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ABSTRACT
Researchers in marketing have concluded that behavior intentions are not a very good predictor of behavior.

It has been suggested

that unexpected situations may be causing much of the inconsistency
between intentions and behavior.

The purpose of this study was to

determine the extent to which unexpected situations affect behavior
intention - behavior inconsistency.
Fifty seven households from Tucson, Arizona were studied.

For

each household, information concerning intended consumption of fifteen
foods and beverages was collected.

This information included:

atti-

tudes toward the foods, social norm effects, past behavior, and intended
consumption over the next seven days.

In addition, the expectation of

thirteen situations occurring and their expected influence on consumption was measured.

Seven days later, the subjects were asked to report

their actual consumption of the fifteen food products and the actual
occurrence and influence of the thirteen situations.

In addition to

self-reports, garbage analysis was used to measure past behavior and
consumption during the seven day experimental period.

Correlation

and regression analyses were used to assess the extent to which unexpected situations influenced the inconsistency in behavior.
The results indicated that unexpected situations do explain
some of the inconsistency between intentions and behavior.

Unexpected

situations explained an average (across products) of between 5.8% and
14.1%, and as much as 53.5% of the variance in b8havior inconsistency.

x

However, the influence of situational variables was quite different
for each product.

In addition, it was found that the amount of in-

consistency explained by the situational variables.

An interesting

finding was that the simple unexpected occurrence or nonoccurrence
of a situation also explained behavior inconsistency, indicating subjective effects of situations are not required to explain behavior.
These results have several important implications.

First,

objectively based measures of situations can be used to explain some
types of consumer behavior.

This makes situational variables much

easier for managers to monitor and control.

Situational variables

were also found to have generalizable effects across

individua~s,

again indicating that situational variables may be easier for
to use than was previously supposed.

mana~ers

Finally, this research indicates

that it would be useful to include situational variables into behavior
intentions models, especially when intentions and behavior are not
closely related.

xi

CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION
The average football fan usually intends to spend his Sunday,
autumn afternoons drinking beer and watching the games.

Beer manu-

facturers recognize the relationship between watching football and
drinking beer.

However, in the fall of 1982 an NFL strike prohibited

fans from acting as they intended.
clined.

During the strike beer sales de-

Surveys indicated that fans turned to other activities such

as spending time with the family, reading, doing home repair, and
dining out.

If beer manufacturers could have anticipated the effects

of the NFL strike they could have reacted to the situation.

Predic-

tors of beer consumption (such as intentions) used before the strike
may not have been applicable once the NFL strike occurred.

Projected

sales estimates could have been revised after the strike notice was
given.

Manufacturers could have shifted their promotion to capitalize

on the changes in behavior.

Instead, the inconsistency between be-

haviors after the strike and intentions stated before the strike
caught beer manufacturers flat-footed.
The purpose of this study is to determine how much unexpected
situations affect the inconsistency between intentions and behavior,
and how managers can use this information.

A better understanding

of the relationship between unexpected situations and behavior should
help keep managers from being surprised by such things as the NFL
strike.

1

2

Researchers agree that behavior intention models are not
good predictors of behavior.

In their review of behavior intention

models in consumer behavior, Ryan and Bonfield (1975, p. 127) conclude, "In general, the R2 ·s (between intentions and behavior) found
in the marketing literature have not shown the model to be a particularly good predictor (of behavior)." Even Ajzen and Fishbein
(1973) concede that many of the R2 ·s for their behavior intentions
model are low.

They claim that these R2 ·s are a result of not

controlling for some of the "other factors II affecting behavior.
Wicker (1969) discusses some of these "other factors II in detail, separating them into two groups:

personal factors (which in-

clude other attitudes, competing motives, personal abilities, and
activity levels) and situational factors (which include presence of
other people, normative prescriptions of behavior, alternative behaviors available, specificity of attitude object, and unforeseen
situations).

The basic reason these other factors need to be con-

sidered is that intention (stated at some particular point in time)
is only one of many variables that can affect behavior.

When inten-

tions are stated they can include many of the other factors mentioned
by Wicker.

For example, a friend may ask you in the morning if you

plan to attend a party he is giving that evening.

Your intention to

go to the party may take into account all the personal and situational
factors mentioned by Wicker; alternative behaviors may have been accounted for, expected situational conditions may have been considered,
etcetera.

However, after intentions are stated, these other factors

3

can continue to change.

Various conditions may occur at the time

behavior takes place that were not expected when intentions were
stated, thus causing an inconsistency between intentions and behavior.

Continuing the previous example, you may not attend your

friend1s party because you become ill that afternoon.

Your inten-

tions originally accounted for your health by assuming you would
feel well.

However, conditions changed after the statement of

intentions causing an inconsistency between intentions and behavior.
It is believed by many authors that situational influences 1
cause most of the inconsistency between intentions and behavior
(Belk, 1974a; Engel, Kollat, and Blackwell, 1973; Gross and Niman,
1975; Raju, Bhagat, and Sheth, 1975; Ward and Robertson, 1973;
Wicker 1969, 1971).

Bern and Funder (1978, p.485) report that there

now appears to be, lIa consensus that it is the interaction between
the person and the situation that supplies most of the psychologically interesting variance in beiluvior (Bern and Allen, 1974; Endler
and Magnusson, 1976; and Magnusson and Endler, 1976).11
This consensus is based on numerous studies of the traitsituation controversy in the psychology literature.

The basic pur-

pose of these studies was to determine what explained behavior
better, personal traits or situational factors.

The studies focused

on assessing the amount of variance in expected or actual behavior
IThe term situational influences, or situational variables, refers
to momentary conditions that are not part of the person or the object
being acted on. A more detailed discussion of the definition of
situations (and its problems) will be presented later in the literature review.

4
that was explained by traits, situations, and their interaction.
This was assessed by measuring some trait of a person, such as
shyness, and observing the person in a variety of situations.

If

traits explained behavior, then the person should act the same (be
equally shy/not shy) across the situations.

If situations explained

behavior, then all subjects would be equally shy in any given situation.

The results of these studies consistently showed that neither

traits nor situations explained behavior as well as the combination
of traits and situations.

In other words, a person would act one

way in one situation, and another in another situation.

The more

similar the situations, the more similar the person's behavior would
be across situations.
Several researchers extended trait-situation research to consumer behavior (Beardon and Woodside, 1976; Belk, 1974b; Bishop and
Witt, 1970; Lutz and Kakkar, 1975; Sandell, 1968).

Again, the basic

focus of these studies was to determine the magnitude of influence of
traits, situations and their interaction on behavior.

The consumer

behavior studies also showed that the interaction between traits and
situations was useful in explaining behavior.

The basic conclusion

of much of this work is that situational variables can be useful in
explaining consumer behavior and should be included in models of consumer behavior.
Importance of Situational Variables
Most researchers agree that situational variables can be useful for developing segmentation strategies (Belk, 1974b; Dickson, 1982;
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Sharpe and Granzin, 1974; and Srivastava, 1981).
mentation has been used for several years now.
exist.

Occasion-based segSeveral good examples

Consumption can be developed by identifying new usage situations

(e. g., "Orange juice i sn I t just for breakfast anymore, II or, "You dri nk
other cold drinks in the winter, why not Lipton iced tea?").

Or situa-

tions can be used as a cue for product consumption ("Let it be U:iwenbrau,"
or, "Weekends were made for Michelob.").

Although situations have been

used to develop segments, Dickson (1982) believes that we have not
used situations to the extent we should, and he suggests that the
use of situational variables needs to be expanded as a tool for
segmentation.
In addition to their use with segmentation, situational variables can be examined when designing the marketing mix, especially
promotion (Dickson, 1982; Belk, 1974b; Miller and Ginter, 1979).
Miller and Ginter (1979) suggest that product characteristics should
be promoted in the proper situation context.

Managers can develop a

set of situation-specific messages. In addition, promotion may suggest
consumption situations (Belk, 1974b).

Finally, promotional timing

may be linked to special situation such as holidays, playoff games,
or days of the week.

Situational variables could also be useful for

product development.

By knowing situation effects, rroducts can be

designed to meet the needs of users more completely (Miller and Ginter,
1979; Belk, 1974b).
Finally, situational variables can be useful when examining
the competitive environment (Srivastava, 1981).

Competition between

6

products may vary depending on situational influences.

For example,

when football is being shown on TV, beer competition is focused on
the brand level. However, during the NFL strike, beer competition
changed to the total market level.

Consumers were no longer watching

football and drinking beer, but doing jobs around the house, or spending more time with other family members (Marketing News, vol. XVI,
Dec. 10, 1982).

For a brewer to compete against other brands would

mean fighting for a larger share of a smaller market.

If, however,

brewers attempted to integrate beer drinking with other activities,
market demand could be maintained. Srivastava (1981, p. 109) presents
two reasons why and how the potential competitive environment could
be affected by situation variables:
1)

Products may be sUbstitutable under
stances (usage situations), yet may
others . . . since products may have
which do no overlap completely . . .
affected by usage situations.

certain circumnot compete under
multiple uses
and may be

2)

Consumers may develop lIassortments" or collections of
products in order to be prepared to meet future contingencies across diverse, anticipated usage occasions.

In summary, situational variables can be examined and used by
marketing managers.

As stated by Dickson (1982, p. 63):

There does not appear to be any theoretical reason why
usage situation cannot be used as a basis for segmentation.
In fact, theory suggests that it should be. Situation segments are often substantial, measurable and accessible.
Practically speaking, situation or person-situation analysis is most likely to be useful in product development,
packaging design, distribution and the development of promotional contexts, themes, moods and copy. The acceptance
of a person-situation segmentation framework should lead
more marketing managers explicitly to accept usage situation as a determinant of their marketing strategy. The
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proposed model is also a useful aid for teachers in explaining segmentation theory and practice. It may even be of some
use to public policy makers. A product's safety, the deception in a product claim and even energy wastage may depend
as much on the characteristics of the usage situation as
on the characteristics of the consumer.
Situations can also be used in a broader social context.

The

federal government has established dietary goals for the United States
and has attempted to educate the public about health and nutrition.
However, simply changing general attitudes may be insufficient, as
food consumption may be situation-specific, especially for certain
lIundesirable li foods.

(How often have you or your friends cheated on

a diet because lIit was a special occasion ll ?).

Sensitizing consumers

to situations that are related to the consumption of less healthy
foods should increase the ability of the government to influence the
public's eating habits.

This can be accomplished by suggesting more

healthy foods that are equally attractive in those situations.

Or

campaigns can be developed to change people's attitudes about what
foods are appropriate in various situations.
Finally, researchers are emphasizing the need to include
situational variables in our theoretical models of consumer behavior.
Researchers have already discussed the importance of situational
variables in the comprehensive models of consumer behavior (Howard
and Sheth, 1969; Engel, Kollat and Blackwell, 1973; Sheth, 1971,
1974), but situational variables have not been integrated into our
microtheories.

For example, numerous authors have suggested that

situational variables could be used to improve the predictive ability
of attitude and intention models (Lutz, 1976; Miller and Ginter, 1979;
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Wicker, 1971).
do this.

Nevertheless, very few researchers have attempted to

Given that situational variables do affect behavior, it is

important that researchers include situational variables and evaluate them empirically in all models of consumer behavior.
Purpose of the Study
Although there have been numerous calls for research on situational influences, and although situational influences show promise
in their ability to predict behavior, there has been limited research
in the area.

In the marketing literature, only the effects of situa-

tions on intentions have been studied (Beardon and Woodside, 1976;
Belk, 1974b, Bishop and Witt, 1970; Lutz and Kakkar, 1975; Sandell,
1968).

In the psychology literature, there has been some investiga-

tion of person by situation interaction effects of such "situations"
as sex of experimenter or attendance at different universities on
behavior (Bowers, 1973), but there are only two studies of the effects
of extraneous events 1 on behavior (Wicker, 1971; Greer, 1977).

In

addition, no model or theory of the effects of situations has been
proposed or examined.
Although the results to date have been scarce, situations
appear to provide promise for explaining behavior intention - behavior
inconsistency.

Therefore, the focus of this study will be to explore

how much influence situations have on actual behavior, by including
lExtraneous events are more momentary or temporary conditions than
some of the other "situational" variables discussed in the psychology
1 iterature.

9

them in a behavior intention model.

When measuring intentions, the

effects of situations on behavior can either be expected (known
about before the measure of intentions) or unexpected (only known
about or realized after the measure of intentions).

Unexpected

situations would influence behavior directly, while expected situations should be accounted for in the measure of behavior intentions.
It has been shown that expected situations can influence behavior
intentions (Sandell, 1968; Bishop and Witt, 1970; 8elk, 1974a, 1974b).
Therefore, this study will focus on the effects of unexpected situations on behavior.
Significance of Research
Empirical research regarding situational variables in consumer behavior began by determining the magnitude of situational
effects.

Several researchers then tried to use situational vari-

ables to improve the predictive ability of various models of behavior
(Greer, 1977; Miller and Ginter, 1979; Raju, et al, 1975; Wicker,
1971).

This study will improve upon these attempts in several ways.

First, previous research empirically examining the inclusion of situation variables in consumer behavior models has only examined the expection of unplanned situations occurring.

There has been no actual

attempt to monitor the occurrence or nonoccurrence of the situations.
This study will monitor both the expectation and the actual occurrence of situations.

This provides a more valid test of the effect

of unexpected situations.

10

Past research on situational variables has focused on individualized responses to various situations.

Yet if situation research

is to have managerial usefulness, situational influences should be
generalizable across individuals (Miller and Ginter, 1979).

There

is some indication that situations do have generalizable effects
across individuals.

This research will determine if, and to what

extent, situational influences are generalizable.
Finally, the use of imagined behaviors and situations in much
situation research to date presents several methodological problems
which will be discussed in more detail later.

This research will

examine actual situations and behaviors, thus providing a more valid,
rigorous, and realistic test of situational influences.

CHAPTER II
LITERATURE REVIEW
Situation research covers a broad range of topics from
strictly empirical investigations to extended theoretical debates.
Often topics are discussed and debated over a series of articles
with additional topics being added and dropped over the course of the
debate.

Because of this, the literature review will be organized by

topic rather than chronological order, as this should allow for a
more orderly discussion of the material.
The review begins with a brief discussion of attitude and behavior intention models, and why situations may be able to explain
behavior-intention inconsistency.

The review then examines empirical

evidence that supports the idea of using situations to help explain
intentions and behavior.

Discussion of the empirical evidence begins

with the early psychology work and then progresses through the empirical work done in consumer behavior.
The major debates in situation research in consumer behavior
have often focused on theoretical issues.

These debates were ini-

tiated by the work of Belk (1974a, 1974b, 1975a, 1975b) and Lutz and
Kakkar (1975, Kakkar and Lutz, 1975).

The major theoretical issues

addressed include the definition of situation, developing situati0nal
taxonomies, and situational models of consumer behavior.

These theo-

retical issues are presented after the discussion of empirical evidence.
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In addition, some of the methodological issues are addressed.

Finally,

the literature review summarizes what we know about situation research
and the research questions addressed in this study.
History of Attitude and Behavior Intention Models
Attitude and behavior intention models have received extensive examination in the marketing literature.

Although several

different attitude and behavior intention models have been hypothesized, the Fishbein model (Ajzen and Fishbein, 1973) has generally
been accepted as the best model available for describing the effects
of attitudes and intentions on behavior (Wicker, 1969).

Fishbein

views behavior as being related to the individual's intention to
perform that behavior.

This intention is a function of:

1) his

attitude toward performing the behavior; and 2) his perception of
the norms governing the behavior (Fishbein, 1972).

A model of this

theory is presented in Figure 1.
Several problems with the Fishbein model (and attitude models
in general) have been noted (Davidson and Jaccard, 1979; Ehrlich,
1969; Gross and Niman, 1975; Lutz, 1976; Lutz and Bettman, 1977; Ryan
and Bonfield, 1975; Warshaw, 1980).
tional issues to theoretical issues.

These problems range from operaHowever, the most glaring problem

has been the lack of consistency between behavior and behavior intention.

Researchers agree that the Fishbein model is not a good pre-

dictor of behavior.

In a review of the Fishbein model and consumer

behavior, Ryan and Bonfield (1975) examined 10 studies which applied
the Fishbein model to a number of different behaviors including:

the

The person's belief that
the behavior leads to
certain outcomes and his
evaluations of these
outcomes

' Attitude toward

I t:"'e behavi or

Figure 1
Factors Determining a Person's Behavior.
(Source: Ajzen and Fishbein, 1980)

I-'
W
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purchase of football tickets, toothpaste, cars, and detergents; the
selection of suppliers; and the prescription of drugs.

The average
correlation between and intentions for the 10 studies was 0.44 (R 2=
0.19). Ryan and Bonfield concluded that, "In general, the R2 ·s
(between behavior and intentions) found in the marketing literature
have not shown the model to be a particularly good predictor (of
behavior)" (Ryan and Bonfield, 1975, p 127). Even Ajzen and Fishbein
(1973) concede that many of the R2 ·s for their model are low. They'
claim that these low R2 ·s are a result of not controlling for some
"other factors" affecting behavior.

In particular, they feel that

"processes intervening between the measurement of intention and the
observation of behavior tend to reduce the relationship between these
two variables" (Ajzen and Fishbein, 1973, p 48).
It is believed by many researchers that situational influences
may cause much of the inconsistency between behavior and intentions
(Belk, 1974a; Engel, Kollat, and Blackwell, 1973; Gross and Niman,
1975; Raju, Bhagat, and Sheth, 1975; Ward and Robertson, 1973; Wicker,
1969, 1971).

The basic reasoning for using situational variables to

explain behavior

intention inconsistency is straightforward.

Most

people feel that behavior is in part determined by situational influences (Allen and Smith, 1980).

If situations do affect our behavior,

then it seems reasonable to assume that unexpected situations would
affect our behavior, causing it to be different than orignially intended.

Therefore, unexpected situational influences (not expected

at the time intention is measured) should help explain the inconsistency between behavior and intentions.
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Psychological Studies of the Relationship Between Situational
Influences and Behavior
The original support for the relationship between situational
influences and behavior comes from the revival of the trait-situation
controversy in psychology (Bowers, 1973; Buss, 1977; Ekehammer, 1974;
Endler, 1975; Endler and Hunt, 1966; Mischel, 1971, 1973).

The studies

in psychology that have examined trait-situation influences on behavior
are numerous and varied.

Fortunately, several good review articles

make a detailed study by study review unnecessary.

However, one study

will be examined to give the reader a feel for research in this area.
The discussion of several important review articles will then be presented to highlight the conclusions that can be drawn from research
of the trait-situation controversy.
An Example of Situation Research in Psychology
An early and frequently cited work on the trait-situation
controversy is a study by Endler and Hunt (1966).

This study is

representative of work examining the trait-situation controversy.
Endler and Hunt analyzed the relative contribution of variance from
subjects (trait only), situations, modes of response, and all two
way interactions.

The trait studied was anxiousness; it was mea-

sured using the Mandler and Sarason (1952) Test Anxiety Questionnaire.
Fourteen modes of response in 11 situations were measured using the
SR inventory (Endler, Hunt, and Rosenstein, 1962).1

Subjects were

lModes of response included such things as mouth gets dry, enjoy challenge, experience nausea, seek experiences like this, have loose bowels,
etc. Situations included such things as meeting new date, on high ledge,
giving speech, alone in woods, job interview, final examination, etc.
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asked to indicate, on a 5 point scale, the intensity of their response
for each situation.

For example:

"You are just starting off on a long automobile trip"
1) Heart beats faster

Not at all

1 2 3 4 5 Very much

2) Get an uneasy feeling

None

1 2 3 4 5 Very strong

3) Emotions disrupt actions

Not at all

1 2 3 4 5 Very disruptive

Three subject groups were analyzed:

1)

53 males and females from an

introductory psychology class at York University; 2)

67 males and

females from an introductory psychology class at the University of
Illinois (half of the subjects scored in the top 15% and half scol'ed
in the bottom 15% on the Mandler and Sarason Test Anxiety Question- .
naire); 3)

169 males and females from an introductory psychology

class at Pennsylvania State Univers'ity.
ance was performed on all 3 data sets.
were fairly consistent.

Three way analysis of variThe results from all 3 sets

Subject (trait) main effects accounted for

an average of 7.04% of the variation in response.

Situation main

effects accounted for 5.87%, and situation by trait interaction
accounted for 9.98%.
The Endler and Hunt study is representative of studies dealing
with the trait-situation controversy in two ways.

First, the issues

discussed and findings of the Endler and Hunt study are repeated
throughout the trait-situation controversy literature.

Second, the

measures of traits and situations, as well as the method of analysis,
are similar to measures and methods of analysis used in many of the
subsequent studies.

Since many of the studies examining the trait-
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situation controversy are similar, an examination of the major review
articles in the area would prove more profitable than a study by study
examination of all research conducted in the area.
The conclusions generated from examining the trait-situation
controversy can be summarized by examining four major review articles
in the area (Bowers, 1973; Ekehammar, 1974; Magnusson, 1975; and
Sarason, Smith, and Diener, 1975).

Bowers (1973) presented the first

review of the trait-situation controversy.

Bowers first reviews the

positions held by trait theory and situationism.

Basically, trait

theory would argue that behavior is determined by a person's predisposition to act in a particular way across situations.

Therefore,

empirical evidence should indicate that the percentage of behavior
variance due to the subject should be large and of overwhelming
importance.

Situationalists on the other hand would argue that the

situation determines what response will occur.

They would hypothe-

size that the empirical evidence should indicate that most of the
variance is due to the situation.

At a minimum, variance due to the

situation should be larger than the variance due to persons.
Bowers' Review of Situation Research
Bowers examined 11 studies done between 1959 and 1973 that
evaluated the relative magnitude of person and situational influences on behavior (See Table 1).

Bowers notes that the data indi-

cate only a small portion of the total variance is due to the person
(12.71%).

The variance due to the situation was also limited (10.17%).

However, the interaction between person and situation accounted for
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an average of 20.77% of the variance.

Moreover, the interaction

effect was larger than the main effects in 14 of 18 comparisons.
Bowers uses the results in Table 1 to conclude that, "both the trait
and situationalist positions are inaccurate and misleading and that
a position stressing the interaction of the person and the situation
is both conceptually satisfying and empirically warranted. II

Bowers I

review clearly indicates that situations do affect behavior, although
this effect may be different for different people. II

For example,

"sailing a boat on rough seas" (Endler and Hunt, 1966) may cause
feelings ranging from exhilaration to anxiety about being sick to
fear of drowning.

This whole range of feelings could be exhibited

by people on the same boat.

The situation would affect the behavior

of everyone on the boat, but the reaction varies from person to
person.
Ekehammerls Review of Situation Research
In his review of the trait-situation controversy, Ekehammer
(1974) begins by tracing the history of interactional psychology.
notes that the interactionist view of behavior is not new.

