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ABSTRACT 

This study tests two competing theories of consumer satis

faction within the context of a high contact service, the discon

firmationof expectations theory and the value-percept disparity 

theory. In addition, it examined the strength of these theories when 

a new construct dealing \-lith role performance was added. This service 

is a 'librarian-assisted, computerized information retrieval service, 

for the compilation of bibliographies. The study involved the 

experimental manipulation of consumer expectations about product

outcome attributes and about role performance attributes as well as 

actual performance for both types of expectation. The medium selected 

for the experiment was the observation of the roleplay by three actors 

involved in the service purchase process. The relative strength of 

the competing theories was then tested using multiple regression. 

xii 



CHAPTER 1 

AN OVERVIEW OF THE STUDY 

Introduction 

With services comprising almost half of the GNP and providing 

about two-thirds of the jobs (outside the government sector) in the 

Unite~ States, the impact of services on our economy is undeniable. 

Furthermore, since World War II, services have increased from about 

35% to about 50% of the GNP (Kotler 1980). With such a favorable 

growth rate, services are likely to remain an important factor in our 

economy for the foreseeable future. Because of the C'Jrrent impact and 

future potential of services, during the past decade academicians and 

practitioners alike have begun to turn heightened attention to 

services. 

This heightened attention has resulted in a growing body of 

theoretical, methodological, and empirical studies, which, at this 

time, is oriented more towards an academic than a managerial audience. 

Because services are still relatively early in their life cycle, the 

current academic orientation is likely to remain dominant. Time and 

effort should now be devot:ed to such topics as: 

the distinctive attributes of services, goods, and 
market offerings; 

a taxonomy of services related to their distinctive 
attributes; and 

1 



an itegrated set of propositions for all services or 
subsets of services. 

This should result in good managerially-oriented studies later. 

Anything which would increase the productivity of the service 

industry would be highly meaningful, since the consumer participation 

attribute of services inherently limits the efficiency which may be 

achieved (Chase 1981). Furthermore, given the increasing importance 

of services in the overall US economy, anything which would increase 

services productivity would increase overall productivity--a problem 

which all industrialized economies eventually face. 

Efficiency is, of course, only one of the considerations 

necessary to increase productivity. Satisfaction should also be 

considered, as well as benefit to society. Indeed, marketing 

productivity--in the goods sector particularly--has been measured 

chronologically by three sets of factors: efficiency, consumer 

satisfaction, and social satisfaction (Dietz 1974). A fuller 

understanding of the nature of satisfaction for services is necessary 

in order to enhance productivity. 

Because of the participative nature of services, consumer 

2 

satisfaction may require modification of the existing theory--a theory 

largely based on study of durable and non-durable goods (all 

definitions will be treated in detail in the literature review). 

Because production and consumption take place simultaneously with the 

purchase of a service, the temporal sequence of the purchase decision 

process is somewhat different from that of goods. The post-purchase 

response of satisfaction in the Engel-Kollat-Blackwell and 



Howard-Sheth models applies relatively well for goods, but not as 

well for services. For a service the formulation of a response 

begins to take place in the presence of the seller while the buyer 

is actively cooperating in the production of the service and while he 

is actually consuming it. This formulation is then completed as a 

post-consumption response. 

3 

Nor is this the only difference occasioned by the 

participative nature of services. While the consumer of durable and 

non-durable goods may have expec tations of the likely performanc e 

level across a set of salient attributes of the good which he is 

purchasing, the consumer of a service will have expectations of the 

experience he is about to undergo since he knows he will be an ac tive 

participant. This experience will, of course, include the salient 

attributes of the service, as wi th goods, but it will also include the 

likelihood of the seller upholding the relevant interpersonal shopping 

norms in his role as seller. The way he is treated and the service 

which he receives together constitute the experience, and the 

disconfirmation of expectations concerning all three of these factors 

will be n:!levant in assessing dis/satisfaction. 

The Purpose of the Research 

The purpose of this research is to test the relative strength 

of two competing satisfaction theories, which would both be modified 

to include the role component of the services encounter. The reigning 
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paradigm for consumer satisfaction, called the disconfirmation of 

expectations theory, has been challenged recently by several alter

native theories. One of the challengers, called the value-percept 

disparity theory, is particularly amenable to examination of the 

individual's emotional or affective reaction to the product's 

performance. These two theories, however, postulate different 

antecedents for satisfaction. They also define satisfaction differ

ently and operationalize it differently from each other. The contexts 

in which the two theories have been tested have, with one exception, 

also been different • 

. An empirical test of both theories in the same context 

(durables, since the product was automobiles) was inconclusive 

(Westbrook and Reilly 1982). Neither theory explained the data very 

well. Although this study was the first test of the value-percept 

disparity theory, the disconfirmation of expectations theory has been 

confirmed repeatedly (Oliver 1980a; Oliver 1981). These results are 

disturbing and require further investigation. A number of possible 

reasons have been given for these results. Westbrook and Reilly 

(1982) suggest that these results may be accounted for by considering: 

