a good decision wiIi exhiiit more 

primary control-related than HC-related decision behavior. 

H2c: Subjects whose motivation to make a good decision is low wili exhibit more 

harmony control-related than primary control-related decision behavior. 

Main Effects ufAbiiity. Based upon the above discussion conceming the effect of 

ability perceptions on achievement behavior, it is expected that subjects whose perceived 

ability levels are high wiil engage in more primary control-related decision behavior than 

subjects whose ability perceptions are low. Similarly, it is expected that these highly able 



subjects will tend toward primary behavior and away h m  harmony control behavior. 

Subjects whose ability perceptions are low, on the other hand, are expected to exhiiit 

relatively more harmony control-related than prhary control-related decision behavior 

(Formisano, Olshavsky, and Tapp, 1982; Olshavsky and Granbois, 1979; Olshavsky and 

Rosen, 1985; Rosen and Olshavsky, 1987a;b). 

H3a: Subjects whose perceptions of ability to make a good decision are high wïll exhibit 

more primary control-related decision behavior than subjects whose ability 

perceptions are low. 

H3b: Subjects whose perceptions of ability to make a good decision are high will exhibit 

more primary control-related than harmony control-related decision behavior. 

H3c: Subjects whose perceptions of ability to make a good decision are low will exhibit 

more hmnony control-related than primary control-related decision behavior. 

interaction Effects of Motivation and Ability 

Interaction eflects on primoty contro-reloîed decision behmor. B a d  upon the 

review of the MOA Literature and the theory presented above, and drawing upon additional 

psychological research results, it is possible to anticipate the interactive effects of Motivation 

and Ability on primary control-related decision behavior. Weiner (1985) presents a theory 

of motivated behavior, which bas since received extensive empincal support. Weiner asserts 

that the incidence of a behavior may be suppressed by perceptions of low ability, even in the 

presence of sufncient motivation (the motivatiodability interrelationship is, as previously 



discussed, consistent with Vroom's Cl9641 Expectancy Theory). Thus, achievement effort 

toward an important goal may be strong under perceptions of high ability, but may be 

weakened by conditions of low perceiveci ability. 

Accordingly, primary control-related decision behavior should be highest among 

subjects whose motivation and ability levels are both high. Primary control-related decision 

behavior will be lower for subjects whose motivation level is low, regardless of abiiïty 

perceptions. If achievement effort is influenced by ability perceptions, however, then 

p h a r y  control-related decision behavior should also be low for high-motivation/low-ability 

subjects. More succinctly, primary control-related behavior should vary among the four 

MotivatiodAbility conditions as follows: 

H4a: PNiary control-related decision behavior will be highest for high-motivationmigh- 

abiiïty subjects. 

H4b: Prirnary control-related decision behavior will be low for high-motivatiodlow- 

ability subjects, low-mo tivatiodhigh-ability subjects, and low-motivation/low-ability 

subjects. 

Interaction effects on HC-relared decision behavior. The effects of the 

motivatiodability interaction on harmony control-related decision behavior are less easily 

anticipated. Though the traditional view has been that there is an inverse relatiooship 

between primary and harmony control-related behavior, Morbg and Fiske's (1996, 1999) 

work cails this relationship into question. Further, researchers have not studied motivation 



and ability issues together in the context of hamony contro~ but only prïmary control (e.g-, 

s',-ving for personal achievement or favorable situationai outcornes, as previously 

discussed). 

Nonetheless, Olshavsky's observations and results (see Tables 1 and 2), along with 

results ficorn previous perceived control studies, shed some light on this question. The entries 

in the lefi-hanci column of Table 1 al1 suggest purchase situations in which making a good 

decision is important (Le., motivation to make a good decision is high), but that the decision 

maker's perceived ability to do so hinimerselfis limiteci (for real or imagined reasons). 

Similarly, the perceived control literature provides examples of harmony control-related 

decision behavior, in contexts such as aging (e.g., Chipperfield, Perry, and Menec, 1999; 

Menec, Chipperfield, and Perry, 1999; Menec and Chipperfield, 1997b; Rodin, Timko, and 

Harris, 1985) and stress, health, and health maintenance (e.g., Helgeson, 1992; SchiRffrno 

and Revenson, 1992; Taylor, 1990; Thompson et al., 1993). In cases such as these the 

individual's motivation for a favorable outcome may be high but the ability to achieve it low- 

Thus, there may be a main effect of motivation on harmony control-related decision 

behaviors, but which is moderated by ability perceptions. Specifically, high-motivation/low- 

ability subjects may be those who exhibit the highest incidence of harmony control-related 

decision behavior. However, high ability perceptions may suppress harmony control-related 

decision behavior among highly motivated subjects. 

Convesely, it would seem reasonable to expect a reduced tendency to subcontract or 

hybridize a decision that is perceived to be of little consequence. Under such circumstances 

the question of ability may be irrelevant. Examples of such decisions might include the 



repurchase of staple items, or the purchase of relatively inexpensive or inconspicuous 

products. Rosen and Olshavsky (L987b) observed that, of the subjects who utiiized a hybrid 

strategy (none M y  subcontracted their decisions), al1 did so for a stereo (a more complex 

and involving product), while only 20 percent did so for pizza (a less involvhg product that 

most people can codortably choose themselves). Heckhausen and Schulz (1 995, p. 285) go 

fùrther, cautionhg researchers against hypothesizuig significant control-related behavior of 

any kind (primas. or harmony) for "trivial" everyday activities or decisions. An exception 

for the low-motivation/high-ability case might be observed in the varïety-seeliing consumer, 

who "rolls the dice" and trusts in luck as she tries different, but presumably sirnilar, branâs. 

Accordingly, though there may be a suppressive effect of high ability on harmony control- 

related decision behavior for highiy motivated subjects, no such prediction is made 

concerning the effect of ability on low-motivation subjects. The previous paragraphs can be 

sunilllarized in the foilowing hypotheses: 

Harmony control-related decision behavior will be highest for hi&-motivatiodiow- 

ability subjects. 

Harmony control-relatai decision behavior will be lower and second highest for 

high-motivationhigh-ability subjects. 

Low motivation wiii override the effects of ability, such that HC-related decision 

behavior will be lowest for low-motivationniigh-ability and low-motivation/low- 

ability subjects. 



hteraction efects on the prïmaryMC-related behawor retationship. Pnmary 

control-related decision behavior should exceed harmony control-related behavior for (a) 

high-motivationhigh-ability subjects, and, (b) Iow-motivationhigh-ability subjects. For (c) 

hi&-rnotivation/low-ability subjects, and, (d) low-motivation/low-abiiity subjects harrnony 

control-related decision behavior should exceed primary control-related behavior. 

Subjects whose motivation and perceived ability to make a good decision are high 

will exhibit more primary control-related decision behavior than hannony control- 

related decision behavior, 

Subjects whose motivation is low but perceived ability to make a good decision is 

high will exhibit more primary control-related decision behavior than harmony 

control-related decision behavior. 

Subjects whose motivation is high but perceived ability to make a good decision is 

low w i l  exhibit more haxmony control-related decision behavior than primary 

control-related decision behavior. 

Subjects whose motivation and perceived ability to make a good decision are low 

will exhibit more h m o n y  control-related decision behavior than primary cuntroi- 

related decision behavior. 

The implications of al1 the above hypotheses (except for Hla) for primary control- 

related and harmony control-related decision behavior are presented v i d y  in Figure 3, 

where subjects in the four MotivatiodAbility conditions are assigneci to their respective cells 



in a fidl mode1 of control-related dependency in decision making. Together, these 

hypotheses suggest that high-motivation/high-ability subjects are likely to exhibit relatively 

high levels of  both primary and hannony control-related decision behavior. High- 

motivation/low-ability subjects are Likely to exhiiit relatively low levels of primary, but 

higher levels of harmony control-related decision behavior. Low-motivatio~gh-ability 

subjects are likely to exhiiit relatively high levels of primary control-related decision 

behavior, but lower levels of harmony control-related decision behavior. Subjects who are 

low in both motivation and ability are Likely to exhibit relatively low levers of both p h a r y  

and harmony control-related decision behavior. Finally, note that Hlb implies that older 

adult subjects will tend more toward harmony control-related decision behavior than 

younger adult subjects. 
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Figure 3. A Full Mode1 of Control-Related Dependency in Decision Making. In al1 cases, 
older adults are hypothesized to score higher in HC-related decision behavior. 



Cbapter III 

M!&& 

Pretesting 

Pretesting was carried out (a) to test motivation manipulations for effectiveness, and 

(b) to test the order and instructional wording for elements of the experirnental procedure. 

Motivation was manipulateci by means of purchase decision scenarios (e-g., "you need to 

purchase a new automobile.. 3. Twelve such s c e ~ o s  were developed, six designed to 

induce high motivation, six designed to induce low motivation. These scenarios were 

subjected to pretesting with the objective of identifjing the three strongest for each level 

(i.e., i d e n t w g  the tbree that induced the highest levels of motivation, and the three that 

induced the lowest Ievels of motivation). Acceptance of scenarios for use in the experiment 

was subject to meeting cutoff scores. Retest subjects scored the scenarios on the Foote, 

Cone, and Belding Involvement subscale (FCBI; see Ratchford, 1987; Baughn, 1986). This 

is a three-item, seven point, semantic differential measure, with a minimum score of 3, and 

a maximum score of 2 1. For acceptance, low-motivation scenarios were required to score 

at or below 10.5. High-motivation scenarios were required to score at or above 15 (see 

Zaichkowsb, 1985 for cutoff rationale). 

Motivation manipulation pretest subjects included students fiom within the Faculty 

of Management at the University of Manitoba, as well as adults fiom the community at 

large obtained by means of referral. Ten subjects were recruited for each age group. Each 

subject rated three high-motivation scenarios and three low-motivation scenarios, which 



were presented in a stapled booklet in altemating order. The bookiets' nrst scenarios were 

rotated so that half the booklets began with a high-motivation scenario, and half began with 

a low-motivation scenario. Means and standard deviations for the 12 scenarios are given in 

Table 3. For alL age groups, the three scenarios scoring highest in motivation level were for 

investment of inherited fùnds, an automobile purchase, and the gift of diamond jewelry. 

Each of these scenarios scored in excess of the 15-point minimum for aLl age groups. Older 

and middle-aged adults rated the scenarios in that order of importance. Younger adult 

subjects rated the automobile purchase as more motivating than investments. The three 

scenarios scoring lowest in motivation level were for the purchase of lïght bulbs, an 

inexpensive wristwatch, and mouthwash. Though the order of importance differed for each 

age group, each age group identifïed these three senarios as least motivational. Each of 

these scenarios scored below the 10.5-point maximum for all age groups (see Appendk 4, 

Scenarios, for the six scenarios used in the study). 



Table 3. Means and standard deviations for motivation manipulation pretests by age group. 
-- 

Young Adults Middle Adults Older Adults Overall 
(n = 10) (n = f O) (n = 10) (n = 30) 

Scenario M SD M SD M SD M SD 

Inves tment 
Automobile 
Diarnond 
Annîversary 
Television 
Pen & Pencil 

Light Bulb 
Wristwatch 
Mouthwasb 
Camera 
Deodorant 
Alann Clock 

For order and wording four additional pretest subjects per age group were asked to 

proceed through the experimental materials. Sessions were conducted by the experimenter 

with a single subject. The experimenter watched, listened, and solicited coninients about 

complications the subject may have encountered. No procedural dBïculties were 

discovered. 



Main Study 

Experimental Design 

The experiment was a 3 (age group) x 2 (ability) x 2 (motivation) design. Age and 

Ability were between subjects factors, and Motivation was a within subjects factor. 

Subjects were identified as belonging to one of three age groups according to their stated 

age: young adult (1 8 - 30 years of age), middle adult (35 - 50 years of age), or older adult 

(55 - 70 years of age; see the subsequent "Subjects" section of this Chapter for additional 

information). Ability was measured using a decision self-efficacy scale (Bandura, 1986). 

Subjects were assigned to high and low-ability groups according to a median split 

performed within age groups. Motivation was a manipulated, within-subjects factor. The 

motivation manipulation was a projective technique entailhg the use of decision scenarios 

which were designed to create conditions of either high or low involvement (see 

"Pretesting" section above). In addition to the evidence for manipuiation effectiveness 

accumulated during pretesting, manipulation checks were exnployed in the main study 

(results of the manipulation checks will be described in the subsequent "Results" Chapter). 

Subjects 

Three age groups were used in this study. Each subject was asked hisher age, and 

was assigned to one of three age groups: young (18-30 years, Living outside the parental 

home; M = 25.00, SD = 4.05), middle (35-50 years; M = 41.00, SD = 3.92), and older (55- 

70 years; M = 63.73, SD = 4.17) adults. Dtawbg subjects from age groups across the life- 



span enables identification of possible differences that exist between young, middle, and 

older adults (instead of simply between the younger and older age extremes). 

Abiiity 

Ability perceptions were theorized (in Chapter II) as k ing  the result of an 

interaction between (a) decision-making seK-efficacy, and @) task difnculty, and may be 

moderated by expertise. Task difficulty was held at high levels across all conditions by 

virtue of the decision scenarios. Expertise ciifferences were, h t ,  minimized by utiliPng 

non-student subjects, and second, controlled statistically (see subsequent section, "Control 

Variables). 

Decision-making ability perceptions were measured ushg a context-appropriate 

scale (see Appendix 3, Experimental Booklet) developed according to guidehes set forth 

in Bandura's (1977, 1986) theory, and as per Lee and Bobko (1994). Self-efficacy, 

according to these authors, must be measured by accounting for both (a) magnitude 

(number of favorable outcomes expected), and (b) strength (level of confidence regarding 

the 'yes" answers; see below). Subjects were asked to estimate how many of three 

complex purchase decisions they would make correctly. FÏrst, subjects were asked ifthey 

"think [you] would make a correct choice at least once." If the subject's answer was "no," 

she was requested to please stop, and read that "we will move on shortly" (only one 

swbject, an older adult female, believed that she would not make at least one correct 

choice). If the subject's answer was "yes," s/he was asked to indicate, on a scale b m  1 to 

10, how certain they were about making at least one correct choice. Then the subject 



moved on to the second stage. This stage was identical to the ht, except subjects were 

asked if they 'Yhink [you] would make a correct choice at least twice." The third stage 

asked subjects if they "think hou] would make a correct choice all three thes." Subjects' 

efficacy scores were calculateci by summing the strength ratings for aii "yes" responses. 

Subjects were assigned to either a high-ability group or a low-ability group based 

upon a median split. It was detennined a pnori that separate median splits should be 

performed for each age group to control for the possibility of systematic self-efficacy 

dBerences across age groups (see Levy, 1996; Levy and Langer, 1994; see the fo110wing 

Chapter m, Results, for specifïc results of the median splits). Perfonaùlg the median spiit 

within the age groups d e s  out the possibility of a particular age group king substantially 

over- or under-represented in either the high or low-ability condition. 

Motivation 

The motivation manipulation @igh or low Motivation) was accomplished via the 

use of decision-making scenarios (see Appendix 4). These scenarios were designed to 

place the subject in a purchase decision-making situation in which there are many 

alternative choices available (see Formisano, Olshavsky, and Tapp, 1982). The situations 

differed in involvement level (hi& and low). For each involvement level, there were three 

decision scenarios. As previously indicated, each subject's booklet contained two scenarios 

of one level (hi& or low), and one of the other. 

As indicated in Chapter [I, motivation is typically operationalized as involvement. 

This study manipulated motivation in its broader sense by inducing involvement on 



multiple dimensions. Specincaliy, high-motivation subjects read decision making 

scenarios in which their decisions could have high impact on ditarian, internally, andfor 

externally oriented valued states. Low-motivation subjects read decision scenarios in 

which their decisions would have low impact upon these states. For example, the high- 

motivation subject may have been told dhe has hherited a large sum of money. Further, 

s/he would like to invest it as wisely as possible, and believes that one way to honor the 

rnernory of the loved one is to make the money grow, using what is needed, and then 

passing it on to other family members in the .  These subjects were told the goai is to carry 

on a legacy and to provide for those she  cares for. Low-motivation subjects, on the other 

hand, might have learned that they need to purchase light bulbs. They were reminded of 

the plethora of light bulb types that they might find at the store (e-g., clear vs. fiosted, single 

wattage vs. three-way, standard vs. long-Life, ai i  in a variety of wattage ratings). 

Control Variables 

To control for a number of potential confounding effects, a variety of control 

variables were identified Measues of these variables, as d l  be described below, were 

included in the experimentd procedures booklet (see Appendix 3, Experirnental Booklet). 

Product FamiIiarity~ertrse. As described in Chapter II, it may be that a person's 

familiarity with a specific product or seMce purchase decision may influence decision- 

making ability perceptions and, thus, control-related dependency behaviors within such 

decisions. Accordingly, familiarity perceptions regarding the products or services in 

decision-making scenarios were collected. These data were obtained using Oliver and 



Bearden's (1 985) Familiarity scale. This is a three-item instrument, with each item 

rneasured on a 7-point (e-g., very familiar, very unfamiliar) Likert-type scale. 

Perceived Health. When age-related ciifferences in cognitive capabilities are 

observed, one must be able to d e  out the possibility that these ciifferences can be 

accounted for by differences in health -tus (see Adams et al., 1997). This is particularly 

true when older adults are fond  to perform poorer than younger adults on cognitive tasks. 

For the purposes of this study, it is important to assess to the degree to which Merences in 

control-related preferences in decision styles can be accounted for by clifferences in health 

perceptions. Items measured include eyesight, hearing, overall health, social activity, 

amount of medication taken, and the presence of conditions such as chronic headaches, 

dizziness, memory lapses, blackouts or fainting spelis, and other serious ailments. 

Cognitive Age. Stephens (199 1 )  assessed the usefulness of the cognitive age 

constmct (Barak, 1987) for advertishg. She found that differences in attitudes about 

advertking, purchasing, and consumuig are better accounted for by "cognitive age," a seff- 

perceived age defined by the way an individual feels, believes bimmerself to look, the 

things she does, and the interests she has. For the purposes of this study, it is important to 

examine whether any differences in control-related behavior across chronologicaily-defhed 

age groups persists when those age-groups are def%ed by cognitive age. 

Socio-Economic Statur. Measurement of sociwconomic status (SES) was 

obtained by asking about a person's gender, occupation (and that of one's spouse), and 

education level. in studies relating to cognitive performance, it has been argued that 

differences in performance could be partially dependent upon SES. It is, therefore, 



important to check for age-related diBeremes in SES (see Adams, 199 1; Adams et al., 

1997). 

Need for Cognition. Independence in decision making, as indicated by high 

propensity for primary control-related behaviors, presumes a willingness to engage in 

effortful cognitive activity (see Otshavsky and Granbois, 1979; Perry, 1991). It is possible, 

however, that some individuals' willingness to engage in effortfûl cognitive activity is an 

enduring characteristic rather than a situationally determined condition. Cacioppo and 

Petty (1982) have termed this enduring propensity for cognitive activity Weed for 

Cognition," and developed the NFC scale to measure it. Cacioppo, Petty, and Kao (1984) 

developed a short version (1 8 vs. 34 items) of the NFC, which is more parsimonious and is 

as reliable (estimates of internai reliability were 0.90 and 0.91 for the 18-item and 34-item 

versions, respectively). This dissertation empioyed the 18-item version of the NFC due to 

its shorter Iength and reduced imposition on subjects. The items of the short NFC 

instrument are measured on 9-point scales that range fiom 4 (very strong disagreement) to 

+4 (very strong agreement). 

IntemaZ-Extemal (ï-E) Orientation. Rotter (1966) developed a scale to measure an 

individual's locus orientation, that is, a person's beliefs about whether control over 

important events resides inside or outside one's self For this study, Shewchuk, Foelker, 

and Niederehe's (1990) meame, which has been shown to exhibit higher validity for 

elderly subjects, will be utilized (see Menec and Chipperfield 1997a). Subjects responded 

to items on %point scales (Agree, Not Sure, Disagree). While measures of self-efficacy are 

context-specific (in the case of this dissertation, referring specificaIly to perceived decision- 



making capabifity), locus of control scales are believed to tap an enduring personality trait. 

If differences in contrd-related decision behavior are observed between subjects who differ 

in self-efficacy perceptions, it will be important to ascertain whether such variation is still 

observed d e r  controlling for locus of control. 

Dependent Variables 

The dependent variables for this study are Primary control-related and Harmony 

control (HC)-related behavior in decision making. Each of these variables was measured 

using a multi-item instrument (14 and 18 items, respectively; see Appendix 1) which was 

modified to be appropriate for the decision-making context (see below). Individual items 

were measured on 7-point Likert scales with endpoints of "strongly disagree" and "strongly 

agree." The 32 items were placed in random order using a random numbers table. 

Primaly Control. Primary control-related decision behavior was measured using 

Burger's (1992; see also Burger and Cooper, 1979) Desire for Control @C) scale, modified 

for context appropnateness. The DC scale has k e n  referred to as a measure of people's 

desire for, or propensity to engage in, prinaary control, and has been adapted to and applied 

in a wide variety of contexts (Burger, 1992). The instrument has never been purported to 

tap specific dimensions of desire for prhary control. Indeed, Burger (1992) provides a 

review of past use that shows that the instrument's factor structure varies across usage 

contexts. Further, items are often modified or eiiminated to fit the focal research context. 

For the purposes of this dissertation, the instrument was contextualized in two ways. 