He

Discussion

of interactional psychology began as early as 1924 (Kantor, 1924, 1926)
and continued throughout the SOlS and 60 l s (Jessor, 1958; Leeper, 1963;
and Rotter, 1954).

In the second half of the review, Ekehammer deals

with the empirical studies examining the trait situation interaction.
He divides studies into three major groups, based on the type of
analysis used in the study:
studies, and ANOVA studies.

correlation studies, factor analytic

TABLE 1
studies Examined By Bowers (1973) rhat Utilized Analysis of Variance To Determine The Percentage of Variance Accounted For
by Situations, Persons, and the Situation X Person Interaction
STUDY

BEIlAVIOR

Raush. Dittman, and Taylor
(1959) subjects
6

hYRer~ggres~iv~

observed hostility
and dominance

SITUATIONS
breakfast, other meals, structured and
unstructured game activity, arts and
crafts. and snacks at bedtime

boys

Raush, Farbman, and
llewellyn (1960) subjects

=

observed hostility
and dominance

33 different se 1frepurted traits

affect, perceived
worth, affiliation.
therapeutic benefits
part icipatiun

self reported a
se I f reported b
observed a
observed b

______

2.22

11. 30

7.31
7.30

2.42
3.29

21.22
22.41

1. 70
12.58

29.96
6.78

16.95
25.41

3.64
7.63

17.63
17.34

23.33
22.31

19.79
23.31

23.01
21. 98

29.21
28.01

going to bed, with patient, staff
rehash, community meeting, small group
therapy, individual therapy, industrial
therapy, alone, with nurse, getting up
in the morning, lunch

30 psychiatric patients
10 professional staff

Hoos (1969) subjects = 16
psychiatric patients on
2 different occasions (a&b)

2.50

breakfast, other meals, structured and
unstructured game activity, arts and
crafts, and snacks at bedtime

6 normal boys
6 normal boys
Hoos {1968) subjects =

% OF VAR1ANCE OUE TO:
SETTING
PERSON, S X P

intake meeting, individual therapy.
group therapy, community meetings,
lunch. free time

......

\0

TABLE 1
(continued)
STUDY
Moos (1970) subjects =
12 psychiatric patients

BEIIAVIOR
affect, perceived
worth, affiliation
therapeutic benefits,
participation

SITUATIONS

self-reported anxiety

264 male students
235 female students

self-reported hostility and illixiety

S XP

0.25

8.48

30.51

6.20

7.68

9.97

5.23
7.18

19.12
16.20

13.02
11.16

long auto trip, meet new date, crawling
along cliff, giving speech, seeking
help on personal prohlem, sailing boat
on rough sea, in a competitive contest,
along in woods, job interview, final
exam in course

289 students
Endler and HUllt (1968)
subjects =

PERSON

intake lI1eeting, individual therapy,
group therapy, community meetings,
lunch, free time

self reported
observed
Endler and Hunt (1966)
subjects =

SETTING

someone doesn't answer you, bang shin,
falsely accused of cheating, someone
lost your book, someone has told lie
about you, have flat tire, waiting for
someone who doesn't show up, noisy when
you try to study, bus doesn't stop for
you, wait long time to be served,
instructor misses class, someone bumps
you and spills coffee

I\.)

o

TABLE 1
(continued)
STUDY

BEHAVIOR

Endler and Hunt (1969)
subjects =

self-reported anxiety

22 samples of males
21 sam~les of females
Nelson, Grinder, and
Mutterer (1969) subject

=

observed cheating

SITUATIONS

S XP

3.95
7.78

4.44
4.56

9.14
9.31

ray gun game, magic mirror game, multiple choice test, speed test, squares
test, circles test
14.15

Argyle and little (1972)
subject
:0

self-,'eported social
behavior

=

self-,'eporled anxiety

no
20.70 solution

liked co-worker, female friend, liked
family member, professional person,
liked neighbor, less liked co-worker
spouse or steady date, less liked
family member, less liked neighbor,
tradesman, boss

23 stUdents

308 persons

PERSON

someone doesn't answer you, bang shin
falsely accused of cheating, someone
lost your book, someone has told lie
about you, have flat tire, waiting for
someone who doesn't show up, noisy when
you try to study, bus doesn't stop for
you, wait long time to be served,
instructor misses class, someone bumps
you and spills coffee

47 bOls and 49 girls

Endler (1973) subject

SETTING

43.60

16.10

40.20

16.11

9.66

18.14

interpersonal relationships, physical
danger, ambiguous situations, innocuous
situations

N
I-'
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In the correlational studies, a measurement of a trait is
collected for each subject in each of the situations.

A correlation

coefficient is then computed for the trait between each pair of situations encountered by the subject.

The correlation coefficients should

approach unity to support a trait theory.
that this is seldom the case.

However, Ekehammer notes

Ekehammer examined 4 specific correla-

tional studies (Hartshorne and May, 1928; Magnusson, Gerzen, and Nyman,
1968; Magnusson and Heffler, 1969; and Magnusson, Heffler, and Nyman,
1968).

A summary of these studies is presented in Table 2.

of all four studies were in agreement:

The results

the less similar the situations,

the more dissimilar the subjects' behaviors in the situation (low correlation coefficients).
should be rejected.

These findings suggest that the trait view

Since situations were the only variable manipu-

lated, one can therefore conclude that these studies also support the
importance of situational variables in determining behavior.
The first step in the factor analytic studies is the same as
in the correlational studies.
than factor analyzed.

The intersituational correlations are

Trait theory suggests that a single factor

should explain a considerable portion of the total variance.

The

interactionist view suggests that several factors should each explain
a considerable portion of variance.

The advantage of the factor

analytic approach, as compared to the correlational approach, is that
situational factors can be identified.
develop a taxonomy of situations.

These factors can be used to
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TABLE 2
Correlation Studies Examined by Ekehammer

Study

Behavior

Situations

Correlation of
behavior measure
for different
situations

Magnusson, Gerzen
and Nyman, 1968
subjects = 48
military conscripts

cooperation
self confidence
leadership

plan a town,
give a speech

0.650

Magnusson &
Heffler (1969)
subjects = 16
conscripts

cooperation
self confidence
leadership

decision making
task, construct
tools, community
planning, beauty
contest, construction set,
motivation task,

0.230

Magnusson et al.
(1968) subjects=
16 conscripts

cooperation
self confidence
leadership

decision making
task, word puzzle,
construct tools,
community plan
0.170
beauty contest,
construction set

Hartshorne & May
(1928) subjects=
300 students

honesty

speed test, coordination test,
0.200
puzzles, contests,
stealing, lying,
school tests
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Ekehammer reviews three empirical studies that use the factor
analytic approach (Burton, 1963; Nelson, Grinder, and Mutterer, 1969;
Sakoda, 1952).

These studies are outlined in Table 3.

In both the

Burton, Nelson, et al., articles, results were somewhat ambiguous.
Both studies found that a single factor accounted for a considerable
portion of the variance.

However, they also found that several other

factors also accounted for a satisfactory portion of the variance.
Both papers conclude that both situational and trait factors account
for behavior.
Sakoda examines correlation matrices for each of four traits.
His analysis indicated that at least two or three factors were ne9ded
to account for behavior.

One of the factors was a trait factor and

the other two were interpreted as being situational factors.

Again

the conclusion was that both traits and situations should be used to
explain behavior.
The analysis of variance studies are best typified by the
Endler and Hunt (1966) article discussed earlier.

The major approach

is to measure responses or behaviors of a sample of subjects across
a number of situations.
data.

Analysis of variance is performed on the

Both main effects and interactions are examined.

If a high

percentage of the variance is accounted for by subject main effect
then the trait position is supported.

If the interaction(s) con-

taining the situational factor explain a large portion of the variance, then the interactionist position is supported.
Thirteen ANOVA studies are review by Ekehammer (Endler and
Hunt, 1966, 1968; Endler, 1973; Moos, 1968, 1969, 1970; Sandell,
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TABLE 3
Factor Analytic Studies Examined by Ekehammer
Studies
Sakoda (1952)
subjects=conscripts
(number of subjects
not reported)

Nelson, et al. (1969)
subjects=106 6th
graders

Behavior
candidate
qualifications

cheating

Situations
12 assorted social
situations

# of factors
3

social-active
individual
tests, socialverbal

ray gun game, magic
2
mirror game, multiple academic,
choice test, speed
achievement
test, circles test,
squares test

Ekehammer, et al.
(1974) subjects=
142 9th graders

feelings
of fear,
muscle
tension,
autonomic
arousal

exams, new job, oral
3
report, athletic con- threat of
test, injection, hos- punishment,
ego threat,
pital trip, dentist
inanimate
visit, blood test,
fire at home, alone
threats
in woods, storm,
someone breaking in
home, discovered
being truant, caught
gate crashing, get home
late, caught pilfe~ing,
called to headmaster

Burton (1963)
subjects=
300 students

honesty

speed test, coordination test, puzzles,
contests, stealing,
lying, school tests

3

classroom
cheating,
performance
(athletic)
cheating,
copying

26
1968; Bishop and Witt, 1970; Argyle and Little, 1972; Ekehammer et
al, 1974; Raush, et al., 1959, 1960).
points of each study.

Table 4 outlines the major

All of the ANOVA studies reviewed by Ekehammer

support the interactionist position.

All 13 studies found that the

situation interaction term(s) accounts for the largest portion of the
variance.

In most of the studies the situation interaction term(s)

was larger than the sum of all the main effects.
Ekehammer concludes his review by pointing out the importance of situational trait factors in determining behavior.

He notes

that the interaction of situations and traits consistently explains
more variance than either of the factors taken alone.

He therefore

concludes that the interactionist position is the preferred position.
Magnusson's Review of Situation Research
Magnusson's (1975) review of empirical studies on traitsituation interactions is not as rigorous as those of Bowers and
Ekehammer.

Magnusson simply provides a list of studies supporting the

interactionist position (See Table 5).
sion of the results of these studies.
several important points.

There is no detailed discusHowever, Magnusson does make

He notes that the studies examining the

trait-situation issue are similar on many points.

The combinations

of behaviors studied, methods of data collection used, and situational variables l are relatively limited.

He notes that additional

IBehaviors include overt, covert, or reactions and use of mediating
variables; situational variables include whether situation was actual
or hypothetical. The physical or social environment and empirical or
subjective situations were used. He does not elaborate on methods of
data collection.
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TABLE 4
ANOVA Studies Examined by Ekehanvner

Stud:\::
Bishop & Witt (1970)
subjects = 140
students

Ekehammer. et al.
(1974) subjects =
142 9th graders

Sandell (1968)
subjects = 31
students

Behavior
various leisure
activities

feelings of
fear, muscle
tension, autonomic arousal

wi 1i i ngness to
consumer beverages.

S = Situation Main Effect
P = Person Main Effect
p X S = Person by Situation Interaction

Situations
finish work on term paper,
failed exam. full of energy on
Saturday, don't get appointmen~.
hectic day. loss of energy after
classes, unproductive day, busy
week over, lost class notes, a
general ~ositive situation.
exams, new job, oral report,
athletic contest, injection,
hospital trip, dentist visit,
blood test, fire at home,
alone in woods, storm, someone breaking in home, discovered being truant, gate
crashing, get home late,
caught pilfering, called
to headmaster.
when thirsty, smoking after
dinner, alone. reading morning
paper. before sitting down at
table, with piece of meat.

Eff~ct

% of
variance
due to

P X$

S

P

2.4

4.0

18.3

5.7

7.4

15.8

2. 7

O.!3

42.5
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TABLE 5
Studies Examined by Magnusson
Study

Behaviors

Situations

Evidence

Rausch (1965)
subjects 3
groups of 6 boys

social behaviors

breakfast, other ~eals,
structured games, unstructured activities,
group instruction, snack
period

%of variance due to:

Endler, Hunt,
Rosenstein
(1962) subjects=
236 students

see Endler & Hunt
(1966)

See Endler & Hunt (1966)

3 factors threating
personal danger,
ambiguou~ factors

Trickett and
Moos (1972)
subjects 12
students

classroom
behaviors

different classes

% of variance due to:
15.3
students
11.6
classes
2 way class
i nteract'l ons 42.7

Endler and
Okada (1974)
subjects
903 students

anxiousness

interaction with others,
physical danger, strange
situation, daily routines

% of variance due to:
subject
6.3
situations
17.4
2 way situation
interactions 20.1

=

=

=

group
Situation

8.5
12.0
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TABLE 5
(continued)
Studies examined by Magnusson (1975)

Argyle and Little (1972)

see Table 1

Bishop and Witt (1970)

see Table 4

Burton (1963)

see Table 3

Ekehammer, Magnusson, and Risklander (1974)

see Table 2,
3, 4

Endler (1973)

see Table 1

Endler and Hunt (1966, 1968, 1969)

see Table 1

Hartshorne and May (1928)

see Table 2

Magnusson, Gerzen, and Nyman (1968)

see Table 2

Magnusson, Heffler, and Nyman (1968)

see Table 2

Magnusson and Heffler (1969)

see Table 2

Moos (1968, 1969, 1970)

see Table 1

Nelson, Grinder, and Mutterer (1969)

see Table 3

Rausch, Dittmann, and Taylor (1959)

see Table 1

Rausch, Farbman, and Llewellyn (1960)

see Table 1

Sakoda (1952)

see Table 3

Sandel (1968)

see Table 4
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combinations need investigation.

However, Magnusson does conclude

that:
The validation studies of the relative consistency
hypothesis using the correlational approach, together with the demonstration of significant personsituation interactions in studies using the variance
approach ... rather support an interactional model of
behavior.
(pp. 22-23)
Sarason, et al., Review of Situation Research
The most complete review of the trait-situation controversy
was performed by Sarason, Smith and Diener (1975).

They examined

254 studies from the 1971 volumes of the Journal of Personality and
Social Psychology and the Journal of Personality which examined situational, personality, and demographic independent variables.

Of the

147 studies examining situational variables, 95.2% had significant
results (p < 0.05).

Fifty-three studies examined both situational

and individual differences.

Situational variables explained the

largest amount of variation in 38% of the studies.

The situaticn by

individual interaction had the largest effect 28.8% of the time, and
individual differences accounted for the largest amount of variation
only 10.4% of the time.

A second analysis examined 102 studies in-

volving 138 analyses of variance that were published in the 1972
volumes of the Journal of Personality and Social Psychology and the
Journal of Personality and the 1971 and 1972 volumes of the Journal
of Consulting and Clinical Psychology.

The mean amount of variation

accounted for by situational main and interactional effects was 18.3%
(See Table 6).

An additional analysis of 249 studies from the same

sources indicated that situations accounted for 12.8% of the variance.
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TABLE 6

Components of Variance Accounted for in Terms of
Situational and Individual Difference Variables
and Their Interactions.
(Source:

Sarason, et al., 1975)

Mean % of variance
Source

accounted for

Situational (S)

10.3%

Persona 1 ity (P)

8.7

Demographic (D)

1.8

S X S

2.2

S X P

4.6

S X D

1.2

P X D

2.0

P X P

7.3

D X D

0.2
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Sarason, et al. (1975), concluded that situational variables do
account for a significant amount of variation in behavior.

However,

they point out that the proportion of variance accounted for by situational variables is only slightly higher than the proportion accounted
for by personality variables.

They concede the importance of situa-

tional variables but point out that the truly important question is
not the relative potency of situational variables but how they may
best be used to advance our understanding of behavior.
The purpose of the reviews mentioned above was to determine
if the trait or situationist position was superior.

As mentioned by

Endler (1975) this is a pseudo issue; all four reviews conclude that
the interaction between traits and situations is important.

More

relevant to this discussion, the four review articles support the
notion that situational variables do affect behavior.

As pointed

out by Sarason, et al. (1975), of 147 studies examining situational
influences on behavior, 95.2% obtained significant results.

It also

appears that situational influences tend to have different effects
on different people.

For example, of the 11 studies reviewed by

Bowers (1973) most indicated the interaction between traits and
situations accounted for most of the explained variation.

However,

situational influences that are similar for all subjects are also
important.

Although situation main effects do not usually explain

the most variance, they often explain a significant amount of behavioral variance.

For example, the average percentage of varia-

tion explained by situation main effects was 10.17% in the Bowers
(1973) review.
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In summary, research on the trait-situation controversy has
indicated that situations do affect behavior.

Usually situational

influences are different for each person.

However, situations also

can have similar effects on most people.

Using Bowers' figures as a

guide, we would expect that situational effects common to all subjects
(situation main effects) would account for about 10% of the explained
variance in behavior.

Individual reactions to situational effects

(person and situation interaction) should account for about 20% of
the explained variance.
Situation Research in Marketing
Very few of the studies discussed in the previous section
dealt with behaviors of direct interest to marketers.

Although these

studies indicate that situational influence should be of interest to
marketers, they do not directly support the importance of situational
influences in consumer behavior.

The next section will focus on the

extent to which situational variables affect consumer behavior.

This

will be followed by a discussion of problems encountered in situation
research.
Empirical Evidence
Sandell (1968) wrote the first examination of situational
influences in a consumer behavior setting.

Sandell cites the work of

Endler and Hunt (Endler and Hunt, 1966; Endler, Hunt, and Rosenstein,
1962) and claims that if behavior is a function of the situation,
then attitudes toward a product and intended product choice should
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also be affected by situation.

An ANOVA study, patterned after the

study by Endler and Hunt (1966), was performed to examine the effects
of situations on intended beverage consumption. 1

Thirty-one students

rated their willingness to consume each of 10 beverages in seven situations. 2 The results of Sandell's study are very similar to the results
of the studies in psychology.

Neither the individual (I) nor situation

(S) main effects explained much of the variance in intended behavior
(0.5 and 2.7 percent respectively).

The beverage being rated (B) main

effect did explain 14.6% of the variation; however, the interaction
terms containing the situational variables explained most of the variance in behavior, (I X S

= 2.7%;

S X B = 39.8%; I X S X B = 27.8%).

Sandell concludes that "the meaning of the results are clear:
person's choice is highly dependent on the situation."

a

An additional

po i nt not mentioned by Sande 11 is that there seems to be a group consensus that certain beverages should be consumed in certain situations.
This is evident by looking at the situation by beverage interaction
(S X B = 39.8% of variance).

This suggests that many people will

select a specific beverage in a specific situation.

This finding

should be of great interest to marketers since it suggests that
situations can be used to predict aggregate behavior, rather than
having to consider individual reaction to a situation.

However,

IBeverages were: brandy, coffee, liquor, mineral water, squash, tea,
water, wine, whiskey, and beer.
2Situaticns included: when really thirsty, smoking after dinner,
when alone, feeling sleepy in afternoon, reading paper in morning,
before sitting down to table, and with a delicious piece of meat.
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caution should be used in generalizing this finding.

The use of

student subjects has obvious shortcomings when generalizing results.
Most important to this discussion is that the students may represent
an extremely homogeneous group, thereby overemphasizing the ability
of the situation by product interaction to predict choice.
Bishop and Witt (1970) also cited the work of Endler and
Hunt (Endler and Hunt 1966, 1968, 1969; Endler, Hunt, and Rosenstein,
1962) in an examination of the effects of situations on leisure time
activities.

The main purpose of the Bishop and Witt study was to

compare the relative contributions of sources of variance to different domains of behavior and to compare two viewpoints about leisure
behavior (lipersonologistsil and

II

s ituationalists ll ) .

An experimental

procedure similar to that used by Endler and Hunt (1966) was used
to examine the leisure behavior of 140 students.

The students rated

how much they would feel like performing each of 13 behaviors in each
of 10 situations. 1

The results of the study were again similar to

those found in the trait-situation controversy literature.

The situa-

tion and person main effects were low, 2.4% and 4.0% of explained
variance, respectively.

The two-way interactions containing situa-

tional variables explained 18.3% of the variance.

Bishop and Witt

l$ituations were:
1. You have just completed an afternoon's work in the library.
although you've spent a lot of time the work was worth it
because you found many materials that gave shape to your ideas
for an important term paper (task generalization).
2. You have just gotten results from the biggest exam of the year
and you have either failed or not done as well as you expected
to do (compensation).
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3. It is Saturday morning. Just yesterday you caught up on your
school work. You have had a good night's sleep and awake fully
refreshed and full of energy (surplus energy).
4. After months of trying to be appointed as a member of an important student committee, you find that you have been turned down.
You get this information via a letter which is waiting for you
when you return from your classes (compensation).
5. You have just finished a strenuous day of running from class to
class, doing a great number of errands and in general being under
extreme tension and pressure. It is now midafternoon and your
last errand has been taken care of (relaxation).
6. Today you got up full of energy and never really wanted to go to
class. As a result, the long hours of sitting in lectures have
made you very restless. It is now afternoon and you have finished
your last class (surplus energy).
7. You get back from the library where you have had a great deal of
trouble studying due to the ince~sant noise (catharsis).
8. It is Friday afternoon and althou91 not under any pressure or
duress, the events of the past week have kept you extremely
busy without much chance for recreation (relaxation).
9. You have just lost all of your class notes for your hardest
class. You return from searching for them feeling frustrated
and under extreme tension (catharsis).
10. You have had an average day of classes. It is midafternoon and
a representative of an important student group, which you have
wanted very much to join, calls you and asks you to meet him
next day about joining the group (general positive situation-no specific underlying theory).
Behaviors were:
1. Watch television.
2. Spend time on my favorite hobby such as playing a musical instrument, painting or drawing, or working on some form of arts and
crafts.
3. Take a nap.
4. Go to where my friends gather to talk or socialize.
5. Visit a friend.
6. Play in a competitive game such as tennis, handball, squash,
or badminton with another person.
7. Spend time in the out-of-doors walking or hiking.
8. Go partying.
9. Spend time catching up on odd tasks such as letters or errands.
10. Find a quiet place to sit and relax by myself.
11. Spend time on academically related activities such as studying.
12. Play in a contact game such as football, soccer, or basketball.
13. Go shopping for clothes.
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conclude that lithe study forced the same conclusion reached by Endler
and Hunt".

Their study again supports the idea that situations affect

behavior.
A study by Wicker (1971) went a step beyond the early studies
of situational influences.

Wicker examined the effects of situational

variables on behavior rather than on intended behavior or preference.
Wicker begins by noting that attitudes are not highly correlated with
behavior.

He explains that variables other than attitudes, such as

situational variables, may influence behavior.
examines

th~

In his study, Wicker

influence of attitudes, perceived consequences of be-

havior, evaluation of behaivor, and unplanned extraneous events on
church attendance, contributions made to the church, and participation in church activities.

Wicker examined the church behavior of

152 subjects who believed their church behavior would be affected
by eight hypothetical situations.

This measure was only administered

once during the study, and no attempt was made to determine if any
of these events actually occurred.

Wicker found that the "suscep-

tibility to extraneous events" was the best single predictor of
behavior.

Susceptibility to extraneous events explained an average

of 13% of the

va~iation

in behavior, while attitudes predicted 4.8%.