(1) that the measure in this critical test of one of the reigning 

theory's constructs--expectations--was operationalized in a 

significantly different way; (2) that the single measure for their new 

construct of value-percept disparity may not have adequately captured 

this construct; and (3) that the second construct in the reigning 

theory--disconfirmation--had a large amount of measurement error. 
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Another of the competing theories, based in product performance, has 

recently been tested by Churchill and Surprenant (1982). They 

examined the relative power of the disconfirmation of expectations 

against a single perfo rmance theory and found that the disconfirmation 

of expectations theory was not upheld in a durables context. It 

wo rked as well as always in a non-durables context. Furthermore, the 

theory has been shown to work in a health services context as well 

(Oliver 1980a; Oliver 1981). The problem with the Westbrook-Reilly 

study may not be measurement so much as context. 

Statement of the Problem 

The problem addressed by this study is to retest these two 

competing theories of consumer satisfaction in such a way as to be 

true to the authors' original conceptualizations as well as their 

measurements, while holding the context constant. Because the context 

of services has already been shown to support the disconfirmation of 

expec tations theory, the model should work with another service. 

There are also strong grounds for believing that value-percept 

disparity theory will be supported in this context as well, since this 

theory emphasizes the individual's affective response so strongly. 

Conditions therefore are supportive for both theories. 

In addition, it will also be possible to test parallel 

adaptations of these two theories based upon insights into the 

consumer's purchase process for services. The participative nature of 

services that depends so much on the successful interaction of buyer 
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and seller may be explicitly incorporated into the satisfaction model 

as a parallel expressive domain fo r each of the major construc ts which 

the two theories hold to be important determinants of satisfaction. 

In the disconfirmation of expectations theory, this would mean the 

addition of a role performance expectations and a disconfirmation of 

role performance expectations construc t. In the value-percept 

disparity theory, this would mean the addition of a role performance 

value-percept ~isparity construct. 

In all, then, this study will test the original versions of 

the two competing satisfaction theories as well as modifications of 

these two theories which will explicitly incorporate role. 

The Approach 

The approach to this test of competing theories is to simulate 

through a dramatic enactment of a service purchase the first-time 

experience with an innovative, high-contact service and to measure 

respondents' reactions at two points in time: after their expectation 

of seller behavior and service quality have been manipulated and then 

after their reaction to the seller's role performance and the 

service's performance. The respondents will be instruc ted to project 

themselves into the role of the buyer in the roleplay which they 

observe. Their intensity of involvement will be monitored by manipu

lation checks on the perceived level of expectations and the perceived 

level of performance for both seller role enactment and service 

outcome. The level of expectations will be varied at high and low 



levels, as will the level of actual performance for both the intstru

mental service domain of service outcome and the expressive domain of 

seller role enactment in a fractional factorial design. Four such 

simulations will be performed in classes of upper level business 

students at the University of Arizona and the University of Phoenix. 

Expected Contributions 

7 

This study will assess the relative strength of the reigning 

paradigm of discomfirmation of expectations in a controlled test 

against a significant challenging theory. Furthermore, it will assess 

the advisability of creating new interpersonal constructs for the 

measurement of satisfaction in the services. Finally, it will provide 

insight into potential new measures for interpersonal constructs as 

well as providing a test for value-percept disparity measures. 

Scope and Limitations 

This study will not attempt to test competing theories across 

contexts. It is limited to high contact services. Furthermore, as a 

laboratory experiment, it may be creating an artificial environment 

whose results may not generalize. Since the students are unfamiliar 

with this service, the results of this study are further limited to 

the initial satisfaction response. The student sample is also a 

possible limitation on generalizability, since as frequent experi

mental subjects, they are able to process tasks of great cognitive 

complexity. The results are likely to be overstated for the average 

consumer. 
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Outline of Subsequent Chapters 

This first chapter provides a brief overview of the study in 

order to orient the reader to the logic of presentation. No details 

or definitions are presented here. In chapter two, three research 

streams which helped to shape ~he perception of the problem, as well 

as the approach taken, are examined separately. In chapter three, the 

theoretical foundation for the original and revised sets of competing 

theories is examined in detail, although an overview of these theories 

is also included in the literature review, for the sake of complete

ness there. In chapter four, the research design and method are 

elaborated. The results, apart from interpretation, are presented in 

chapter five. Then in chapter six, these results are interpreted for 

each of the theories. The research conclusions and suggestions for 

future research are then summarized in chapter seven. The appendix 

contains the factor solution, the references cited, the instrument 

used in the experiment, and the scripts which created the experimental 

manipulations. 

Summary of Chapter 1 

This chapter has explained the importance of an investigation 

into satisfaction with consumer services and has oriented the reader 

to the nature of the problem--a test of competing satisfaction 

theories in a new coatext. The contribution and the major limitations 

on the research have also been described. 