First, items were modined to refer specifically to primary control-related behavior in 



decision making. For example, an item that originally rad, ''rd want a lot of control over 

what 1 do and when 1 do it" was modified to "In this decision L'd want a lot of control over 

what 1 do and when I do it." Second, seven of the original 21 items, which could not be 

made to be context-relevant without substantiaily c h g i n g  their meaning, were eliminated, 

thereby reducing the total length of the instrument to 14 items. The collected data were 

subjected to a reliability analysis to assess inter-item correlation. See the foiIowing Chapter 

('6Results") for a description of this analysis and its results. See Appendk 1 for a complete 

listing of the 14 items used in this study. 

Harmony Control. Harmony control-related decision behaviors were measured 

using a modified version of Morling and Fiske's (1996, 1999) H m o n y  Control Scale. As 

discussed in the previous Chapter, the full hamiony control scale is compnsed of 22 items 

(loading on five factors) that have resulted fiom a traditional item generation and 

purification process (see Morling and Fiske, 1999 for a complete description). Because the 

HC scale h a  been recentiy developed, it does not have a history of king modified for 

context appropriateness, as does the DC scale. Hence, modifications to the scale for use in 

this study were undertaken in dose communication with the lead developer of the 

instrument (Dr. Beth Morling, personal communication, during the p e n d  nom January 25, 

1998 - March 19, 1998). The following two paragraphs describe the scale modification 

process employed. 

First, the two items fiom the factor 'Merge with Others" were dropped due to their 

apparent lack of applicability to the decision context. These items were, "[SJometimes 

when 1 am with others, 1 become fully absorbed in what they do," and "[S]ometimes when 1 



am with others, I seem to lose track of what 1 personaiiy want." Second, two other items, 

one fkom the 'Triends Care factor ("Most of my own needs are met when 1 meet other 

people's needs"), the other fiom the W a i t  on Luck" factor ("ITJo lose well is to win"), 

were also dropped for the same reason. FinaiLy, the remaining 18 items were modified for 

relevance to the decision context. As an example of these item modifications, the original 

item "1 know that a higher power will arrange for my ultimate weli-being" was modified to 

"1 know that a higher power will amange for my ultimate weU-king in this decision." 

Changes to the original items were made in this "rninimali~t'~ manner wherever 

possible. For al1 items, and for the instrument overall, the ovemding goal for modification 

was to maintain constnict validity while achieving contextual applicability. This consumer 

decision version of the HC scale is comprised of 18 items distributed across four remaining 

factors. It was Dr. Morling's fuial assessment that (a) the decision-making version of the 

HC scale should effectively measure harmony control-related behavior in a decision- 

making context and (b) it would be important to conduct a factor analysis of the 18 items 

once data were collected (Dr. Beth Morling, personal communication, March 19, 1998). 

The following Chapter (see the 'Tollow-up Analysis" section) describes the procedure and 

results of a principal components analysis of the scale items, and presents the 18 items of 

the scale distributed among their respective factors (also see Appendix 1 for a List of the 18 

items). 



Procedure 

Subjects were provided a cover story that they would be participating in a 'Xetailer- 

sponsored service experience study, designed to discover consumer impressions of good 

and bad service experiences." They were infonned that the experimenter was conducting 

the research for the purposes of his doctoral dissertation, and that they would be given the 

opportunity to either receive or donate a $10 stipend, as well as sign up for a cash prize 

drawing. 

The study was administered by the experimenter to groups of subjects at locations 

chosen for subjects' convenience in Grand Forks, North Dakota. The subjects were 

solicited by the experimenter, either directly or through a group leader. The locations 

included subjects' home churches and co~ll~llunity facilities (e-g., senior centers). Groups 

were limited to a maximum of 15 subjects, and included subjects of a single age group (Le., 

young, midde, or older adult). There were 48 subjects per age group, for a total of 144 

subjects. Genders were equally represented in each of the three age groups. They were 

paid for their participation; each subject received $10.0, which they could chwse to 

receive or donate to the church or community group to which they belong. Of the 144 

subjects, al1 but 2 1 chose to donate their stipend. in addition, three cash prize drawings of 

$75, $35, and $20 were held for each age group. 

At the beginning of the session, subjects received and were asked to complete an 

informed consent form (see Appendix 2 for al1 pre-experirnental materials). No subjects 

withdrew fiom the study at any point prior to, during, or after the experiment. Each subject 

then indicated their desire to either receive or donate the !§ 10 stipend, and signed up for the 



prize drawings. Subjects then received an experimental booklet contained in a three-ring 

binder (Appendix 3 provides an example of the experimental booklet). Subjects' progress 

through the experimental booklet was controlled by the experirnenter, who read instructions 

and informed participants when they could move on to successive sections of the booklet. 

The study was presented to subjects under the guise of it king a 'Xetailer- 

Sponsored Service Experience Study" sponsored by a group of "prominent Canadian 

retailers." At the beginning of each session, subjects were told that they would be asked to 

provide a written account of either a good or bad service experience with any retailer they 

chose. They were ùûormed that, in addition to their description of a service experience, the 

sponsoring retailers have requested a variety of other kinds of information 'hot related to 

your service experiences, but which help r e tdes  understand their customers better." This 

cover story was designed to prevent subjects fiom guessing the true purposes of the study. 

Each test booklet began with a sheet describing the surreptitious purpose of the 

study. This sheet was followed by an instructional sheet that informed subjects that 

"[Qluestions on the following pages ask for information about things [you] like to do, iike 

to think about, and believe about yourself and others." It reminded them that there are no 

"right" or c'wrong'7 answers, and that their answers would remain completely confïdential. 

This first section of the booklet included questions regarding demographic variables, Socio- 

Economic Status (SES; Hollingshead, 1975; see, for example Adams, Smith, Nyquist and 

Perlmutter, 1997), and perceived health (e-g. Adams, 199 1; Adams et al., 1997). 

The second section began with an instructional sheet describing the facts that (a) 

during our lives we make thousands of purchases, that (b) many of these purchases involve 



simple, easy decisions, but that (c) other purchases are quite complex and dEcult  (simple 

and complex decisions were briefiy described and contrasted). Subjects were asked to 

"imagine, for a moment, that (you] had to make ttuee COMPLEXpurchase decisions. How 

many of them do you think you would make correctly?" The following page contained the 

decisionmaking ability measure, developed according to guidelines set forth in Lee and 

Bobko (1 994; see eariier "Abilitf' section of this Chapter). After measurhg ability, 

subjects participated in a card-sorting task to eradicate possible effects of the ability 

measure fiom short-term memory (Kogan, Comor, Gross and Fava, 1980; see also Smith 

and MacKay, 2001). Following the task, subjects were asked if they would like to share the 

strategies they had used to sort their cards; in each session tbere were subjects who did so. 

Subjects then viewed another instructional sheet, informing them that the next 

severai pages of the booklet would "ask [you] to imagine yourself in different kinds of 

purchase decision situations. For example, you might leam b a t  you need to buy a 

telephone because yours has stopped working and can't be fïxed. As you read on, please do 

you best to REALLY imagine yourself in each of the three Merent purchase decisions!" 

Following this, subjects were exposed to the motivation manipulation scenarios and 

responded to the dependent variables measures. Each booklet contained three scenarios, 

two of either high or low motivation, and one of the other. The order of these scenarios 

was fidly rotated to control for order effects, producing a total of six versions of the booklet 

(i.e., high/high/low; high/low/high; etc.). A corresponding (Le., scenario-relevant) 

dependent variables scale consisting of 32 items followed each scenario. Thus, each 

respondent read a scenario, responded to the dependent variables measure for that scenario, 



then folowed an identical pattern for each ofthe remainine two scenariofdependent 

variable sets. 

Following the third scenario/dependent variable set, subjects were given an 

opportunity to provide their account of a good or bad service experience, They were 

provided space to respond to two types ofquestions: (a) what happened that was good or 

bad, and (b) what reactions they had during and after the expenence. 

Subjects then responded to (a) rneaswes of fdarity/expertise with the products 

and/or seMces which had been the subjects of their decision scenarios (see "Control 

Variables" section of this Chapter), and (b) measures of decision importance (the FCBI; 

Ratchford, 1987; Baughn, 1986; as discussed in 'Tretesting" section of this Chapter) for 

those product or service purchase scenarios to serve as manipulation checks. 

The final section began with an instructional sheet indicating that "['ïJhe remaining 

few pages contain a number of additional questions. As mentioned earlier, the answers you 

provide will help to categorize respondents into groups." Subjects were reminded that their 

answers would remain completely confidential, that there were no "right" or "wrong" 

answers, and that ' k e  are interested in your feelings and opinions." This section contained 

the Cognitive Age scale (Barak, 1987, see also Stephens, 1991), Need for Cognition scale 

(Cacioppo, Petty, and Kao, 1984), and Intemal-Extemal Orientation scale (I-E; Shewchuk 

et al., 1990). 

After completing al1 elements ofthe test booklets, subjects were debriefed, paid for 

their participation, and dismissed. As part of the debriefing process, subjects were told that 

there were additional purposes of the shidy, aside fiom obtaining their accounts of service 



expenences. They were asked if  they couid mess these additional purposes. No subjects 

correctly guessed the ûue pwposes of the study, indicating that the "retailer-sponsored 

senrice expenence study" guise had been credible, and was successfiil. 



Chapter IV 

lsssuki 

Descriptive Analyses 

Four sets of descriptive analyses were conducted. First, subjects were descnid 

and compared by age group on social, economic, and health-related factors. Second, the 

effectiveness of the motivation scenario manipulations was assesseci, Third, correlation 

analyses were conducted to (a) assess whether the dependent variables were correlated, and 

(b) to iden* possible relationships between the dependent variables and the control 

variables (covariates) identified earlier (Chapter III, Methods, subsection "Control 

Variables"). Finaliy, the possible effect of gender on the dependent variables was 

evaluated. 

Subjects 

Forty-eight adults fiom each of three age groups volunteered to participate in the 

study: young adult (18 - 30 years; M= 25.00); middle adult (35 - 50 years; M = 41.00); 

and older adult (55 - 70 years; M = 63.73). Half the participants in each age group were 

women and half were men. 

Table 4 compares the three age groups on sevenil relevant characteristics. Separate 

univariate ANOVAs revealed no significant age differences in ternis of years of education 

or Socio-Econornic Status (SES). Subjects rated their present overall health, social activity 

level, eyesight, and hearing quality on a scale nom 1 (very poor) to 7 (excellent). The age 



groups also did not ciiffer significantly on these measures. Finaily, the subjects responded 

by circling "yes" or "no" to six questions about whether they experience chronic headaches, 

regular dizziness, long memory lapses, blackouts or fainting spells, whether they take any 

medication regularly, or whether they have other serious ailments (Adams, et. al, 1997). 

For memory lapses, 3 of 144 subjects responded yes; these were all older adults, zZ (2) = 

6.13, p < -05. For medication taken reguiarly, 6 of 48 young adults, 10 of 48 middle adults, 

and 34 of 48 older adults responded yes, x2 (2) = 42-16, p < .O0 1. For other serious 

ailments, 2 of 48 young adults, 2 of 48 middle adults, and 9 of 48 older adults responded 

yes, x2 (2) = 8.87, p < .OS. There were no significant differences in the number of 

responses between age groups for blackouts or fainting speiis, dizziness, or chnic 

headaches. As indicated in Table 4, the older adults, on average, reporteci oniy about one of 

the six health symptorns and, as previously indicated, no statistically significant ciifferences 

appeared for overail health or social activity. Participants in al1 three age groups considered 

themselves to be in good health (Le., Ms > 5 on 7-point scales). 



Table 4. Descriptive data for participants by age group. 

Young Adults Middle Adults Older Adults 
(n = 48) (n = 48) (n = 48) 

Variable M SD M SD M SD 

*ge 25.00 
Education (years) 15.95 
SES scorea 44.2 1 
Overall healthb 6.00 
Social activity level" 5.58 
Eyesight quality" 5.48 
Hearing qualityb 5.96 
Memory Iapsesc 0.00 
Medication regulady" 12.50 
Other ailmentsc 4.17 
Chronic headachesc 6.25 
D izzinessC 0.00 
B lackouts/faintingC 2-08 
Number of symptomsd 0.25 

"Based on Hollingshead's (1975) Four-Factor Index. Values can range fiom a low 
of 6 to a high of 66. 
b Rated on a scale fiom 1 (very poor) to 7 (excellent), 
'Tercentage of participants responding 'yes" to the health symptom. 
d~verage number of the six health symptoms experienced by respondents. 

Manipulation Checks 

Motivation was a within subjects factor, manipulated by means of purchase 

decision scenarios. As discussed in the previous Chapter (Chapter ïII, Methods), each 

subject's booklet contained two scenarios of one level @igh or low), and one of the other. 

For the manipulation checks, subjects scored the scenarios on the Fwte, Cone, and Belding 

Involvement subscale (FCBI; see Ratchford, 1987; Baughn, 1986). 



Table 5 surnrnarizes the results of the manipulation checks by scenario and age 

group. In ail cases, hi&-motivation scenarios met the 15-point minimum, Low-motivation 

scenarios met the 10.Zpoint maximum. in separate univariate ANOVAs, oniy the means 

for the light bulb scenario differed significantly by age group, F (2.69) = 6.184, p c -05. 

Older adults (M= 9.83, SD = 4.39) found the light bulb scenario to be a more motivating 

decision scenario than did middle adults (M = 7.50, SD = 3 -4 1) and young adults (M = 6.25, 

SD = 2.75). The young and middle adult groups did not differ. 

Table 5. Means and standard deviations for motivation manipulation check by age group. 

Young Adults Middle Adults Older Adults Overall 
(n = 24) (n = 24) (n = 24) (n = 72) 

Scenario M SD M SD M S .  M SD 

Investment 20.13 1.70 19.25 2.25 19.33 2.99 19.57 2.37 
Automobile 19.08 2.36 18.38 3.17 16.83 4.11 18.10 3.38 
Diamond 16.79 3.24 16.38 3.67 16.04 4.05 16.40 3.63 

Light BuW 6.25 2.75 7.50 3.41 9.83 4.39 7.86 3.84 
Wristwatch 5.38 2.43 6.46 3.55 7.83 4.14 6.56 3.54 
Mouthwash 6.38 3.17 8.21 5.16 7.38 4.42 7.32 4.33 

"Means differ by age group for the light bulb scenario, F (2,69) = 6.184, p c .OS. 

Separate univariate ANOVAs were dso used to test for possible effects of order on 

the manipulations. The manipulation check scores were entered as dependent variables, 

and booklet version was entered as the factor. None of the manipulation scores for any of 

the scenarios varied by the order in which they appeared in the test booklets (see Table 6). 

Because al1 motivation scenarios successfùlly induced their desired level of motivation 



(either high or low, as dehed  by the a priori identifiecl cut-otfscores), the motivation 

manipulations were considered successfùl and al1 subsequent motivation cornparisons were 

coilapsed into the hi& and low motivation levels. 

Table 6. Means and standard deviations for motivation manipulation check by order in 
which they appeared in the experimental booklets (al1 ns = 24)- 

A P P ~ ~  A~~eared Appeared 
As First Scenario As Second Scenario As Tiiird Scenario 

Scenario M SD M SD M SD 

Investment 19.25 2-42 19.96 2.12 19.50 2.60 
F (5,66) = -208" 

Automobile 17.13 3.88 18.46 3.27 18.71 2.84 
F (5,66) = .590a 

Diamond 17.00 3.27 15.71 3.93 16.50 3.70 
F (5,66) = -294" 

Light Bulb 7.92 3.92 7.46 4.08 8.2 1 3.62 
F (5,66) = ,087" 

Wrist Watch 6.13 4.09 6.46 3.08 7.08 3 -48 
F (5,66) = -170" 

Mouthwash 6.29 2.99 8.79 4.99 6.88 4.54 
F (5,66) = 366" 

" Means do not m e r  by order, allps > .O5 

Reliability Analyses: DC and HC Scales 

Subjects' responses on each item, for each of the three scenarios, for both the DC 

(14 items) and HC (18 items) scales, were averaged across the decision scenarios. These 

item mean scores for each subject were used to analyze the scales' intemal reliability. For 

the DC scale, intemal reliability, as measured by Cronbach's alpha, was .8090 (N of cases = 



144; 14 items). For the HC scale, intemal reliability, as measured by Cronbach's alpha, 

was .7896 (Nof cases = 144; 18 items). The HC sa le  will be evaluated £Ûrther by means 

of principal components analysis (see Tollow-up Analysis" section of this Chapter). 

Correlation Analyses 

For each respondent, summary dependent variable scores were obtained by 

computing a simple average for each dependent variable (Primary control, M = 5.3 1, S .  = 

.64; and Harmony control, M = 3.43, SD = -65; ns = 144) across the three decision 

scenarios. These summary scores represent subjects' generalized tendency to employ 

Primary and Harmony control in the decision scenarios. As shown in Table 7, correlation 

analyses revealed a significant negative relationship between the dependent variables. In 

addition, several significant correlations were noted between the dependent variables and 

the potential covariates. Each of the three covariates was significantly correlated with at 

least one of the dependent variables, with the exception of Locus of Control, which 

nonetheless is correlated with Harmony control to a degree that very nearly achieves 

statistical significance @ = .O5 1). Based upon the results of the correlation analyses, the 

appropriate method of analysis for the tests of hypotheses was detennined to be repeated 

measures multivariate analysis of covariance (MANCOVA), to ùictude al1 of the covariates 

identified in Table 7. Tables 8,9, and 10 provide al1 of the correlations described above for 

each of the three age groups. Tables 1 1 and 12 provide the correlations for the high and 

low-ability groups. Though some age-specinc and ability-specific inter-item correlations 



Vary fiom those observeci overall, no resulîs shown in Tables 8 - 12 contradict the use of 

MANCOVA as the appropriate method of anaiysis. 

Table 7. Correlation coefficients and significance levels for dependent variables and 
covariates (al1 ages combined; ns = 144). 

Prîmary Harmony Overaii Locus of Need For 
Control Control Expertise Control Cognition 

Prirnary Control 
Harmony Control -.466** 
Overall Expertise .283** -.3 18** 
Locus of Control .O88 -. 165' .O49 
Need for Cognition -29 1 ** -. 108 .169* 

*. Correlation is signincant at the 0.05 level(2-tailed) 
**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level(2-tailed) 
" Correlation approaches significance (p  = .O5 1; Ztaiied) 



Table 8. Correlation coetlicients and significance levels for dependent variables and 
covariates (young adults; ns = 48). 

- - - -  

b a r ~  Harmony O v e d  Locus of Need For 
Control Control Expertise Control Cognition 

Primary Control 
Harmony Control -.492** 
Overall Expertise .325** -.607** 
Locus of Control -.O60 .O04 .O 16 
Need for Cognition .378** -.292* .300* -.Il8 

*. Correlation is sigdicant at the 0.05 level(2-taiied) 
**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level(2-tailed) 

Table 9. Correlation coefficients and significance levels for dependent variables and 
covariates (rniddle aduits; ns = 48). 

Primary Harmony Overall Locus of Need For 
Control Control Expertise Control Cognition 
- -- 

Primary Control 
Harmony Control -.3 1 O** 
Overall Expertise .415** 9.225 
Locus of Control .O42 0 . 2 ~ 5 ~  .O 16 
Need for Cognition . 2 a a  -. 1 80 .O25 ,098 

*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level(2-tailed) 
**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level(2-tailed) 
" Correlation approaches significance @ = .070; 2-taiied) 
b Correlation approaches significance (p = .054; 2-tailed) 



Table 10. Correlation coefficients and signincance levels for dependent variables and 
covariates (older adu1ts;ns- 48). 

-- - 

Primary Harmony Overall Locus of Need For 
Control Control Expertise Control Cogmgnition 

Primary Control 
Harmony Control -.532** 
Overall Expertise -026 -. 159 
Locus of Control .24W -.206 ,079 
Need for Cognition .2 10 .O69 -1 11 

*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level(2-tailed) 
**. Correlation is significant at the 0.0 1 level(2-tailed) 
" Correlation approaches signincance (p = .Il; 2-tailed) 

Table 1 1. Correlation coefficients and significance levels for dependent variables and 
covariates (low-ability subjects; 69 5 ns 5 7 1). 

-=y Hannony Overall Locus of Need For 
Control Control Expertise Control Cognition 

Primary Control 
Harmony Control -.332** 
Overall Expertise .383 ** -.3 1 O* * 
Locus of Control .O40 -. 142 .O09 
Need for Cognition .323** -.O50 .241* -.O4 1 

*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level(2-tailed) 
**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level(2-tailed) 



Table 12. Correlation coefficients and significance levels for dependent variables and 
covariates (high-ability subjects; 7 1 ns 5 73). 

 bar^ Harmony ûverali Locus of Need For 
Control Control Expertise Control Cognition 

- -- 

Prirnary Control 
Harmony Control -.523** 
Overall Expertise .143 -.265* 
Locus of Control .106 -. 167 .O62 
Need for Cognition .206' -.O80 -042 

*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level(2-tailed) 
**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level(2-tailed) 
" Correlation approaches significance @ = .O8 1; 2-tailed) 

Cognitive Age Versus Chronologifal Age 

Subjects were compared by chronological age and cognitive age. Whereas subjects 

varied in chronological age fiom 18 to 70 years of age, they varied in cognitive age from 

12.5 to 65 years of age. For the total sample, cognitive age (M= 39.1 1, SD = 13.05) was 

significantly less than chronological age (M = 43.27, SD = 16.50), t (142) = 7.00, p c -001. 

The sample was divided into three cognitively-defked groups. The cognitively 

young group consisted of 49 subjects, whose cognitive ages ranged fiom 12.5 to 30 years. 