Wicker suggests that the influence of unplanned events may "disrupt"
the relationship between behavior intentions and behavior.

Wicker

stresses the need to examine this issue further.
Research on situational variables was not vigorous in the
consumer behavior literature until a series of articles written by
Belk (1974a, 1974b, 1975a, 1975b), in which he discusses numerous
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issues relating to situational variables in consumer behavior.

How-

ever, only the discussion related to empirical evidence will be mentioned at this time.

The other issues raised by Belk will be dis-

cussed later in the paper.

Belk collected the data for all four

studies in a manner similar to the Endler and Hunt (1966) approach.
Subjects were asked to state the likelihood of selecting a product
in a hypothetical situation.

A summary of Belk's empirical studies

appears in his 1975(b) paper.

On the average, Belk found that the

person accounted for 4.7% of the variance in expected behavior, situations accounted for 1.7% of the variation, and two-way interaction
containing situational variables accounted for 19.98% of the variance.
Although Belk only briefly discusses it, his research also shows that
most subjects prefer particular products for specific situations.
In Belk's studies, the situation by response interaction accounted for
16.7% of the variance.
Lutz and Kakkar (1975) present a discussion of situations that
questions many of the points presented by Belk.
will be discussed later.

Most of these points

To support their position, Lutz and Kakkar

performed a replication of Belk's studies.

Three hundred fifteen

students were asked to state the likelihood of using each of 10 products in some of 10 situations. 1

The products and situation descrip-

tions were identical to those described by Belk (1974a).

Lutz and

Kakkar suggest that demand characteristics in Belk's studies may
ISubjects were also asked to respond on a Pleasure-Arousal-Dominance
Scale (Mehrabian and Russell, 1974) for the 10 situations described
above as well as 10 additional "general" situations.
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have inflated the interaction term.

However, this does not help to

explain why their results were less dramatic, since they used the
same methodology which should have had the same demand characteristics.

Despite the fact that Lutz and Kakkar's results are not as

large as Belk's, they still support the idea that situations affect
behavior.
Miller (1975) made a significant improvement in research on
situational variables.

He cites the work of Belk (1974b), Sandell

(1968), and Wicker (1969) as support for the relationship between
situations and choice.

However, Miller expands on their work by inte-

grating situational variables into a theoretical framework.

The

basic approach taken by Miller was to hypothesize that attitude
toward a brand is situation specific.

He expanded the multiattribute

attitude model to include situations.

The form of the situational

multiattribute model was

11k
n
Ajs = :L EiS \B ijS - lisl kJ

= situation
P = number of

where: S

(1,2, ... ,P)
situations considered

A.

= attitude toward brand in situation S

v.1S

= importance of attribute in situation S

JS

B.. = perceived amount of attribute in situation S
1JS

by brand in situation S
I.1S = ideal amount of attribute 1 in situation S
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Miller then compared the traditional multiattribute 1 model and the
situational multiattribute 2 model on their ability to predict preference and choice of fast food restaurants.

Miller has 744 Columbia,

Ohio residents complete five mail questionnaires over a three month
period.

He assessed their ratings of eight restaurants on seven attri-

butes, choices and preference of restaurants, and situational information.

Miller found that the situational model did not predict prefer-

ence better than the traditional model.

Miller does not present a

detailed explanation of why this may be the case, but notes that
situational variables may mediate between intention and choice and,
therefore, not affect preferences.

Miller did find that the situa-

tional model predicted choice better than a traditional multiattribute model.

The situational model explained an average of 5.8% more

variance in choice than the traditional attitude model.
Miller and Ginter (1979) expanded on this study in a second article.
Using the same data set as the 1975 study, Miller and Ginter examine of
the effects of situations on brand choice in more detail.

They found

that "purchase levels for specific brands do vary significantly across
situations and these situational differences are not the same for all
brands" (p. 116).

For example, the mean number of choices for McDonalds

was 1.4 for situation A, 0.7 for situation B, 0.65 for C and 0.45 for D.
The mean number of choices for Burger King was 0.7 for situation A, 0.5
for B, 0.2 for C and 0.15 for D.
IThe attributes examined were not reported.
2The situations examined were: to eat at lunchtime on a weekday, to
eat a snack after a shopping trip, to eat when rushed for time, to
eat with family when not rushed for time.
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Most of the studies mentioned have examined the effects of
situations on product choice.

Vincent and Zikmund (1976) studied the

effects of situations on perceived risk.

They examined the effect of

the buying situation (gift versus home use) on 44 housewives· perceptions of risk.

They found that situations affected perceived risk.

However, as with the Miller and Ginter (1979) findings, the effects
of situations varied when examining different types of perceived risk.
For example, the buying situation had large effects on social and
financial risk but little or no effect on performance or physical
risks.

These results show that situations affect psychological re-

sponses as well as product choice.

In addition, they also indicated

that the effects of situations vary according to the behavior being
exam; ned.
Bearden and Woodside (1976, 1977, 1978) present a series of
articles which provides additional empirical support for the effects
of situations on consumer behavior.

In their first paper, Bearden

and Woodside test a situational-attitudinal model of behavior intention in order to examine the relative importance of attitude toward
the object and situational variables.

BI.

=b] WI + [ s~s~s~]

BI.

= behavior

J

where:

J

intention

Aj = attitude toward brand j
51 = 1 ike 1 i hood of situation h occurring
h
52 = 1 i kel i hood of using soft drinks in situation h
h
53 = 1 i ke 1 i hood of using brand j in situation h
h
W1 = beta weights
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One hundred eighty-two members of a consumer panel were asked to
provide information concerning soft drink consumption.
tions were selected for study. 1

Seven situa-

The situational variables were de-

fined as the likelihood of a situation happening times the likelihood
of the consumer using soft drink in that situation times the likelihood of the consumer using brand X in that situation.

Bearden and

Woodside performed a detailed analysis for only two brands, Coke and
Diet Pepsi.

Attitudes explained an average of 16.5% of the variance

in behavior intentions.

The situation main effects (a regression run

was done for each situation separately) increased explained variance
by an average of 11.8% (all but one situation variable was significant
at the .01 level).

The attitude by situation interaction term only

increased explained variance by an average of 2.4%.1

Bearden and

Woadside conclude that situational variables are influential in the
formation of intentions.

They also found that situational factors

were more influential in the formation of intentions for diet soft
drinks than regular soft drinks.
Bearden and Woodside (1977) expanded their discussion in
their second article.

The same data set was used, but both beer and

soft drinks were analyzed.

In addition, a social norm variable was

included in the analysis and the attitude by situation variable was
lEntertaining at home, engaging in sports activity, taking trip or
outing, snack during afternoon, with "fun" food, during work break,
with evening meal.
2When all 5 brands were considered, the interaction term explained
an additional 7% of the variance.
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dropped.

The average adjusted R2 (for intentions) for the Fishbein

model (without situations) was .462 for beer, .384 for soft drinks,
and .453 overall. l

Including the situation variable in the Fishbein

model increased the adjusted R2 for intentions by 0.278 for beer,
0.203 for soft drink and 0.267 overall.

The results again support the

importance of situational variables for the understanding of consumer
behavior.

Bearden and Woodside tried to provide additional support

for a situational-attitude model in their 1978 paper.

They assessed

the influence of situational and attitudinal variables on the consumption of marijuana.

Their results indicated that situational variables

did not improve the ability to explain either behavior or behavior
intentions.

Both the situational main effect and the situation by

attitude interaction term explained only 1% of the variance of either
behavior or intentions.

Bearden and Woodside do not discuss why

no situational effects were found, and it is difficult to determine
this from the information presented in the study.

Although a list

of situations is not presented, one could speculate that the situations examined all dealt with marijuana use in peer group social
situations, then it would not be surprising to find no situational
effect, since the situations examined are very homogeneous.

This

may have been the problem since it seems unlikely that marijuana
use would be the same when a subject was home visiting their parents
as when at a party given by a friend.

However, such methodological

lIt should be noted that including the social norm variable increased
the R2 for soft drinks an average of 0.188.
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problems are impossible to comment on since no information is provided in the study.

One must conclude from the study that certain

behaviors are unaffected by situational variables.

These behaviors

may be primarily determined by attitudes and social influences.
Greer (1977) discusses the impact of situational variables on
family planning behavior.

She examined the actual family planning

behavior of 166 women attending a county clinic.

Past behavior,

behavior intentions, attitudes, social norms, facilitating situations and inhibiting situations were all used to predict attendance
at prearranged annual checkups.

Situations were operationally

measured as the likelihood of a situation affecting attendance.
Inhibiting situations were situations that would keep the subject
from attending and facilitating situations were situations that
would help the subject attend.

It should be noted that the actual

occurrence of the situations was not measured.

Past behavior, be-

havior intentions, and inhibiting situations were the significant
predictors of behavior.

Inhibiting events explained 4.9% of the

variance of behavior.
Hornik (1982) extended situation research to the consumption
of time.

He used 1,519 personal interviews from a national proba-

bility sample to assess what activities had taken place the day of
the interview, sample personal characteristics, preference for activities, and situational conditions.

Situations were temperature, weather

(rain/no rain), presence of others (yes/no), and mood.

Reported ac-

tivities were grouped into work, necessities, homework, and leisure
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activities.

Regression analysis indicated that situational variables

affected nonobligatory activities (7% of variance in homework, 13%
of variance in leisure) but not obligatory activities (work, necessities).
The empirical evidence almost unanimously supports the importance of situational variables in understanding consumer behavior (see
Tables 7 and 8).
types of behavior.

Situations were found to influence many different
Results are consistent whether we examine brand

selection, product selection, or general behaviors such as aggression or honesty.

Almost all researchers agree that situations are

important determinants of behavior.

TABLE 7
Empirical Support for The [ffects of Situational Variables On Consumer Behavior (ANOVA)
~

STUDY

Sa'ndell (1968)

31 college students
Bishop and Witt (1970)
140 college students
Belk (l974a)

100 people (group 1)
100 students (group 2)
50 stUdents (group 3)
50 students (group 4)
Belk (l974a)

100 students

BEHAVIOR

SITUATION

OF""VARIANCEINBEHAVIOR DUE TO:
COMBINATION
OF 2-WAY
SITUATION
SITUATION
PERSON
INTERACTION

willingness to consume a beverage

when thirsty, smokfng after
dinner, when alone, feeling
sleepy in afternoon, reading
paper in morning, before sitting down to table, with a
delicious piece of meat

predisposition to
various leisUl'e
activities

SEE FOOTNOTE 1 PAGE 36

likelihood of consuming snacks

stop to pfckup -somet-hl ngs for
a picnic, shopping for snack to
have with TV, party for friends,
try different type of snack, on
long auto trip, friends stopping
by and you realize you have no
snacks, at snack aisle in supermarket, snacks to keep around
house, need snack with lunch

mot ion -pi ctures

2.1

0.5

42.5

2.4

4.0

18.3

1.1

0.4
0.2
2.3

5.4
6.7
6.1
5.7

18.6
24.8
21.4
15.6

0.5

0.9

8.9

on date, wlthfrfends of same
sex, take date or spouse out
for special occasion, go to
movie for something to do, go
out with other couple, work/
study break, with old friend
who stops by, seeing movie after
not seeing one for awhile

~

en

TABLE 7
(conti nued)

STUDY
Belk (1974b, 1975b)

BEttAVIOR
meat products

SITUATION
too tired to cook, neighbors
visit, have lunch, have few
friends for casual get-together,
have been doing other things,
haven't cooked dinner, want a
change, spouse not home for
dinner, picnic, unexpected
dinner guests, request for
different meal

% OF VARIANCE IN BEHAVIOR DUE TO:
COMBINATION
OF 2-WAY
SITUATION
SITUATION
PERSON
INTERACTiON

100 adults
Lutz and Kakkar (1975)

snack

44 housewives
Hornik (1982)

Risk:
social
financial
performance
physical
cOllsllmption
of tim~
work
necessities
homework

0.5

42.5

1.2

NR

29.1

13.0

NR
NR
NR
NR

1.6
NS
3.03
NS

29
19
14

NS·
NS
15
33

on date, with friends of same
sex, take dat or spouse out for
special occasion, go to movie
for something to do, go out with
other couple, work/study break,
with old friend who stops by,
seeing movie after not seeing
one for awhile

315 students
Vincent and likmund (1976)

2.7

home usage vs gift giving

13.9

NS
NS
temperature, weather,
presence of others, and
mood

NS
NS
7
13

7

______________________________~l~etsure
HR - not reported
NS - not significant

~

......

TABLE B
Empirical Support For lhe Effects Of Situational Vadables On Consumer Behavior (Regression)

STUDY
Wicker (1971)

BEIIAVIOR
church related behavior

SITUATIONS

%OrVARJANcrfN
BEHAVIOR DUE TO:
PERSON
SITUATION

visit by weekend guest who did not
attend church, congregation votes to
spend money on project not approved
of by me~bers, plus six others not
reported

152 church members

Hi ller (1975)'"

13

fast food restaurants

weekday lunch, snack during shopping
trip, eat when rushed for time, eat
with family when not rushed

744 panel members
Bearden and Woodside

5.B
soft drinks

(1976)

182 panel members

Bearden and Woudside

50ft dl'i nks

(1977)

entertaining at hODe, engaging in sports
activity, taking trip or outing, snack in
afternoon, with fun food, during work
break, with evening meal
16.5
entertaining at home, engaging in sports
activity, taking trip or outing, snack
in afternoon, with fun food, during work
break, with evening meal

IB2 panel members

Bearden and Woodside
(1978)
251 students

Marijuana use
BI

Greer (1977)'"

attendance at family
planning clinic

166 women

46.2

27.8

41.0

1.0
1.0

NR

B

17.0

------ ._-

11.8

needing babysitter, car trouble,
illness, guests, weather, other
obligations, lack of money, getting
ride from friend, having car,
children in school, having babysitter, having reminder, being able
to pick up supplies at appointment
4.9

"'discriminant analysis
~

00
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Problems of Situation Research in Marketing
Given such agreement, one might ask why situational variables are not included in more studies of behavior.
fairly simple.

The answer is

Although researchers agree that situations affect

behavior, there is little else they agree on.

Several major issues

in situations research still remain unresolved.
Definition of Situation
The major problem facing situation research is the lack of
a consensus definition of situations.

There are presently two com-

peting definitions of situations, the objective definition and the
subjective definition.

The current debate in consumer behavior has

centered upon the work of Belk (1974b, 1975a) and Lutz and Kakkar
(1975).
Belk (1974b) presents an objective definition of situations.
He views a situation as being something outside the characteristics
of the stimulus object and the characteristics of the individual.
More specifically Belk defines situations as:
All those factors particular to a time and place of
observation which do not follow from a knowledge of
personal (intra individual) and stimulus (choice
alternatives) attributes, and which have a demonstrable and systematic effect on behavior. (p. 157)
Belk notes that this definition does not include individual perceptions of situations or broad environmental factors not specific to
a time or place of observation.
Belk (1974b, 1975a) notes several advantages of an objective
definition of situations.

One advantage of an objective definition
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is that it allows lawlike generalizations.

As stated by Mausner

(1963, p. 107), "If one specifies the stimulus in terms of the nature
of the receiver, lawfulness becomes impossible . . . . without knowledge
of the state of the receiver one cannot even begin to state the nature
of the antecedent conditions which may be expected to lead to behavior."
Belk feels that subjective definitions represent a tautology since the
behavior and situation are idiosyncratic to the individual.

"(This)

tells us no more than the comparably hollow individual differences
explanation that this is the sort of behavior engaged in by the sort
of person who engages in this sort of behavior" (Belk, 1975a, p. 429).
The objective definition of situations thus allows for the richness
of situational influences without the confounding of idiosyncratic
interpretations.

Miller and Ginter (1979) also agree that objective

situations allow greater generalizability.

Objective situations can

be identified across individuals, and brand-related decisions specific
to situations can be made.

Therefore, objectively defined situations

are much more generalizable from a managerial perspective.

Another

advantage of an objective definition is that it allows for greater
accuracy in description and control of situational variables.

These

attributes certainly make it easier to include situational variables
in research.
Lutz and Kakkar (1975, p. 440) feel that an objective definition of situations differs from the traditional view of situational
theorists.

They note the work of Cottrell (1950), Rotter (1955),

Murray (1952) and Hansen (1972):

5J.

For instance, Cottrell (1950) stated (rather categorically): "We are quite certain that individuals and
groups use a subjective, rather than objective, definition. 1I Similarly, Rotter (1955) states: liThe basic
principle for classifying or categorizing a situation
is psychological, that is, subjective .... 11 (p. 259),
and relates it to Lewin's concept of the IIlife space. 1I
Murray (1952), in his theory of situational press,
suggested classification of situations based on the
differing effects they exert on the individual.
Fina 11 y, Hansen (1972) conc 1udes: II Altogether, how
the actor perceives the situation is as important
as the actual elements found in the physical environment ll (p. 47).
Lutz and Kakkar modify Belk's definition of behavior to include the
subjective viewpoint.

They define the psychological situation as:

an individual's internal responses to, or interpretations of, all factors particular to a time
and place of observation which are not stable
intraindividual characteristics or stable environmental characteristics, and which have a demonstrable and systematic effect on that individual's
psychological processes and/or his overt behavior.
The reason for adopting the psychological definition is that
"individuals may interpret the same 'objective' situation differently
(so) there is a need to focus on internal psychological processes in
order to understand how situations influence behavior" (Kakkar and
Lutz, 1975, p. 206).

In addition, Lutz and Kakkar (1975) claim that

even if objective situations explained all the variation in behavior,
we would still need to determine how the individual transforms situational inputs into behavior.
To date, the question about whether the objective or subjective definition should be adopted remains unanswered.
may be moot.

The question

Both the objective and subjective views are interesting

and helpful in explaining behavior.

However, they are two separate
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issues and should be handled separately.

The subjective definition

is basically concerned with whether and how the individual perceives
and processes the information contained in the situation.

The objec-

tive definition is basically concerned with identifying what a situation is irrespective of any processing.

Therefore, the objective

definition is probably a more true definition of a situation, since
it is only concerned with what a situation is.

The subjective defini-

tion also includes the subject1s response to the situation (Lutz and
Kakkar, 1975, p. 441).

It is, in fact, talking about two issues:

one, what is a situation and two, what is the subject1s internal response to that situation?l

The subjective definition is not a good

definition of situation since it combines two separate things (an
external occurrence and a response) in the definition of a situation.
Although the difference in definitions is important, the real
issue in the subjective-objective debate is what we should study when
examining situational influences.

Lutz and Kakkar argue that the ob-

jective situation should not be examined.

They state that even if the

objective situation can explain behavior, it doesn1t tell us how it
affects behavior.

It is this question of how situations affect behav-

ior that Lutz and Kakkar feel we should examine.

Clearly, how situa-

tions affect behavior is an important issue that needs to be examined.
If the researcher is interested in understanding consumer behavior, it
is probably one of the most important questions.

However, this does

lLutz and Kakkar (1975) state that the psychological situation is
1I • • • an individual1s internal
response .... 11 Taken literally, this
means a situations is a behavior (internal response).
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not mean that using the objective situation to explain behavior is unimportant.

It can be interesting and useful to know if individuals

respond to given situations and if they respond similarly in a given
situation (In other words, can situations explain behavior independently of personal mediation?).

Miller and Ginter (1979, p. 112) empha-

size' this point:
Though other researchers (Lutz and Kakkar, 1975) have
argued that situation should be defined psychologically
in terms of how the individual transforms the situational
input to behavioral output, the primary managerial value
of the concept appears to lie in its generalizability.
Situation may interact with individual characteristics to
determine response, but a greater benefit can be derived
from objective specification of commonly occurring situations. Such specification allows for their description,
isolation, and control in relation to the consumers· actual
responses toward the brands. The advantage, in managerial
terms, is that situations are identified across individuals,
and brand-related decisions specific to these situations
can be made.
It is this managerially useful generalizability that makes examination of the influence of objective situations useful.
As stated earlier, the objective and subjective definitional
approaches are dealing with two separate issues (the use of situational
variables to explain and predict behavior versus how situational variables affect behavior).

Both are interesting and deserve research.

However, the objective definition is a better definition of a situation since it does not include the separate issue of the individual·s
response to the situation.
One last issue needs to be addressed.

In his definition of the

objective situation, Belk includes momentary personal traits such as
mood (Belk, 1975b, p. 159).

This is inconsistent with his definition
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of situations as factors independent of the person (Belk, 1974b,
p. 157).

The fact that they are momentary states does not mean, as

Belk argues (Belk, 1975a, p. 429), that they meet the requirements of
the definition of an objective situation.
are intraperson variables.

Momentary internal states

To include them in a definition of an ob-

jective situation is erroneous.

If such momentary internal states

need to be included in an analysis, they should be included as a
separate variable.

To include the separate variable of momentary

internal states in the definition of a situation causes problems
similar to the ones caused by including the response to the situation
in the definition.

It confounds the issue.

Therefore, momentary

internal states need to be separated from the definition of an objective situation.
It should be noted that for the rest of the discussion the use
of the term situation will imply the objective definition of situation.
Taxonomies
Numerous researchers have noted the need for a taxonomy of
situations (Belk, 1975b; Kakkar and Lutz, 1975; Frederiksen, 1972;
Price, 1974; Srivastava, 1981, Rotter, 1955).

It is felt that a

taxonomy of situations is needed to allow generalizable investigations (Lutz and Kakkar, 1975).

Srivastava, et al. (1978, p. 32)

state that, IIWithout such a comprehensive typology (taxonomy of
situations), systematic analysis of the influence of situations on
choice behavior cannot be achieved. II

Frederiksen (1972) also notes

that taxonomies IIfacilitate the drawing of inferences based on studies
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made by independent investigators. 1I

These benefits make the discus-

sion of taxonomies of situations very useful.
However, at present, it is questionable whether an emphasis
on a taxonomy of situations is really possible or desirable.

It is

questionable whether we have sufficient understanding of situational
influences to begin developing taxonomies of situations for consumer
behavior.

Several authors feel that attempts to develop a general

taxonomy of situations are premature and unrealistic at present
(Frederiksen, 1972; Srivastava, 1981; Hornik, 1982).
several reasons for this view.

There are

Frederiksen (1972) feels that we do

not yet have sufficient empirical evidence (of the kind necessary)
to develop taxonomies.

Although there has been additional empirical

work since 1972, Frederiksen1s statement is probably still accurate.
Srivastava (1981) presents a more compelling problem.

He feels that

development of a general taxonomy is unlikely because the situational
influences that affect some consumer behaviors might be completely
different from those that affect other behaviors.

This difference, in

effect, would make a general taxonomy impossible to develop.
(1982) presents a similar argument.

classified in many different ways.

Hornik

He notes that situations can be
No IIbasic ll or general taxonomy

can be developed since each researcher could develop a different taxonomy depending on the purpose of the research.