Thirty-nine were members of the chronologically young group, and 10 were members of 

the chronologically rniddle-aged group. The cognitively middie-aged group also consisted 

of 49 subjects, whose cognitive ages ranged h m  32.5 to 45 years. Nine were members of 

the chronologically young group, 34 were members of the chronologically middle-aged 

group, and 6 were members of the chronologically older-aged group. The cognitively 



older-aged group consisted of 45 subjects, whose cognitive ages ranged h m  47.5 to 65 

years. None were menibers of the chronologically young group, 3 were members of the 

chronologically middle-aged group, and 42 were members of the chronologically older- 

aged group. 

To assess the degree to which the chronologically-defineci and cognitively-deiined 

groups differed in their composition, a crosstabulation of two groups was performed. A 

goodness-of-fit test of the two group distributions showed that the two groups differed in 

their composition, f (4) = 15 1.97, p c .O0 1. A signincant number of subjects viewed 

themselves as belonging to a cognitively-dehed age group that was dif3erent than theu 

c hronologically-defined age group. 

Though the two methods of dennuig the age groups are clearly not equivalent, 

choosing between them for the purposes of data analysis is not straightfomard. To shed 

additional light on the question, two approaches were taken. First, h m  a practical 

perspective, it is easier and more natural, upon meeting a customer, for a marketer to 

quickly estimate h ide r  chronological age than it is hidher cognitive age. Accordingly, a 

marketer is, from the practicai perspective, more likely to employ a subjective measure of 

chronological age than some measure of cognitive age. 

Second, four separate simple stepwise regression analyses were m. First, using the 

Primary control measure as the dependent variable, measured cognitive and chronological 

Age were selected as independent variables. This analysis was run a second t h e ,  this time 

with Harmony control as the dependent variable. The third and fourth runs of the 

regression analysis were identical to the k t  and second, except grouped (i.e., young, 



rnidde, older groups) cognitive and chronological Age were selected as the independent 

variables. For each run, probability of F for entry was set atp = .O5 and, for removal, p = 

-10. In each of the four stepwise regression runs, chronological age was entered into the 

model by the algorithm in favor of cognitive age. In each case the model was modestly 

significant (R'S ranged nom -028 to .045; ps < -05; see Table 13), and in each case the 

independent varÏable7s standardized beta was aIso significant (betas ranged fiom ,168 to 

.212; ps -= .OS). 

Table 13. Model descriptive statistics for stepwise regression cornparisons of chronological 
versus cognitive age. 

Chronological 
Mode1 R' Age beta t score Sig- 

Mode1 la .O45 -2 12 2.57 .O1 1 
F (1, 141) = 6.62* 

Mode1 2 .O34 -. 184 -2.22 .O28 
F (1, 14 1) = 4-92' 

Mode1 3 ' -037 ,193 2.34 .O2 1 
F(1, 141) = 5.46' 

Mode1 4 .O28 -. 168 -2.03 ,044 
F (1, 141) = 4-12" 

* Au ps c .os 
" Model 1 DV = Primary control; IVs for selection = chronological and cognitive age 
b Model 2 DV = Harrnony control; Ns for selection = chronological and cognitive age 
Model 3 DV = Prirnary control; IVs for selection = chronological and cognitive age (cat.) 
Mode1 4 DV = Harrnony control; N s  for selection = chronological and cognitive age 

(cat.) 

Taken together, the practical and statistical analyses suggest selection of 

chronological age groups as the appropriate means of operationalking the Age variable in 



the analysis, in favor of cognitive age. The effect of utilizing the cognitive age variable, 

however, will be assessed by means of follow-up analysis, after hypothesis testing- 

Gender Differences on Dependent Variables 

To assess the possibility of gender differences in responses on the dependent 

variables, Primary and Harmony control, mukariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) 

was conducted with Gender as an independent variable and the summary scores for Primary 

and Harrnony control as dependent variables. There was no multivariate effect of Gender 

on the combination of the dependent variables (Wilks' lambda = -992, p > .OS). Al1 

subsequent cornparisons were thus collapsed across the Gender variable. 

Tests of Hypotheses 

Preliminary Analysis 

A 3 (age group) x 2 (ability) x 2 (motivation level) x 6 (booklet version) repeated 

measures MANCOVA was conducted with Primary and Harmony control-related decision 

behavior as dependent variables. Booklet version was included in the analysis because the 

versions differed in tems of whether there were two high and one low-motivation scenario, 

or vice-versa. Ability was a between subjects variable, and Motivation level was a within- 

subjects variable. Expertise, Locus of Control, and Need for Cognition were included in 

the analysis as covariates. 

There was a multivariate effect of Booklet version on the combination of dependent 

variables (Wilks' Lambda = .79 1, p c .O 1). Univariate tests of between subjects effects 



revealed that this effect was signitïcant for Primary control but not Harmony control, Fs (5, 

13 8) = 4.09, p c .O 1 and -144, p = -98 1, respectively. Post-hoc examination of the means of 

the six versions revealed that Primary control scores tended to be higher for versions in 

which there were two high-motivation scenarios than in versions with only one hi&- 

motivation scenario (see Table 14). A simple effects test revealed that Prirnary control for 

versions with two high-motivation scenarios (M= 5.46, SD = -65) was higher than for 

versions with only one high-motivation scenario (M = 5-16, SD = .59; F (1, 142) = 8.435, p 

< -01). 

Table 14. Prïmary control mean scores and standard deviations for al1 versions; for 
versions with one versus two hi&-motivation scenarios; for high-motivation scenarios 
only; and for each version (1 - 6). 

Version 

-- - 

k a r y  control 
Mean score Standard Deviation 

Al1 versions, high and low (overall) 
Al1 high scenarios, across versions 
Versions with two high (one low) 
Versions with one high (two low) 

Version 1 
Two high, one low 

Version 2 
One high, two low 

Version 3 
Two high, one low 

Version 4 
One hi@, two low 

Version 5 
Two high, one low 

Version 6 
One hi&, two low 



Despite the signiscant effixt of Bwklet version on Primary control scores, it was 

decided to drop Booklet version fiom the analysis. This decision was made, kt, because 

coilapsing across versions did not produce a significant change in mean scores for high 

motivation Primary control. Mean Primary control on versions with two hi&-motivation 

scenarios (M = 5.46, SD = -65) was not significantly different than Frimary control for 

high-motivation scenarios in the aggregate (i-e., high motivation Primary control scores 

averaged across al1 booklets, M =  5.40, SD = .74; t (143) = .Il, p = .9 14, one-sample t-test). 

Second, the statistically insigniIicant change that did result only served to rninimally 

depress the level of high-motivation Primary control mean scores. Thus, a very smail 

degree of conservatism was added to the hypothesis tests, rather than Iiberality. Finally, 

elimination of booklet version nom the analysis served to simpliQ interpretation of the 

results. 

Of the three covariates, Expertise and Need for Cognition were significantly related 

to the multivariate combination of the dependent variables (Wilks' Lambdas = .923 and 

.939 respectively, ps < .05). There were no interactions between Expertise and any of the 

independent variables. However, the signincant main effect of Need for Cognition was 

qualified by an interaction with Motivation level (Wilks' Lambda = .930, p <O 1). This 

interaction will be M e r  evaluated by means of follow-up analysis (see 'Tollow-up 

Analysis" section of this Chapter). 

Univariate tests of between subjects effécts reveaied that Expertise was significantly 

related to both Primary control (F = 1 1.53, p c .ûûl), and Harmony control (F = 10.43, p c 

.O 1). These relationships reflect the correlations between Expertise and the dependent 



variables observed eariier. Recaii that correlation analysis showed that Expertise is related 

positively to Primary control (r = -283) and negatively to Harmony control (r = -.3 18). 

Based upon the results of the preliminary analysis, subsequent tests of hypotheses 

were conducted while including both Expertise and Need for Cognition in the analysis as 

covarïates. The other potential covariate, Locus ofcontrol, was elirninated h m  the 

analysis. Most of the tests of hypotheses that foilow are based upon a 3 Cage group) x 2 

(ability) x 2 (motivation level) repeated measutes MANCOVA, with Primary conîrol and 

Harmony control as dependent variables (when appropriate or neçessary, tests are 

performed using ANOVA bypothesis Hla] or t-testing @ypotheses H2b, H2c; Wb, H3c; 

H6a - dl. Table 15 provides mean scores and standard deviations for the dependent, 

independent, and covariate variables for the entire sample, for each age group, by ability 

level. Note that the means listed in Table 15 may ciiffer f?om those computed by 

MANCOVA (as presented in the subsequent tests of hypotheses). 



Table 15- Means and standard deviatioas for dependent, independent, and covariate 
variables, by age and ability level (ns = 144 for superior rows overall; ns = 48 for age 
colurnns within superior rows; Ability is a median split, low n = 7 1; high n = 73). 

Young Adults Middle Adults Older Adults Overall 
Variable M SD M SD M SD M SD 

Prirnary Control 5.23 
Low Ability 5.19 
High Ability 5.26 

Harmony Control 3.55 
Low Ability 3.62 
High Ability 3 -48 

Age 25.00 
Low Ability 24.00 
High Ability 26.00 

Ability 20.25 
Low Ability 14.79 
High Ability 25.71 

Ncog" 33.44 
Low Ability 32.25 
High Ability 34.63 

Expertise 12.34 
Low Ability 1 1.72 
High Ability 12.96 

" Need for Cognition 

Main Effect of Age on Decision Ability 

Hypothesis Hia. Hypothesis Hla proposed that older adult subjects would exhibit 

lower levels of decision-making selfkfficacy than younger adults. A univariate ANOVA 

revealed no differences in ~e~pe rce ived  decision ability between the age groups F (2, 141) 



= -096, p > .05. The mean scores for the younger aduits (M = 20.25, SD = 6-44), middle 

adults (M = 20.83, SD = 6.521, and older adults (M = 20.44, SD = 7.0 1) were not 

statistically difTerent fiom one another. Young, middle-aged, and older adults did not ciiffer 

in their decision-making ability perceptions (see Table 15 above). 

Subjects were subsequently assigned to either a high-ability group or a low-ability 

group based upon a median split. Though the test of hypothesis Hla did not reveal 

ciifferences in decision-making abiiity perceptions between the age groups, the median split 

was nonetheless perfomed within age groups to adhere to the a prion plan to do so. This 

method proved beneficial in that it produced hi@ and low-ability groups of equal size (N= 

24 each) for each age group, except for the older adult group (hïgh-abiLity n = 23; low- 

ability n = 25). 

Main Effect of Age on Hamony Control-Related Decision Behavior 

Hypolhesis Hlb. Hypothesis Hl b proposed that older adult subjects would exhibit 

higher levels of harmony control-related decision behavior than younger adults. The 

muitivariate effect of Age group on the combination of the dependent variables was 

marginally signincant (Wilks' Lambda = .966, p = .lO6). A planned test of between- 

subjects effects revealed that Primary control varied by Age, F (2, 13 1) = 3.106, p c -05, 

but that Harmony control did not. For Harmony control, younger adult scores (M= 3.61, 

SD = .57), middle adult scores (M = 3.44, SD = Sl), and older adult scores (M= 3.43, SD = 

.81) were not statistically different h m  each other. Thus, hypothesis Hlb is not supported. 



The effects of Age on Primary conîrol will be evaluated M e r  in subsequent follow-up 

analy sis. 

Main Effects of Motivation 

Hypothesis Ha.  Hypothesis H2a predicted that subjects who are highly motivated 

to make a good decision would exhibit more primary control-related decision behavior than 

subjects whose motivation is low. The multivariate effect of Motivation was marginally 

significant (WiLks' Lambda = .966, p = .lO6). A planned within-subjects contrast revealed 

that this effect was not significant for Primary control, F (1, 132) = .321, p = S72, but that 

it was significant for Harmony control, F (1, 132) = 4.564, p c -05. For Primary control, 

scores in the hi&-motivation condition (M= 5.41, SD = .75) and in the low-motivation 

condition (M = 5.12, SD = .78), though directionally supportive of the hypothesis, were not 

statistically different fiom each other. Hypothesis H2a is not supporteci. 

Tbachnick and Fidell(1996) discuss the problem of a non- or marghally signincant 

rnultivariate F but a signiscant univariate F for one of the DVs as king a potential problem 

with multivariate analysis of variance. This problem results from the lower statistical 

power of the multivariate F, when compared to the univariate F. These authors offer the 

suggestion that, when faced with this situation, the researcher is c o h e d  to o f f e ~ g  the 

univariate result as a guide to m e r  research (Tbachnick and Fidell, 1996, p. 4 10). 

Accordingly, the effects of Motivation on the dependent variables will be M e r  evaluated 

(a) in the context of potential interactions with other independent variables (see tests of 

hypotheses H4a - H5c) and (b) in subsequent follow-up analysis. 



HypothesLF H2b. Hypothesis H2b proposed that subjeçts who are highiy motivated 

to make a good decision would exhibit more primary control-related than harmony control- 

related decision behavior. To test this hypothesis, separate mean scores for Primary and 

Harmony control were computed across high-motivation scenarios. A t-test revealed that 

the hi&-motivation Primary control mean score (A4 = 5.41, SD = .75) was significantly 

higher than the hi&-motivation Hamiony control mean score (M = 3.86, SD = .74), t (141) 

= 14.6 1, p < -00 1. Subjects in the high-motivation condition scored higher on Primary than 

on Harmony control-related decision behavior. Hypothesis H2b is supported. 

Hypothesis H2c. Hypothesis H2c predicted that subjects whose motivation to make 

a good decision is low would exhibit more harmony control-related than primary control- 

related decision behavior. This prediction was not supported. As describeci above for the 

high-motivation condition, separate mean scores for frimary and Harmony control were 

computed across al1 Iow-motivation scenarios. A t-test revealed that low-motivation 

Harmony control scores were not higher than low-motivation Primary control scores (Ms = 

3.1 1, SD = -74 and 5. L 1, SD = .78 respectively), but that the opposite was true, t (140) = 

19.04, p c .O0 1. Therefore, as was the case for hi@-motivation subjects, subjects in the 

low-motivation condition likewise exhibited a preference for Primary contr01 over 

Harmony control-related decision behavior. 

Main EEects of Ability 

Hypofhesis B a .  Hypothesis H3a proposed that subjects whose perceptions of 

ability to make a good decision are high would exhibit more primary control-related 



decision betiavior than subjects whose abïlity perceptions are low. The mdtivariate 

influence of Ability perceptions on the combination of dependent variables was not 

significant (Wiks' Lambda = -976, p > .OS). Though the effect is in the hypothesized 

direction, subjects in the high-ability group (M= 5.33, SD = .60) did not score significantly 

higher than subjects in the low-ability group (M = 5-19, SD = .65). Thus, hypohesis H3a is 

not supported. 

Hypothesis H3b. Hypothesis H3b predicted that subjects whose perceptions of 

ability to make a good decision are high would exhibit more prirnary control-related thaa 

harmony control-related decision behavior. This hypothesis is supported. Separate rnean 

scores for Primary and Harmony control were computed for all high-ability subjects. A t- 

test revealed that the hi&-ability group's Primary control mean score (M= 5.44, SR = AS) 

was significantly higher than that group's H m n y  control mean score (M = 3.28, SD = 

-69, t (72) = 15.96,~ c .W1. 

HypothesLî H3c. Hypothesis H3c anticipated that subjects whose self-perceived 

ability to make a good decision was low would exhiiit more harmony control-related than 

primary control-related decision behavior. This hypothesis was not supported. As was 

described above for high-ability subjects, separate mean scores for Primary and Harmony 

control were computed for al1 low-ability subjects. A t-test revealed an effect opposite that 

which was predicted. The low-ability group's Prirnary control mean score (M= 5.18, SD = 

60) was significantly higher than that group's Harmony control mean score (M= 3.58, SD 

= .59), t (70) = 1 3 . 8 6 , ~  < .01. 



Interaction of Motivation and Ability on Primay Control-Related Behavior 

Hypotheses H4a. H4b- Together, hypotheses H4a and H4b predict an interactive 

effect of motivation and ability on levels of primary control-related decision behavior. 

Specifically, they predicted (a) that the highest levels of Primary control would be found for 

subjects in the high-motivationmigh-abi1ity condition, and (b) that, concomitantly, al1 other 

conditions would exhi'bit lower levels of Primary control. As was descnbed in tests of H2a 

and H3a (above), neither Motivation nor Ability levels had a significant main effect upon 

Primary control. However, the preplanned analysis revealed a margindy significant 

multivariate interaction of the two variables (Wilks' Lambda = .963, p = -085). Within 

subjects contrasts showed that the interaction was significant for Primary control, F (1, 13 1) 

= 4.625, p c .05. High-motivation/high-abirity subjects (M = 5.55, SD = .7 1) exhibited 

higher levels of Primary control than did high-motivatiodlow-ability subjec ts (M = 5.25, 

SD = .72), low-motivation/higb-ability subjects (A4 = 5.1 1, SD = .82), or low- 

motivationAow-ability subjects (M = 5.13, SD = -75). A simple effects test showed that 

low-ability subjects do not d s e r  by Motivation level, F (1,65) = J O ,  p > -05. Sirnilarly, 

Primary control scores within the low-motivation condition do not m e r  between the high 

and low-ability groups, F (1, 141) = -1 18, p > . O 5  These resdts are presented graphically 

in Figure 4. 
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Figure 4. Interaction Effect of Motivation and Ability Level on Primary Control. 

Interaction of Motivation and Ability on Harmony Control-Retated Behavîor 

Hypotheses HZa. H5b, and H5c- Together, hypotheses HSa - HSc anticipate an 

interactive effect of Motivation and Ability on Harmony control levels. As indicated above 

(tests of hypotheses H4a, H4b), the preplanned analysis revealed a marginally significant 

multivariate interaction of the two variables ( W i i '  Lambda = -963, p = -085). W i t h  

subjects contrats showed, however, that the interaction was signincant only for Primary 

control, F (1, 13 1) = 4.625, p c .OS, and not for Harmony control, F (1, 13 1) = 1.897, p > 

-05. Thus, hypotheses HSa, HSb, and H5c are not supported. 



Interaction of Motivation and Ability on the PrimaryHC-Related Behavior Relationship 

Taken together, Kypotheses M a  - H6d anticipate an interactive effect of 

motivation and ability on the relationship between primary and harmony control-related 

decision behavior. Specifically, primary control should exceed harmony control for high- 

motivationhigh-ability subjects and low-motivationmigh-ability subjects. Harmony 

control, however, should exceed primaxy control for high-motivatiodiow-ability subjects 

and low-motivatiodow-ability subjects. 

Hypothesis H6a. Hypothesis H6a proposed that subjects whose motivation and 

perceived ability to make a good decision were both hi& would exbibit more Primary 

control-related decision behavior than Harmony control-related decision behavior. To test 

this hypothesis, the hi&-motivation scenarîo Primary and Harmony control mean scores 

(computed to test Hypothesis H2b) were compared afier selecting out (i.e., removing fiom 

the analysis) low-ability subjects. A t-test showed the mean Primary control score for hi&- 

motivation/high-ability subjects (M= 5.64, S .  = -7 1) to be significantly greater than the 

mean Harmoay control score for that group (M = 3.67, SD = .79), t (7 1) = 13 .O4, p c .O0 1. 

Hypothesis H6a is supported. 

Hypothesis Wdb. Hypothesis H6b predicted that subjects whose motivation is low 

but perceived ability to make a good decision is high would exhibit more primary control- 

related decision behavior than harmony control-related decision behavior. To test this 

hypothesis, the Iow-motivation scenario Primary and Harmony control mean scores 

(computed to test Hypothesis H2c) were cornpared after selecting out (i.e., removing fiom 

the analysis) low-ability subjects. A t-test showed the mean Primary control score for low- 



motivation/high-ability subjects (M = 5-14, SD = 31) to be sigaiscantly greater t'an the 

mean Hannony control score for that group (A4 = 3.02, SD = .74), t (69) = 13.73, p c .O 1. 

Hypothesis H6b is supported. 

Hypothesis H6c. Hypothesis H6c predicted that subjects whose motivation is high 

but perceived ability to make a good decision is low would exhibit more harmony control- 

related decision behavior than primary control-related decision behavior. To test this 

hypothesis, the hi&-motivation scenmio Primary and Harmony control mean scores 

(computed to test Hypothesis H2b) were compared after selecting out (i.e., removing fiom 

the analysis) hi&-ability subjects. A t-test showed the mean Hamiony control score for 

hi&-motivatiow1ow-ability subjects (M = 4.05, SD = .63) to be significantly less than the 

mean P h a r y  control score for that group (M = 5.18, SD = .72), t (69) = 8.49, p 4 .O0 1. 

Thus, the effect is the opposite of that predicted. Hypothesis H6c is not supported. 

Hypothesis H6d. Hypothesis H6d predicted that subjects whose motivation and 

perceived ability to make a good decision are both low would exhibit more harmony 

control-related decision behavior than prirnary control-related decision behavior. To test 

this hypothesis, the low-motivation scenario Prirnary and Harmony control mean scores 

(computed to test Hypothesis H2c) were compared after selecting out (i.e., removing fiom 

the analysis) high-ability subjects. A t-test showed the mean Harmony control score for 

Iow-motivationAow-ability subjects (M= 3.19, SD = .72) to be signincantly less than the 

mean Prirnary control score for that group (M = 5.09, SD = .75), t (70) = 13.2 1, p c ,001. 

Thus, the effect is the opposite of that predicted. Hypothesis H6d is not supported. 



The results of testing Hypotheses H6a - H a  do not support the anticipated 

interactive effect of Motivation and Ability on the PrimaryMannony control relationship. 