It would be difficult

to select the taxonomy of situations since researchers are looking
at different problems and questions.

As stated by Mischel (1977,

p. 338) lito seek a Ibasic l taxonomy of situations may be as futile as

56
searching for a final or ultimate taxonomy of traits; we can label
situations in at least as many different ways as we can label people. 1I
This problem of multiple classification criteria can be highlighted
by examining the marketing literature.
ing situations have been suggested.

Numerous methods for classify-

Belk (1975b) suggests criteria

based on the objective characteristics of the situations (physical
surroundings, social surroundings, temporal perspective, task definition, and antecedent states).

Kakkar and Lutz (1975) base a taxonomy

on internal psychological states using Mehrabian and Russell's (1974)
theory of pleasure, arousal, and dominance dimensions of emotional
response.

Another taxonomy could be developed based on the simi-

larities of the observable behavior elicited (Frederiksen, 1972;
Srivastava, Shocker, and Day, 1978; Belk, 1975a; Price, 1974).

Even

when researchers use the same approach to classifying situations,
the results can vary dramatically.

For example, Belk (1975b), Moos

(1973) and Sells (1963) all use situation attributes to classify variables.

However, they come up with completely different taxonomies.

Not only are the types of categories different, but so are the number
of categories; Belk notes five attributes, Moos 11, and Sells over
200.

Given the diversity of theoretical approaches to specifying a

general taxonomy of situations, it seems unlikely one will be agreed
on.
An additional barrier needs to be removed before a general
taxonomy of situations can be constructed: a discussion of taxonomies
can quickly become a debate on the definition of a situation.

This
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is exemplified by a series of comments to Belk's (1975b) discussion
of a taxonomy of situations (Belk, 1975b; Barker, 1975; Wicker, 1975;
Belk, 1975c; Russell and Mehrabian, 1976; Belk, 1976).

By the end

of the discussion, the issues had progressed from a description of a
general taxonomy of situations to the unit of study and characteristics of situations to whether we should adopt a mediational (subjective) or objective approach to studying situations.

Attempts to

develop a general taxonomy of situations will be futile until a
definition of situations is agreed upon.
Although a general taxonomy of situations cannot be developed
at this time, product or question-specific taxonomies can be developed.
Several such taxonomies have been develops in the consumer behavior
literature.

Belk (1975b) develops a taxonomy based on attributes of

objective situations.

He identifies five groups of characteristics:

physical surroundings, social surroundings, temporal perspective, task
definition, and antecedent states.

This taxonomy is applicable when

examining the effects of objective situations on general product decisions, especially foods and beverages (the products studied by Belk).
There has been some support for the Belk taxonomy (Leigh & Martin, 1981;
Srivastava et al, 1978).
Lutz and Kakkar (1975) suggest a taxonomy based on the emotional response to a situation.
pleasure, arousal, and dominance.
of Mehrabian and Russel (1974).

The taxonomy contains three groups:
The taxonomy is based on the work
This taxonomy is applicable when the

research question is concerned with emotional response.

Lutz and
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Kakkar presented only partial support for this approach.

Although

the theory was not fully tested in their investigation (Lutz and
Kakkar, 1975, p. 448), the partial results indicated some promise
for the taxonomy.
An additional taxonomy has been suggested by Sternthal and
Zaltman (1975).

They suggest a two group taxonomy:

facilitate behavior and ones that inhibit behavior.

situations that
Although this

taxonomy has not received much discussion in the literature, it has
been used successfully in explaining behavior.

Greer (1977) was able

to use facilitating and inhibiting situations to explain family planning behavior.
It is unrealistic, at this time, to discuss which is the best
of these taxonomies.

Our understanding of what situations are and

how they affect behavior is too limited for such a decision.

Although

taxonomies for situations can help make situation research more generalizable, it is questionable whether extensive effort should be directed
toward developing a general taxonomy of situations in consumer research.
The effort may be better spent discussing how situations should be defined and how they can be used to explain and predict behavior.
Situational Models of Consumer Behavior
Although there have been numerous empirical studies examining
the influence of situational variables, we still do not have a good
understanding of how situations affect behavior.

One of the reasons

for this lack of understanding is the limited discussion and use of
situational models of consumer behavior.

Most situational research
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has been concerned with showing that situational influences exist
and assessing the magnitude of these influences.

Often times, no

model of situational influences is discussed or used.

Even recent

research has ignored theoretical models of how situations affect
behavior (Hornik, 1982; Rosen and Sheffet, 1983).

Although discus-

sions of situational models of coniumer behavior are suprisingly
limited, several authors have developed and discussed situational
models of consumer behavior.

Most of these models are similar to

or extensions of the Fishbein model.
On of the earliest situational models of consumer behavior
is presented by Sheth (1971, 1974), and was tested by Raju, et al.,
(1975).

Sheth views behavior as being a function of intentions, past

satisfaction, and unexpected events (See Figure 2).

Behavior inten-

tion is a function of evaluative beliefs, social stereotypes, expected
events, and past satisfaction.

Similar models are presented by Bearden

and Woodside (1977) and Greer (1977).

The basic argument of these

models is that situations can be used to directly explain and/or predict portions of behavior and behavior intentions.

If an individual

expects a situation to occur, then the influence of the situation is
accounted for in the statement of behavior intentions.

If a situa-

tion is not expected to occur at the time intentions were measured,
then it simply affects behavior directly.

There has been empirical

evidence presented to support this type of situational model.

Raju,

et al., (1975), compared Sheth's model to a standard Fishbein model.
They found that Sheth's model explained about 5% more of the variance
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Where:

B1

= behavior
= behavior

Sat

= Predisposition

B

intentions
resulting from past

satisfaction

EB

= evaluative

SS
USit

= social stereotype of object
= unexpected situational influences

ESit

= expected

Wi

= empirically

beliefs of objects
potential to satisfy needs

situational influences
determined weight

Figure 2
Sheth's Situational Model of Consumer Behavior
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in intentions than the Fishbein model.

Greer's study found that in-

cluding situational variables increased the amount of explained variance in intentions by 8.3% and in behavior by 4.9%.

Bearden and

Woodside (1977) found that situational variables increased the amount
of explained intentions by about 27%.
The evidence shows that adding situational variables to the
Fishbein model in a manner similar to Sheth's will improve the predictive ability of the model.

However, this type of model has one

major drawback: it does not help us explain how situations affect
behavior (or intentions).

Measures of the expectation of events

occurring and/or the expected influence of events are correlated with
behavior.

There is no attempt to explain why situation affected

behavior.

Although these models may not help us explain how situations

affect behavior, they are still useful if the researcher is concerned
with predicting behavior rather than understanding it.

These situa-

tional models clearly improve our predictive ability.
Miller (1975) presents another type on improvement of the
Fishbein model.

He suggests that attitudes should be situationally

specific (See Figure 3).

The basic logic of the model is that attri-

bute importance will vary across situations.

Therefore, the evalua-

tion of a product will change depending on the situation.
There has been some empirical evidence presented to support
Miller's theory.

Miller (1975) found that the situationally specific

attitude model outperformed a standard attitude model 19 out of 20
times.

Miller and Ginter (1979) found that the situationally specific
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Figure 3
Miller's Situational Model of Consumer Behavior
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attitude model improved predictive accuracy by 8% to 35% (to a level
of 35% to 50%).

In addition, works by Miller (1975), Miller and

Ginter (1979), and Berkowitz, et al., (1977), show that attribute
importance does change depending on the situation.
The major advantage of Miller's model is that it explains
how situations affect behavior, in addition to improving predictive
ability.

The major drawback is that it does not explicitly address

the issue of unexpected events.

Another limitation of the Miller

model is that situations only affect behavior without affecting
attitudes.

An example of such a situation is when a purchase must

be made when there is no choice.

For example, picture a driver going

crosscountry who is running out of gas.
gas station.

He stops at the only open

He may dislike the brand of gas available at the sta-

tion, but must purchase it to continue his journey.

The situation

of limited choice affected behavior but not attitudes.
Another problem with the Miller model is the data collection
procedure used to operationalize the model.

Subjects need to provide

numerous judgments concerning attribute importance under various
situational scenarios.

Srivastava (1980) points out that such large

data requirements hinder the systematic research of environmental
variables.

It would be useful to develop a simpler model (like

Sheth's) that would have similar explanatory capabilities.

A more

serious operational problem is the reliance on situational scenarios.
A more detailed discussion of the problem of situational scenarios
will be presented later.

However, it should be noted that situation
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scenarios can bias subjects' responses.

Research needs to be con-

ducted analyzing actual situations and their effect on attribute
importance and attitudes.

Such research would greatly improve support

for Miller's model.
Lutz and Kakkar (1976) go a step beyond both the Sheth-type
model and the situationally specific attitude model.

They claim that

situational context can affect all elements of a Fishbein model (See
Figure 4).

Sheth (1971, 1974) only has situational variables

influencing intentions and behavior.

dire~tly

Lutz and Kakkar (1976) show that

situations can affect social norms, attitudes, cognitive structure, and
so on.

Their model is much more comprehensive than previous models.
Many of the points made by Lutz and Kakkar are well taken.

However, as with the Sheth-type models, this model does not help
explain why situational variables affect the behaviors in question.
Unfortunately, there has been no empirical examination of a model as
comprehensive as that proposed by Lutz and Kakkar.
an area where further research is needed.

This is clearly

In particular, it would be

helpful to know why situations affect each of the variables in the
Lutz and Kakkar model.
In summary, this discussion has noted several of the situational models of consumer behavior presented in the literature.

None

of these models is completely satisfactory, as each is either lacking
detail or is incomplete.

Miller's situationally specific attitude

model provides the most detail on how situations affect behavior.
However, it does not include situational effects that do not depend
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Number of
Relationship
in Figure 1

Theoretical/
Empirical
Support

Construct

Hypothetical Consumer Behavior Example

1

Behavioral Consequences

Asch (1956)
Axelrod (1963)

Consumer X sees shopping at' Store A as "convenient" when he has an automobile available
but views Store A as "inconvenien~' when he
has no car available.

2

Evaluation of Consequences (a i )

Axelrod (1963)
Peak (1960)

Consumer X values economy highly when purchasing food for personal, private consumption, but not when purchasing food to serve
to guests.

3

NOl'mative Beliefs
(NB j )

Asch (1956)

Consumer X misperceives his family's expectations regarding which make of car to buy when
they are not present; when they are present
he correctly perceives their expectations.

4

Motivation

Kelman (1958)

Consumer X is quite anxious to go along with
his family's expectations when they are present; when they are not, he does not care
what they expect of him.

5

Cognitive Structure
Index (IBia j )

Wright (1974)

6

Normative Structure
Index (INBjMC j )

7

~ttitude

?

Sub j ect i 'Ie Norm (SN)

9

Regression weight

Janis. Kaye and Consumer X, while consuming a delicious
Kirschner (1965) meal is generaily favorably orediso05ed
to both products and other Deople; wnen
1ungry. however ~is predispositions ar~
not as favorable.

(A-act)

~azran

(1940)

(IY )

1 Fishbein (1967)

11

Regression weight (W )
2
Sheth (1970)
Behavioral IntenTriandis et al.
tions (Bl)
(1972)

12

Behavior

10

Consumer X combines cognitive elements in a
linear, compensatory fashion when under no
time pressure to reach a decision; when under
time pressure, he reverts to simpler cognitive strategies.

Brislin and
Olmstead (1973)
Wicker (1971)

Consumer X's own attitude governs his behavioral intentions when he is alone; w~en
he is with others, social pressure nas 3
relatively larger influence on his intentions.
Consumer X definitely intends to purchase
Brand Z when he goes shopping; however. he
knows that Brand Z is often unavailable. so
he is only mildly certain that he will buy it.
Consumer X intends to buy Brand Z; however,
when he looks for it in the store. it is
out of stock, so he buys Brand Y ins~ead.

FIGURE 4 (cont.)
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on attitudes.

The other two models provide a more complete frame-

work, but lack the detail which explains how situation affects
behavior.

A model needs to be developed which synthesizes the

issues raised by the three models and is both detailed and complete.
Methodological Issues
Many researchers have pointed out methodological problems
present in situation research.

The problems discussed include mea-

sures of situations, limitations of scenario inventories, reliance
on stated or imagined behavior, and not including the actual occurrence of situations.
A major methodological limitation in situation research is
the quality of measures used.

Authors often concluded that better

measures of situations are needed (Wicker, 1975; Belk, 1974b; Bishop
and Witt, 1970).

Clearly, the quality of measures greatly affects

the results associated with situation research.

However, it is

questionable whether measurement problems can be solved in the near
future.

No real progress to improve measures can be made until a

definition of situations is agreed upon.

Not only is a good defini-

tion required, but identification of the dimensions of situations is
also necessary.

Therefore, a taxonomical framework is useful.

The

work of Belk (1974a, 1974b, 1975b) is certainly a great leap in the
right direction.

However, many of the issues raised by Belk need

further refinement before significant improvement of situation measures will be realized.
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A second major methodological limitation in situation research is the heavy reliance on situation scenario inventories of
the type developed by Endler.
inventories extensively.

Consumer researchers have used these

Of the twelve studies on the effects of

situational variables on consumer behavior reported in Tables 7 and 8,
ten relied solely on scenario inventories.
the likelihood of situations occurring.

Numerous problems have been

related to the use of scenario inventories.
the occurrence of demand effects.

The other two studies used

The most problematic is

For example, Endler and Hunt (1966)

present the scenario of "sailing a boat on rough seas. II

Many subjects

may never have been on a boat in rough seas, or even on a boat.
amount of anxiousness they report is only speculation.

The

Given the

lack of real information, they may believe that the researcher expects
this situation to be dangerous.
high anxiety.

The subjects would therefore report

Even if the subject is an experienced sailor, the term

"roug h seas" could mean anything from
ing situation.

:'I.

bQuncy ride to a life threaten-

Experienced sailors m,lY then interpret the term "rough

seas" in a way they expect the researcher wants them to.
Reingen (1976) presents some empirical evidence supporting
this claim.

After presenting students with a situation inventory,

Reingen asked the subjects to indicate if they were aware of the
research hypothesis.

Seventy-three percent of the control group (no

special instructions) felt fairly certain that they knew what the
research question was.

In addition, the amount of variance explained

by the situation by product interaction for the control group was
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compared to the interaction term of a negative confirmation group. 1
The situation-product interaction term explained 1.49% of behavior
for the disconfirm group and 16.34% of behavior for the control
group.

These results indicate that not only do subjects know what

is expected of them, they tend to IIcomplyll with the researcher's
expectations.

Reingen's research indicated that the situation

scenario inventory is subject to demand effects.
A second problem with situation scenarios is their low realism.

Wicker (1975) notes that, IIrespondents are merely asked to

imagine different situations, and their responses are generally self
reported probabilities or intentions of behaving in specific ways."
This lack of realism makes the generalizability of situation research
rather low.

Researchers need to examine more realistic situations.

Related to the realism problem is the problem of completeness
of descriptions.

Scenarios are often incomplete in their description

of the situation (Wicker, 1975).

If the description is incomplete,

the subject must fill in the missing parts of the description before
a decision can be made.

This filling-in by the subject caus?s unknown

factors to affect subjects' responses.

For example, a scenario may

specify the subject is alone, but not what he is doing.

Or the

scenario may explain an activity (eating lunch) but not when (weekday,
weekend) or with whom (alone, friends, date).

Wicker (1975) feels

that these factors affect responses in unknown ways, thereby limiting
the conclusions that can be drawn from these studies.
IS ubjects were asked to give an opposite response to what they thought
the researcher's expectations were.
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A final criticism of situation scenario inventories is that

cross study comparisons are difficult, since the studies differ in
the range of situations and behaviors presented (Wicker, 1975).
These criticisms of the scenario methodology raise serious
questions about the results of studies using this methodology.

As

was pointed out earlier, almost all the studies of situational effects on consumer behavior have used situation scenario inventories.
Clearly, more research is needed that does not rely on situation
scenario inventories.

There have been numerous calls for unobtrusive

observations in natural settings (Wicker, 1975; Stanton and Bonner,
1980).

In addition, researchers have called for measures of actual

behavior, not just stated probability of behavior (Hornik, 1982;
Stanton and Bonner, 1980).

Without these improvements in methodology,

detailed conclusions about situational effects on consumer behavior
are questionable because of the methodological problems associated
with the inventory methodology.
Two studies in consumer behavior have attempted to bypass
these inventory methodology problems and examine the effects of
situations on actual behavior (Wicker, 1971; Greer, 1977).

These

studies were based on relatively unobtrusive observations of actual
behavior.

In both studies, official records of the behaviors in

question were used as measures of behavior.

These studies tend to

support the findings of the scenario inventory studies.

However, it

should be noted that neither of the studies measured the actual occurrence of situations.

Situational effects were based on measures of
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the likelihood of a situation occurring, and the expected influence
on behavior if the situation did occur.
In summary, more research that is not based on the situation
scenario methodology is needed.

The number of studies examining the

effects of actual situations on real behavior needs to be increased.
In addition, studies need to be done that measure the actual occurrence
or nonoccurrence of situations.

Such studies would provide us with

greater certainty about the generalizations we make regarding situational effects on consumer behavior.
What do We Know About Situational Effects on Consumer Behavior?
Although methodological problems limit our ability to make
generalizations about situational effects, the consistent results
of situation research allow us to make several tentative generalizations.

One thing that can be stated with a high degree of certainty

is that situations affect consumer behavior.

Much of the evidence pre-

sented earlier in the discussion clearly supports this statement.

How-

ever, the magnitude of situational influences cannot be determined. Most
of the studies measuring the magnitude of situational influences have
had demand effects.

These demand effects will inflate the estimates

of the amount of behavioral variation explained by situational effects.
We also know that situational influences vary depending on the
product (Belk, 1974b).

A quick examination of Tables 1, 7 and 8 shows

that the magnitude of situational effects varies according to the
product. 1

For example, situations seem to have consistently large

lOemand effects should be fairly consistent across these studies.
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effects on beverage consumption (Sandell, 1968; Bearden and Woodside,
1976, 1977), while situational effects on motion picture selection
and family planning are smaller.

Hornik (1982) found that activities

with a greater degree of obligation
variables.

w~re

influenced less by situational

Not only does the magnitude of effects vary, but so do the

types of situations that affect behavior.

Belk (1974b) found that the

general situational factors affecting meat consumption had no correspondence to the situational factors affecting snack food selection.
The evidence indicates that situational effects vary according to
the product.
Srivastava (1980) notes an additional attribute of situational effects: situations tend to elicit similar responses from
people.

Most situation research has examined the person by situa-

tion interaction.

Conclusions based on this interaction show that

situations do affect behavior, but the effect depends on the person.
While it is true that certain types of situational responses depend
on the individual, there is also support that some types of situational effects are consistent across individuals.

For example,

Srivastava (1980) notes that two or three situation factors explain
most situation variance, that these factors tend to be stable across
individuals and that individuals have similar response patterns.
A second piece of support for similarity of response has gone
almost unmentioned in the literature.

In ANOVA studies, the situa-

tion by response interaction indicates the amount of variance explained simply by the situation and the response.

A high value for
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this interaction would imply that individuals tend to have similar responses to given situations.
this is the case.

Empirical evidence tends to support that

For example, twelve of the thirteen consumer behavior

studies using ANOVA to estimate situational effects mention the situation by response interaction.
for these studies was 13%.

The average situation by response value

This value was greater than the situation

by person interaction eight out of eight times. 1

One must be cautious

when interpreting these results because of the demand effects mentioned
earlier.

However, the consistency seems to indicate that to some ex-

tent, subjects respond similarly when in similar situations.

The

empirical evidence of the ANOVA studies is also supported by regression studies.

In all but one of the six regression studies, situa-

tion main effects significantly improved the prediction of behavior.
These results seem to indicate that at least certain groups
of people react similarly in given situations.

At the same time,

other people will act differently than these groups, but similar to
each other.

For example, we may find that all people who regularly

drink alcohol will consume alcohol at the office Christmas party.
However, people who do not normally consume alcohol may not consume
it at the Christmas party.

People react differently to the situa-

tion (not everyone drinks alcohol), but at the same time, certain
homogeneous groups of people tend to react the same in this situation.

Further research is needed to determine the specifics of what

lIn four studies, person by situation interaction was not reported.
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is occurring, but the evidence does support the statement that people
can have similar reactions in given situations.
In addition to simply affecting behavior or intentions, work
by Miller (1976; Miller and Ginter, 1979) has indicated that situations
affect attribute importance.

Miller's work clearly supports the idea

that attribute importance varies according to the situation (Miller and
Ginter, 1979).
(1977).

These results were replicated by Berkowitz, et al.,

Given the empirical evidence, we must conclude that situa-

tions affect attribute importance.
Clearly our knowledge of situation effects is limited.
research is needed in this area.
remain unanswered.

More

There are numerous questions that

Researchers need to accept the challenge posed

by situation research and include situational variables in their
models of consumer behavior.
Research Question
As stated earlier, attitude and behavior intention models
have received extensive examination in the marketing literature.
There are numerous reasons why these models are important in marketing.

Attitudes and intentions have played an important role in major

descriptive consumer behavior models by Engel, Kollat, Blackwell,
(1973); Howard and Sheth, (1969); and Nicosia (1966).

Further, atti-

tude and intention models are useful for designing, implementing, and
monitoring marketing strategy (Axelrod, 1968; Cohen, 1972; Hughes,
1971; Ginter and Pessemier, 1973; Lunn, 1969; and Ward and Robertson,
1973).
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However, behavior intention models (Fishbein in particular)
have not been good predictors of consumer behavior (Ryan and Bonefield,
1975).

In particular, the relationship between intentions and behavior

is low.

It is believed by many authors that exogenous events l (often

called the more general term, situation influences) cause most of the
inconsistency between intentions and behavior (Belk, 1974a; Engel,
Kollat, and Blackwell, 1969; Gross and Niman, 1975; Raju, Bhagat,
and Sheth, 1975; Ward and Robertson, 1973; Wicker, 1969, 1971).
There are two ways exogenous events can be included in a behavior intention model.

After measuring intentions, the effects of

exogenous events on behavior can either be expected (known about
before the measure of intentions) or unexpected (only known about or
realized after the measure of intentions). Unexpected exogenous events
would influence behavior directly, while expected exogenous events
should be accounted for in the measure of behavior intentions.

This

is similar to the model discussed by Bearden and Woodside (1977, see
Figure 5).
It has been shown that expected exogenous events can influence
behavior intentions (Sandell, 1968; Bishop and Witt, 1970; Belk, 1974a,
1974b).

However, there has been no investigation of the influence of

unexpected exogenous events on behavior.