Instead, these results suggest simply that subjects who consider themselves to possess high 

levels of decision-makuig ability (a) prefer primary control over harmony control, and (b) 

tend more strongly toward use of primary control for important decisions than unimportant 

decisions (see Figure 5). R e c d  that the dinerence in Primary control levels for High- 

motivatiodHigh-ability subjects, relative to Low-motivation/High-abiiity subjects, as 

indicated in Figure 4, was shown to be statisticaiiy signincant in the previously descnid 

tests of Hypotheses H4a and H4b. 
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Figure S. Effect of Motivation and Ability Level on the Primary/Hannony Control 
Relationship. 



Table 16 provides a summary of the tests of al l  hypotheses by numbe, predicted 

effect, and result of testing. These resuits will be discussed in greater detail in Chapter V. 

Table 17 provides mean scores for primary and harrnony control overall and under each of 

the four experimentai conditions (motivation/ability combinations). These means are 

reported as computed within the MANCOVA analysis. 

Figure 6 reproduces Figure 3 (see Chapter II). In Figure 6, subjects fiom each of 

the four experimental conditions are assigned to the cells in which they belong according to 

the results of the experiment. The mid-points of the vertical and horizontal axes are the 

overall means for Primary and Harmony control, respectively, as reported in TabIe 17. 

Subjects are assigned to cells based upon their respective group means, relative to those 

overall means. 



Table 16. Summary of hypotheses tested. 
- - 

Hypo thesis 
Number Anticipated Effect Resuits of Testing 

Hla 
Hlb 
H2a 
H2b 
H2c 
H3a 
H3b 
H3c 
H4a, H3b 
HSa, 
HSb, HSc 
H6a 
H6b 
H6c 
H6d 

Older adults iower in decision self-efficacy 
Older adults higher in Hannony control 
Hi&-motivation Primary > LOW-motivation Primary 
High-motivation Prirnary > High-motivation Harmony 
Low-motivation Harmony > Low-motivation Primary 
High-ability Primary > Low-ability Primary 
High-ability Primary > High-ability Harmony 
Low-ability Harmony > Low-ability Primary 
Interaction of Motivation and Ability on Primary 

NS* 
NS* 
NS* 
Supported 
NS; opposite effect 
NS* 
Supported 
NS; opposite effect 
Supported 

Interaction of Motivation and Ability on Harmony NS* 
High-motivation/High-ability Primary > Hamony Supported 
Low-motivation/High-ability Primary > Harmony Supported 
High-motivation/Low-ability Harmony > Primary NS; opposite effeçt 
Low-motivation/Low-ability Harmony > Primary NS; opposite effect 

* Not Supported; insignificant effect 

Table 17. Primary and b o n y  control mean scores: overall and within experirnental 
conditionsa. 

- -- 

Experimental Condition Primary Control Harmony Control 
- -  - - -  - 

Overall Mean Scores 5.3 1 3 -43 

HighAbili~shM~tivalion 5.64 3.67 

tIiphAbili&owMOtivaoiai 5.14 3 .O2 

L o w ~ i , i f l @ h x î ~ ~  5.18 4.05 

LOwAbi,i&OwMotivatkm 5.09 3.19 

" Means reported are not evaluated for statistical ciifference (see preceding section). 
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Figure 6. Assignment of Experimental Conditions (groups) to the Full Mode1 of Control- 
Related Dependency in Decision Making. Older adults score higher in Primary control- 
related decision behavior. Older adults score lower in Harmony control for important 
decisions. 



Follow-up analysis was conducted for six purposes. First, the Need for Cognition 

covariate interacted with Motivation to affect Primary control levels. This relationship will 

be evaluated below. Second, for purposes of follow-up analysis only, the Experience 

covariate was removed fiom the MANCOVA in order to ascertain its infiuence on the 

Ability/ dependent vwiable relatiomhips. Third, the mdtivariate analysis reveaied an 

effect of Motivation on Harmony control, which will be evaluated m e r .  Existing 

literature does not provide predictive insight about this relationship, hence, no hypotheses 

had been advanced. Fourth, main and interactive effects of Age on Primary control-related 

decision behavior were not predicted, but left to follow-up anaiysis. Fifth, as previously 

discussed, selectiog between the two different methods of operationalizing the age variable 

was not straightforward. Changes in results of the hypothesis tests, had the repeated 

measure MANCOVA been conducted using cognitively defined age groups in favor of 

chronologically-defked groups, are presented. Finally, as pointed out by Dr. Beth Morling 

(personal communications, March 19, 1998), it is important both for confirmatory and 

exploratory reasons to assess the factor structure of the Harrnony control scale given these 

data. Specifically, this dissertation presents the oppomuiity to explore, and possibly 

identik age-related differences in decisionmaking style that rnight exist as defined by the 

factor structure. Principal components analysis was used to identify potential objects of 

Harmony control (e-g., Friends, Relatives, Higher Power, Luck, etc.). The possibility that 



subjects of different ages may Vary in their relative utilization of those objects of Harmony 

control was also evaluated. 

Interaction of Need for Cognition and Motivation Level on Primary Control 

As previously indicated, the repeated measures MANCOVA idencined a significant 

mdtivariate effect of Need for Cognition on the combination of the dependent variables 

(Wilks' Lambda = -939, p c .05). This effect was moderateci by an interaction with 

motivation (Wilks' Lambda = .93O, p c.01). Within-abjects conhasts showed that Prirnary 

control scores were significantly influenced by the interaction of Need for Cognition and 

Motivation level, F (1, 13 1) = 6.56, p < .OS, but that Harmony control scores were not, F (1, 

13 1) = .634, p > -05. 

To explore this interaction, a median split on the Need for Cognition van-able was 

performed (Ns = 7 1 and 68 for low and high Need for Cognition, respectively). A repeated- 

measures ANOVA was performed with Motivation (within-subjects variable) and Need for 

Cognition (split hto hi& and low) as independent variables, and Primary control as the 

dependent variable. The interaction was significant, F (1, 14 1) = 4.839, p < .OS). Simple 

effects tests showed that high Need for cognition subjects scored higher on Primary control 

in the hi&-motivation condition (M= 5.63, SD = -70) than in the low-motivation condition 

(M = 5.19, SD = .85), F (1,67) = 5.929,~ < .OS. Low Need for cognition subjects scored 

marginally higher on Primary control in the high-motivation condition (M = 5.17, SD = -70) 

than in the low-motivation condition (M= 5.04, SD = .70), F (1,68) = 2.984, p = -089. The 

ciifference in Primary control scores between high and low Need for Cognition subjects in 



the low-motivation condition is not significant, F (1, 141) = 1 .D, p > -05. Finally, the 

difference between high and low Need for Cognition subjects in the high-motivation 

condition is significant, F (1, 142) = 13.62, p c .01.  Thus, this analysis showed that high 

Motivation and high Need for Cognition each lead to higher levels of Primary control- 

related decision behavior. These main effects are qualifie& however, by the interaction 

berneen these two variables. Figure 7 shows these effécts graphically. 
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Figure 7. Interaction Effect of Need for Cognition and Motivation Level on Rimary 
Control. 

Effect of the Experience Covariate on the Ability/Dependent Variable Relationships 

The test of hypothesis H3a revealed an insignificant influence of ability perceptions 

on the combination of dependent variables (WiW Lambda = .W6, p > .OS) when Expertise 

was included in the analysis as a covariate. Recall that Expertise was measured for each of 



the specinc decision scenarios within each subjects' experirnental booklet, and then 

averaged across ail decision scenarios. Ability, on the other hand, was operationalized in 

this shidy as subjects' perceptions about thei. consumer decision-making abilities in 

general (that is, without reference to any specinc decision). Hence, as it is operationaiized 

in this study, Ability may be considered a measure of subjects' broad, self-perceived 

consumer decision-making skill. Clearly, the Expertise covariate statistically accounts for 

variance in the dependent variables in this study (thus reducing the effect of Ability to 

insignificance). But it is nontheless worth evaluating the possibly more domain-wide 

influence of the less situationally-speciflc Ability variable. 

Accordingly, for the purposes of follow-up analysis only, the repeated measures 

MANCOVA was run again afler removing the Expertise covariate. As before, motivation 

was a within-subjects variable, and age and ability were between-subjects variables. 

Prirnary and Harmony control were dependent van*ables. The multivariate effect of Ability 

was marginally significant (Wilks' Lambda = .962, p = .078). Tests of between-subjects 

effects revealed a significant univariate effect of ability on Harmony control, F (1, 132) = 

4.206, p c .OS, and a marginally s i w c a n t  univariate effect of ability on Primary control, F 

(1, 132) = 3 -096, p = -08 1. High-ability subjects (M = 3.39, SD = .68) scored lower than 

low-ability subjects (M = 3.60, SD = .59) on Harmony control. For the marginally 

significant effect on Primary control, high-ability subjects (M = 5.35, S .  = .65) scored 

higher than low-ability subjects (M = 5.17, SD = .60). Figure 8 presents these mean scores 

graphicalIy- The results of this follow-up analysis suggest that overall ability perceptions 

may affect consumers' utilization of Primary and H m o n y  control-related decision 



behaviors, but that situational perceptions (specincally, expertise in the f d  decision 

context) may take precedence over these more global self-evaluatioos. 
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Figure 8. Effect of Ability Level on the Primary and H m o n y  Control in the Absence of 
the Expertise Covariate. 



Relationship Revealed by the Main Analysis 

Effect of motivaiion on hannony control, No hypotheses regarding the effect of 

motivation on hannony control levels were proposed. Hypothesis H2a had predicted that 

highly motivated subjects would exhiiit higher levels of primary control- The mdtivariate 

effect was marginally significant (Wilks' Lambda = -966, p = ,106). Planned within- 

subjects contrasts, however, showed that this effect was not significant for Primary control, 

F (1, 132) = -321, p = S72, but that it was signifïcant for Harmony control, F (1, 132) = 

4.564, p < -05. Harmony control scores for high-motivation subjects (M = 3 -89, SD = .70) 

were greater than those for low-motivation subjects (M = 3.10, SD = -74; see Figure 9). 
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Figure 9. Effect of Motivation Level on Hannony Control. 



Age Effects 

Effects of Age on Pn'rnary Control. The MANCOVA revealed a marginally 

significant effect of Age on the linear combination of the two dependent variables (Wilks' 

Lambda = -943, p = .102). The planned test of between-subjects effects failed to support 

hypothesis Hlb, which predicted that older adults would exhi'bit greater levels of Harmony 

control-related decision behavior than younger adults. However, Primary control did Vary 

by Age. A test ofbetween-subjects effects revealed that older adults (M= 5.43, SD = -61) 

exhibit higher levels of Primary control than middle aduits (M = 5-19, SD = -6 1) and 

younger adults (M = 5-15, SD = .65), F (2, 141) = 3.106, p < .O5 (see Figure 10). 

Primary 
Control 5.30 

Score 

Young Middle Older 

Age Group 

Figure 10. Effect of Age Group on Primary Control. 



Interaction ofAge and Motivation on Normony ControL MANCOVA revealed that 

the main effect of motivation on Harmony control (identified above; see "Effect of 

Motivation on Hannony Control " subsection) is qualified by an interactive effect of Age 

and Motivation (Willcs' Lambda = -890, p < .01). Tests of within-subjects contrasts 

revealed a significant interactive effect of Age and Motivation on harmony control scores, 

F (2, 13 1) = 3.803, p c .OS. Univariate ANOVAs revealed that low-motivation Harmony 

control mean scores did not ciiffer among age groups (ofder adults, M = 3.15, S .  = -84; 

rniddle-aged adults, M =  3.02, SD = -67; young adults, M= 3.13, SD = -67). However, older 

adult Harmony control scores (M= 3.72, SD = 32) were lower than those of young aduits 

(M = 4.08, SD = .67; p < .O 1) and mîddle-aged adults (M= 3.86, SD = -53; p < .05) in the 

hi&-motivation condition. Middle adult and young adult scores did not ciiffer significantly 

(see figure 11). 
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Figure 1 1. Interaction Effect of Age and Motivation Level on Harmony Control. 

Age Operationalized Cognitively versus Chronologically 

Pnor to evaluating changes in the results of the hypotheses due to using cognitive 

versus chronological age, it was noted that some subjects, when aged cognitively instead of 

chronologically, "fell" into a difîerent age group. The young, middle, and older adult 

cognitively-defined age groups consist of 49,49, and 45 subjects respectively, Because 

the median split for ability was conducted within age groups, it had to be recomputed for 

these newly defined age groups. The median split resulted in 23 low and 26 hi&-ability 

young adults, 24 low and 25 high-ability midde adults, and 21 low and 24 hi&-ability 

older adults. There were no changes in the covariates selected for inclusion in the model. 

That is, the follow-up analysis was conducted in precisely the sarne manner as was the case 

for the original tests of hypotheses, with the exceptions of the redefhed age groups and 



recomputed median split on the ability variable. Only results that differed h m  those 

identified under the chronological operationalization of age are presented hem. 

H'othesis H2a- Hypothesis H2a predicted that subjects who are highiy motivated 

to make a good decision would exhibit more prirnary control-related decision behavior than 

subjects whose motivation was low. Whereas the original test of the multivariate effect of 

Motivation was marginally signincant (Wiiks' Lambda = .966, p = .106), the effect of 

operationalizing Age cognitively was to M e r  reduce the signifïcance of this effect 

(Wilks' Lambda = .975, p = .194). The planned within-subjects contrast again failed to 

identie a significant main effect of Motivation on Prïmary control, and reduced the 

signi ficant effect on Hannony control F (1, 132) = 4.564, p < .OS, to marginal significance, 

F (1, 13 1) = 3.266, p c .08. Thus, as before, Hypothesis H2a is not supporteci. 

Furthemore, evidence for an effect of Motivation level on Harmony control is reduced to 

marginality. 

Hypotheses H5a, H5b, H5c. Together, these hypotheses anticipated an interactive 

effect of Motivation and Ability on Harmony control levels. As had been found previously 

(tests of hypotheses H4a, H4b under the chronological operationaikation of Age), the 

preplanned analysis again revealed a marginaily significant multivariate interaction of the 

two variables (Wilks' Lambda = .964,p c .09). Whereas in the f k t  tests of hypotheses 

H5a - HSc the interaction was not significant for Harmony control, F (1, 13 1) = 1.897, p > 

.05, the interaction under the cognitive age operationalization does achieve marginal 

significance, F (1, 13 1) = 2.749, p = .IO. High-motivation/low-ability subjects (M = 4.05, 

SD = 62) scored highest of the four groups, lending support to hypothais H5a. As 



predicted by H5b, hi&-rnotivatiodhigh-ability subjects scored second highest (M= 3.73, 

SD = -72). These two groups differed significantly, F = 9.902, p c .O 1 (simple effects test). 

Finally, iuw-motivationmigh-ability subjects (M = 3.05, S '  = -72) and low-motivation/low- 

ability subjects (M = 3.17, SD = -75) scored lowest, as had been predicted by hypothesis 

HSc. Hence, when age is operationalized cognitively, hypotheses H5a - H5c receive 

conditional support, qualified by the marginal statistical significance level of the interaction 

(see figure 12). MANCOVA provides cautioaary evidence that the main effect of 

motivation on Harmony control (identifieci above; see "Effect of Motivation on Hannony 

Control" subsection) may be qualified by an interactive effect of Abiiity and Motivation. 

Mean 
Hannony 
Control 3.6 
Score 

Low 
Motivation Level 

Figure 12. Marginally Significant Interaction Effect of Motivation and Ability Level on 
Harmony Control. 



FoUow-Up Analysis of the HC Scale: Principal components Analysis 

Chapter III underscored the importance of evaluating the factor structure of the 

consumer decision version of the h m o n y  control scale (see "Dependent Variables" 

subsection). For each subject, mean scores were computed across decision scenarios for 

each of the 18 items of the scale. A p ~ c i p a l  components analysis was performed on these 

scores- Varimax rotation was used to facilitate interpretation of factors (Tbachnick and 

Fidell, 1996). Rotation converged in 5 iterations. Fou components with eigenvalues > L 

were extracted by the algorithm, explaining 62.42 % of variance. Items are iisted according 

to their corresponding factors in Table 18. Also included in Table 18 are the items' rotated 

factor loading scores. 

Table 18. Named factors and corresponding HC scale items. 

Factors 
2lIlumm 

Rotated Factor 

"Higher Power" 

Item 7 1 know that a higher power wili arrange for my ultimate .870 
well-king in this decision. 

Item 10 1 would not look to a higher power for guidance. -768 
Item 11 The will of a higher power affects the outcome of this decision. .899 
Item 12 Some higher power will decide the "goodness" or "badness" .84 1 

of this decision. 
Item 17 There is no point üying to l e m  fiom some higher power .744 

what decision 1 shouid make. 



Table 18 (continued). 

Factors 
i2ndhmi 

Rotated Factor 
SCOG 

"Gain Support and Approval" 

Item 1 Meeting other people's expectations would make the decision ,832 
a good one for me. 

Item 3 1 would not worry about anticipahg anyone else's expectations. .662 
Item 4 In this decision 1 would ask fnends or relatives for help. ,570 
Item 5 I would try to get dong with others by trying to anticipate what .8 19 

they want or need. 
Item 6 I would try to fit in by doing what others would do. -693 
Item 13 It wouldn't be that important for me to know that others will .619 

support me in this. 

"Wait on Luck" 

Item 2 In some sense, my decision doesn't matter, since there is no 
use fighting fate. 

Item 14 Luck would pmbably detennine the best choice for me. 
Item 15 Good and bad decisions even out in the end. 
Item 18 1 trust luck to make the right decision for me. 

"Trust and Rely on Others" 

Item 8 By asking others for advice, 1 h o w  the final choice won't .680 
be a bad one. 

Item 9 1 would not trust other people to make this decision for me. .698 
Item 16 1 can rely on other people to help me. -7 19 

"Higher Power" is a factor that reflects subjects' tendency to consult or rely upon a 

deity in decisions. "Gain Support and Approval" has a social nonnative connotation. The 

items of that dimension, collectively, suggest that meeting expectations of others may be 

part of making a "gooâ" decision. "Wait on Luck" measures subjects' propensity to view 



chance or fate as playing a role in a decision process. Finally, "Trust and Rely on Others," 

rather than capturing social normative tendencies, measures subjects' valuation of others as 

advisors or even surrogate decision-makers. 

These four factors were analyzed for their interna1 consistency characteristics. For 

"Higher Power," intemal reliability, as measured by Cronbach's alpha, was .8874 (n of 

cases = 144; 5 items). No items were identified as able to improve alpha ifdeleted. For 

"Gain Suppoa and Approval," Cronbach's alpha was .82 13 (n of cases = 144; 6 items). 

None of the items on this factor were marked for deletion. For "Wait on Luck," 

Cronbach's alpha was -7548 (n of cases = 1W,4 items). For this factor, Item 2 (". .. no use 

fighting fate.") was identified as a candidate for deletion. Deletion of the item improved 

alpha to .7733 (n of cases = 144; 3 items). However, because (a) alpha = .7548 indicates 

acceptable intemal consistency (Nunnally, 1979; Robinson, Shaver, and Wrightsman, 

1 99 1 ), (b) actual improvement in consistency (.7548 versus .7733) is small, and (c) deletion 

implies losing the ability to measure propensity to amibute influence in decisions to fate, all 

four items of this factor were retained. Finaily, for "Trust and Rely on Others," Cronbach's 

alpha was -5908 (n of cases = 144; 3 items). No items were suggested for deletion. 

Factors 1 and 2 ("Higher Power" and "Gain Support and Approval"') meet 

commonly accepted rules of thumb regarding acceptable levels of alpha. Nunnally (1 979) 

suggests a minimum of -70. Robinson, Shaver, and Wrightsman (199 1) advocate a lower 

standard, .60. Similarly, factor 3 ('Wait on Luck) achieves acceptable levels of intemal 

consistency. Factor 4, however, achieves a marginal level of intemal reliability (.5908), 

just less than Robinson et al.'s (1 99 1) standard of -60. Bearden, Netemeyer, and Mobley 



(1993, p. 4) state the following: ". . s a l e  length must be considered. As the number of 

items increases, alpha wili tend to increase, and, since parsimony is also a concern in 

measurement, an important question is 'how many items does it take to mesure a 

construct?' . . . given that most scales are self-administered, and respondent fatigue andior 

non-cooperation need to be considered, it would seem that scale brevity is often a concem" 

(see also Churchill and Peter, 1984). Bearden et al. suggest examination of the inter-item 

correlation matrix (see Table 19), and recommend Robinson et al.'s (199 1) "exemplary" 

levels of -30. Table 19 shows that the inter-item correlations between the items of factor 4 

are approximately equal to, or better than, this -30 standard. Accordingly, factor 4 is 

acknowledged here as king  marginal in the interna1 reliabiîity aspect of its psychometnc 

properties. With that caution, however, it does offer the oppomullty to examine subjects' 

propensity to place faith in the assistance of others in decisions. The consumer decision 

version of the h m o n y  control scale might well benefit h m  M e r  development, 

specifically, the careful addition of items to those that currently make up the 'Trust and 

Rely on Others" factor. 

Table 19. Correlation coefficients and significance levels for items of the "Trust and rely 
on others" factor. 

Item 8 Item 9 Item 16 

Item 8 
Item 9 
Item 16 

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level(2-tailed) 



Follow-Up Analysis of the HC Scale: Age-Related Ditlierences in Decision-Making Style 

Though the multivariate analysis failed to support the (main effect) hypothesis that 

harrnony control varies by age, it is entirely possible that adults of dinerent ages might Vary 

on the principal components of harmony control. In other words, beyond the possibility 

that younger and older adults might differ in terms of dependency, this dissertation provides 

the opportunity to explore how consumers of different ages might Vary in their choices of 

(harmony control-related) objects of dependency. 