In fact, only two studies

IThe term situation is often used ambiguously in the research literature (Cottrel, 1950). The term has been used to mean everything
from broad stable environmental variables to very momentary minure
cue changes. The term exogenous events is used to emphasize that
the type of situation being discussed is the objective situation of
the type defined by Belk (1974b).
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Where:

ATT

= attitudes

SN

= social

EEE

= expected

norms
exogenous events

81 = behavior intentions
UEE
8

= unexpected
= behavior

exogenous events

FIGURE 5
Model of the Effects of Situations on the Fishbein Model

77
have examined the effects of exogenous events on actual behavior:
Greer (1977) and Wicker (1971).

All other studies have examined

intended behavior or the likelihood of performing a behavior.

In

both the Greer and Wicker studies, only the effects of expected
exogenous events were examined.
these events later occurred.

There was no attempt to determine if

Wicker simply measured the

II

degree to

which they (subjects) believed that their church behavior would be
affected by the event. 1I

Greer used a similar measure and asked if an

event occurred, what effect it would have on behavior.

In neither

case was the occurrence or actual effect of unexpected events measured.
There has been no empirical evidence presented which indicates that
the occurrence of unexpected events can explain the inconsistency
between intentions and behavior.

We only know that people's sensi-

tivity to exogenous events can help predict behavior.

Therefore,

this study will focus on the effects of unexpected exogenous events
on behavior.

In particular, unexpected exogenous events will be used

to explain the inconsistency between intentions and behavior.
As stated earlier, one of the basic problems confronting
situation research has been the definition of situations.

It was

concluded earlier that an objective definition of situational variables is the more proper approach.

Since this study will be in-

vestigating food and beverage use, and an objective definition is
desired, the following definition of exogenous

eve~ts

will be used:

Exogenous events are stimuli, external to the individual and the
object of consumption, that are likely to influence home food and
beverage use and do not regularly occur.
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The general consensus is that exogenous events must be external to the individual.

This prevents confusion between a trait

or personality, which is intrapersonal, and a situation which is not
part of the person.

The requirement that exogenous events are,

"likely to influence home food and beverage use ll is included to limit
the list of external stimuli to those that are activity specific and
of interest.

Since this study is investigating food and beverage

use, we will only look at exogenous events that influence food use.
In addition, behavior is defined as being place specific (home use
only).

Finally, the phrase lido not regularly occur ll places time

specific restrictions on exogenous events.
To insure a rigorous test of the influence of exogenous
events, improvements suggested by Bentler and Speckart (1979) will
be included in the behavior intentions model.

They suggest adding

past behavior into the model and allowing attitudes to influence
behavior directly.

In a study of alcohol and drug use among 228

college students, they found that their model explained behavior
significantly better (P=O.05) than the Fishbein model.
Hypotheses
Two hypotheses will be investigated in this study:

HI:

Unexpected exogenous events will explain a significant

amount of variation in behavior and the difference between intentions and behavior.
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H2: The influence of unexpected exogenous events will be
larger if the affected behavior is general rather than
specific.
Reasoning Behind Hypotheses
Several studies have shown that expected exogenous events
account for a large amount of variation in behavior intentions
(Bearden and Woodside, 1976; Belk, 1974b; Bishop and Witt, 1970;
Lutz and Kakkar, 1975; and Sandell, 1968).

Since intentions affect

behavior, we can say that expected exogenous events can influence
behavior, at least indirectly, through intentions.

It therefore

seems reasonable to believe that unexpected exogenous events will
. affect behavior.

However, they would affect behavior directly since

they were not known about at the time intention was measured.

An

initial study by Wicker (1971) strongly supports this hypothesis
since he found that subjects attributed most of their church attendance behavior to unplanned exogenous events.
Ajzen and Fishbein (1973); Heberlein and Black (1976);
Schwartz (1978); Weigel and Newman (1976); Weigel, Vernon, and Tognacc;
(1978); and Wicker (1969) have shown or stated that the specificity
of the behavior being examined will affect intention - behavior consistency.

The more specific the behavior, the more consistency will

be found.

The inconsistency of predicting general behaviors may be

caused by two things:
ing behavior.

measurement problems, or other variables affect-

If the other variables are causing the inconsistency,
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then the amount of variation explained by these variables will increase, if general rather than specific behaviors are" examined.

Since

exogenous events are believed to be one of the major "other variables,"
then the amount of variation explained by them should increase if
general behaviors are examined.
Benefits of Study
This study should provide several pieces of important information to situation researchers.

Most importantly, this is the first

empirical test of the effects of unexpected exogenous events, and
their effect on intention-behavior consistency.

The importance of

this question is highlighted by the large body of literature devoted
to studying intention-behavior consistency (Wicker, 1971; Deutsch,
1949; Ajzen and Fishbein, 1974; Liska, 1975).

Examining the effect

of unexpected situations on behavior will also expand the support for
the theoretical models developed by Sheth (1971), Bearden and Woodside
(1977), Lutz (1976), and Greer (1977).
A second benefit of this study is the use of real behaviors
and situations.

At stated earlier, most research has relied on ima-

gined situations and/or behaviors.

Authors have called for the use

of actual behaviors and situations (Hornik, 1982).
do this.

This study will

By using actual behaviors and situations, this study will

bypass some of the problems associated with the scenario methodology.
In particular, this study will have much smaller demand effects.
The reduction of demand effects will provide more clear support for
situational effects, and will also allow for better estimates of the
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magnitude of situational influences.

The use of real situations and

behaviors also allows more generalizable conclusions.

The results

will apply to real world events, not artificial laboratory settings.
This will make the results more useable for managers.
Finally, this study will provide additional support for
several generalizations made from past situation research.

In parti-

cular, this study will provide additional support for the idea that
subjects tend to respond similarly to similar situations.

In addi-

tion, the study will provide added support for the belief that situational effects vary depending on the product being studied.

CHAPTER III
METHODOLOGY
This study was done in conjunction with a USDA study of food
loss, "Evaluations of Methods for Estimating Household Food Loss"
(Contract #59-3244-0-5).

As a result, there are certain constraints

that have affected the design of this investigation.

Such constraints

are noted where applicable.
Subjects
Subjects for the study were 61 households selected from middle
and low socioeconomic status neighborhoods in Tucson, Arizona.

Four

households were dropped from the sample because they could not be recontacted for portions of the interview.

Table 9 presents descrip-

tive information about the subjects in the study.

Interviews were

conducted with a member of the household who volunteered to participate in the USDA study (mostly female head of household).

Subjects

received $20.00 for participation in the study.
Subjects were selected by first choosing neighborhoods that
were conducive to garbage analysis.
family dwellings were selected.

Only neighborhoods with single

Tucson garbage men were then in-

structed to collect the garbage in the neighborhood in a systematic
fashion and place each household's garbage in a special bag along
with a slip of paper with a household number.
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At this point, no
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TABLE 9
Demographic Characteristics of ·Subject Sample
Mean

Number of people in household

3":6

Range
1-11

Age of Household Heads
Male
Female

44.3
41. 7

22-75
22-74

Grades of Formal Schooling for Heads of Household
Male
Female

12.4
11. 9

6-17
4-17

Income ($000)

25

4-52

Number of People in Household Who Work

1.6

0-4

Number of children
(70% of households had children)

1.7

0-7

Age of Children (years)

9.6

5 days 30 years

Occupation of Working Household Heads
Not reported/not working
Professional/Technical
Managers, Officers, and Proprietors
Farmers
Clerical or Sales Worker
Craftsmen and Foremen
Operatives
Service Workers

(0)
(1)

(2)
(3)
(4)
(5)
(6)
(7)

Number
of Male

Number
of Female

4
14
8
1
5

8
8

21
1
9

13

0

5
6

1
8

Ethnic Background of Household
(1)

68%

Hispanic (2)

24%

White

Black

(3)

one black, one white

6%
2%
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addresses were connected with the garbage.

Usually 20 houses were

selected for analysis in each neighborhood.

After several garbage

pickups, a USDA interviewer contacted each household in the neighborhood and asked the family to participate in the USDA study.
Interviews were conducted at the convenience of the subjects.
However, subjects were asked to schedule interviews between the fifth
and seventh garbage pickups.

At the time requested by the subject,

an interviewer from the USDA project went to the home of the subject.
Measures for the dependent variables were presented in written format
during the appropriate times during the USDA interview (See Appendix
A).l

After the interview, subjects were given directions on how to

bag their garbage for pickup.

All garbage after the interview was

to be placed in yellow trash bags, and a slip of paper containing
the household number was put into the bag.
proceeded as usual.

Garbage collection then

Garbage for nonparticipating households also

continued to be picked up in the systematic fashion; however, no
address or other information was connected with their garbage.
Exactly one week after the initial interview, this researcher
telephoned the interviewed member of the household (at a prearranged
time) for the second interview (See Appendix B).

If a subject could

not be reached at the prearranged time, call backs were made for the
remainder of the day.

However, several subjects could not be reached

lThe specific questions for a given product were presented whenever
the USDA interviewer reached the product class containing the product
being studied. Therefore, data were collected throughout the interview rather than at a specific point in the interview.
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that day.

Call backs continued the next day until the subject could

be interviewed.

If a subject could not be reached or interviewed by

the eighth day after the initial interview, the subjects were dropped
from the study. 1

After the subject had completed all the interviews,

a $20.00 check was mailed to them.

Garbage pickup and analysis con-

tinued for a week to a week and a half after the second interview.
Behaviors
The behaviors of interest are food and beverage use.

As men-

tioned earlier, the specificity of the behavior should affect intentionbehavior consistency.

Since the effects of specificity on the compo-

nents of behavior will be assessed, products representing general and
specific behaviors were chosen.
selected for study.

Table 10 shows a list of the products

This list was generated by examining data on past

garbage data collected in Tucson, the USDA list of 20 general food
categories, and the consumer price index for Tucson (1972-1973).
There were several criteria used for selecting the products.

First,

the products had to be packaged goods, since it is difficult to
evaluate the refuse of unpackaged goods.

Secondly, the product had

to be commonly seen in people's garbage.

At the same time, the pro-

ducts could not be used by all people all the time; there must be
some variations in behavior.
IThis occurred in four cases during the course of the study.
subjects remained in the USDA study.

These
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TABLE 10
Products to be Studied

% of Food
EXEenditures

Volume
Measure

15.7

lbs/ozs

Cheese

1.1

lbs/ozs

Vegetables
(canned or frozen only)

4.4

packages

Products
General
Meat

cans or
bottles

Juice
Cereal

5.3

boxes

Crackers

2.2

boxes

Soup (all but homemade)

cans or
packages

Frozen Dinners

number

SEecific
Ground beef

3.5

lbs/ozs

Chi cken

4.2

lbs/ozs

Bacon

5.0

lbs/ozs

Eggs

3.1

number

Oranges

4.0

number

Potato Chips

0.07

bags

Beer

cans or
bottles
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Measures

The original USDA questionnaire is quite long (approximately
a two-hour questionnaire).

A pretest of the consent forms indicated

only one-half of the people approached would agree to the USDA interview.

Because of the length problem, the number of questions that

could be added was limited.

An attempt was made to keep additional

questions to as few as possible without sacrificing validity.
On all rating scales, subjects were asked to place a slash or
X on or between the category that describes their behavior.

A value

from -2 to 2 or -4 to 4 (depending on the scale) was assigned to each
answer.
Attitudes
Attitude scales for Fishbein models have taken two basic forms,
single item and multi-item.

Several authors have argued that multi-

item measures must be used to determine intention-behavior consistency
(Tittle and Hill, 1967; and Wilkie and Pessemier, 1973). However,
Schuman and Johnson (1976, p. 177) have pointed out that single item
measures are adequate:
We have already seen that in predicting voting,
a single behavioral intention item produces higher
attitude-behavior associations than obtained in any
other field study. Less dramatic but still noteworthy was the relatively successful use by Brannon
et al., (1973) of a single attitude item to predict
a single behavior; and Tittle and Hill (1967), themselves found a single-item self rating as good or
better in predicting self-reported behavior as four
or five multi-item scales.
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Since an attempt is being made to limit the number of questions, this investigation will use only two single-item measures of
attitude.

Both questions are modeled after single-item measures of

attitude used in the literature (Bentler and Speckart, 1979; and
Norman, 1975 (See Appendix A)).

Although either of these measures

alone can be used to asses attitudes, the average score of the two
measures was used as the measure of attitudes.
Normative Component
As with the attitude component, there has been some debate
about using single-item or multiple-item measures to assess the
Normative Component (Bonfield, 1974; Fishbein and Ajzen, 1975; and
Lutz, 1976).

Bonfield (1974) states, lilt appears reasonable to

measure . . . the Normative Component relative to generalized other
people who are important to me . . . . 11

In addition, Fishbein and

Ajzen (1975), found that single-item measures of the Normative Component correlated .625 to .910 with summated multiple measures.

Again,

since single-item measures of the Normative Component are adequate,
only single-item measures were used in this investigation.
However, in the pretest and initial questioning in the study,
subjects showed a resistance to answer these questions.

In the first

interviews, more than half the subjects became anxious or angry because of the question.

Because of anxiety and anger caused by the

questions, the USDA survey team asked that the questions be dropped or
changed.

Therefore, the question was changed to simply measure the

subject's belief about how others might influence consuming a product.
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Behavior Intention
Justner (1966) has shown that intentions can be measured by
using a likelihood scale, and likelihood scales have been repeatedly
used in the marketing literature (Bonfield, 1974; Harrell and Bennett,
1974; Lutz, 1977; Warshaw, 1980; and Wilson, Mathews and Harvey, 1975).
-The likelihood scale used in this study is shown in Appendix A.

In

this investigation, the volume of the product the person plans to use
is also of interest.

Certain products are used often, but the volume

used fluctuates greatly.

A likelihood scale will not indicate any

variance if the product is always used but in differing volumes.
Therefore, a volume measure is also needed.

The volume measure is

the measure of primary interest in this investigation.

A second set

of analyses was conducted using the product of the likelihood and
volume scales as measures of behavior intention.
Past Behavior and Actual Behavior
Behavior will be measured two ways, reported behavior and an
unobtrusive observation of behavior.
associated with it.

Each of these measures has error

Three analyses were performed:

an analysis using

reported data, an analysis using garbage data, and an analysis using
the average of the two.

The average of the reported and garbage data

will be refered to as the "combined behaviors" measure.

The combination

of the three analyses should help overcome some of the errors inherent
in the two forms of measurement.

Reported behavior was measured by

asking the subject about his consumption (See Appendix B).

Unobtrusive

measures of behavior were collected by analyzing the subject's garbage.
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Le Projet du Garbage of the University of Arizona was charged with
coordinating garbage collection and analysis.
Since analysis is an ongoing project at the University of
Arizona, strict guidelines have been established to protect the privacy of the subjects and to insure cooperation of the Tucson Sanitation Department and University Ethics Committee.
established for this study are as follows.

The guidelines

The garbage of twenty

households will be collected twice weekly by the Tucson Department
of Sanitation for a period of four weeks.

Each subject's garbage

was placed in separate containers for analysis.
identified by household per se.

Garbage was not

However, the garbage men were ex-

plicitly instructed to pick up the garbage in the exact same order
each time.

At the beginning of the third week, one member of each

of the twenty households was asked to participate in the study and
to allow analysis of their garbage.

Of those agreeing, nine house-

holds were selected at random to be given the interviews.

Garbage

for all twenty households continued to be picked up and analyzed.
However, only the garbage of the nine consenting households was
identified.
The garbage was analyzed by experienced garbage sorters from
the University of Arizona Projet du Garbage.
collected for each product in the study:

The following data were

product class, number of

items, fluid ounces, solid ounces, cost, waste, brand and product type.
Past behavior was measured as the average weekly volume recorded from
refuse analysis over the initial three week collection period and a
one week follow-up period.

Actual behavior was measured by the volume
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recorded from refuse analysis for the week following the initial interview.
Exogenous Events
Although there has been disagreement on the definition of exogenou~

events, there is consistency in the methodology used to measure

the influence of exogenous events.

The first step is to generate a

list of relevant exogenous events.

This is usually done by conduct-

ing focused group interviews where subjects are asked to list anything that affects their use of certain products.

This list is then

reduced using some criteria, such as expert judgment (Scheidt and
Schaie, 1978; Bearden and Woodside, 1977) or factor analysis (Belk,
1974a, 1974b, 1975a, 1975b; Lutz and Kakkar, 1975).

The result in

either case is a group of situations which represents the major components of situational influences.

A second group of subjects can

then be asked what influence these events have on consumption, or in
these situations how likely they would be to use some product.
For this study, a list of exogenous events was generated using a procedure indentical or similar to most approaches used in the
literature (Bearden and Woodside, 1976, 1977, 1978; Belk, 1974a, 1974b,
1975a, 1975b; Lutz and Kakkar, 1975; and Scheidt and Schaie, 1978).
Focused group interviews were conducted with members of church and
community groups in Tucson.
eight women and men.

The groups consisted of between five and

They were asked to discuss any type of situation

that could possibly affect their food consumption.

These interviews

were used to develop a list of specific exogenous events affecting
food use (See Table 11).
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The researcher then reduced this list by combining similar
types to insure they were consistent with the definition given earlier
(See Tables 11 and 12 for the list of focused group answers, the reduced list of exogenous events, and other variables not deemed to be
exogenous events).

To properly assign the impact of exogenous events

to intentions or behavior, the subject's expectation of the event occurring must be assessed.

This was done at the time of the intentions

measure, since it relates to intentions.

So, at the end of the USDA

questionnaire, a question was asked to assess if the exogenous event
is expected to occur in the next week and what influence this would
have on behavior (See Appendix A).

The influence of unexpected exo-

genous events on behavior was measured in a follow-up telephone interview conducted exactly one week after the initial USDA interview.
Subjects were asked if any of the exogenous events occurred, and if
so, what influence the events had on their food use (See Appendix B).
Methodological Constraints
A number of problems may cause the actual results to be
different from the expected results.

The first set of problems is

related to the methodology of garbage analysis.

One major problem

is recycling and returnable containers, although certain procedures
can minimize the impact.

For example, pull tabs or screw tops can

be examined to determine the type of beverage consumed.

In addition,

package material can also be analyzed (stay cold packs, egg cartons,
etc.).

However, there will be some error associated with the garbage

measure of actual behavior.
known.

The degree of this error is not really
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Table 11
Variables Affecting Food Use - Generated From
Focus Group Interviews
seasonal or fruit coming into season
weather changes
pregnancy
recipes
sickness
health risks (articles in paper)
sales in paper
try different foods
requests by children
change in plans
guests (entertaining)
how foods look in store
price, sales
in a hurry
roadside stands
mood
holidays and special events
eating foods with some other foods (complements)
parties and cookouts
diets
quality of food
only one person eats at home
purchase of microwave
birthday
carry lunch
family members request foods
hungry when shopping
shopping with others
seasonal product becomes available
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TABLE 12
Exogenous Events Included In Study
1)

having guests or a celebration

2)

use a new recipe or try new foods

3)

being very busy

4)

having family member sick

5)

change of price (up or down)

6)

food shopping with other family members or others

7)

celebrate a holiday

8)

weather

9)

foods coming into season

10)

someone in the family requests a special meal

11)

using food from home gardens

12)

finding especially high quality foods

13)

recently read article on health risks of certain foods

Responses Generated in Group Interviews That
Were Not Considered Exogenous Events
1)

diets (a behavior)

2)

change of plans (change in BI)

3)

mood (not external to the individual)
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A second problem with the garbage methodology is that consumers may not finish the whole package before the end of the test
period.

As a result, behavior would not show up in the garbage

analysis, again adding some error.
an additional problem.
home usage.

Away-from-home consumption is

The questionnaires attempt to determine in-

Out-of-home usage causes error variance because some

package material is thrown away at the point of consumption and some
is thrown away at home.

This problem will also confound the garbage

measure of behavior to some extent.
The most perplexing problem in garbage analysis of specific
periods is that a particular day's garbage may not appear in the
trash can for several days.

Although larger households tend to take

the trash out every day or two, significant lags may occur for
smaller households.

In addition, not all interview days coincided

with garbage pickup days.

Therefore, garbage from the beginning and

the end of the period can be difficult to separate from garbage
originating either just before or just after the period of interest.
This problem was eliminated to some extent by asking subjects to
place their garbage accumulated after the interviews into specially
marked yellow trash bags.

This gave a clear indication of which

garbage belonged to the period of interest and which belonged to the
preceding day.

However, no such control was available to mark the

end of the one-week period.
An additional problem will be control of the order of the
households' refuse pickup.

Legal and ethical restrictions prohibit

a researcher from traveling with the garbage men to insure the garbage
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is collected in the prescribed fashion.

If the garbage men do not

follow the clear, concise, and detailed instructions, the first three
weeks of garbage will contain significant error, since garbage would
be assigned to the wrong household.

However, pickup was double-

checked during the interview period by having subjects place markers
in the garbage.

No major problems in pickup were monitored during

the collection period.
The final problem may arise because of the questionnaire.
Since it is long and complex, there is a possiblility of misreporting.
In an attempt to minimize this problem, the questionnaire has multiple
measures of some questions and attempts to make the questions as clear
as possible.

Interviewers asked to see examples of certain packages,

if weight or size could not be remembered.

To help remedy the length

problems, subjects were rewarded in an attempt to insure cooperation.
Although the garbage measure is unobtrusive to some extent,
subjects were asked for permission to collect and examine their garbage.

As a result, they knew their garbage was being analyzed.

may have affected their disposal behavior.

This

To check on this possible

bias, garbage from the nonparticipating households was examined.

The

past garbage data for the participating and nonparticipating groups
were compared with the previous weeks' data for each group.

Analysis

indicated that no significant differences were noted for the products
studied in this investigation.
Analysis
The first step in the analysis was the construction of an
index for the exogenous events variable.

Two indicies were developed.
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The first index is based only on the occurrence or nonoccurrence of
the exogenous events and is called the Situation Instability Index.
The Situation Instability Index was constructed by comparing the expectation of an event occurring with the actual occurrence of the
event.

If expectat'ions were different from what actually happened,

one was added to the Situation Instability Index.

For example, if a

situation was expected to occur, but didn't, then one would be added
to the Situation Instability Index.

This was repeated for each situa-

tion and the summated 'Situation Instability Index score was used as
a measure of situational instability.

The value of the Situation

Instability Index could range from 0 to 15.
The second index took into account the subject's statement of
the influence of the occurrence or nonoccurrence of an event.
index is called the Exogenous Events Influence Index.

This

The first step

in constructing the index was to subtract the expectation of an event
occurring from the actual occurrence of the event (as reported by the
subject).

These differences were summed across events so that each

subject has a single value for the Exogenous Events Influence Index.
This measure could range from -15 to 15.
Correlation
For each product, the coefficient of correlation will be calculated for both the Situation Instability Index and Exogenous Events
Influence Index with the difference between behavior and intentions.
These coefficients will be used to test the hypotheses in the following manner:
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HI:

Hypothesis 1 states that unexpected exogenous events

will explain a significant amount of variation in behavior inconsistency.

This hypothesis will be tested by first examining the mean

amount of variance in behavior inconsistency explained by the index
measures of exogenous events.

Previous studies have found that situa-

tional variables (when significant) explain at least 5% of the variance in intentions or behavior.
to determine significance.

Therefore two criteria will be used

First, the amount of explained variance

should be statistically significant (P(R2=0)~0.1).

Second, the amount

of variance explained by exogenous events must be at least 5%.

This

second criterion is included to insure that the results are practically
significant as well as statistically significant (Sawyer and Peter,
1983).

Hypothesis 1 will be supported if exogenous events explain an

average (across the 15 products) of at least 5% of the inconsistency
in behavior and a significant amount of variance for at least eight
of the products examined.
An additional criteria is that exogenous events hould have a
significant influence on most (8 out of 15) of the products studied.
Belk(1975b) has shown that situations affect the intention to consume
foods and beverages.

Therefore, if the situational effects are real,

significant results should be found for most of the products examined.
H2 : Hypothesis 2 states that the influence of exogenous
events will be larger for general than for specific products. This
hypothesis will be tested using a t-test.

The hypothesis will be

supported if the average amount of explained inconsistency for general
behavior is statistically different (larger) (P(R 2general=R 2specific)
~

0.05) than the amount explained for specific behaviors.
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Regression
The regression analysis will be performed on each product
separately.

The model used for the analysis is presented below:

B = bO + bl(BI) + b2(AT) + b3(PB) + b4 (SN) + bS(SII)
and
B = bO + bl(BI) + b2(AT) + b3(PB) + b4 (SN) + bS(EEII)
where:
B = behavior
BI = behavior intentions
AT = attitudes
PB = past behavior
SN = social norms
SII = Situation Instability Index
EEII = Exogenous Events Influence Index
bi = regression weights
The hypotheses will be tested in the following manner:
HI:

Hypothesis 1 will be supported if the average (across

the IS products) amount of behavior explained by exogenous
events is greater than S% and significant (P(R2=O)~O.1 and

R2~O.OS) for at least eight of the fifteen products.
H2: Hypothesis 2 will be supported if exogenous events explain significantly (P(R 2general = R2specific) ~O.OS) more
variance for general behaviors than for specific behaviors.
Stepwise Regression
There are several problems inherent in using a summated
index of situational influences.

The most damaging is the inherent

assumption that all situational variables have the same magnitude
of influence.

It is quite possible that certain situations will

have a large impact on behavior while others may have a small impact.
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A summated measure of the types discussed above does not differen-

tiate between situation which hQve a large or a small impact.

If

two subjects both have an Exogenous Events Influence Index of four,
it may be erroneous to assume that the impact on behavior would be
similar.

One subject's score of four may reflect an influence of

four large impact situations while the second subject's score of four
may reflect the influence of four small impact situations.
The two methods of analysis described above cannot differentiate between the various magnitudes of effects for each of the situations.

To help control the magnitude of effects problem, stepwise

regression will be performed using each situation as separate variable.

Including each situation as a separate variable will allow for

different estimates of the magnitude of effects.

However, including

each situation separately will greatly reduce the degrees of freedom.
By including many insignificant situations (and reducing the degrees
of freedom) the significant situational effects may be masked.

Step-

wise regression will remove the insignificant situational variables.
Only variables significant at the 0.10 level were retained in the
regression model.

The difference in R2 between the restricted model

and the unrestricted model can be compared using the same tests as
the regression model discussed earlier.
Stepwise regressions were run for each product using the
actual occurrence of the situation as a measure and the reported effect
as a measure.
HI:

The hypotheses were tested in the following manner:
Hypothesis 1 will be supported if the average (across

the 15 products) amount of behavior explained by exogenous
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events is greater than 5% and significant (P(R2=0)~0.1 and

R2~0.05) for at least eight of the fifteen products.
H2: Hypothesis 2 will be supported if exogenous events
explain significantly (P(R 2 general = R2specific) ~ 0.05)
more variance for general versus specific behavior.
Previous research has indicated that neither situations nor
traits explain much behavior.

It is the interactions between situa-

tions and traits and modes of response that explain most of behavior.
It should be noted that this analysis does not examine the situation
by trait interaction.

Only the situation main effects are examined.

While examining only situation main effects will lead to a low estimate of situational influences, the problem should not be as great
as it appears at first glance.

As noted earlier, the situation by

response interaction explains a large portion of the variance in
behavior in the ANOVA studies.
similarly to certain situations.

This indicates that subjects respond
Given the design of the study, the

situation main effects will include the response by situation interactions found in the ANOVA studies.

Any tendency for people to respond

similarly to a given situation will be picked up by situational variables since the analysis is being done product by product rather than
across products.

CHAPTER IV
RESULTS
The two hypotheses in this study are each tested several
different ways.
Hypothesis 1.
first.

The presentation of the results will start with
The stepwise regression analyses will be discussed

In this analysis the separate effect of exogenous events on

behavior is assessed.

The results indicate that the separate inclu-

sion of the exogenous events did explain a significant portion of
the inconsistency in behavior.

The analysis of Hypothesis 1 will

proceed with the correlation and regression analyses using the index
measures of exogenous events.

The analysis indicates that the index

measures of exogenous events did not explain the inconsistency in
behavior.
The next step in the analysis will be the test of Hypothesis
2.

The results indicate that exogenous events did not explain more

of the inconsistency for general than for specific behaviors.

How-

ever, the influence of exogenous events was greater the larger the
inconsistency between intentions and behavior.

The discussion will

then shift to the difference between the probability and volume measures of intentions and their effect on the analysis.

The results

will indicate that the probability and volume measures are very closely
related.

Any differences do not affect the analysis.

Finally the

difference between the self-reported and garbage measures of behavior
will be compared.
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Hypothesis 1
It was hypothesized that exogenous events would explain the
inconsistency between intended and actual behavior.

This hypothesis

will be tested by examining the variance in behavior that is not explained by intentions or the combination of intentions, attitudes, and
past behavior.

If exogenous events explain a significant amount of

this residual variance in behavior, then Hypothesis 1 will be supported.
Throughout this discussion the term residual variance will
be used.

Residual variance refers to the variance in behavior that

is not explained using intentions or the combination of intentions,
past behavior, attitudes, and social norms.
computed two ways.

Residual variance is

The first simply subtracts intentions from behavior.

This is also referred to as the difference between intentions and behavior.

The second method defines residual variance as the variance

in behavior that is not explained by intentions, past behavior, attitudes and social norms using stepwise regression analysis.
Stepwise Regression Analysis
To overcome the assumption of the magnitude of effects, a
stepwise regression analysis was performed.

In the stepwise analy-

sis, each of the exogenous events variables was treated as a separate
variable in the regression analysis.

Exogenous events not affecting

the dependent variable could then be dropped, reducing the problem of
limited degrees of freedom.

The stepwise regression was performed

using both the difference between behavior and intentions and the
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residual variance in behavior unexplained by the reduced regression
model (B=f(PB,BI,ATT,SN)) as dependent variables.
Stepwise Regression Analysis with the Difference Between Intentions
and Behavior as the Dependent Variable
The first stage of the stepwise regression analysis was to
use the individual exogenous event measures to predict the difference
between intentions and behavior.

The percentage of the difference

between intentions and behavior explained by the exogenous event
variables was assessed by examining the adjusted R2 of the model.
The Occurrence Measure (difference between the actual occurrence and
expectation of the event occurring) was examined first.

Table 13

presents the percent of residual variance in behavior explained by
the Occurrence Measures.

The average amount of residual variance

in behavior (across the 15 products) explained by the Occurrence
Measures was 9.8% for reported behavior, 12.1% for garbage behavior,
and 12.8% for the combined behaviors.

Of the 15 products, the crite-

rion of significance (P(R2=0)~0.10 and R2~0.05) was met by 11 products
for all three measures of behavior.

It can therefore be concluded that

the difference between expectation and occurrence of exogenous events
can be used to explain the difference between intentions and behavior.
Not only do the Occurrence Measures explain a statistically significant amount of variance, but a practically significant amount as well.
The amount of residual variance explained by the Occurrence Measures
is as high as 41.5% and averaged over 10.0%.
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Table 13
Percent of Variance in the Difference Between Intentions and
Behavior Explained by the Occurrence Measures of
Exogenous Events Using Stepwise Regression

% of Variance Explained by Occurrences
in the Difference Between:
Product

Reported Behavior
and Intentions

Garbage Behavior
and Intentions

Meat

7.3**

6.7**

Cheese
Vegetables

0

0

27.9***

Juice

5.0*

Cereal

8.0**

Crackers

4.2*

34.4***
0
13.2***
0

Average of Garbage
and Intentions
4.3*
0
37.7***
15.9**
7.3**
0

0

8.3**

6.7**

Frozen
Dinners

5.2*

18.6***

12.0**

Hamburger

5.3**

12.8**

8.6**

Chicken

9.6**

24.5***

41. 5***

5.0*

Soup

Bacon
Eggs

0

0

18.7*
26.9***
0

Oranges

6.4**

5.6**

7.7**

Potato
Chips

23.1***

34.7***

29.6***

6.2**

14.4**

11.0**

Beer
*P~0.10

**P~0.05

***P~O.Ol
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The stepwise analysis was repeated for the Influence Measure
(the difference between expected and reported influence).

Table 14

presents the percent of residual variance (difference between intentions and behavior) explained by the Influence Measures.

The average

amount of residual variance in behavior (across the 15 products) explained by the Influence Measures was 11.5% for reported behavior, 14.8%
for garbage behaivor, and 13.8% for the combined behaviors.

Of the 15

products, the criterion of significance (P(R2=0)~0.10 and R2~0:05) was
met by eight products for reported behavior, nine products for garbage
behavior, and eleven products for the combined behaviors.

The results

indicate that the difference between the expected and the reported
influence of exogenous events can be used to explain the difference
between intentions and behavior.

The Influence Measures also were

practically significant, explaining as much as 53.5% of the residual
variance and an average of over 11.5% of the residual variance.
Stepwise Regression Analysis with the Variance in Behavior Unexplained
by Past Behavior, Intentions, Attitudes, and Social Norms as the
Dependent Variable
For this analysis, a stepwise regression model was fit using
behavior as the dependent variable and past behavior, intentions, attitudes, and social norms as the independent variables (reduced model).
The exogenous events variables were then included in the model, and the
stepwise procedure was repeated (full model).
to as the full model.

This will be referred

The difference in explained variance between the

full and reduced models indicated the ability of exogenous events to
explain the inconsistency between intentions and behavior.
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Table 14
Percent of Variance in the Difference Between Intentions
and Behavior Explained by the Influence Measures of
Exogenous Events Using Stepwise Regression

Product

Reported Behavior
and Intentions

Meat
Cheese

53.5***
0

Garbage Behavior
and Intentions
4.9*
0

Average of Garbage
Reported Behavior
and Intentions
28.2***
0

10.6**

25.9***

21.1***

Juice

0

34.3***

23.4***

Cerea 1

0

Vegetables

0

0

10.1***

8.6**

5.2*

4.5*

7.7**

11. 7*

Frozen
Dinners

34.4***

5.3*

17.6**

Hamburger

20.6***

22.7***

29.2***

Crackers
Soup

Chicken
Bacon
Eggs
Oranges
Potato
Chips
Beer
*P~0.10 **P~0.05

0

24.6***
0

6.5**
0

13.8***
***P~O.OI

0

3.4*

40.4***

42.8***

26.5***

18.7***

4.7*

7.5**

41.1***

0

4.1*

6.1*
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The Occurrence Measures (difference between expected and reported occurrence) were examined first.

Table 15 presents the per-

centage of variance in behavior explained by the Occurrence Measures
for each of the 15 products.

The average amount of variance in be-

havior explained by the Occurrence Measures was 7.1% for reported
behavior, 9.4% for garbage behavior, and 10.7% for the combined behaviors.

Of the 15 products, the criterion of significance (P(R2=0)~O.1

and R2~O.05) was met by 8 products for reported behavior, 12 products
for garbage behavior, and 13 products for the combined behaviors.

It

can therefore be concluded that the Occurrence Measures do explain a
significant amount of the inconsistency in behavior.
This procedure was repeated for the Influence Measures.

Table

16 presents the percentage of variance in behavior explained by the
Influence Measures for each of the 15 products.

The average amount

of variance in behavior explained by the Influence Measures was 8.3%
for reported behavior, 9.8% for garbage behavior, and 5.8% for the
combined behaviors.

Of the 15 products, the criterion of significance

(P(R2=O)~O.1 and R2~O.05) was met by seven products for reported and
garbage behavior and only five products for the combined behaviors.
Although the criterion of significance was not met by most of the products examined, the average amount of variance explained by exogenous
events was fairly high (between 5.8% and 9.8%).

Therefore, there is

moderate support that the Influences Measures did explain a significant
amount of the inconsistency in behavior.

Table 15
Variance fn Behavior Explained by the Occurr'!l1cP
Measures of Exogenous Events
(Full Model is Behavior=f(Past Behavior, Intentions, Attitud"!s,
Social Norms, and Exogenous Events)

% of Variance in Reported
Product
Behavior Explained By:
________~F~ul~l~M~o.del
Exogenous Events

% of Variance in Garbage
~ehavior Explained By:
Full Model
Exogenous Eve"J:~ ....

% of Variance in Combined
Behavior Explain"!d By:
Full Model
Exogenou~~vents
7.1**

Meat

42.2

5.8*'"

11. 9

Chees"!

41.9

2.1

22.5

17.0***

45.5

Vegetable

19.8

0

58.3

11. 7*f<o*

53.2

15.0***

Juice

46.5

0

54.3

8.0**

69.7

5.7"'·*

Cereal

68.3

0

37.6

13.2***

56.3

7.3"'''

Crackers

59.6

16.3

5.9**

45.3

14.0"'**

Soup

32.1

0.6

26.9

44.7

3.8*

0

0

55.6

9.2**

51.1

9.3**

Frozen Dinners

11.1***

0

0

51. 5

0

Hamburger

51.3

8.3"'''''''

16.1

16. 1*~"

45.6

18.8*"'*

Chicken

49.3

29.2"'**

21.2

21.2***

38.7

29.6***

Bacon

67.8

17.3***

23.7

8.4**

52.3

5.]**

Eggs

49.0

11.4***

25.3

1.8**

45.4

9.0"'**

Orangps

21.9

29.2

5. Ii*'"

3<).9

7.7**

Potato Chips

36.4

15.3***

4:'.4

)0.5"-

45.9

20. T"*"

Beer

40.7

5.1**

75.7

1 fJ"

r.n.:,

*P 0 LO

**P 0.05

0

H*f> 0.01

/)

I--'
0
I.D

Table 16
Variance in Behavior Explained by the Influence
Measures of Exogenous Events
(Full Model is Behavior=f(Past Behavior, Intentions. Attitudes,
Social Norms, and Exogenous Events

% of Variance in Reported
Behavior Explained by
Full Model
Exogenous Events

Product
Meat

71. 5

Cheese

39.8

Vegetable

% of Variance in Combined
Behavior Explained by
Full Model
Exogenous Events
14.5***

16.6

4.7

58.9

0

13.2

7.7*

45.5

0

19.8

0

53.7

7.1*H

40.7

2.5*

Juice

46.5

0

48.9

2.6*

64.0

0

Cereal

70.5

2.2**

24.4

0

51.2

2.2*

Crackers

52.1

3.6**

20.7

38.1

6.8**

Soup

31. 7

0.2

26.9

0

40.9

0

Frozen Dinners

40.2

40.2***

46.4

0

41.8

0

Hamburger

53.4

10.4**

36.7

36.7*"'*

44.5

17. 7***

Chicken

28.8

8.7**

21.1

21.1**

27.8

18.7**"1<-

Bacon

58.5

R.O***

18.0

2.7*

47.2

Eggs

37.6

41. ..,

24.0***

53.3

·16.9*"'*

Oranges

39.9

35.h

3.4"*

Potato Chips

21.1

Beer

40.7

*1'<0.10

HP',0.05

35.1***

% of Variance in Garbage
Beh~vior Explained by
Full Model
Exogenous Events

0
12.0***
0
5.1**
***1'<.0.01

23.6
fiII.9
75.'1

10.3***

0
33.0***
1. 11"

0

25.7

0

611.5

0

I-'
I-'
0
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Does Including Exogenous Events Separately.Explain
the Inconsistency Between Intention and Behavior?
The results of the stepwise regression analysis indicates
that the separate inclusion of the exogenous events does explain a
practically significant amount of the inconsistency between intentions and behavior.

In none of the analyses did exogenous events

explain, on the average, less than 5.8% of behavior or behavior
inconsistency and, on the average, they explained as much as 14.8%
of behavior or behavior inconsistency.
Although the results of the analyses for each product varied
depending on the type of analysis, only cheese provided a consistent
lack of support for the hypothesis.

On the other hand, the analyses

of meat, vegetables, hamburger, bacon, oranges, and beer consistently
indicated that exogenous events explained behavior or the inconsistency between behavior and intentions.

These results are consistent

with past research indicating that situational variables do affect
the consumption of most foods and beverages.

In addition, it indi-

cates that the effects of exogenous events were significant for most
of the products studied and were not caused by large effects on one
or two of the products examined.
Correlation Analysis Using the Index Measures of Exogenous Events
The first test of Hypothesis 1 was the examination of the
correlation between the exogenous events indicies and the difference
between intentions and behavior.

The Situation Instability Index

(occurrences different than expected) was examined first.

Table 17
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Table 17
Correlation Between the Situation Instability Index and the
DHference Between Behavior and Intentions

Product

Reported Behavior Garbage Behavior
and Intentions
and Intentions

Average of Garbage
and Reported Behavior
and Intentions

Meat

-0.081

0.045

-0.016

Cheese

-0.109

0.000

-0.112

Vegetables

-0.099

-0.214*

-0.163

Juice

-0.027

-0.134

0.087

Cereal

-0.146

-0.145

-0.173

Crackers

-0.116

-0.119

0.153

Soup

0.057

-0.085

-0.084

Frozen Dinners

0.095

0.053

0.117

Hamburger

0.053

0.050

0.070

-0.024

-0.037

-0.033

Chicken

~

Bacon

0.085

Eggs

0.232**

0.230*

-0.123

-0.044

0.095

Oranges

-0.115

-0.156

-0.164

Potato Chips

-0.068

-0.285**

-0.184

-0.127

-0.034

Beer

*P~O.IO

0.016

**P~0.05

***P~O.Ol
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presents the correlation between the Situation Instability Index and
the difference between behavior and intentions for each of the fifteen
products.

The average correlation (across the 15 products) between

the Situation Instability Index and the differ·ence between behavior
and intentions was 0.027 for reported behavior, 0.047 for garbage
b~havior

and 0.058 for the combined behaviors.

Of the 15 products

examined, the criterion of significance (P(R2>0)~0.1 and R2~0.05)
was met for only one product when reported and garbage behavior were
examined and for no products when the combined behaviors was examined.
This indicates that the null hypothesis cannot be rejected, indicating
that the Situation Instability Index does not explain the difference
between intentions and behavior.

The average amount of residual vari-

ance explained by the Situation Instability Index was 1.19% for the
difference between reported behavior and intentions, 1.9% for the
difference between garbage behavior and intentions and 1.4% for the
difference between the average measure of behavior and intentions.
This procedure was repeated for the Exogenous Events Influence Index (influence different than expected).

Table 18 presents

the correlation between the Exogenous Events Influence Index and the
difference between behavior and intentions for each of the 15 products.

The average correlations (across the 15 products) between

the Exogenous Events Influence Index and the difference between behavior and intentions were 0.076 for reported behavior, 0.005 for
garbage behavior and 0.070 for the combined behaviors.

Of the 15

products examined, the criterion of significance (P(R2>0)~0.1 and
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Table 18
Correlation Between the Exogenous Events Influence Index
and the Difference between Behavior and Intentions
Difference between:
Product

Reported Behavior
and Intentions

Garbage Behavior
and Intentions

Combined Behavior
and Intentions

Meat

0.181*

0.078

0.137

Cheese

0.046

-0.064

0.021

-0.328***

-0.272**

Vegetables

-0.189*

Juice

-0.079

0.026

-0.045

Cereal

-0.176

-0.007

0.064

-0.008

0.070

-0.165

-0.107

Crackers

0.307**

Soup

-0.019

0.205*

Frozen Dinners

0.355***

Hamburger

0.368

-0.006

-0.091

0.011

Chicken
Bacon
Eggs

0.327***

0.247**

-0.006

-0.017

0.223*

0.347***
0.182*
-0.044
0.357***
-0.011
0.188

Oranges

0.131

Potato Chips

0.080

-0.154

0.019

Beer

0.210*

-0.062

0.144

*P~0.10

**P<0.05

***P~O.Ol
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2

R ~0.05) was met for only two products when reported and garbage behavior were examined, and for three products when the combined behavior was examined.

The average amount of variance explained by the

Exogenous Events Influence Index was 4.0% for the difference between
reported behavior and intentions, 2.5 for the difference between garbage behavior and intentions, and 3.0 for the difference between the
average measure of behavior and intentions.

Given that, on the average,

the Exogenous Events Influence Index did not explain more than 4.0 of
the residual variance in behavior and that significant effects were
found for no more than three of the fifteen products, the null hypothesis cannot be rejected.

The results again indicate that exogenous

events do not explain the inconsistency between behavior and intentions.
Regression Analysis Using the Index Measures of Exogenous Events
To further test if the index measures would explain the inconsistency between intentions and behavior, a regression analysis
was performed.

The first step in the regression analysis was to fit

a regression model using behavior intentions (BI), past behavior (PB),
attitudes (ATT), and social norms (SN) to predict behavior (B).
model will be referred to as the reduced model.

This

The next step in the

analysis was to add the exogenous events (EE) variable to the reduced
model.

This will be referred to as the full model. The difference
in the adjusted R2s between the full model (B=f(BI,PB,ATT,SN,EE) and

the reduced model (B=f(BI,PB,ATT,SN) indicated the amount of variance
in behavior explained by the exogenous events index.
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The regression analysis test of Hypothesis 1 was first performed using the Situation Instability Index.

Table 19 presents the

amount of variance in behavior explained by the Situation Instability
Index for each of the 15 products.

The average amount of variance

in behavior (across 15 products) explained by the Situation Instability
Index was 0.7% for reported behavior, 0.8% for garbage behavior, and
1.6% for the average of garbage and reported behavior.

Of the 15 pro-

ducts examined, the criterion of significance (P(R2>0)~0.1 and (R2~0.05)
was met for only one product when reported behavior and the combined
behavior were examined, and no products when garbage behavior was examined.

It therefore must be concluded that the Situation Instability

Index does not explain any residual variance in behavior.
This procedure was repeated for the Exogenous Events Influence Index.

Table 20 presents the amount of variance in behavior ex-

plained by the Exogenous Events Influence Index for each of the 15
products.