Factor Descrzptive StatrSfics. Harmony control scores were computed for each of 

the four factors, for each subject. Each factor's respective items were summed (across al1 

decision scenanos), and means were calculated both overall and for each age group (see 

Table 20). Overall means ranged nom a hi@ of 4.8 1 (Trust and Rely on Others; Young 

Adults) to a low of 1-85 w a i t  on Luck; Middle Adults). Overail mean scores fell within 

these extremes. In Table 20, overall meam are compared for statistically significant 

differences. Age dserences for each of the four dimensions are evaluated in the following 

section. 



Table 20. Means and standard deviations for the four factors of the consumer decision 
harmony control scale (Overail ns = 144; ns within age groups = 48). 

Mean SD 

Trust and Rely on Others (ûverall) 4.3 
(Young Adult) 4.8 1 
(Middle Adult) 4.35 
(Older Adult) 3.98 

Higher Power (Overall) 
(Young Adult) 
(Middle Adult) 
(Older Adult) 

Gain Support and Approval (Overall) 3 .26a 
(Young Adult) 3 -50 
(Middle Adult) 3.16 
(Older Adult) 3-12 

Wait on Luck (Overail) 
(Young Adult) 
(Middle Aduit) 
(Older Adult) 

" Overall means differ, p c .O0 1 
Lb Overall means ciiffer, marginal significance, p = .O69 

Correlations between the factors were computed for the sample in total and for each 

age group (see Tables 21 - 24). Overali correlations ranged fkom -.O13 to .379. These 

modest correlations suggest that the four factors of the consumer decision version of the 

harmony control scale may measure relatively independent dimensions of hamony control 

in the decision context. 



Table 2 1. Correlation coefficients and significance levels for the four factors of the 
consumer decision hannony control scale (ns = 144). 

Trust and Rely Higher Gain Support 
OnOthers Power and Approval Luck 

Trust and Rely on Others 
Higher Power ,141b 
Gain Support and Approval .379** .O85 
Luck -162" -.O 13 .202* 

* Correlation is signincant at the 0.05 level(2-tailed) 
** Correlation is signincant at the 0.0 1 level(2-tailed) 
" Correlation approaches signincance @ = .053; 2-tailed) 

Correlation approaches significance @ =.092; 2-tailed) 

Table 22. Young Adults: correlation coefficients and signincance levels for the four factors 
of the consumer decision harmony control scale (ns = 48). 

Trust and Rely Higher Gain Support 
On Others Power and Approval Luck 

Trust and Rely on Others 
Higher Po wer .O70 
Gain Support and Approval ,165 -. 143 
Luck -278" -.O46 -38 1" 

** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level(2-tailed) 
" Correlation approaches signincance (p =.056; 2-tailed) 



Table 23. Middle Adults: correlation coefficients and significance levels for the four 
factors of the consumer decision barmony control sale (ns = 48). 

Trust and Rely Higher Gain Support 
On Others Power and Approval Luck 

Trust and Rely on Others 
Higher Power -.O30 
Gain Support and Approval .321* -. 109 
Luck 0.020 -,Il3 ,123 

* Correlation is signincant at the 0.05 level(2-tailed) 

Table 24. Older Adults: correIation coefficients and signincance levels for the four factors 
of the consumer decision harmony controL scde (ns = 48). 

Trust and Rely Higher Gain Support 
On Others Power and Approval Luck 

Trust and Rely on Others 
Higher Power -242' 
Gain Support and Approval .532** .483** 
Luck .338* .216 

* Correlation is signincant at the 0.05 level(2-tailed) 
** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level(2-tailed) 
" Correlation approaches signifïcance 0, =.097; Ztailed) 

Age Dtfferences on HC DimensionsS Because of the significant and marginally 

significant correlations identifieci above, a 3 (Age Group) x 4 @imension) repeated 

measures MANOVA was perfomed for Harmony control. Age Group was a between 

subjects factor. Dimension was a within subjects factors. The analysis revealed a 



significant multivariate main effect of Dimension (Wilks' Lambda = -180, p c .001), 

uidicating that the four dimension-specific hamiony control scores ciiffer (Le., Rely on 

Others vs. Luck, etc.). Tests of between-subjects effects showed only a near-significant 

effect of Age Group, F (2, 14 1) = 2.288, p = .los, indicating (as noted in the test of 

Hypothesis Hlb) that Harmony control does not ciiffer by Age group at commonly accepted 

levels of statistical significance. The main effect of Dimension and the marginaüy 

significant effect of Age Group were qualified, however, by a significant interaction of Age 

group and Dimension, Wilks' Lambda = .77O, p c .001. Thus, scores on one (or more) of 

the four dimensions Vary by Age group. 

Follow-up univariate ANOVAs were used to examine the age clifferences on each 

of the four Harmony control dimensions. Tests revealed that the mean scores for each of 

the four dimensions varïed by age group (the effect is marginally sigdlcant for the Gain 

Suppoa and Approval dimension). These univanate analyses are examined in tum in the 

following paragraphs. Table 20 (in the previous sub-section of this Chapter) surnmarizes 

the mean scores and stanàard deviations included below for each dimension, both overall 

and for each age group. 

There was a signincant effect of Age group on the Trust and Rely on Others 

dimension, F = 8.50 (2, 141), p c .001. Post-hoc examination of means revealed that 

younger ad* (M = 4.8 1, SD = .95) scored higher than middle adults (M = 4.35, SD= .7 1) 

and older adults (M = 3.98, SD = 1.22, ps c .05). Middle adults' means were marginally 

higher than older adult's meam @ = -068). 



There was a significant effect of Age group on the Higher Power dimension, F = 

3 -49 (2, 141), p c .OS. Post-hoc tests of means showed that older adult scores (M= 3.78, 

SD = 1.50) were significantly lower than those of mïddle adults (M = 4.52, SD = 1.26, p c 

.O 1). 

As indicated above, there was a marginally signincant effect of Age group on the 

G a i .  Supporî and Approval dimension, F = 2.56 (2, 14 l), p = .O8 1. Post-hoc tests of means 

revealed that young adults (M = 3.50, SD = 39) scored marginaiiy higher than middle 

adults (M = 3.16, SD = .95, p = .065), and higher than older adults (M = 3.12, SD = .87, p c 

-05). 

Finally, there was a significant effect of Age group on the Wait on Luck dimension, 

F = 5.48 (2, Ml), p c -01. Post-hoc tests showed that older adults (M = 2.41, SD = .98) 

scored higher than both young adults (M = 2.00, SD = 33) and middle adults (M = 1-85, SD 

= .75, ps c .05). Young adults' means were not significantly different from those of middle 

adults @ > .05). 

Figure 13 graphically summarizes the signincant and marghally significant age 

differences in mean scores for each of the four dimensions. Figure 14 presents profiles of 

each age group on the four dimensions (not al1 profile differences are statistically 

significant, as indicated in the discussion above). 
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Figure 13. Age DifZerences on Dimensions of ~~ny Control. 
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Figure 14. Age Group Profiles on Dimensions of Harmony Control. 



Chaptet V 

This dissertation has taken, as its point ofdeparture, the empirïcal confimation by 

Olshavsb and his colleagues (Formisano, Olshavsky, and Tapp, 1982; OlshavsS. and 

Granbois, 1979; Olshavsky and Rosen, 1985; Rosen and Olshavsky, 1987% 1987b) that 

consumers do not always choose to retain fU control over their decisions. Rather, 

consumers make some purchases under partial or even fiil1 dependence upon some outside 

source(s) of influence. This and other elements of the consumer research Literature, the 

psychoIogica1 literature regarding perceived control, and aspects of the gerontological 

literature were integrated in an attempt to provide a previously missing theoretical 

explanation for consumer decision dependency. Both the perceived control and the 

gerontological literatures provide evidence that certain types of decision-related behaviors 

of younger and older adult consumers rnight be different. The purpose of this dissertation 

was to articulate and test a theoretical model of control-related dependency in decision 

making. 

The purpose of this Chapter is to examine and discuss the results of testing this 

theoretical model. It proceeds on two fionts. First, implications of the research and its 

findings for consumer behavior researchers are discussed. Summary observations about the 

fmdings are presented and evaluated. Second, ramifications pertinent to marketing 

personnel are described. These include conclusions, drawn h m  the results of the research, 

that may help marketers better understand their customers' decision processes. 



Implications for Consumer Researchers 

One contribution of this research has been to bring together a number of elements in 

a single study that have either not k e n  studied together in consumer research or, even more 

irnportantly, have not been studied by consumer researchers at all. As was acknowledged 

early in Chapter 1, consumer decision making has been studied extemïvely, Dependency in 

decisions, as was examineci at some length by Olshavsky and bis colleagues, had been 

studied but never explained in a theoretical sense. Table 25 presents correlation 

coefficients between the dependent variables, independent variables, and control variables 

used in this study, and is presented here as a twl to think concurrently about the elements 

fiom the research that pertain to consumer decision dependency. Note that it does not 

include Motivation, as it was a within-subjects variable. Also note that for the purposes of 

the calculation of correlation, Age and Ability were operationalized as meaured variables, 

rather than categorical variables, as they had been in the main analysis. 



Table 25. Correlation coefficients and significance levels for dependent variables, 
independent variables, and control variables. 

Primary Harmony 
Control Control Expertise Ability Ncog Age 

Primary 
Control 

Hannony 
Control -.466** 

Expertise .283** -.3 18** 
Ability .294** -.299** .223** 
N C O ~  .291** -. 108 -169' .179* 
A S  .212* -. 183* ,065 .O16 -010 

*Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (two-tailed) 
**Correlation is signïficant at the 0.01 level (two-tailed) 
" Need for Cognition 

Integrating Olshavslo/'s decision dependency findings with perceived control 

theory opened several dwrs to a greater understanding of those kdings. The nature of 

decision dependency itself may be clarified by understanding it in tems of perceived 

control-related behavior. What Olshavsky and his colieagues cal1ed an autonomous 

decision may properly be understood to be a decision in which primary control-related 

behavior is emphasized. A subcontracted decision, on the other hand, is one in which 

harmony control-related behavior dominates. Hybrid decisions occur when primary and 

harmony control-related decision behaviors are employed, each to a varyïng degree, 

concurrently. The negative but non-perfect correlation between primary and harmony 

control in Table 25 suggests that (a), in decisions, autonomy and subcontracting are 

negatively related, but (b) they are not mutually exclusive. This result supports 



OlshavsQ's observations about hybnd decision-making. Several additional results 

observed in the main and follow-up analyses are pursued in the sub-sections below. 

Need for Cognition and Motivation 

The main analysis identified a main effect of Need for Cognition on Primary 

control, which is consistent with the correlation between the two variables identified 

previously. This effect, however, was qualified by an interaction 4th Motivation level. 

This interaction was evaluated in the follow-up analysis section. The low Need for 

Cognition group did not differ on Primary control across the low and hi&-motivation 

conditions, and was similar in its Primary control mean scores to the low-motivation/high 

Need for Cognition group. However, high Need for Cognition subjects scored higher on 

Primary control. Of al1 customers, then, bigh Need for Cognition people making an 

important decision are iikely to show the greatest propensity for autonomy in decisions. 

Inasmuch as Need for Cognition measures individuals' propensity to engage in effortfiil 

cognitive activïty (Cacioppo and Petty, 1982), this result is not surprising. Note, however, 

that there was no effect of Need for Cognition on Harmony control, and that the correlation 

coefficient between these two variables in Table 25 is not statistically significant. These 

two results, together, suggest that (a) though it is possible to make some predictions about 

high Need for Cognition subjects' use of Primary control-related decision behavior, (b) it is 

not possible to reliably predict their use of Hannony control-related decision behaviors. 



Ability and Motivation 

Interactive Effects on the Dependent VanQbIes. Abiliîy (and, similady, Expertise) 

is positively related to decision autonomy. However, as was observed in the tests of 

hypotheses H4a and H4b, this simple relationship is moderated by the importance of the 

decision. It is M e r  clanfieci by the understanding that "autonomy" means, specificaiiy, 

primary control-related decision behavior. For unimportant decisions, primary control- 

related decision behavior is not infiuenced by ability perceptions. Important decisions, 

however, lead to increased preference for decision autonomy among bigh-ability subjects. 

Figure 6 showed this interactive effect of Motivation and Ability on Rimary control-related 

decision behavior. Low-motivation subjects always scored below the overall mean level of 

Prirnary control, as did high-motivation subjects with low Abiiity perceptions. High- 

motivatiodhigh-ability subjects, however, scored sigrifïcantly higher in Primary control 

than subjects in the other three conditions. Note also from Figure 6 that no group exhibited 

autonomous decision behavior, i.e., a decision style characterized by higher than mean 

levels of Prirnary control combined with lower than mean Ievels of Harmony control. It 

may be that consumers believe that a decision important ewugh to require prirnary control- 

related behavior also me& a degree of dependence, as well, and that unimportant 

decisions do not require high levels of either form of control-related decision behavior. It 

raises questions about the actual fkequency of purely autonomous consumer decisions. 

Thus, criticality of the decision increases primary control-related decisioa behavior 

only for individuals who perceive themselves to be efficacious decision-makers. In tests of 

hypotheses H4a and H4b, PMnary control-related decision behavior did not Vary 



significantly across Motivation levels for subjects in the Iow-ability group. It is of some 

note that the Ability groups were formed by meam of a median split. Thisy and the positive 

correlation between Primary control and Ability (Table 25) begs the question: for 

customers who perceive themselves to possess very low levels of ability, might highly 

important decisions lead to purposeful avoidance of primary controi? Given that 

possibility, along with the negative correlation between Ability and Harmony control, it 

may also be that harmony control would be most employed by customers lacking 

confidence in very important decisions, 

The current data provide some support for these notions. The sample was split into 

three ability groups; hi@, medium, and low. MANOVA was performed with the new 

three-group ability variable as tbe grouping variable. Prïmary control and Harmony 

control, both computed across high-motivation scenarios, were entered as dependent 

variables. The multivariate effect of Ability was signincant, Wiiks' Lambda =.865, p < 

-001. Tests of between-subjects effects showed that the effect was significant for both 

Primary control, F (2, 142) = 8.5 17, p c .O0 1, and Harmony control, F (2, 142) = 6.468, p < 

.O1 (see Table 26 for means and standard deviations for the three ability groups). 



Table 26. Means and standard deviations for Hîgh-Motivation Primary and Harmony 
control scores for the t h e  ability level p u p s  (i-e., low, medium, and high). 

Primary Control (Overall; n = 142) 
Low Ability; n = 53 
Medium Abiiity; n = 46 
High Abiliîy; n = 43 

Harmony Control (Overail; n = 142) 
Low Ability; n = 53 
Medium Ability; n = 46 
High Ability; n = 43 

" Means differ, p c .O5 
qb Means differ, marginal sigdicance, p = .O84 
"' Means do not significantly ciiffer 

Post-hoc tests of means showed that, for Primary control, lowest Ability subjects 

scored lower than medium-ability subjects, and lower than hi&-ability subjects, allps c - 0 5  

(see Table 26 above). It is worth noting, though the difference is not statistically 

significant, that these lowest ability subjects scored lower on Primary control than the mean 

score of the larger low-ability group to which they had belonged under the simple median 

split (M = 5.25, SD = -74). For Hamiony control, lowest Ability subjects scored higher 

than medium-ability subjects, and higher than hi&-ability subjects, ali ps c .OS. Though 

the difference is again not statistically significant, it is similarly worth noting that these 

lowest Ability subjects scored higher on Harmony control than the mean score of the larger 

low-ability group to which they had belonged under the median split (M= 4.01, S .  = .74). 



Persistence of Interactive WC& Within the Analysri3 of Covariance. Finally, it is 

important to note that the sipificance of the interactive effects of Motivation and Ability 

perceptions on primary and harmony control behavior persist (in the case of harmony 

control, at a marginal level of significance), even when the effects of Expertise and Need 

for Cognition are controlied statistically. In the main analysis MANCOVA, hypotheses 

H4a and H4b, which together predicted an interactive effect of Motivation and Ability on 

Primary control, were supported. In the follow-up MANCOVA, when Age was 

operationalized cognitively instead of chronologicaily, hypotheses HSa - H5c, which 

together predicted an interactive effect of Motivation and Ability on Harmony control, also 

received support, though statisticaily marginal, F (1,13 1) = 2.749, p = .IO. 

Why might operationakg Age cognitively, rather than chronologicaiiy, make a 

dzerence? Recall that the cognitively formed age groups were different fiom the 

chronologically formed age groups in their composition. in other words, some adults 

considered themselves to be, cognitively, of a different age than their actual, chronological 

age. Thus, the age groups that were cccognitively formed" were composed, in part, of 

different subjects than those that had been defïned (formed) chronologically. 

Because the two grouphg methods produce age groups composed of dif5erent 

subjects, it is possible that the high and low-ability groups fomed under the two methods 

sirnilady differ (recail that the Ability split was conducted within age groups). A simple 

cross-tabulation of the groups formed under the two methods showed this to be the case 

(for the cross-tabulation, there were data for 143 of the 148 subjects). Of 70 subjects h m  

the chronologically-fomied low-ability group, 3 became a part of the high-ability gmup 



under the cognitive formation m e t h d  Of 73 subjects h m  the chronologicaUy-fomied 

high-ability group, one became a part of the low-ability group under the cognitive 

formation method. Thus, whereas the chronologically-formed low and high-abiiity groups 

had included 70 and 73 members, respectively, the cognitively-formed low and high-abiiity 

groups included 68 and 75 members. Furthet, a few of the subjects in the two 

chronologically-formed hi@ and low-ability groups ''switched" groups. 

Examination of mean levels of Ability perceptions under the hKo grouping methods 

did show that the cognitively formed low-ability group had slightly lower decision Ability 

levels, M = 14.7 1, SD = 4.60, than the chronologicaiiy formed low-ability group, M = 

15-00, SD = 4.68. Given that Ability is inversely related to Harmony controi, it may be that 

the cognitively formed low-ability gmup showed stronger tendencies toward Harmony 

control than did the chronologically fonned group (both within the high-motivation 

condition). This was, in fact, the case. The cognitively formed low-ability group, within 

the hi&-motivation condition (M = 4.08, SD = -62) scored slight1y higher on Harmony 

control than its chronologically-formed counterpart (M = 4.04, SD = -63). Though this 

difference seems exceedingly small, it may have been sufficient to lead to the marginal 

significance of the interaction observed in the foilow-up analysis. 

The fact that the interactive effects of Motivation and Ability persist even when 

Expertise is statisticdly controiled suggests that consumers' enduring perceptions of 

decision-making ability infiuence their decision styles beyonci, that is, in addition to, the 

effects of their situational perceptions of expextiself~iiarity. Though familiarity with a 

product and its purchase may affect the way consumers conduct theü decision, their more 



lasting, over-arching perceptions of decision-making ability seem to M e r  influence their 

use of primary and hannony control-related decision behaviors. 

Age and Decision-Making 

Viewing consumer decisions nom a perceived control perspective raises the 

question of whether age might play a d e  in the determination of decision styles. Eso, it 

might be added to the other, more weli-studied variables discussed above. It, tw, may be 

helpful in explaining decision dependency. This section of the Chapter proceeds by 

discussing the results of the research w i t h  this conceptual model: how do age, motivation, 

ability, expertise, and need for cognition work together to influence these different forms of 

control-related decision behavior? Two irnmediate observations may be taken fiom the 

correlation coefficients presented in Table 25: Age is positively correlated with Primary 

control-related decision behavior, and negatively correlated with Harmony control. One 

objective of the following subsections is to aid in understanding these basic fïndings. 

Decision Serf-Eflcacy. Though decision-making self-efficacy had been predicted to 

be lower among older adults than younger adults, no such tendency was observai among 

the subjects sampled in this research. Whether this equality is due to the nature of the 

sample itself or is instead reflective of a fundamental charactenstic of older addt 

consumers in general is not clear. This specific sample of older adults did view itseif as 

being about as healthy and as socidy active as its younger counterparts. It was also equal 

in terms of social position. It seems that, for this sample, any age-related variation in 

decision styles cannot plausibly be explained by depreciated capacities among the older 



subjects. In tems of tendencies toward decision autonomy as suggested in Table 25, the 

older adult subjects in this study consider themselves to be as able in body and mind as 

their younger adult counterparts. 

Age, Primary Control, a d  Hannony Control. The prediction that harmony control- 

related decision behavior would be more prevalent among older adults was also 

disconfirmed. No main effect of Age was noted on Harmony control. However, there was 

a significant main effect of Age on Prirnary control-related decision behavior, and an 

interaction between Age and Motivation on Harmony control. Older adults scored higher 

on Primary control than middle-aged and young adults, and, for important purchases, 

scored lower on Hannony control. Together, these results suggest three conclusions about 

this sample of older ad&. First, as for ail age groups, older adults showed a preference for 

orchestrating their own decision process. Second, they were even more strongly inclined to 

do so than were younger adults. Third, when presented with an important decision, these 

older adults were less likely than younger adults to hybridize or subcontract their decision. 

One possible explanation for these results is that older adults in this sample have 

actually lost the ability to seek ai4 guidance, and approval, and have attempted to 

compensate for that loss by pursuhg autonomy in their decisions. This explanation is 

consistent with the compensation mode1 of aging (e.g., P. Baltes, 1987; M. Baltes and P. 

Baltes, 1986; P. Baltes and M. Baltes, 1990; P. Baltes, Dittmann-Kohii, and Dixon, 1984; P. 