The average amount of variance (across products) explained

by the Exogenous Events Influence Index was 0.2% of reported behavior,
0.9% for garbage behavior, and 0.1% for the average of garbage and
reported behavior.

None of the 15 products met the criteria of sig-

nificance (P(R2=0)~0.1 and R2~0.05) when reported behavior and the
combined behavior were examined, and only one product met the criteria
when garbage behavior was examined.

Therefore, it must be concluded

that the Exogenous Events Influence Index does not explain any variance
in behavior.
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Table 19
Variance in Behavior Explained by the
Situation Instability Index

% Of Variance
In Reported
Behavior Explained By

% Of Variance
In Garbage
Behavior Explained By

Product

Full
Model

Full
Model

Exogenous
Events

Meat

35.1

0

7.3

0

43.1

0

Cheese

37.1

0

0.3

0

46.2

0

Vegetables

17.4

0

47.9

0.7

40.8

4.0*

Juice

43.1

0

43.7

0

63.4

0

Cereal

67.5

0

20.4

0

47.3

0.4

Crackers

48.5

2.1*

12.4

4.7*

36.3

7.6**

Soup

31,7

0.6

26.6

1.2

41. 9

2.2

0

0

44.6

0

40.6

0

Hamburger

41. 7

0

1.2

0.9

28.1

4.0*

Chicken

23.6

0.4

0.4

12.2

4.8*

Bacon

50.3

0

17.8

4.4*

45.6

0

Eggs

40.6

2.7*

17.5

0

36.5

0

Oranges

19.5

0

21. 8

0.3

32.8

1.3

Potato
Chips

18.6

0

27.5

0

20.9

0

Beer

31. 6

0

72.6

0

61. 3

0

Frozen
Dinners

Exogenous
Events

5.0**

Full
Model

Exogenous
Events

% Of Variance
In Combined
Behavior Explained By

full model is behavior = f(past behavior, intentions, attitudes,
social norms, and exogenous events)
*P<0.10

**P~0.05

(Prob. not reported for full model)
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Table 20
Variance in Behavior Explained by the
Exogenous Events Influence Index

% Of Variance
In Reported
Behavior Explained By:

% Of Variance
In Garbage
Behavior Explained By:

Product

Full
Exogenous
t40de 1 Events

Meat

34.9

0

8.5

0

42.4

0

Cheese

36.7

0

0.0

0

45.2

0

Vegetables

17.9

0

47.2

0

35.4

0

Juice

43.3

0

45.7

0.6

63.3

0

Cereal

67.5

0

21.4

0.4

45.8

0

Crackers

45.9

0

9.7

2.0

29.2

0.5

Soup

30.1

0

26.2

0.8

39.3

0

0

0

43.6

0

40.0

0

Hamburger

43.5

1.2

11. 2

10.9**

22.5

0

Chicken

19.5

0.9

0

0

5.5

0

Bacon

50.4

0

12.1

0

45.2

0

Eggs

38.6

0.8

18.2

0

38.1

1.0

Oranges

19.7

0

20.0

0

30.2

0

Potato
Chips

19.0

0

27.2

0

21. 0

0

Beer

34.0

0.8

72.7

0

61. 6

0

Frozen
Dinners

Full
Model

Exogenous
Events

% of Variance
In Combined
Behavior Explained By:
Full
Model

Exogenous
Events

full model is behavior=f(past behavior, intentions, social norms,
attitudes, and exogenous events
*P~0.10

**P~0.05

(Prob. not reported for full model)
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Do the Index Measures of Exogenous Events Explain the
Inconsistency Between Intentions and Behavior?
The results of the correlation and regression analyses indicate that the index measures of exogenous events used in this study
did not explain any of the inconsistency between intentions and beExogenous events explained a significant (P(R2=0)~0.1 and

havior.

(R2~0.05) amount of residual variance for no more than three of the
fifteen products.

In addition, exogenous events explained no more

than an average of 4.0% of behavior or inconsistency.
Although the index measures did not explain the inconsistency
between intentions and behavior across the 15 products, they were able
to explain the inconsistency for some of the products.

For example,

the Exogenous Events Influence Index did explain some of the difference between intentions and behavior for vegetables (7.2% of variance),
frozen dinners (9.6% of variance), and bacon (9.8% of variance) (See
Table 14).

In addition, the Situation Instability Index explained

about 4.8% of the variance in cracker consumption using regression
analysis.

Although the results indicate that the index measures of

exogenous events do affect certain products, the number of products
affected are not as comprehensive as would be expected.

For example,

Belk (1974b, 1975b) has shown that situational variables affect meat
consumption.

Yet the index measures did not explain the inconsist-

encies in meat, hamburger, or chicken consumption.

In addition,

Sandell (1968) shows that situations affect beverage consumption,
yet the index measures did not explain the inconsistency in beer consumption.
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There are several possible explanations for the failure of
the index measures of exogenous events to explain the inconsistency
between intentions and behavior.

It may be that exogenous events do

not affect behavior inconsistency.

However, this seems unlikely.

Other research indicates that situations do affect behavior-behavior
intention inconsistency.

A more likely reason why index measures

did not explain the inconsistencies is methodological problems with
the index measures.

As mentioned earlier, a basic assumption of the

index measures is that all exogenous events have the same magnitude
of influence.

In addition, the Situation Instability Index assumes

that all situations affect the behavior being examined.

If various

exogenous events do have different impacts then the index measures
would contain excessive amounts of error.

This error could easily

mask the relationship between exogenous events and the inconsistency
in behavior.
Do Exogenous Events Explain Behavior Inconsistency?
The support for the hypothesis that exogenous events explain
behavior inconsistency varies depending on how the exogenous events
variable(s) is operationalized.
1 is not supported.

Using the index measures, Hypothesis

If the exogenous events are included individually

in a model of behavior, Hypothesis 1 is supported.

Given the simplis-

tic assumptions of the index measures, it seems reasonable to discount
the lack of support for Hypothesis 1 and rely on the results of the
individual inclusion of exogenous events as a test of Hypothesis 1.
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The strength and consistency of the results using the individual inclusion of exogenous events indicate that exogenous events do affect
behavior-behavior intentions consistency.
Hypothesis 2
The next step in the analysis was to determine if exogenous
events explain more of the inconsistency in behavior for general behaviors than for specific behaviors.

The index measures of exogenous

events will not be used to test Hypothesis 2 since they did not explain any of the variance in behavior.
To test Hypothesis 2, a t-test was performed comparing the
percent of inconsistency between behavior and intention explained by
exogenous events for general and specific products.
the t-tests are presented in Table 21.
rejecting the null hypothesis.

The results of

The t-tests do not support

Of the 12 t-tests conducted only two

indicated statistically significant differences in the amount of explained variance for general versus specific products.

In both these

cases, the mean explained variance was greater for specific than for
general behaviors.

In fact, in all but two cases the mean explained

variance was larger for specific than for general behaviors.

These

results do not support the hypothesis that exogenous events explain
more variation in general than specific behavior.

In fact, the direc-

tion of the difference may indicate that the variance explained by
exogenous events is larger for specific than for general behaviors.
In order to understand why Hypothesis 2 was not supported, the
amount of inconsistency between behavior and intentions was examined
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Table 21
t-test Comparison of the Mean Explained Residual
Variance Between General and Specific Behaviors

Type of Analysis
Used to Measure
Explained Variance
Independent
Variable
Difference
Between Intentions and
Behavior
Behavior as a
function of
Intentions, Past
tudes, Soci a 1
Norms, and Exogenous Events
Note:

Mean Difference in Percent of Explained Variation
(Probability)

Dependent
Variable

Reported
Behavior

Garbage
Behavior

Combined
Behavior

Individual
Occurrences

-6.8%
(P=O.286)

-5.8%
(P=O.505)

-3.2%
(P=O.607)

Individual
Influences

5.7%
(P=0.494)

-8.4%
(P=0.325)

-9.6%
(P=0.899)

Individual
Occurrences

-10.3%
(P=0.025)

-2.7%
(P=0.392)

-6.3%
(P=0.135)

Individual
Influences

4.0%
(P=0.542)

-13.0%
(P=O.068)

-5.5%
(P=0.187)

negative values indicate that the explained variance was
greater for specific products than for general products.
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for general and specific products.

The hypothesis assumed that inten-

tions or the combination of intentions, past behavior, attitudes and
social norms would not predict behavior for general products as well
as for specific products.

If the inconsistency was greater for general

products, then exogenous events would explain more variance in behavior since there is more to explain.

If, however, the inconsistency

was greater for specific behaviors, then exogenous events would explain
more of the variance in behavior for specific behaviors.

Table 22

presents the amount of variance in behavior explained by the reduced
models (behavior=f(intentions) or behavior=f(intentions, past
behavior, attitudes, and social norms)).

It can be seen from this

analysis that general behaviors did not have more residual variance
than specific behaviors.

There was no statistical difference in the

amount of variance in behavior explained by intentions or the combination of intentions, past behavior, attitudes, and social norms for
general versus specific behavior.

Because of this, the basic assump-

tion of Hypothesis 2 is violated.

Therefore, it is not surprising

that Hypothesis 2 was not supported.
The question arises as to why the Fishbein model had a tendency to explain specific behaviors and

gene~al

behaviors equally well.

This is inconsistent with the results cited by Ajzen and Fishbein (1973)
as well as others (Heberlein and Black, 1976; Schwartz, 1978; Weigel
and Newman, 1976; Weigel, Vernon, and Tognacci, 1978; and Wicker, 1969).
One explanation could be the operational definition of general versus
specific behaviors.

It could be argued that the "specific" behaviors
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Table 22
Percent of Variance in Behavior Explained by
Intentions and the Combination of Intentions, Past
Behavior, Attitudes, and Social Norms (Averaged Across Products)
Independent
Variable

General vs
Specific

Reported
Behavior

Garbage
Behavior

Combined
Behavior

General

30.1

0.0

0.0

Specific

32.1

1.0

0.5

General

36.4

27.3

44.4

Specific

32.8

23.2

33.9

Intentions

Intentions
Past Behavior
Attitlldes and
Social Norms
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examined in this study were not specific enough.

Had specific behav-

iors been defined by brands rather than product types, a significant
difference between general and specific behaviors might have been
found.
Hypothesis Tests Using Probability of Use Times Intended Volume
Usage as the Measure of Behavior Intentions
The behavior intention measure used in the preceding analyses
was the stated volume of product the subject planned to use in the
next seven days (Volume Measure).

The reason for using this scale was

discussed in the methodology section (p. 80).

However, the measure of

intentions most commonly used in the marketing literature is based on
a probability of use or likelihood scale (Bonfield, 1974; Lutz, 1977;
Warshaw, 1980).

As mentioned in the methodology section, a second set

of anlayses were conducted using a likelihood-type measure of intentions.

For the second set of analyses, behavior intentions was de-

fined as the probability of using the product in the next seven days
times the volume of intended use in the next seven days (Likelihood
Measure).

All of the previous analyses were repeated using this mea-

sure of intentions.
Before beginning a detailed discussion of these analyses, it
would be useful to examine the correlation between the Volume Measure
(intended volume of use in next seven days) and the Likelihood Measure
(probability of using in next seven days x volume measure) of behavior
intentions.

Table 23 presents these correlations.

As can be seen, the

correlation between the Volume and Likelihood Measures exceeded 0.94
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Table 23

Correlation Between the Volume and Likelihood
Measures of Behavior Intentions

Product

R

Meat

0.9638*

Cheese

0.9824*

Vegetables

0.9688*

Juice

0.1068(NS)

Cereal

0.9502*

Crackers

0.9494*

Soup

0.0514(NS)
-G.0714(NS)

Frozen Dinners
Hamburger

0.9829*

Chicken

0.9733*

Bacon

0.9636*

Eggs

0.9872*

Oranges

0.9490*

Potato Chips

-0.0337(NS)

Beer

-0.0100(NS)

NS Not Significant (P>0.10)

*P~O.OOl
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for 10 of the 15 products.

For these 10 products, reanalysis using

the Likelihood Measure would not affect the tests of the hypotheses
since the Volume and Likelihood Measures are so highly correlated.
For the five products where the Likelihood and Volume Measures were not correlated, the Likelihood Measure was used to reanalyze the data.

Table 24 presents the amount of variance in the

difference between intentions and behavior explained by exogenous
events for both the Volume and Likelihood Measures of intentions.
Using either the Likelihood or Volume Measures of intentions did not
affect the amount of variance explained by exogenous events.

In only

three (of 60) comparisons did exogenous events explain a significant
(P<0.10) amount of residual variance in behavior for one analysis but
not the other.
~leasure

This analysis indicates that using for Likelihood

of intentions does not affect ana lyses of the hypotheses.
Next it was determined if the Likelihood measure affected

the analysis when the inconsistency between behavior and intentions
was defined as the variance unexplained by the combination of intentions, past behavior, attitudes and social norms.

Table 25 presents

the amount of variance explained by exogenous events for both the
Volume and Likelihood Measures of intentions.

In six of the 60 com-

parisons exogenous events explained a significant

(P~0.10)

variance in behavior for one analysis but not the other.

amount of
In all six

cases, exogenous events explained more variance when the Likelihood
Measure was used.

Table 24
Percent of Variance in the Difference Between Behavior
and Intentions Explained by Exogenous Events
Using Different Measures of Intentions
Measure of
Exogenous
Events

Reported Behavior

Juice
Soup
Frozen Dinners
Potato Chips
Beer

Situation
Instability
Index
Exogenous
Events
Influence
Index

Seperate
I nr: l!IS ion
of Occurrences
Seperate
Inclusion
of
Intl uenc:e
*p::;o. 1o

Garbage Behavior

Combined Behavior

Product
volume

likelihood

volume

likelihood

0.1
0.3
0.9
0.5
0.0

0.1.
0.6
0.6
0.1
0.0

1.8
0. 7
0.3
8.1**
1.6

' 1. 7

0.8
0.7
1.!1
0.1
1.4
7. 0**
3. 4
2.
·-3------- 0.1

0.7
1.6
1.1

0. 2
1.1
12 . 1***
0. 0
2.1

0.0
1.6
9. 0**
0.2
2.1 -

15.9**
6.7**
12. O**
29. 6***
11. O**

10.4***
13.2**
22 . 5*,..*
40.3***
9. 1**

?3.4***

26.5***
0.0
12 . 7**
0.0
7.0**

Juice
Soup
Frozen Dinners
Potato Chips
Beer

0.6
0.0
12.6***
0.6
4.4*

0. 3
0.2
12.2***
0. 7
4.1*

0.1
2.7
4. 2*
2.4
0.4

0. 5
3.5
1.3

Juice
Soup
Frozen Dinners
Potato Chips
Beer

5.1*
0.0
5.2*
23 . 1***
6. 2*"'

5.1*
4. 3*
6.1**
26.7***
4.6*

0.0
8.3**
18 . 6***
34. 7***
14.4**

Juice
Soup
Frozen Dinners
Potato Chips
Beer

0. 0
4.5*
34.4*"*
0.0
13.8***

0.0
9. 2**
34. 7***
0.0
13 . 7***

34. 3*"'*
7.7**
5. 3*
41. 1***
4. 1*

0. 0
12. ?"'·*
19. 4*'"'*
3 7. fi*" *
16.1 ***
-36 . 11,.."'*
7. 5**

**P$0. 05

2.0

0. ~~

·-· · -- -- -- ~

11. 7*

ll. 6**
0.0
6. 1*
····-··--·-·------·- -··-

D . 'J *"

4? . 7.1'.**
~.3*

----~ ~ -~-- ·

volume

1ike 1i hood

l.l

0.3

*"*P"> O. 01
t-1
N

(X)

Table 25
Percent of Variance in Behavior Explained by
Exogenous Events Using Different Measures
of Intentions
Measure of
Exogenous
Events

Reported Behavior

Situation
Instability
Index
Exogenous
Events
Influence
Index

Seperate
Inclusion
of Occurrences
Seperate
Inclusion
of
Influence
*P ~ 0 . 10

Garbage Behavior

Combined Behavior

Product

**P$0.05

volume

likelihood

volume

1 t_t-_e_l_LI-.!.<?Od_____yo 1um~_!J!e 1 i hoo~

Juice
Soup
Frozen Dinners
Potato Ct-.ips
Beer

0.0
0.6
0.0
0.0
0.0

0.0
1.0
0.0
0.0
0. 0

0.0

0.0
0.0
2.6*
2.2
1.4
0.0
0.0
0. 0
0. 0
0.0
0.0
o. o-·- - - --o.-o - - -o·.
o
----

Juice
Soup
Frozen Dinners
Potato Chips
Beer

0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.8

0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0

0.6
0.8
0.0
0.0

Juice
Soup
Frozen Dinners
Potato Chips
Beer

0.0
0.6
0. 0
15.2***
7.7**

Juice
Soup
Frozen Dinners
Potato Ch ·i ps
Beer

0.0
0. 2
40.2***
0. 0
5. 1**

***P"',O. 01

1.2
0. 0
0.0
0.0

u.o

0.1)

--

0. 7
1.6

0.0
0.0
0. 0

7. 8**
8 . 0**
0.0
3. 3*
0.0
0.0
Q
8. 9**
0. 0
-·'-"**
3.3*
17.3***
10.5**
3.6*
- - - - - -- 6.2**
- - ·- ---- -7.4***
2. 6*
3.2*
2. 6*
5. 1*
4.7*
0.0
0.0
40.2***
0.0
33 . 0** *
~2. 9"""*
0. 0
l. 8 ...
4.4 **
1. 8*

0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
5. 7**
3. 8
9. 4**
20 . 7***
8. 6**
0.0
0.0
0. 0
0. 0
0.0

0.0
0.4
0. 0
0.0
0.0
2.7*
4. 7*
9. 3**
32.0***
9.0* **
0. 0
0. 0
5. 5*
0.0
0. 0
~

N
l.D
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The analyses indicate that using the Volume rather than the
Likelihood Measure of intentions does not affect the results of the
hypothesis tests.

For the rest of the discussion, the Volume Measure

will be the measure used.
Garbage Versus Reported Behavior
The methodology in this study allows for an interesting comparison between self-reported and observed behavior.

Researchers

have expressed concern about using self-repoY'ted measures of behavior
(Hornik, 1982; Belk, 1974b).

If there is a major difference between

self-reported and observed behavior, it may raise questions about
past research or situational variables that rely on self-reported
data.
The first step in comparing self-reported and garbage behavior
was to examine the correlation between the two measures (See Table 26).
Although many of the correlations are statistically significant, the
absolute magnitude is fairly low, especially for the one-week test
period.

For the one-week test period, the correlation between reported

and garbage behavior was greater than 0.4 for only five of the products.
However, when a longer period was examined, correlation improved.

The

average weekly garbage volume was more highly correlated with reported
usual behavior.

The correlations were greater than 0.4 for nine of

the products.
The primary cause for the low correlations between reported
and garbage behavior may be due to the methodological limitations of
the garbage measure.

The package for a product may not end up in the
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Table 26
Correlation Between Reported and Garbage Behavior
Product

1 Week Test
Period Measures

Past Behavior Measures

0.276**

0.474***

Meat
Cheese

-0.057

0.290

Vegetables

0.201*

0.403***

Juice

0.482***

0.554***

Cereal

0.183

0.324**

Crackers

0.262**

0.430***

Soup

0.615***

0.668***

Frozen Dinners

0.268**

0.367***

Hamburger

0.513***

-0.084

Chicken

0.337***

0.362***

Bacon

0.263**

0.389***

Eggs

0.464***

0.633***

Oranges

0.566***

0.485***

Chips

0.282**

0.438***

Beer

0.642***

0.339***

*P~0.10

**P~0.05

***P~O.Ol
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garbage for several reasons?

1) the subject may not finish the whole

package before the end of the test period; 2) Package material of products consumed out of the home may be thrown away either at home or at
the point of consumption; 3) a particular day's garbage may not show
up in the trash for several days; and 4) Consumers may stock up in
bulk on sale items (especially meats) and transfer them to a different container.

In this situation, garbage analysis would overesti-

mate consumption at the time of purchase and underestimate consumption when food was consumed.
These limitations in the garbage methodology explain several
of the correlations between reported and garbage behavior.

The stock-

ing up limitation may explain the low correlations for meats and
cheese.

Correlations for the one week period are very low for all

meats and cheese.

However, if a longer period is examined (usual be-

havior), correlations improve.

In the case of hamburger, the correla-

tion between reported and garbage behavior was -0.084 for the one
week period, but jumped to 0.513 when the longer period was examined.
These results are consistent with the stockup limitation.

For any

one week period the garbage measure may overestimate or underestimate
consumption depending if the stockup had occurred that week or previous weeks.

Over a several week period, however, the error in esti-

mation caused by the stockup would average out so that it more closely
resembled actual consumption.
Not finishing packages may explain the pattern of correlations
of vegetables, cereal, crackers, bacon, and potato chips.

In all
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these cases correlations are higher for usual behavior than for the
one week test period.

If, for example, a person consumed half a

package of cereal each week, the garbage analysis would overestimate
cereal consumption one week (when the empty box was thrown out) and
underestimate it the next week (half full box kept on shelf).

How-

ever, as behavior is examined over longer periods, these errors
would average out and reported and garbage behavior would be more
highly correlated.
Although most of the low correlations can be explained by
the limitations discussed above, two cannot.

In the case of frozen

dinners, none of the garbage methodology limitations explain the low
correlation.

This may simply be an example of subjects responding

in a socially desirable manner.

In addition, subjects may not have

defined some of the food they consumed as IIfrozen dinnersll.

Various

frozen snacks such as pi zza, chi cken, or b'UY·ritos may not have been
considered IIfrozen dinnersll.
The correlations for beer consumption also are not explained
by the limitations of the garbage methodology.

Given that the garbage

generated from beer consumption is not affected by any of the limitations discussed above, it would be expected that reported and garbage
behavior would be correlated.
period.

This was the case for the one-week test

However, when a longer period was examined, the correlation

was much lower.

It is not clear why this happened.

It may be that

beer consumption fluctuates greatly from week to week.

Therefore,

there is no real meaning to the term lIusual consumption".
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Given that the correlation between reported and garbage behavior is disappointingly low for many of the products, the effect of the
type of behavior measure on the amount of residual variance explained
by exogenous events needs to be examined.

An ANOVA analysis was per-

formed to determine if the type of behavior used affected the hypothesis tests.

The difference in the amount of residual variance in be-

havior explained by exogenous events was compared for the reported,
garbage and average measures of behavior.

The results indicated that

the type of behavior measure used did not affect the amount of residual variance explained by exogenous events. (P=O.73)

Using any of

the different types of behavior measures would not affect the results
of the tests for Hypothesis 1 or 2.

CHAPTER V
CONCLUSIONS
As reported earlier, the primary finding in this study was
that unexpected exogenous events explained a significant portion of
behavior or the inconsistency in behavior (See Table 27).