Baltes and Kliegl, 1986), in which aging is viewed as a period of loss in cognitive abilities, 

and not gain, in the sense that aging is (at best) a zero-sum game. 



These results may, however, be uaderstood diffezeatly h m  an alternative 

perspective. Consider again that young adults are less inclined toward Primary control 

behavior in decisions, and more inclined tuward Harmony control (see, again, the 

correlation coefficients presented in Table 25). Implicit in the cornparison is an wpoken 

issue that may be important in understanding decision-mahg differences: clearly, young, 

rniddle, and oldet adults are different in temis of the lives they have lived- If this is the 

case, responsive changes in control-related decision behavior may have occurred over the 

life-span. These changes could be accomrnodative to Me expenences, rather than 

compensatory for losses of (primary control) ability. As discussed in Chapter II, the Mie- 

span/accommodative counteratgument to the compensation model is found in the 

gerontology Merature, and is exemplined by works such as those of Adams (1991); Adams, 

Labouvie-Vief, H o b a  and Dorosz (1990); Adams, Smith, Nyquist and Perlmutter, 1997; 

Gould, Trevithick and Dixon (1991); Labuvie-Vief (l982,1985); and Labuvie-Vief and 

ScheIl(1982). These authors would argue that it is possible that ciifferences in decision 

behaviors between younger and older adults result not nom compensation, but firom a Me- 

long process of accommodating to the consumer world as they have experienced it. 

One result fiom this dissertation that would cast doubt on the plausibility of the 

accommodative model would be the observation that older adults score lower for total 

decision-related control behavior (that is, primary and h m o n y  combined; it would irnply a 

loss of total cognitive capabilities). However, this is not the case. A total control score was 

computed for each subject by (a) computing mean scores for both primary and hamiony 

control across decision scenarios, for each subject, and (b) summing these scores. A 



univariate ANOVA was perfonned with this total control score as the dependent variable, 

and Age group as the grouping variable. The effect of Age group was not signincant. 

Mean scores for young addts, middle adults, and older adults were nearly equal(8.78,8.6 1, 

and 8.8 1, respectively). In the paragraphs bebw, an interpretation ofthe data that is 

consistent with the accommodative perspective is offered. 

An Interpretaîïon of Age Effects on Pnmary and Hamony Conîrol. In the sample, 

young adults were ail constrained to being on their own, living outside their parental home. 

However, young adults fiom 18 - 30 years are only a few years past the t h e  of their Mie 

when they relied on, and needed to "fit in with," their parents. Fitting in may have been 

important, as activities could have been subject to approval or disapproval. For those 

young adults who are significantly attached, the relatively new union may provide a new 

reason to "fit," as well as the opportunity to utilize an important other as an advisor (for the 

sample, 27 young adults were married, 2 1 were not), The recent and current c'harmonious" 

elements of a young adult's Me may be weighty influences. 

By middle age, adults have accumulated several years of decision experience. 

However, they may have also leamed that the world is a complicated place, and that 

making good decisions c m  be difficult. Though the age groups did not M e r  in their self- 

perceived decision-making ability, they did difTer in terms of the degree to which they 

considered themselves to be expert on the decision scenarios presented in this study. A 

univariate ANOVA was perfomed with Expertise as the dependent variable, and Age 

group as the grouping variable. The effect of Age was significant, F = 3.205 (2, Ml), p c 

.05. Post-hoc examination of the means showed that youag (M= 12.34, SD = 3.34) and 



older adult subjects (M= 12.67, SD = 2.9 1) did not &Ter in their Expertise perceptions @ = 

,589). However, middle adults' Expertise perceptions (M = 1 1.19, SD = 2.78) were lower 

than those of both older adults' ( p  < -05) and younger adults' (p  = .06, marginal 

significance)- Middle adults' Primary control scores are statistically equal to those of their 

younger counterparts, as are their Hamiony control scores. Middle adults may not live 

within their parental home. However, many of them live within thek own home, complete 

with a partner and, possibly, children (of the middle-aged adults in the sample, 43 of 48 

were married). Like young adults, rniddle-aged adults have great cause to live 

harrnoniously and, probably, no greater cause yet to strongly engage primary control 

behaviors in many decisions. 

By older adulthood, children would have moved out on their own (recall that the 

mean age of the older adult group was 63.73; by this time offspring would be 

approximately between 20 and 40 years of age). They may still be married (39 of 48 were), 

and if so, their union is likely well-established. There is less call for overt efforts to achieve 

and maintain harmony, rather, it rnay exist to a highly satis-g degree. ifthe older adult 

has recently retired, emphasis rnay have shifted h m  satisfying others to self-gratification. 

The older adult rnay be more fiee to pursue activities and interests that were previously out 

of reach because of work and family demands. The older adult rnay feel "in control" of 

hisher life (in a primary control sense) to a degree greater than ever before (recail that there 

was a significant main effect of Age observed on Primary control-related decision behavior; 

see Figure 10). This adult, on average, was boni in the early- to mid-1930s. S/he rnay have 

watched (and helped) hidher parents work their way through vexy difficult times, and rnay 



well have adopted that standard fot h i d e r  own We. S h e  has a strong conviction that the 

proper thing is to take responsïbility for oneself. By this tirne, many years of experiece in 

making successfil decisions have accumulated, leaving hisher levels ofdecision 

confidence intact. Of course, some decisions would have turnecl out well, others not so 

well. But, regardless of those outcornes, We has continued. Perhaps the older adult has 

concluded that individual decisions, however important they may be at the moment, matter 

less in the long run than they rnight have believed in years past. S/he may have even come 

to the opinion that it is possible to do everything nght and stiil have the decision come out 

wrong, or vice-versa. 

Age and Dimensions of the Harmony Control Scale 

If the above interpretation of the ciiflierences observed in decision styles between 

young, middle, and older adults is plausible, thete should be evidence of the described 

changes in hannony control-related behavior implied by that interpretation. Some of that 

evidence may be found by evaluating age-related dinerences across the four principle 

dimensions of the consumer decision version of the Hannony control scale. The purpose of 

this section is to describe some of those differences (see Figures 13 and 14, Cbapter IV). 

Gain Support and Approval; T m t  and Rely on Others; Wait on Luck As discussed 

in the follow-up analysis (Chapter TV), the consumer decision version of the Harmony 

control scale is made up of four principle dimensions: Higher Power, Gain Support and 

Approval; Wait on Luck; and Trust and Rely on Others. As was described, adults of 

different ages varied significantly on al1 of the four dimensions (the effect is marginally 



signifïcant for the Gain Support and Approval dimension). This section will discuss results 

fiom al1 but the Higher Power dimension. 

Older adult scores on the Rely on Others dimension were lower than those of their 

younger peers, reflecting p a t e r  independence and a reduced tendency to seek out advice. 

This component of the Harmony control constnict is most negatively correlated with 

Primary control (see Table 27; this table is also reproduced as Tables 28 - 30, which are 

specifk to each of the three age groups, at the end of this sub-section). Young adult scores 

on this dimension, however, were the highest of the three age groups, perhaps indicative of 

a penon not many years removed (and, possibly, only partially removed) nom relying upon 

parental counsel. Predictably, middle adult scores are lower than those of their younger 

counterparts, but not yet as low as those of older adults. 

As suggested above, young adults are likely to be accustomed to fitting into a 

familial unit, and some decisions could be conducted with an eye toward that objective. 

Consistent with this notion, young adult scores on the Gain Support and Approval 

dimension are higher than those of middle-aged adults (approaches signiricance; p = .065), 

and significantly higher than those of older adults. By rniddle adulthood, "fitting in" in a 

dependent sense may have declined in salience, as the middle-aged adult may be leader or 

CO-leader of the household, and any dependents could be expected to fit in with them. The 

propensity for fitting in has, by that point, probably taken its most precipitous fdl of the 

life-span. Gaining Support and Approval shows, as indicated in Table 27, a relatively 

strong and inverse relationship with Primary control, which is lowest in young addts. 



Fïnaliy, Fate and Luck, as objects of decision dependency, play at most a modest 

role in the Lives ofany age group in this sample (Ms ranged fiom a low of 1.85 for young 

adults, to 2.00 for rniddle aged adults, to a high of 2.41 for older adults). However, it is 

worth noting that the older adult mean score of 2.41 (SD = .98) is significantiy higher than 

those for either of the younger two age gmups. It may be that this higher score is Uidicative 

of a decision maker who has nom time to time, as suggested above, "done everything 

right" and still had decisions corne out wrong - or even sometimes failed to do everything 

right but received a good outcorne, anyxay. The older adult, however self-reliant and 

convinced that one inust be responsible for him/herself, may have concluded that perhaps 

fate or luck does, on occasion, play a role in things. 



Table 27. Correlation coefficients and significance levels for Primary control and the four 
dimensions of the consumer decision version of the Harmony control s a l e  (Al1 age groups; 
ns 444) .  

e a r ~  Gain Support Higher Fate/ Rely on 
Control and Approvai Power Luck Others 

Primary 
Control 

Gain Support 
and Approval -.378** 

Higher Power -. 127 .O85 
FateLuck -.304** .202* -.O 13 
Rely on Others -.466** .379** ,141" 

*Correlation is sigaincant at the 0.05 level (two-tailed) 
**Correlation is significant at the 0.0 1 level (two-tailed) 
" Correlation is marginaliy signincant, p = .O92 (two-tailed) 

Table 28. Young Adults: correlation coefficients and signincance levels for Primary 
control and the four dimensions of the consumer decision version of the Hannony control 
scale (ns = 48). 

 bar^ Gain Support Higher Fate/ Rely on 
Control and Approval Power Luck Others 

Primary 
Control 

Gain Support 
and Approval -.256' 

Higher Power -. 153 -. 143 
FateLuck -.363* .381** -.O46 
Rely on Others 422"' -165 .O70 

*Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (two-tailed) 
**Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (two-tailed) 
' Correlation is marginally significant, p c .10 (two-tailed) 



Table 29. Middle Adults: correlation coefficients and signinciillce levels for Primary 
control and the four dimensions of the consumer decision version of the Harmony control 
scale (Ns = 48)- 

mar~ Gain Support HiHigher Fate/ Rely on 
Control and Approval Power Luck Others 

-- - - -- - 

Prirnary 
Control 

Gain Support 
and Approval -A4 1** 

Higber Power -. 1 15 .IO9 
FateLuck -.303* .123 -,Il3 
Rely on Others 9.09 1 ,321" -.O30 0.020 

**Correlation is significant at the 0.0 1 level (two-tailed) 
*Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (two-tailed) 

Table 30. Older Adults: correlation coefficients and significance levels for h a r y  control 
and the four dimensions of the consumer decision version of the Harmony control scale (Ns 
= 48). 

mar~ Gain Support Higher Fate/ Rely on 
Conîrol and Approval Power Luck Others 

Primary 
Control 

Gain Support 
and Approval -.436** 

Higher Power -. 186 .483** 
Fate/Luck -.502** -197 ,216 
Rely on Others -.606** .532** .242 .332* 

**Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (two-tailed) 
*Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (two-tailed) 
a Correlation is marginaily significant, p = .O97 (two-tailed) ' 



Higher Power. Though the perceived control-related psychological literature has 

acknowledged the importance of the spiritual component of people's lives (see especiaiiy 

Heckhausen and Schulz, 1995; and Koenig, George, and Siegler, 1988, for age-related 

views on this subject), consumer behavior researchers have not widely embraced consumer 

spirituality as a researçh topic yet. This dissertation offers evidence that some consumers 

belîeve that a higher power may play a role in purchases and their outcomes. Of the four 

dimensions of harmony control, the Higher Power dimension had the second highest 

(overall) mean score (overail M scores were, Rely on Others, 4.38; Higher Power, 4.13; 

Gain Support and Approval, 3.26; Wait on Luck, 2.09; see Table 20). It would seem 

importanty for the purpose of acquiring a more comprehensive understanding of consumer 

decisions, to study this significant component It is by means of such study that the role of 

theory in marketing takes on it greatest practcal importance: to understand a thing, in a 

theoretical sense, is also to have the ability to predict it, and to possibly find ways to aiign 

marketing practice more closely with the reaiities of consumers' Lives. 

Implications for Marketers 

Several implications relevant to marketers can be derived fiom the resuits of this 

study. The purpose of this section is to discuss some of these implications. The section 

includes three parts. First, fiindamental, decision-related, behavioral differences between 

consumers of different ages are discussed. Second, the effects of decision importance and 

consumer ability perceptions, acting together on primary and hannony control, are 



considered. Finally, two examples that illustrate how some of the results ofthis dissertation 

can be applied to marketing practice are presented. 

Age Differences 

The results of the study show that many older adult consumers perceive themselves 

to be capable decision-&ers. There were no clifferences in decision self-efficacy 

perceptions between young, rniddle, and older-aged adults. Consumers of al1 ages prefer to 

play a decisive, autonomous role in decisions, as compared to giving up that autonomy. 

Young adult and middle-aged consumers exhibit this preference to a lesser degree than 

older adults. 

At the same tirne, al1 ad& evidenced a capacity for harmony control-related 

decision behaviors. They are capable of tnisting and relying on others, and may seek 

support and approval fiom those whom they care about and who care about them. 

Consumers may believe that a higher power might play a role in the purchase. Of al1 age 

groups, older adult consumers are the most likely to beiieve that luck or fate might play a 

role in their decisions, and that "good and bad decisions even out in tbe end." 

Younger adult consumers seem to have a greater propensity for harmony control- 

related decision behaviors, particdarly for important decisions. Such a result suggests that 

marketing personnel who interact with young adult consumers should adjust their styles of 

behavior. For example, salespersons may need to recognize that young adult consumers 

may be less inclined to play a controlling role (in the primary control sense) in transactions, 

and be more likely to act upon perceptions about the salesperson's tnistworthiness. An 



intriguing possibility is that a marketer who seerns "parental" in hisher demeanor may be 

more able to influence young adults' purchase decisions. 

Motivation and Ability: Effects On Decision Behavior 

Beyond the issue of age, this dissertation has attempted to shed light on the 

relationship between motivation and perceived ability in decision making. Marketing 

personnel may benefit fiom a more structured approach to thinking about these two factors 

as they attempt to predict coosumers' behavior. Specificdy, the results of this study help 

identifjr the kinds of control-related decision behavior that follow fiom specific 

combinations of motivation and ability levels. 

As indicated above, customers prefer primary control behavior over harmony 

control behavior, though the two behaviors are Orely to coexist. Preference for prirnary 

control is strongest, however, for customers who consider themselves to be, in general, 

good decision-makers, and who are faced with an important decidon. For example, 

subjects who are confident in their decision-making ability, and who are engaged in the 

purchase of an automobile (for most people, an important purchase), are likely to attempt to 

retain as much personal influence over the decision as possible. Customers who consider 

thernselves to be less capable decision-makers, as well as hi&-ability customers making 

unimportant decisions, will tend less strongly toward primary control-related behavior. 

Subjects who are less confident in their decision-making ability are iikely to engage 

in harmony control-relateci behaviors, given an important decision. Wanting a good 

decision outcome, but lacking confidence that d e  can obtain it alone, low-ability 



consumers are more likely to ask for help, try to ascertain what would please a loved one, 

or even seek the guidance of a higher power. One age-related fïndïng is that, in important 

decisions, younger adults are signiscautiy more iilcely to engage in this sort of behavior 

than are older adults (this effect occurs across ability levels). 

Applying the Results to Marketing Practice: Two Examples 

m e  Horne Depop Exampk 'Shingling the House Myself? Can IReally Do 

na t?  " A person's home is likely to be considered one of his/her most important 

possessions - and perhaps an investment for the fùture, as well. Accordingly, decisions 

about major improvements or repairs may weil be viewed as king  quite important. 

Many homeowners, however, may lack confidence, not o d y  about working on their 

homes, but even about making decisions about home repair or improvements. Accordingfy, 

purchase decisions of this sort can properly be categonzed as important, and many 

custorners would iikely consider themselves to lack the capacity to make good decisions. 

The possibility of saving money may create a desire to not only make decisions themselves, 

but even to do the work. 

Success of DIY (Do-It-Yourself) home improvement outiets, such as Lowe's TM or 

Home DepotTM, may be due in part to their strategy of educating consumers to do what they 

would like to do, but were heretofore not sure they could do themselves. In this case, a 

sequence of cause and effect is suggested: education leads to higher ability perceptions, 

which in tum enables increased use of primary control, which in tum leads to enhanced 

consumer satisfaction (and, possibly, increased ability perceptions overall). 



271e Dependent Home Buyer fiample: "My Realtor Told Us to Pray About li! " 

Perhaps to an even greater degree than was the case in the Home Depot example above, 

the purchase of a home is likely to be viewed as a decision of major importance. And, for 

some persons, it is also very likely a purçhase situation in which they feel a profound lack 

of confidence to make good decisions themselves. This may be never more true than in the 

case of young adult, fkst-time home buyers. Accordingly, this is a situation in which 

persons of low decision-making ability are forced into making what they may weil perceive 

to be a vexy important, but dinicuit, decision. 

RecaU that, for this sample, young adult decision-makers tended more strongly 

toward harmony control than adults of any other age. This situation may cail for the dual 

approach of increasing ability perceptions (as in the example above), as weil as offering the 

customer multiple opportunities for harmony control. The Realtor who takes the time to 

educate hisher young customers on important aspects of home-buying may be perceived as 

a trustworthy, even parent-like object of ûust. The notion of telling a customer to "pray 

about it before you make a decision" is grounded in reality; this researcher is personaily 

acquainted with a Realtor who advises most of his customers to do that very thing. Wm" 

(not his real name) considers it to be a very important element of his sales technique: 'Tt 

lets them know that I want what is best for them, and not just to make a sale. 1 tell them 

clearly that if they buy something h m  me, and I've pushed hard for the sale, and Later they 

regret buying the house, I've lost the oppomuiity to sel1 them amther house. 1 view my 

clients as Iifetime investments. 1 want to do business with them again" (personal 

communication, 2/26/1999). In this case, another causal sequence set is suggested: there 



may be dual effects of trust, one in the Realtor, the second in a higher power. These could 

lead to the perception of "king in good hands." In addition, the educational opportunities 

provided by the Realtor may lead to higher ability perceptions and greater satisfaction, as 

was the case in the Lowe'sn" example above. 

Key in the successful implementation of strategies like those exempiified above is 

the ability of the marketer to make an assessrnent ofthe age, ability, and motivation levels 

of the potential customer. Though this is, perhaps, a direction for future research, most 

experienced marketers may already have notions about how to ascertain these 

characteristics about their customers. Though imperfat, estimating a person's age group 

(i.e., Young, middle-aged, or older adult) is fairly straightforward. A few questions about 

the fkequency of past purchases of the sort king considered, and their outcornes, might be 

helpful in deteminhg customers ' ability perceptions. Similady, a marketer might easily be 

able to also ask how important this decision is for their prospect. 



Limitations 

The limitations of thïs study fa11 into two broad categories. First, the nature of the 

sample obtained must be considered in the interpretation of the results. Second, the 

collection, measurement, and manipulation techniques should similarly be understood, 

Nature of the Sample. The sample obtained for this study is not representative of al1 

adult consuners, of al1 age groups. Thus, a number of rasons to question generalizability 

of the results exist. First, the sample consists entirely of volunteers. To the extent that 

those who are most likely to volunteer to fiil out a research study questionnaire are those 

who are most sociaily active, rnost healthy, and most personally outgoing, the sample may 

not be representative of consumers who do not fit that description. The fact that the sample 

was obtained fiom church and community groups (i.e., groups that are inherently social in 

their nature) M e r  bears out the necessity of this caution. 

Second, as stated, much of the sample was taken from church groups. This may 

have a direct bearing upon the results: a sample taken fiom the community at large would 

lïkely score lower on the Higher Power dimension of the consumer decision version of the 

harmony control scale. Accordhgly, the urgency of studying this aspect of consumer 

decision behavior could be overstated here. Further, to the extent that "churched" people 

might differ in the degree to which they value familial relationships, this sarnple could also 

evince higher scores on other dimensions of the harmony control scale. 

Third, examination of the descriptive statistics of the sampie showed, for the older 

adults, relatively high levels of physical health and social activity. For older adults, then, 



the question ofwhether results wouid m e r  for less healthy, less socialiy active consumers 

is pertinent. Related to this issue is the fact that the study obtained data fkom c'youngold," 

and not fiom the socalled ccold-old" (Le., those at least 75 years of age; see Menec and 

Chipperfield, 1997b). It is possible that signincantly different results would have k e n  

observed for consumers of these more advanceci ages. One cannot rule out the possibility 

of observing harmony control increases, and lower levels of primary control, among those 

consumers. 

Finally, the sample was obtained in Grand Forks, North Dakota. As such, it was 

cornprised almost entirely of Caucasian peoples, predomïnantly of northem European 

ancestry. Thus, it is not representative of other North Arnerican geographic or ethnic 

subcultures. 

Collection, Memurement, und Munipularion. The interpretation of the differences 

in prUnary and harmony control presented earlier in the Chapter (see Age and Decision- 

Making subsection) proposes that those age-related differences may be due to the varying 

accumulation of Life expiences for young, middle-aged, and older adults. Such an 

interpretation can receive, at best, oniy M t e d  support in a cross-sectional study such as 

this one. To draw such conclusions with a significant degree of confidence would require, 

instead, a longitudinal study d u h g  which &ta collection occurs as subjects actually 

progress through their lives, and accumulate Life experiences. 

There are other limitations associated with the collection, measurement, and 

manipulation techniques. First, with regard to collection, data were collected in groups 

ranging in size b m  a single participant to a maximum of meen, and comprised of a single 



age group. It is possible that such gmup sue variation could have produced varying group 

dynafnics. it is also possible that results would M e r  had the data k e n  collected in groups 

comprised of respondents of different ages. In reality, consumer decisions are fkequently 

made in a varied-age social context. Second, subjects who tend to work more quickly were 

not allowed to proceed through the experimental booklet at their own pace, but were 

instead required to "Please Wait for Instructions to Continue" (see Appendix 3, 

Experimental Booklet). This artificiality could have influenced their normal decision- 

making routine. 

Wiîh regard to measurement, the perceived Ability/Self-Efficacy measures were 

abstract; they were based upon the instruction to "imagine that you had to make three 

COMPLEXdecisions.. .". Individual subjects undoubtedly differed in their envisioniag of 

complex decisions. For some, it could have meant the purchase of an automobile, for 

others, a decision to quit a job and go back to school, and for yet others, a decision of 

whether or not to put a parent in a nursing home. These differences may even be age- 

related, M e r  complicating the subjectivity issue. 

Finally, the attempt was made to manipulate Motivation in a manner that is broader 

than traditional, product-based manipulation of consumer involvement. For example, each 

manipulation scenario included situational elements, ancl each hi&-motivation scenario 

included reference to potential impact on a variety of valued states (e.g., a loss of money or 

prestige). Nonetheless, the manipulations were fiindamentally product-based. Certainly, a 

product purchase that is involving to a given subject would be either more or less involving 

to another subject. Further, subjects may have varied in their susceptibility to the 



situationai elements of the scenarios. Accordingly, subjects quite possibly differed in the 

degree to which the scenarios actuaiiy induced Motivation. 

Future Research 

The preceding sections suggest a number of potential avenues for additional 

research. Some of these have been descriid (see earlier section, "Implications for 

Consumer Researchers"). The purpose of this section is to identify others that arise fiom 

the limitations of this study. 

An important question is that of generaüzabiiïty. This study pertains to common 

consumer decisions. An important direction for additional research would be to test the 

mode1 in other, non-consumer, contexts such as management decision-making. In addition, 

there is the issue of whether the results and the associated evidence for and against the 

mode1 tested would be sirnilai- given a sample of a dioerent nature. As was indicated 

earlier, the sample was drawn fiom church and cornmunity groups in Grand Forks, North 

Dakota. Sarnples drawn nom a community at large, from other geographic regions, 

countries, andlor ethnic groups could lead to the observation of different results. Similady, 

subjects who are older than 70 years of age, younger than 18, or not living independently 

may differ from those who comprised this sample. Future research is needed to investigate 

these issues. 

Second, some of the questions raised regarding data collection provide cause for 

additional research. Studies that Vary such methodological elements as group composition 



(both group size and age-mix), degree of experimenter con td  over subjects' Pace through 

the procedure, and specificity of what is meant by a "cornplex" decision for measuring 

Abifity perceptions could prove fiuitfiil both for the theoretical mode1 presented in this 

dissertation, as weU as for guiding fùture methodological choices in consumer decision- 

making research. 

Finally, as indicated, cross-sectional studies comparing adults of different ages 

cannot conclusively d e  out the possibility that age-related cognitive ciifferences &se f?om 

cohort membership. Instead, a longitudinal study is necessary. 

Conclusions 

This dissertation investigated decision-making autonomy and dependency. It 

proceeded by proposing that the behaviors that indicate autonomous, subcontracted 

(dependent), a d o r  hybrid decision behavior are simply special cases of primary and 

harmony control-related behaviors engaged in the consumer decision context. 

As discussed in Chapter II, dependency in consumer decision making is a 

phenomenon that has not k e n  explained. Current choice research does not include study 

of hybrid or subcontracted decision behavior, perhaps because of this lack of guiding 

theory. One contribution of this research is that it represents a " ' h t  attempt" to shed Light 

on this aspect of consumer decision making. 

In so doing, it expands the scope of what we do know about dependency in decision 

making. By applying the perceived control literature to the issue, the dissertation enables a 



stnictured approach to such issues as whether decision-making dependency should be 

considered normal (certainly) or abnormal (certainly not) behavior. It provides a ba i s  for 

knowing what classes of behavior comtitute decision independence and dependence (eg., 

primary and harmony control-related behavior), and what classes of objects an individual 

might depend upon, e.g., harmony control-related factors such as Eends, including 

intangible classes such as luck or a deity. The dissertation identifies potential new 

categories of hybrid decision behavior, for example, comprehensive decision making and 

decision avoidame, that could not have k e n  predicted nor explaineci given previous 

knowledge of decision dependency. 

The dissertation also applies the motivation, opportunity, and ability h e w o r k  to a 

new context. While Chapter II identined a number of factors that may contribute to 

motivation, opportunity, and perceived ability to make a good decision, an Unportant 

avenue for fiiture research could be the development of structured sets of factors that 

causally affect these variables. 

Results of the study connmi some aspects of the developed theoretical model, and 

refute others. As anticipated, under conditions of high Motivation (i.e., an important 

decision), subjects preferred k a r y  control over Harmony control. However, 

unexpectedly, this was also the case for unimportant decisions. This preference for Primary 

control was also true for subjects across self-perceived Ability levels. 

Important decisions led to higher levels of Primary control than did unimportant 

decisions for subjects who consider themselves to be able decision-makers. This effect was 

not found for subjects who have lower decision-making ability perceptions. A similar effect 



was found for H a m n y  control in a follow-up analysis: low-ability subjects m a b g  

important decisions scored hihighest on Hannony control. Marginal statistical significance of 

the effect, however, cails for caution in interpretation and ascription of confidence. 

The perceived control Literature and age-related literature (fiom psychology and 

gerontology) together pmvide a theoretical bais for the new topic of consumer age and 

decision dependency. Though lower levels of decision-making ability had been predicted 

for older adults, no such difference was fouad. For this sample, older, middle-aga and 

younger adults al1 perceived themselves to possess approximately equal consumer decision- 

making abilities. It had also been predicted that older adults would score higher in 

Harmony control, however, this also was found to be not the case. In fact, for important 

decisions, older adults scored lower on Harmony control than both middle-aged and 

younger adults. A promising area of research is the hding that older adults seem to exhibit 

an unexpectedly high degree of primary control-related behavior in their decision making, 

and that young adults exhibit an unexpectedly high level of hannony control-related 

behavior in decisions. 

When (consumer decision-making) Harmony control is broken into its four 

principal components, more age-related ciifferences ernerge. Older adults score lower on 

each of the four dimensions except for LuckIFate, where they score significantly higher 

than their younger counterparts. In addition, mean scores for the dimensions varied within 

age groups. 

The results of this research suggest that consumers of different motivation states, 

ability levels, and ages may behave differently in terms of their decision-making styles. 



Researchers may pursue f.urther investigation of the mode1 presented, or of  the results of 

this dissertation, independently of consumer age. Continueci use of the perceived control 

perspective in consumer research may, however, provide additional evidence that there are 

indeed changes in decision-making dependency across the He-span. 
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APPENDIX 1: 

Dependent Variable Scales 



Desire for Control (Pnmary control) scale items ("Items" correspond to their order of 
appearance in the original DC s a l e  as developed by Burger, 1992. They are presented here 
in the order they appeared in the experimental booklet for this study). Items 20,7,10,19, 
and 16 are reverse-scored. 

Item 20 

Item 13 

Item 12 

Item 9 

Item 1 

Item 8 

Item 7 

Item 10 

Item 6 

Item 19 

Item 16 

Item 17 

Item 3 

Item 4 

I'd Like to wait for someone else to make this decision so that 1 don't have to 
be bothered with it, 

I'd like to get a good idea of what the decision is all about before 1 make it. 

I'd rather make my own decision and make my own mistakes than let 
someone else decide for me. 

1 want fiill responsibility for the decision. 

In this decision I'd want a lot of control over what 1 do and when 1 do it, 

I would make m y  own decision. 

Others wouid know what is best for me, 

ifthis was a group decision L'd want someone else to be the leader. 

1 would be carefùl to consider every angle before maicing a decision. 

This is a situation in which 1 would prefer o d y  one choice rather than 
having to make a decision. 

1 wish 1 could push this decision off on someone else. 

In this decision, I'd avoid putting myselfin a position where 1 could be hurt 
by sorneone else's mistake. 

1 wouM avoid allowing someone else tell me what to do. 

1 would rather be the decision maker than an advice follower. 



Harmony Control scale items ('ltems" correspond to their order of appearance in the 
original HC scale as developed by Morliag and Fiske, 1999). Items 10,17,3, 13, and 9 are 
reverse-scored. 

Factor 1: "Higher Power" 

Item 7 1 know that a higher power wiil arrange for my ultimate well-king in this 
decision. 

Item 10 I would not look to a higher power for guidance. 
Item 11 The will of a higher power affects the outcome of this decision. 
Item 12 Some higher power will decide the CCgoodness" or "badness" of this 

decision. 
Item 17 There is no point txying to leam fkom some higher power what decision I 

should make. 

Factor 2: "Gain Support and Approval" 

Item 1 Meeting other people's expectations would make the decision a good one 
for me. 

Item 3 1 would not worry about anticipating anyone else's expectations. 
Item 4 In this decision 1 would ask fiiends or relatives for help. 
Item 5 1 would try to get along with others by trying to anticipate what they want or 

need. 
Item 6 1 would try to fit in by doing what others would do. 
Item 13 It wouldn't be that important for me to know that others d l  support me in 

this. 

Factor 3: "ait on Luck" 

Item 2 In some sense, my decision doesn't matter, since there is no use fighting 
fate. 

Item 14 Luck would probably determine the best choice for me. 
Item 15 Good and bad decisions even out in the end. 
Item 18 1 trust luck to make the right decision for me. 

Factor 4: "Trust and Rely on Others" 

Item 8 By asking others for advice, 1 know the final choice won't be a bad one. 
Item 9 I would aot trust other people to make this decision for me. 
Item 16 1 c m  rely on other people to help me. 



APPENDIX 2: 

Pre-Experimental Materials 

Informed Consent Forms 

Signature to Donate or Receive Stipend 

Prize Sign-up Form 



INFORMED CONSENT FORM 
(Group 1 Subjects: 18 - SO years of age) 

Please be informeci that before you consent to *cipate in the research king conducted, you 
should consider the following elements: 

1. Purpose of Research. This exercise involves research designeci to ascertain consumer 
impressions of service experiences. in addition, additional information (e.g., demographic and 
personality variables) will be collected, It is hoped that the study wiil benefit conçumers by 
facilitating a better match between consumer requirements and marketing efforts. 

2. Subjects. Each group 1 subject should be between the ages of 18 and 30 years. 

3. Research Procedure. Each msearch subject wiii be asked to complete al1 questions included 
in a test booklet (e-g., selfdescriptive data, age, education, occupation, etc.), complete a card sorting 
task, and to provide a written account of a dissatiswg service experience. 

4. Time Requirements. The research procedure will be conducted in one session, which is 
expected to take about 40-45 minutes to complete. 

5. Confldentiality. Complete confidentiality will be maintaineci- No individual's respnses 
will be reported, and at no time will any individual's name be associated with their responses. Al1 
responses will remain anonymous. You will be asked to provide your name and a means of contact 
for the purposes of the prize drawhg. You are fke to opt out of the pnze drawing. 

6. Voluntary Participation. Your participation is completely voluntacy. Further, you are h e  
to discontinue participation at any time and for any reason. 

7. Researcher. If you have any qestions about this research or your rights as a research 
participant, fiel free to contact: 

Robert Tangsrud, Jr-, Assistant Professor of Marketing 
Division of Organizational and Systerns Technology 
College of Business & Public Administration 
University of North Dakota 
(70 1) 777-3369 

If you agree to participate in the described research, please sign on the Iine below. Your signature 
constitutes your consent to participate and attests that you have read and understand this consent 
fom. Please retain a copy of thk consent fonn for your personal records. 

S igna ture Date 

THANK YOU FOR YOUR ASSISTANCE. 



INFORMED CONSENT FORM 
(Group 2 Subjects: 35 - 50 years of age) 

Please be ùiformed that before you consent to participate in the research k i n g  conducted, you 
should consider the following elements: 

1. Purpose of Research. This exercise involves tesearch designecl to ascertain consumer 
impressions of service experiences. in addition, additional information (e.g., demographic and 
personality variables) will be collectd It is hoped that the study will benefit consumers by 
facilitahg a better match between consumer requirements and marketing efforts. 

2. Subjects. Each group 1 subject should be between the ages o f  18 and 30 years. 

3. Research Procedure. Each research subject will be asked to complete dl questions included 
in a test booklet (e-g., seIf-descriptive data, age, ekation,  occupation, etc.), complete a card sorthg 
task, and to provide a written account of a dissatistjhg service experience. 

4. Tirne Requirements. The research procedure will be conducted in one session, which is 
expected to take about 40-45 minutes to complete. 

5. Confidentiality. Complete confidentiality will be maintained. No individual's responses 
will be reported, and at no tirne will any individual's name be associateci with their responses. Al1 
responses will remain anonymous. You will be asked to provide your name and a means of contact 
for the purposes of the prize drawing. You are fiee to opt out of the prize drawing. 

O. Voluntary Participation, Your participation is completely v~luntary~ Further, you are £ke 
to discontinue participation at any time and for any reason. 

7. Researcher. Ifyou have any questions about this research or your rights as a research 
participant, feel fiee to contact: 

Robert Tangsrud, Jr., Assistant Professor of Marketing 
Division of Organizational and Systems Technology 
College of Business & Public Administration 
University of North Dakota 
(70 1) 777-3369 

if you agree to participate in the d e s c n i  research, please sign on the line below. Your signature 
constitutes your consent to participate and attests that you have read and understand this consent 
form. Please retain a copy of this consent form for your personal records. 

Signature Date 

THANK YOU FOR YOUR ASSISTANCE. 





Your signature below indicates RECEIPT or DONATION of $10 
recompense for your participation. 

(PLEASE J TO INDICATE - E  OR DONATE; 
indicate group to receive your $1 O donation) 



Prize Dcawing Sign-up Sheets 

(Age Group 1: 1&30 years) 

There will be four prizes for this age group: 
1 - $75 1 - $50 

P h s e  PWNT vour name below/in case u win!!l -er 



Prize Drawing Sign-up Sheets 

(Age Group 2: 35-50 years) 

There will be four prizes for this age group: 
1 - $75 1 - $50 
1 - $30 1 - $20 

Plpase PR17VT vour name belowfln casevou win!!) 



Prize Drawing Sign-up Sheets 

(Age Group 3: 55-70 years) 

There will be four prizes for this age group: 
1 - $75 1 - $50 
I - $30 1 - $20 

Please PMNTvour name below& case vou win!!l -er 



APPENDIX 3: 

Experimental Booklet 



Retailer-Sponsored Semce Experience Study 

Conducted by 

Robert Tangsrud, Jr. 
Assistant Professor, Marketing 
Division Of Organizattional 

Systems & Technology 
University of North Dakota 

Malcolm C. Smith 
Associate Professor, Marketing 
Department of Marketing 
Faculty of Management 
University of Manitoba 



Introduction 

A group of prominent retailers have contracted with researchers fiom 

the University of North Dakota and the University of Manitoba to conduct a 

study of service experiences. You are one of several groups of people who 

will serve as respondents in this study. We thank you for being a participant 

in one of these groups, and for taking the time to participate in the study. 

Your opinions are important. 

In order to obtain your opinions, we will provide you with an 

opportunity to describe, in writing, either a good or bad s e ~ c e  experience 

you have had with any retailer you choose. You will not even need to name 

the retailer. This is because it is your thoughts and feelings -- and especiaily 

your reactions to the experience -- that are of interest. 

In addition to your opinions, these retailers have asked for a number of 

other kinds of information. Accordingly, this booklet contains a variety of 

questions not related to your service experiences, but which help retailers 

understand their customers better. For the most part, these questions will be 

used to classi& everyone's responses into groups. You will be asked to 

answer some of these questions before you describe your good or bad s e ~ c e  

experience. 

1 Please Wait for Instructions to Continue 1 



The foïlowing several pages contain a number of different questions. 

Your answers to these questions wili provide information about you, as 

weil as some of the things you do, think about, and believe about yourself 

and others with whom you associate. 

Your answers throughout this booklet wi l l  remain completely 

confidential! There is no need to mite your name anywhere in the 

booiüet. Remember also that there are no «rightW or <Lwrong" answers. 

We are interested in YOUR feelings and opinions. 

1 Please Wait for Instructions to Continue 1 



Please tell about yourself: 

Sex 

Your Occupation 

Spouse's Occupation 
(if applicable) 

Your Age 

Number of years of education 
(ïotaC;;for example, Kindergarten through 12'~ grade = 13 years) 

Highest level of education: 

did not finish high school 

high school diploma 

some coilege or university 

college or University undergraduate degree 

graduate degree 

other 

1 Please Wait for ~nstructionsto Continue 1 



On a scale of 1 to 7 (one being worst and seven being best), how would you 
rate the foilowing aspects of your health m ' ï I V E  TO O= PEOPLE 
YOIJR AGE? 

Eyesight: I I 

very poor 1 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 excellent 

Hearing: 1 1 
verypoor 1 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 excellent 

Overail Health: 1 1 
verypoor 1 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 excellent 

1 Chronic headaches? Y N 1 

Social Activity: 

Blackouts or fainting spells? Y N 

well below 

Do you take any 
medication regularly? Y N 

Other serious ailments? Y N 

average average 

Do you suffer from any of the following? (please circle Yes or No) 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 well above 



During our lives, we make thousands of purchases. Some of them 

involve simple, easy decisions. These decisions might include choosing 

products that are not complicated, that we know a lot about, and may 

even have purchased regularly in the past. 

Other purchase decisions, on the other hand, are quite complex 

and difficult. These decisions might include choosing products that ARE 

quite compïicated, and that we don't know very much about. Sometimes 

there is a great deal of information - in fact, TOO MUCH information! 

Complex purchase decisions can seem ovemhelming. 

Imagine, for a moment, that you had to make three COIMPLEX 

I purchase decisions. How many of them do you think you would make 

correctly? I 

1 Pleise Wait for Instructions to Continue 1 



For three COMPLEX purchase decisions, 
would you make a correct choice AT LEAST ONCE? 

Ifyou WOUZD NOT, please stop. We will move on short&. 

Ifyou think you WOULD, how cemin are you? 

{Very Certain 10 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 - 2-} 
A&r circlng your response, please go on to fi} below! 

For three COMPLEX purchase decisions, 
would you make a correct choice AT LEAST TWICE? 

Ifyou WOCrCD NOT, please stop. We will move on shortly. 

1 1 Ifyou think you WOULD, how certain are you? 1 
- -- -- - - --- - - -- 

Aper circling your response, please go on to (c} below! 

, 1 For three COMPLEX purchase decisions, 
would you make a correct choice ALL THREE TIMES? 

Ifyou WOULD NOT. please stop. We will move on short& 

-- - -  

Ifyou tthinkyou WOCnD. how certain are ~ O U ?  

A m  circlng your response, pfease stop and watt! 



You WU now be given a smaïi, unsealed, white envelope. When you 

get it, open it and take out the small cards inside. The researcher wiM 

give you instructions about what to do with the cards. 

) Pleise Waït for Instructions to Continue 1 



The next several pages of your booklet will ask you to imagine 

yourself in dinerent kinds of purchase decision situations. For example, 

you might learn that you need to buy a telephone because yours bas 

stopped working and can't be W. 

After each situation is described, you will find a series of questions 

similar to ones you have seen earlier in your booklet. 

As you read on, pleise do your best to REALLY imagine yourseif 

in each of the three different purchase decisions! 

I w a  structions to conm- 



Purchase Decision Making Situation #1 

You need to purchase a new automobile, and plan to treat yourself to 

one that will be a real pleasure to own and drive. There are many different 

makes and models to choose fiom, and each one is different fiom the others in 

terms of features, options, advantages, and the image it projects to people who 

see you driving it. You know automobiles "say a lot" about their owners, and 

you c m  be sure that the people around you will notice this one. You wouldn't 

want your selection saying the wrong thing about you! The diBerent makes 

and models are aU quite expensive, and (of course) cannot simply be retumed 

if you happen to make a bad decision. In that case, you may be able to sell the 

vehicle to someone, or you could try again by trading it in on another one, but 

either way you'd almost certainly take a loss. 