These

results are very similar to the results of other studies.

However,

this study overcomes some of the criticisms of previous studies.
One of the primary criticisms of situation research has been the
problem of demand effects inflating the estimated relationship between
situations and behavior (Lutz and Kakkar, 1975).

In this study, the

delay between pre and post measures, and the ordering of questions,
helped to keep demand effects to a minimum.

Even with the reduced

demand effects, expected exogenous events explained an average of 5.8%
to 14.1% of the residual variance in behavior.
Previous studies have relied heavily on situation scenarios
and self-reported or imagined behavior.

By using real situations and

observed as well as reported behavior, this study provides
istic examination of situational effects.

a more

real-

This lends further credence

to the conclusion that unexpected exogenous events do affect behavior.
In addition to providing improved support for the relationship
between situations and behavior, the study clearly indicated that unexpected exogenous events can explain the inconsistency between intentions and behaviors.

Previous studies (Greer, 1977; and Wicker, 1971)
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Table 27
The Average (Across the 15 Products) Percent of
Variance in Behavior Explained by Exogenous Events
Using Stepwise Regression Analysis
DEPENDENT VARIABLE:

Difference
Between
Intentions
and Behavior

Variance in
Behavior
after including
Intentions,
Past Behavior
Attitudes, and
Social Norms
Using Stepwise
Regression

Measure of
Exogenous
Events

Reported
Behavior

Garbage
Behavior

Combined
Behavior

Occurrence
Measures

10%

12.1%

12.8%

Influence
Measures

11. 5%

14.8%

13.8%

Occurrence
Measures

7.1%

9.4%

10.7%

9.8%

5.8%

Influence
Measures

8.3%
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concluded that unexpected situations affect behavior-intention consistency but did not actually measure the difference between expectations
of an event occurring and its actual occurrence.

In both the Wicker

and Greer studies, only the expected influence of the situations was
examined.

By using the difference between expectations and the actual

occurr'ence of exogenous events, the study provi des more cl ear-cut evidence that unexpected exogenous events affect behavior-behavior intention consistency.
These results indicate that situational variables should be
included in theoretical models of behavior.

Using situational vari-

ables improved the predictive ability of a Fishbein-type model (B=
f(PB,BI,ATT,SN) from an average adj R2 of 0.328 to an average adj R2
of 0.409.

In addition, there is evidence to indicate that the lower

the R2 for the Fishbein-type model, the more important the situational
influences.

The correlation between the R2 of the Fishbein model and

the ~ R2 added by Exogenous Events was -0.305 (~ = 0.002).

This indi-

cates that researchers having problems explaining behavior with a
Fishbein-type model should examine situational variables.
These results fit well with theoretical relationship between
situational variables and behavior-behavior intention inconsistency
discussed earlier.

The inability to predict behavior using a Fishbein-

type model may be caused by "other variables" affecting behavior (Ajzen
and Fishbein, 1973; and Wicker, 1969).

As the amount of variance in

behavior explained by intentions (and past behavior, attitudes, and
social norms) increases, the less variance is explained by the "other
factors".

Conversely, the less variance in behavior explained by
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intentions, the greater the amount of variance explained by the
factors. II

lI

other

Since exogenous events are one of the other factors, we

would expect the negative correlation between the amount of variance
in behavior explained by intentions and the amount explained by exogenous events.
A second major finding of the study was that consumers do tend
to have similar responses to given situations.

The simple unexpected

occurrence of exogenous events was able to explain a significant portion of the residual variance in behavior.

For example, having an un-

expected party or guests consistently caused consumption of beer to be
greater than expected across at least a segment of the subjects in the
study.

Several other consistent effects are presented in Tables 28

and 29.
A third finding was that situational influences did not differ
between general and specific products.

The difference in the amount

of inconsistency explained for general versus specific products averaged (across analyses) only 4.1%.

However, the results indicate that

the greater the discrepancy between intended and actual behavior, the
greater the effects of the situational variables.

The correlation

between the amount of variance explained by intentions or the combination of intention, past behavior, attitudes, and social norms and the
amount explained by exogenous events was -0.305.

This provides addi-

tional support that situational influences are affecting discrepancies
between intentions and behaviors.
The results also indicated that situational influences varied
from product to product.

For some products, exogenous events explained
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Table 28
Unexpected Occurrences of Exogenous Events Which Affect Behavior
(+ or - Indicates Direction of Effect on Behavior)
Product
Meat

weather(-),
change(+),

Cheese
Vegetables
Juice
Cereal
Crackers
Sou
Frozen Dinners
Hamburger
I

Chicken
Bacon,

E as
Oranges
Potato Chips
Beer
1

In the Southwestern town studied, meat consumption decreases in hot
weather.
? indicates conflict in direction depending on type of analysis
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Table 29
Unexpected Influences of Exogenous Events Which Affect Behavior
(+ or - Indicates Direction of Effect on Behavior)
Product

Exogenous Events

Meat

illness(-), quality(-), seasonality(-), use special
recipe(+), weather(-), holiday(+), health qualities
(?), price change(-), busy(-)

Cheese

special requests(+), weather(-)

Vegetables

guests(+), health qualities (-), price change (+)

Juice

seasonality(-), illness(+), health qualities(-), other
situations(+), quality(-)

Cereal

health qualities(-)

Crackers

weather(-), shopping with others(+), guests(-)

Soup

price change(-), weather(+), health qualities(+),
seasonality(+), special recipe(-), illness(-),

Frozen Dinners

price change(+), guests(-), busy(-), weather(+),
illness(+), special requests(+),

Hamburger

illness(+), holiday(+), special recipe(-), guests(+),
other situations(-), health qualities(+), seasonality
(?), quality(+), shopping with others(-)

Chicken

health qualities(+), holiday(-), other situations(+),
special recipes(+), busy(+), quality(-), shopping with
others(-), illness(-)

Bacon

guests(-), special recipes(-), quality(-), price
change(-), requests(+), illness(-), seasona1itv(+)

Eggs

holiday(+), busy(+), guests(-), price change(+).

Oranges

special request(+), price change(-)

Potato Chips

weather(+), health qualities(-), busy(-), guests(+)

Beer

guests(+), holiday

(+),

weather(+),

? indicates conflict in direction depending on type of analysis

141
none or very little of the inconsistency.

For cheese, an average

(across analyses) of only 2.2% of the variance was explained (nine of
the analyses showed 0% explained variance).

For other products, exo-

genous events explained a large amount of the inconsistency.

For

hamburger, an average (across analyses) of 17.3% of the variance in
inconsistency was explained (all 12 analyses show a statistically
significant

(P~0.10)

amount of variance explained).

To test that situational effects vary from product to product,
an ANOVA was performed on the A adj. R2 attributable to exogenous
events (stepwise regression results only) for each of the 15 products.
The one-way ANOVA indicated a significant difference between the A R2s
for the 15 products (~

= 0.000).

0.182 (see Table 30).

Tukey multiple comparisons indicated that a

The mean A R2 ranged from 0.018 to

difference in means of 0.1056 was significant at

~

= 0.05.

An exam-

ple of the difference in effects can be seen by comparing cheese and
potato chip consumption.

Cheese consumption appears to be relatively

insensitive to the exogenous events examined in the study.

The vari-

ance attributable to unexpected exogenous events was less than 2%.
Potato chip consumption on the other hand was very sensitive to unexpected exogenous events.

The variance attributable to unexpected

exogenous events was 18.3%.
The results imply that researchers need to identify what
behaviors are insensitive to situational influences.

In addition,

theory needs to be developed to explain why certain behaviors are
insensitive to situational influences.
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Table 30
One Way ANOVA of Change in R2 in Behavior
Due to Exogenous Events by Product

(~R2 based on 24 values (2 separate variable measures

of exogenous events x 4 dependent variables x 3 measures
of behavior».

SOURCE

D.F.

SUM OF SQUARES

MEAN SQUARES

BETWEEN GROUPS
WITHIN GROUPS
TOTAL

14
345
359

105.52
397.62
503.14

7.54
1.15

F RATIO
6.540
Product
Meat
Cheese
Vegetables
Juice
Cereal
Crackers
Soup
Frozen Dinners
Hamburger
Chicken
Bacon
Eggs
Oranges
Potato Chips
Beer
TOTAL

F PROB.
0.0000

Count

Mean ~R2

Standard
Error

24
24
24
24
24
24
24
24
24
24
24
24
24
24
24

0.134
0.017
0.151
0.070
0.057
0.061
0.029
0.128
0.179
0.148
0.160
0.097
0.049
0.182
0.058

0.035
0.009
0.024
0.023
0.014
0.010
0.009
0.027
0.019
0.023
0.029
0.019
0.009
0.033
0.011

360

0.101

0.006
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Imp 1i cat.i on~
Although the conclusions of this study are simple and straightforward, there are several major implications of use to marketers.

The

primary implication of this study is that marketers need to monitor and/
or manJpulate those situational variables that affect their product(s).
This will allow managers to capitalize on changes in the market and to
identify opportunities in the marketplace.

The 1982 National Football

League players' strike provides a good example.

A survey of football

fans 'conducted by BBDO Advertising Agency found that the NFL strike
had negative effects on the consumption of soft drinks, snack foods,
and beer, and postively affected eating out at restaurants, doing home
repair, and reading newspapers and magazines (Marketing News, vol. XVI,
(Dec. 10, 1982».

If managers had known of the effects watching foot-

ball had on consumption of their products, and had monitored and predicted the strike, they would have been in a better position to react.
Marketing strategies could have been adapted to reduce the detrimental
effects or take advantage of the positive effects of the strike.
The key to using situation variables to design marketing strategies is the identification and monitoring of important situational
variables.

This study provides two implications for identifying and

monitoring important situational variables.

The first is that the

effects of situational variables vary from product to product, even
within similar product categories such as foodstuffs.

Managers need

to identify situations that affect not only the product they are selling but their specific brand as well.

To rely on secondary research
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about situational effects on similar product categories could be
misleading.
The second implication deals with monitoring situations.
This study has shown that the objective component of situations can
be used to predict behavior.

This is extremely useful since object-

ively defined situations are much easier to measure than the subjective effects of the situations.

This makes it much easier to

include situational variables in marketing studies.

In addition,

it may be much easier to control or measure the occurrence or nonoccurrence of events.

This makes it much easier for a firm to use

situational variables in the design of marketing strategies.

Given

the importance and relative ease of measurement of objective situational variables, managers should definitely examine situational
variables when designing strategies.
This result also,has implications for research into the
subjective aspects of situations.

The results indicate that there

may be some common effects of situations on people.

It would be

very useful to determine why subjects respond 'in a similar fashion.
For example, if situations affect consumer needs, as suggested by
Srivastava (1981), does this mean that consumers, or at least groups
of consumers, have the same need in similar situations?
information could be very useful to a marketing manager.

If so, this
The results

of this study suggest it would be useful to search for common subjective responses to situations.
This research has demonstrated that objective situations can
be used to make the measurement, monitoring, and manipulation of
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situational variables easier.

However, managers need to examine

situational influences separately for each product.
Limitations
This study overcomes several of the major limitations of previous research.

For example, objective measures of actual behavior

were used rather than subjective measures of imagined behavior; the
actual occurrence of situations was measured rather than the expectation of occurrence; and situational variables were examined within a
theoretical framework.

However, there are still several limitations

of the study.
The primary limitation is that this study does not examine
how exogenous events affected behavior.

As stated earlier, marketers

should be concerned not only with being able to use situational variables to predict behavior, but also with understanding how they affect
behavior.

Such insight can help improve our understanding of consumer

behavior, enable us to improve the predictive ability of situational
variables, and enable us to better manipulate or react to situational
effects.

Although the study shows that unexpected events cause changes

in the subjects' responses, it does not examine how or why situational
variables cause the changes.
A second "limitation deals with the measures of the situational
variables.

Numerous researchers of situational variables have com-

mented on the need to improve measurement of situations (Belk, 1974b;
Bishop and Witt, 1970; and Wicker, 1975).

This study used measures

very similar to those of previous work, and as a result, the measures
of situations are just as limited.

The measures of expectation of a
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situation occurring and its actual occurrence are probably fairly
accurate.

However, the measures of expected and actual influence are

more problematic.
Measuring the expected influence of a situation can be very
difficult.

The problem arises when the subject tries to imagine what

the future situation will be like.

Doing this results in many of the

same problems related to the use of situation scenarios.

There may be

demand effects, imagined situations may be incomplete, and comparison
across individuals or studies is difficult.

The problem intensifies

when an attempt is made to measure the expected influence of an unexpected event occurring.

Suppose you were not expecting any guests

this week, and you were asked what effect unexpected guests dropping
by would have on your consumption of beer.
depends on the guests!

II

Your reaction may be, lilt

The situation you imagined happening may be

totally different from what may happen.

The only way to make sure the

imagined situation was similar to what might actually occur is to ask
you the expected influence of a very specific situation.

However, if

a researcher is interested in knowing the effect of guests in general,
then he would have to ask the subject to imagine innumerable specific
situations about guests.

Such a procedure would clearly have draw-

backs in implementation and use of the resulting information.
This study did not even attempt to overcome the numerous problems related to measuring situational variables.

The results should

therefore be interpreted with this measurement problem in mind.
particular, it would be erroneous to make conclusions about the

In
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comparative ability of the objectively based occurrence measures and
subjectively based influence measures used in the study.
The final limitation of the study deals with the products
examined.

The study only examined consumption of foods and beverages.

Although research has shown that many behaviors besides food consumption seem to be affected by situational variables, some behaviors are
not.

Even within this study, some food consumption was affected by

exogenous events while some was not.

Therefore, generalizations

concerning situational effects on behavior in general should be made
with caution.

This research and past research indicates such general-

izations are broadly based, but certainly do not apply to all products
or behaviors.
Future Research
Research to date has provided insight into several major
issues in situational research.

But it pales in comparison with the

questions that remain uanswered.

A complete list of the unanswered

questions in situation research would be formidable.

Presented below

is a sample of several future research questions raised by this and
other research.
One of the most pressing questions in situation research is
how situations affect consumers.

Lutz and Kakkar (1975) have argued

that this is the most important question facing situation research.
At present, the discussion of the question has been very limited.
Srivastava (1981) has suggested that consumers have different needs
in different situations.

This is partially supported by the work
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of Miller and Ginter (1979).
investigation:

However, the proposition needs further

Do consumers' needs in fact depend on the situation?

Why and how do needs change?

What elements of a firm's marketing

mix should be adjusted to satisfy these changed needs and how are
the changes to be accomplished?
Lutz and Kakkar (1975) note other issues:

What emotional

responses mediate situational influences, what are the situational
effects on decision processes, and what is the relationship between
situations, attitudes, subjective norms, and cognitive structure?
These and numerous other questions remain unanswered.

Clearly,

situational variables need to be expanded for use in all aspects
of buyer behavior.
Related to the question of how situations affect consumers,
we need to expand and test the theoretical framework of situational
influences.
earlier.

Several theoretical models of situations were discussed

But these models need to be expanded and integrated.

For

example, the Fishbein model tested in this study could be easily
expanded to the model presented in Figure 6.

The model below sepa-

rates momentary personal states (such as mood) and objectively
defined situations.

It also examines how changed expectations or

the occurrence of unexpected situations affected intentions.

Fi-

nally, it indicates the need to examine the effects of situational
variables on attributions and other psychological responses as well
as the resulting effect of these on behavior.

Momentary
States (MS

Attitudes,
Social Norms,
and permanent
states,

~

Intenti ons I

)/

Unexpected
Situations
(US)

Past
Behavior

Attributions and
Psychological
Responses (A&PR)

Expected
Situations

.......

Figure 6
Proposed Model of Situational Influences

+=>
\.0
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Although researchers know that situations do affect behavior,
it is not known if we can systematically manipulate situations in
any useful way.

Sandell (1968) suggests that this important question

needs to be answered.

Such a question would clearly be of interest

to marketing practitioners.

If we can manipulate situations, how

can it be done and what are the best ways to do so?

In addition, we

may want to know the different effects of manipulated versus normally
occurring situations on various consumer reactions and behaviors.
Bass (1974) has suggested that behavior is at least partially
stochastic.

Situation research has posed an interesting question

related to Bass's work.

It was demonstrated that unexpected situa-

tions explain a significant portion of behavior.

One could easily

hypothesize that these unexpected events are stochastic in nature,
since they cannot be predicted beforehand.

If this is the case,

then the stochastic element of behavior found by Bass could actually
be caused by unexpected events and their influence on behavior.

We

need to investigate whether unexpected situations explain the stochastic element of choice.

The answer would improve our understand-

ing of consumer choice.
It was shown that exogenous events can affect groups of people
similarly.

In addition, we know that situational influences vary from

product to product.

A fifth area for future research is the identifi-

cation of situations that have generalizable effects not only across
people, but also across products.

Knowing what situations affect

people similarly for a given product would be useful to managers
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dealing in that product.

But if situations can be identified that

have generalizable effects for groups of people across products,
then our understanding of situational variables and consumer behavior
could be greatly expanded.
Much of the work on situational variables in consumer research
has focused on product categories rather than brands.
Ginter1s (1979) work is a notable exception.

Miller and

They even argue that

more detailed information regarding situational effects on brands is
needed.

As was noted earlier, measurement of situational variables

needs to be improved.

Especially needed are more sensitive measures

of expected influence of situations.

Although both these issues

have been examined in past studies, research needs to be continued.
The research questions presented so far have been very
general in nature.

There are also numerous specific issues that

need research. For example, as situations become routine, are they
incorporated in intentions (Belk, 1974a)?

Belk (1974b) also points

out that we need more information on the effects of situations on
product attribute importance.

Finally, as Hornik (1982) notes that,

liThe greater the degree of obligation imposed by an activity, the
less important are situational influences. 1I

The results indicate

that commitment to a behavior may be an important mediating variable
for situational influences.

APPENDIX A
OUTLINE OF QUESTIONS (FIRST INTERVIEW)

152

153

FIRST INTERVIEW
Q1

How many bottles of juice does your family use in a typical week?
check here if same as last week.

Q2

How likely is it that your family will use juice in the next 7
days?
I
Certainly
will not
use

1------1
Unlikely
to use

1------1------1------1------1------1
May
Likely
Certain
Use
to use
to use

Q3

How many cans or bottles of juice do you think your family will
use in the next 7 days?
check here if same as usual

Q4

Which of these faces shows how your family feels about juice?

QQQOO
Q5

What does your fami ly feel about drinking juice?
I
Everyone
1i kes it

I

I
Most
1i ke it

I

I
Some
1i ke it
Some
don't

I

I
Most
dislike
it

I

I
-Everyone
dislikes
it
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Q6

The following list covers events which might be expected to affect
food use. For each one, please indicate whether the event is likely
to happen in the coming week.

YES
1.

Have guests, a party

2.

Use a new or special recipe or try new foods

3.

Change food use because of change in price
(up or down)

4.

Shop with family members or others

5.

Have a very busy week

6.

Celebrate a holiday

7.

Buy foods because they are in season

8.

Someone in household requests a special meal

9.

Use food from a home garden or tree

10.

Buy food because it is of especially high
quality

11.

Read an article on the health risks of some food

12.

The weather affects your use of food

13.

Someone in the household is sick

NO

If you answered yes to any of the above questions, please fill
out an attached sheet for each yes answer.
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Q7

What effect do you expect event #
(noted on preceding page) to
have on your use of each of the following items in the coming week.
Greatly
Decrease Use

Decrease
Use

No
Effect

Increase
Use

Greatly
Increase Use

Meat
Cheese
Vegetables
(canned or
frozen)
Juice
Cereal
Crackers
Soup
(not homemade)
Frozen dinners
Ground beef
Chicken
Bacon
Eggs
Oranges
Potato chips
Beer
A graduate student named Joe Cote will telephone you one week
from today regarding which events have occurred, and their
influences on your food use. The call should only take 5 to
10 minutes. What would be a convenient time for a phone call
one week from today?
Respondents· Name: _________________________________
Phone Number:

-----------------------

Conven i ent Ti me (s) : ______________________________
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Q8

Other people, such as family members, friends, or your doctor,
sometimes influence your use of certain products. For example,
you may serve soft drinks because your children want you to, or
you may not drink coffee because your doctor says it's bad for
you.
Please indicate which of the following products might be consumed
to a greater or lesser extent because of the influence of others.
Greatly
Decrease Use

Meat
Cheese
Vegetables
(canned or
frozen)
Juice
Cereal
Crackers
Soup
(not homemade)
Frozen dinners
Ground beef
Chicken
Bacon
Eggs
Oranges
Potato chips
Beer

Decrease
Use

No

Effect

Increase
Use

Greatly
Increase Use

APPENDIX B
OUTLINE OF QUESTIONS (SECOND INTERVIEW)
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Question 1
How many lbs/ozs of meat did your household use in the past 7 days?
How many lbs/ozs of ground beef did your household use in the
past 7 days?
How many lbs/ozs of chicken did your household use in the past
7 days?
How many lbs/ozs of bacon did your household use in the past 7
days?
How many lbs/ozs of cheese did your household use in the past 7
days?
How many cans or packages of vegetables did your household use
in the past 7 days?
How many cans or bottles of juice did your household use in the
past 7 days?
How many eggs did your household use in the past 7 days?
How many boxes of cereal did your household use in the past 7 days?
How many bags of potato chips did your household use in the past
7 days?
How many cans of soup did your household use in the past 7 days?
How many cans of beer did your household use in the past 7 days?
How many frozen dinners did your household use in the past 7 days?
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Question 2
Each of the following are events that may have affected your food use.
For each one, please indicate if it has occurred in the past 7 days.
Yes
1.

Having guests or a party

2.

Use a new or special recipe or try new foods

3.

Change food use because of a change in price
(up or down)

4.

Shop with family members or others

5.

Have a very busy week

6.

Celebrate a holiday

7.

Buy foods because they are in season

8.

Someone in the household request a special meal

9.

Use food from a home garden or tree

10.

Buy food because it is of especially high quality ____

11.

Read an article on the health risks of some food

12.

The weather affect your food use

13.

Someone in the household was sick

14.

On a diet

15.

Use food because you were very happy or sad

16.

Change your plans

No

If the respondent answered yes to any of the above questions,
please fill out an attached sheet for each of the yes answers
above.
Did anything else happen that affected your use of any foods or
beverages in the past week?
If so, what was it.
What influence did it have?

(fill out attached sheet if it
influenced the use of any of the
foods on the list)
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Question 3
What effect did event #
(note preceding page have on your use of
each of the following items in the past week:

Greatly
Decreased Use

Decreased
Use

No
effect

Increased
Use

Greatly
increased use

Meat
Cheese
Vegetables
(canned or
frozen)
Juice
Cereal
Crackers
Soup
(not homemade)
Frozen dinners
Ground beef
Chicken
Bacon
~~s

_____________________________________________________

Oranges
Potato chips
Beer
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