1 Please Wait for Iastructions to Continue 1 



Below you will fkd a series of statements. Please read each statement 
carefully and respond to it by expressing the extent to which you agree or 
disagree that the statement applies to you with regard to this decision. 
do vour best to m e  vo-el trulv in tkprocess of 

0 . 0 automaile p u r e u e  de-. For each question, && the number from 1 
to 7 that best reflects yow belief 

11 1. Meeting other people's expectations would make the decision a ( 

II good one for me. 
strongly disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 strongly agree 1 

I 
- - -  

y 4. In thii decision I would ask friends or relatives for help. 1 

2. In some sense, my decision doesn't matter, since there is no use 
fighting fate. 
strongly disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 strongly agree I 

I 
strongly disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 stronglyagree 

3. 1 would not worry about anticipating anyone else's expectations. 
stronglydisagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 strongly agree 1 

5. I would try to get dong with others by trying to anticipate what 

6. I'd like to wait for someone else to make this decision so that 1 
don't have to be bothered with it. 
strongly disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 strongly agree 



1 7. I'd üke to get a good idea of whrt the decision is aU about before 1 1 

8. 1 would try to fit in by doing what others would do. 
strongly disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 strongly agree 

10. 1 want fuli responsibility for the decision. 
strongly disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 strongly agree 

I 

I 11. 1 know that a higher power will arrange for my ultimate well- 
being in this decision. 
strongly disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 strongly agree 

9. I'd rather make my own decision and make my own mistakes than 
let someone else decide for me. 
strongly disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 strongly agree 1 

II 12. By asking others for advice, 1 know the final choice won% be a bad 
one. I 
stronglydisagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 stronglyagree 

- - 11 13. 1 would not trust other people to make this decision for me. 
1 strongly disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 stronglyagree 1 

- 

14. In this decision I'd want a lot of contro1 over what 1 do and when 1 I 



11 16. The will of a higher power affects the outcome of this decision. 1 

I 
II strongly disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 strongly agree I 

15. 1 would not look to a higher power for guidance. 
strongly disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 strongly agree I 

11 17. I would make my own decision. 1 1 strongly disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 strongly agree 1 
11 18. Others would kaow what is best for me. 1 II stronglydisagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 strongly agree I 

I 
-- -- lb1. It wouldn't be that important for me to knowtbat others wiiï 

19. Some higher power will decide the Qgoodnessn or 'badness" of the 
decision outcome. 
strongly disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 strongly agree I 

I 20. If this was a group decision I'd want someone else to be the leader. 
stronglydisagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 stronglyagree 1 

I 22. 1 would be careful to consider every angle before making a 
decision. 
stronglydisagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 stronglyagree 

I support me in this. 
stronglydisagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 stronglyagree 



23. This is a situation in which 1 would prefer only one choice rather 
than having to make a decision. 
stronglydisagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 strongly agree 

I 24. 1 wish I could push this decision off on someone else. 
strongly disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 strongly agree 

11 25. Luck would probably determine the best choice for me. 
strongly disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 strongly agree 

26. In this decision, I'd avoid putting myseïfin a position where 1 couh 
be hurt by someone else's mistake. 
strongly disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 strongly agree 

28. Good and bad decisions even out in the end. 
11 strongly disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 strongly agree 1 

I 29. 1 can rely on other people to help me. 
stronglydisagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 strongly agree 

[ strongly disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 strongly agree I 
I 30. There is no point trying to learn from some higher power what 

decision 1 should make. 1 





Purchase Decision Making Situation #2 

You are planning to suprise someone very special in your life with 

something very special. You've decided that diamond jewelry is most 

appropriate. It's not that you consider yourselfpompous or pretentious, it is 

just that a diamond is the one jewel that expresses the feelings that you have. 

Diarnonds, of course, differ in eut, clanty, color, and carat (weight). It is easy 

to look at the tag and see the weight of the diamonds in a piece of jewelry, bu1 

the other things are another matter. You want to select a jewel that matches 

the way you feel about your special someone, and that others who know aboui 

diamonds will admire. You know that diamond jewelry is very visible, and 

people tend to notice. You wouldn 't want people noticing that you'd made a 

poor choice in expressing your feelings! 

[ Please Wait for Instructions to Continue 



Below you will f!ind a series of statements. Please read each statement 
carefùlly and respond to it by expressing the extent to which you agree or 
disagree that the statement applies to you with regard to this decision. 

diamond j e w e l ~  purebsse d- 0 0 . For each question, the number 
£kom 1 to 7 that best reflects your belief 

II 1. Meeting other people's expectations would make the decision a 
good one for me. I 

II stronglydisagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 strongly agree 1 

3. 1 would not worry about anticipating anyone else's expectations. 

I 

strongly disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 stronglyagree 

2. In some sense, my decision doesn't matter, since there is no use 
fighting fate. 
stronglydisagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 stronglyagree 1 

5. 1 would try to get along with others by trying to anticipate what 
they want or need. 
strongly disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 strongly agree 

6. I'd üke to wait for someone else to make this decision so that 1 
don't have to be bothered with it. 



I 10. 1 want fuii responsibiïity for the decisioa. 
strongly disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 stronglyagree 

I 

14. In this decision I'd waat a lot of control over what 1 do and when 1 11 do it. I 

12. By asking others for advice, 1 know the final choice won9t be a bnd 
one. I 

I 13. 1 would not trust other people to make this decision for me. 
strongly disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 strongly agree I 



18. Others would know what is best for me. 
strongly disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 strongly agree 

1) 19. Some higher power wiii decide the Qgoodness" or "badness" of the ) 
decision outcome. 
stronglydisagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 stronglyagree 1 

11 20. If this was a group decision I'd want someone else to be the leader. 1 
11 strongly disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 strongly agree 

11 21. It wotddn't be that important for me to know that others WU 1 

22. 1 would be careful to consider every angle before making a 
decision. 
strongly disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 strongly agree 



11 23. This  is a situation in nhich I would prefer oniy one choiee rather 1 
than having to make a decision. 
stronglydisagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 stronglyagree 

II 24. 1 wish 1 could push this decision off on someone else. 
strongly disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 strongly agree I 

25. Luck would probably determine the best choice for me. 1) strongly disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 strongly agree 1 
- 

26. In this decision, I'd avoid putting myseIf in a position where 1 couL 
be hurt by someone eise's mistake. 
strongly disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 strongly agree 

11 28. Good and bad decisions even out in the end. 

I 
II strongly disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 strongly agree 1 

27. 1 would avoid allowing someone else tell me what to do. 
stronglydisagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 stronglyagree 1 

30. There is no point trying to Iearn from some higher power what 
decision 1 should make. 
sîrongly disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 stronglyagree 1 



1 Please Wsit for Instructions to Continue 



Purchase Decision Making Situation #3 

While you're at the pharmacy, you remember that this moming you 

used the Iast few drops of mouthwash, and had made a mental note to 

purchase some more. The store is sold out of the brand you usually buy, but 

you don't think it is really worthwhile taking the time to go to another store 

searching for it. There are many other brands to choose fiom. Sorne claim 

just to fieshen your breath, others are supposed to kill germs, some are 

supposed to help prevent colds, and still others even Say they can help prevent 

mouth disease. Most of them do more than one thing. Then there are the 

different flavors: cinnarnon, spearm.int, peppermint, and "fresh mint." But al1 

you want is to not have bad breath!! 

1 Please Wait for Instnictions Co Continue 1 



Below you will find a series of statements. Please read each statement 
carefully and respond to it by expressing the extent to which you agree or 
disagree that the statement applies to you with regard to this decision. 
do v u e  v o m t r -  theprocess of . . urchase d e c i s e o u t  m w & .  For each question, && the number 
fiom 1 to 7 that best reflects your belief. 

1. Meeting other people's expectations would make the decision a 

2. In some sense, my decision doesn't matter, since there is no use 
fighting fate. 
strongly disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 stronglyagree I 

I 3. 1 would not worry about anticipating anyone else's expectations. 
strongly disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 strongly agree 

stronglydisagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 stronglyagree 

5. 1 would try to get along with others by trying to anticipate what 
they want or need. 
strongly disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 stronglyagree 

6. I'd like to wait for someone else to make this decision so that 1 
don't have to be bothered with it. 
strongly disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 strongly agree 



I 

L 

10. 1 want full responsibiüty for the decision. 
stronglydisagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 strongly agree 

7. I'd Lüre to get a good idea of what the decision is PU about before 1 
make it, 
strongly disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 stronglyagree 1 

I 
-- 

being in this decision. 
strongly disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 strongly agree 

9. I'd rather make my own decision and make my own mistakes than 
let someone else decide for me. 
strongly disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 stronglyagree I 

11 14. In this decision I'd want a lot of control @ver what I do and when II 



11 15. 1 would not look to a bigher power for guidance. 1 
11 strongly disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 strongly agree 

11 18. 0thers would know what is best for me. 1 
strongly disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 strongly agree 

I 19. Some higher power wiiï decide the '<goodness" or 'badness" of the 
decision outcome. 
strongly disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 stronglyagree I 

I 

II 22. 1 would be careful to consider every angle before making a 
decision. 

20. If this was a group decision I'd want someone else to be the leader. 
strongly disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 strongly agree 1 

I 21. It wouldn't be that important for me to know that others will 
support me in this. 
stronglydisagree 1 2 3 4 - 5 6 7 stronglyagree I 



23. This is a situation in which 1 would prefer only one choice rather 
than having to make a decision. 
strongly disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 strongly agree 1 

I 24. 1 wish 1 could push this decision off on someone else. 
strongly disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 stronglyagree 

II strongly disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 stronglyagree 1 

I 27. 1 would avoid aliowing someone else tell me what to do. 
strongly disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 strongly agree 

I 

(1 strongly disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 strongly agree 1 

26. In this decision, I'd avoid putting myseif in a position where 1 cou1 
be hurt by someone else's mistake. 
strongly disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 strongly agree 1 

11 29. 1 can rely on other people to help me. 1 11 strongly disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 strongly agree 1 

l 30. There is no point trying to learn from some higher power what 
decision 1 should make. 
strongly disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 stronglyagree 



11 31. 1 trust luek t G i k e  the right dkision for me. 
- 

strongly disagree 1 - 2 3 4 5 6 7 strongly agree 

11 32. 1 would rather be the decision maker thnn an advice follower. 1 
strongly disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 strongly agree 1 



Now please teli about a good or bad semce experience. As before, there 
are no c6rightn or <Lwrong* answers. We are interested in your thoughts 
and feelings - and espeeially your reactions to the experience. 

1. What happened that was good or bad? 

2. What were your reactions? How did you feel during the 
experience? How did you feel afterward? Did you teil anyone? 

1 Please Wait for Instructions to Continue 1 



1. In general, would you consider yourself familiar or unfamiliar with 
automobiles? 
Very t Not at all 
Familiar 7 6 5 4 3 2 1  Familiar 

-- 

2. Would you consider yourself informed or uninformed about 
automobiles? 
very - Not at all 
Informed 7 6 5 4 3 2 1  Informed 

3. Would you consider yourself knowledgeable about automobiles? 

v e  r~ I i Not at aU 
Knowledgeable 1 7 6 5  4 3 2 1 1 Knowledgeable 

In real life, 1 think a decision about automobUes: 

1s a Very 1s A Very 
Unimportant 

1s a Decision 1s a Decision 

Please Wait for Instructions to con- 

That Would 

There Would be There Would be 

Decision Decision 
7 6 5 4  3 2 1 

Little to Lose 
If You Made 

1:mportant 

Require Little . Require Great 
Thought Thought 

7 6 5 4 3 2 1 That Would 

The Wrong The Wrong 
Choice C hoice 

7 6 5 4  3 2 1 
A Lot to Lose 

IfYouMade 



1. In general, would you consider yourself fafailiar or unfamiliar with 
diamond jewelry? 
V ~ W  t Not at all 
Familiar 7 6 5 4 3 2 1  Familiar 

2. Would you consider yourself informed or uninfonned about diamond 
jewelry? 
 ver^ t Not at all 
Informed 7 6 5 4 3 2 1  Informed 

3. Would you consider yourself knowledgeable about diamond jewelry? 

 ver^ Not at al1 
Knowledgeable 7  6 5  4 3 2  1 L Knowledgeable 

In real We, 1 think a decision about diamond jewelry: 

1s a Very 1s A Very 
Unimportant 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 Important 
Decision Decision 

1s a Decision 1s a Decision 
That Would 7 6 5 4 3 2 1  That Would 
Require Little . Require Great 
Thought Thougbt 

There Would be There Would be 
Little to Lose A Lot to Lose 
If You Made 7 6 5  4 3 2 1  IfYou Made 
The Wrong The Wrong 
Choice C hoice 

r ~ l e a s e ~ a i t  for Instructions to Continue I 



1. In general, would you consider yourself familiar or unfamiliar with 
mouthwash? 
 ver^ Not at ail 
Familiar 7 6 5 4 3 2 1  Familiar 

/ 3. 
Would yau consider yourself knowledgeable about mouthwash? 

2. Would you consider yourself informed or uninfonned about 
mouthwash? 
 ver^ Not at all 

In real ïife, 1 think a decision about mouthwash: 

Informed Informed 

ve r~ Not at al1 

7 6 5 4 3 2 1  
d 

Knowledgeable 

1s a Very 1s A Very 

7 6 5 4 3 2 1 

Unimportant 

\ 

1s a Decision 1s a Decision 

Knowledgeable 

That Would 

There Would be There Would be 

I Decision 

Decision 
7 6 5 4 3 2 1 

Little to Lose 
If You Made 

Important 

Require Little Require Great 
Thought Thought 

7 6 5 4 3 2 1 Tbat Would 

The Wrong The Wrong 
C hoice C hoice 

7 6 5 4 3 2 1 
A Lot to Lose 

IfYouMade 



The rernaining few pages contain a number of additional questions. As 

mentioned earlier, the answers you provide will help to categorize 

respondents into groups. 

As indicated before, your answers throughout this booklet will remain 

completely confidential. Remember also that there are no %ghtW or 

6cwrong" answers. We are interested in YOUR feelings and opinions. 



For each of the following four (FEEL, LOOK, DO, and INTERESTS), please place a mark 

( 4 or x ) under the age decade you think bat fits your opinion of yourself: preteens, 

teens, twenties, thirties, forties, fifties, sixties, seventies, or eighties. 

1 FEEL 
as though 
Iaminmy 

1 LOOK 
as though 
I am in my 

1 DO most 
things as 
though 
1 were in my 

MY 
INTERESTS 
are mostly 
those of a 
person in 
hisher 

1 Please Wait for Instructions to Continue 1 



Please circle your response f?om -4 to +4 as foliows: 
-4 = very strong disagreement; -3 = strong disagreement; 
-2 = moderate disagreement; - 1 = slight disagreement; 

O = neither agreement nor disagreement; 

+1= slight agreement; +2 = moderate agreement; 
+3 = strong agreement; +4 = very strong agreement. 

1. 1 reaily enjoy a task that involves coming up with problem solutions. 

strong 1 -4 -3 -2 -1 O +î +2 +3 +4 lstrong 
disagreement agreement 

2. 1 would prefer a task that is intellectual, dificult, and important to one 
that is somewhat important but does not require much thought. 

strong 1-4 -3 -2 -1 O +1 +2 +3 +4 (strong 
disagreement agreement 

3. Leaming new ways to think doesn't excite me very much. 

strong 1-4 -3 -2 -1 O +l +2 +3 +4 lstrong 
disagreement agreement 

4. 1 usually end up deliberating about issues even when they do not affect 

strong (-4 -3 -2 -1 O +1 +2 +3 +4 (strong 
disagreement agreement 



5. Relying on thought to get rny way to the top is not an appealing idea. 

strong ( -4 -3 -2 -1 O +1 +2 +3 +4 lstrong 
disagreement agreement 

6. The notion of thinking abstractly is not appealing to me. 

7. 1 only think as hard as 1 have to. 

ve ry very 

strong 1-4 -3 -2 -1 O +1 +2 +3 +4 lstrong 
disagreement agreement 

strong 

8. 1 like tasks that require little thought once I've learned them. 

disagreement agreement 

disagreement agreement 
-4 -3 -2 -1 O +1 +2 +3 +4 

9. I prefer to think about small daily projects to long-term ones. 

strong 

strong 1 -4 -3 -2 -1 O +1 +2 +3 +4 lstrong 
disagreement agreement 

10. 1 would rather do something that requires little thought than something 
that is sure to challenge my thinking abilities. 
very - very 

strong 
disagreement agreement 

-4 -3 -2 -1 O +1 +2 +3 +4 strong 



1 1. 1 find little satisfaction in deliberating hard and for long hours. 

strong 1-4 -3 -2 -1 O +1 +2 +3 +4 lstrong 
disagreement agreement 

12. 1 don't like to have the responsibility of handling a situation that 
requires a lot o f  thinking. 

strong 1-4 -3 -2 -1 O +l +2 +3 +4 lstrong 
disagreement agreement 

14. Thinking is not my idea of fun. 
very , i very 

13. 1 feel relief rather than satisfaction after completing a task that required 
a lot of mental effort. 
VerY * ==Y 

strong 1-4 -3 -2 -1 O +i +2 +3 +4 lstroiig 
disagreement agreement 

15. 1 try to anticipate and avoid situations where there is a likely chance 1'11 
have to think in depth about something. 
vew , 1 very 

strong strong 

strong 1 -4 -3 -2 -1 O +1 +2 +3 +4 (strong 
disagreement agreement 

disagreement agreement 
4 -3 -2 -1 O +1 +2 +3 +4 



16. 1 prefer my M e  to be îïlied with puzzles that 1 must solve. 

strong 1-4 -3 -2 -1 O +1 +2 +3 +4 Istrong 
disagreement agreement 

17. 1 would prefer complex to simple problems. 

strong 1-4 -3 -2 -1 O +l +2 +3 +4 lstrong 
disagreement agreement 

18. Tt's enough for me that something gets the job done; 1 don't care how or 
why it works. 

stroag 1 -4 -3 -2 -1 O +l +2 +3 +4 lstrong 
disagreement agreement 

1 Please Wait for Instructions to Continue 1 



Please indicate by circling the number (3,2, or 1) which corresponds to your 
opinon ("agree," "not sure," or "disagree") about each statement. 

To a great extent my M e  is controlled by 
accidental happenings. 

When 1 make plans, I am almost certain to 
make them work. 3 

How many fnends 1 have depends on how 
nice a person 1 am. 

Whether or not 1 get in a car accident is 
mostly a matter of luck. 

-- I I I ~  important people were to decide they didn't lïke 
11 me, 1 probably wouldn't make many fiiends. 3 

When 1 get what 1 want, it is usually because 
1 worked hard for it. 3 

It's chiefly a matter of fate whether or not 
1 have few fkiends or many friends. 3 



Decision Scenarios 

Automobide Scenario 

Diamond Jewelry Scenario 

Investment of Inherited Funds Sceaario 

Mouthwash Scenario 

Inexpensive Wristwatch Scenario 

Light Bulb Scenario 



Automobile Scenario. 

You need to purchase a new automobile, and plan to treat yourselfto 

one that will be a real pleasure to own and drive. There are many different 

makes and models to choose fkom, and each one is difXerent from the others 

in terms of features, options, advantages, and the image it projects to people 

who see you driving it. You know automobiles "say a lot" about their 

owners, and you can be sure that the people around you wili notice this one. 

You wouldn't want your selection saying the wrong thing about you! The 

different makes and models are all quite expensive, and (of course) cannot 

sirnply be retumed if you happen to make a bad decision. in that case, you 

may be able to sel1 the vehicle to someone, or you could try again by trading 

it in on another one, but either way you'd almost certainly take a loss. 



Diamond Jewelry Scenario. 

You are planning to surprise someone very special in your life with 

something very special. You've decided that diarnond jewelry is most 

appropriate. It's not that you consider yourself pompous or pretentious, it is 

just that a diamond is the one jewel that expresses the feelings that you have. 

Diamonds, of course, differ in cut, clarity, color, and carat (weight). It is 

easy to look at the tag and see the weight of the diamonds in a piece of 

jewelry, but the other things are another matter. You want to select a jewel 

that matches the way you feel about your special someone, and that others 

who know about diamonds will admire. You know that diamond jewelry is 

very visible, and people tend to notice. You wouldn 'r want people noticing 

that you'd made a poor choice in expressing your feelings! 



You have inherited a large sum of money, and want to invest it as 

wisely as possible. You feel that one way to honor the memory of your 

loved one is to make the money grow, using what you need, and then 

passing it on to others in your family in time. You want both safety and a 

good retum, so believe that you need a plan that not only includes bank- 

sponsored accounts, but also investment in a variety of other financial 

products. These days, there are sure a lot of options available! 

Unfortunately, though some of them are very good, many others aren't. You 

feel that the choices made now aren't just for you, but to cary on a legacy 1 and to provide for those you care for. 



Mouthwash Scenario. 

While you're at the pharmacy, you remember that this morning you 

used the last few drops of mouthwash, and had made a mental note to 

purchase some more. The store is sold out of the brand you usualiy buy, but 

you don't think it is really worthwhile taking the time to go to another store 

searching for it. There are many other brands to choose from. Some claim 

1 just to fieshen your breath, others are supposed to kill germs, some are 

supposed to help prevent colds, and still others even Say they c m  help 

prevent mouth disease. Most of them do more than one thing. Then there 

are the different flavors: cinuamon, spearmint, peppermint, and "fiesh 

rn.int." But all you want is to not have bad breath! ! 



Inexpensive Wristwatch Scenario, 

You need to buy a new (inexpensive!) wristwatch. You have always 

had at least two different ones; this is the one that you will Wear around the 

house and yard, get dirty, and sometimes drop on the floor. You know that 

nowadays even inexpensive wristwatches corne in a huge nurnber of 

varieties, with difFerent features of al1 kinds, but al1 you care is that it tells 

you what time it is. And when it stops doing that, you'll throw it away and 

buy another one. Because you'li never Wear it for dress, this watch is not 

what anyone would call 'tisible," that is, other people don't know or care 

what brand you Wear. In fact, it is the sort of product that people really 

don't even notice at all. 



Light Bulb Scenario. 

While you're at the store, you remember that yesterday you used the 

last spare light bulb, and had made a mental note to purchase some more. 

The store is sold out of the ones you usually buy, but you don't think it is 

really worthwhile taking the tirne to go to another store searching for them. 

There are many other brands and types to choose fkom. Aside from the 

dBerent sizes, (100 watts, 60 watts, etc.), they claim to differ in "lumens," 

hours of life, and electricity consumption. Some are fkosted, and some 

aren't. Others Say they are "nomglare." Some are even 'Yhree-way" bulbs, 

though they look like ordinary ones. But all you want is to be able to fiick a 

switch and see! ! 