CHAPTER 2 

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

Introduction 

In order to devise a good, empirical test for competing 

theories of the determinants of consumer satisfaction with a high 

contact service, it is first necessary to review the work that has 

already been done. Although the addition of a role component to both 

the value-percept disparity theory and the disconfirmation of expec

tations theory is new, th2 idea of such an addition is essentially a 

fusion of three separate research streams: consumer satisfaction, 

services marketing, and role theory. As such, it owes a considerable 

debt to the literature in each of these three fields. Before the 

theoretical foundation for the specific test of competing theories can 

be explained, it will therefore be necessary to examine, in turn, the 

literature on consumer satisfaction, on services marketing, and on 

role. The synthesis will be given in chapter three. 

The Consumer Satisfaction Literature 

futroduct~n 

The literature on consumer satisfaction has reached a fairly 

high degree of consensus regarding the dual nature of satisfaction as 

a compound of thought and feeling with the" ~agniture and direction of 

the satisfaction response depending upon the magnitude and direction 

9 
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of the disparity between some baseline for the individual's 

perceptions prior to his experience with the product and subsequent to 

his experience with the product. However, there is still considerable 

disagreement about the exact form of the compound of thought and 

feeling which constitutes satisfaction for different theorists as well 

as about the specific nature of the antecedents of satisfaction. The 

measures which have been used in satisfaction research have also been 

partially standardized, so that there is now agreement about several 

comlOOnly used scales. Again, however, there is still an on-r"dng 

process of refinement of existing measures and development of new 

measures, especially within the context of new satisfaction theories. 

The Definition of Satisfaction 

The Howard-Sheth model of the purchasing decision process 

popularized the definition of satisfaction as a reward which would be 

considered by the buyer to be adequate for the sacrifice of money, 

time, and effort which he has made (Howard and Sheth 1969). 

Essentially, this early definition places satisfaction within the 

context of exchange. The buyer is also cast in the mold of the 

rational man, who is consciously deciding upon the terms of trade with 

the seller. The buyer's "sacrifice" may be expressed without loss of 

significance in IOOnetary terms. 

In contrast to this definition, Hunt described satisfaction as 

the evaluation of an emotion (Hunt 1978, p. 38): 

Satisfaction is a kind of'stepping away from an 
experience and evaluating it. You may have a 



pleasurable e:t:perience anp then be satisfied as you 
evaluate that experience. Satisfaction is not the 
pleasurableness of the experience, it is the evaluation 
rendered that the experiepce w.as at least as good as it 
was suppose (sic.) to be. One could have a pleasura
ble experience that causep dissatisfaction because, 
even though pleasurable, it wasn't as pleasurable as it 
was supposed or expected to be,. So satisfaction/ 
dissatisfaction isn't an emotion, it's the evaluation 
of an experience, and as such it becomes a quasi
cognitive construct, and we would expect the laws of 
judgment to affect sa tisfac tion. 

The quality of satisfaction as both cognition and affect is 

much clearer in this definition. In addition, it is also clear that 

affect is prior to cognition, and that the resulting evaluation must 
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somehow incorporate both affect and cognition. The mechanism by which 

such a fusion is to be achieved is not specified. It could, for 

example, be a less intense level of all Ipre-judgment emotions which 

would co-exist with the judgment itself.1 Then again it could be the 

individual's emotional reaction to the judgment, also. 

Although Hunt neglects to Elpecify the precise nature of the 

fusion of affect and cognition, he does clearly indicate the duality 

of satisfaction and, furthermore, l1e do~s clearly locate the 

satisfaction judgment within the iqdividlual's perceptions. For Hunt 

(1978, p. 38), the decision regard~ng satisfaction or dissatisfaction 

is based on the "interaction of th~ product/situation with the 

individual's expectations/ experienqe and we can only understand and 

predict cs/n t"hen we consider the ~hole ~ interac tion." Hunt's 

definition implies the existence o~ a Gestalt or organized whole 

including both the consumer and th~ product/situation. 
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Hunt's above definition evolved out of the earlier Marketing 

Science Institute conference in 1977. Such participants as Andreasen, 

Landon, Miller, Czepiel, Rosenberg, Leavitt, and Morris all 

contributed to the store of definitions of satisfaction. Hunt 

addresses the critical issues in his final overview (Hunt, 1977). 

The early satisfaction scholars were particularly concerned with the 

following questions of definition: 

1. Is satisfaction a continuous variable whose extremes 
are satisfaction and dissatisfaction or is it bipolar 
with opposite and independent dimensions? (Leavitt 
1977) 

2. May satisfaction exist prior to the consu~er's 
purchase/ consumption of the product/object or is it, 
like any other evaluative orientation, necessarily 
subsequent to the exposure to the object? (Czepiel and 
Rosenberg 1977) 

3. Is the standard of baseline against which satisfaction 
judgments are made, the consumer's specific needs and 
wants or is it expectations about anticipated 
performance? (Andreasen 1977; Miller 1977) 

4. Is satisfaction a simple, unidimensional phenomenon 
like pleasure or is it difficult to grasp because of 
its wide variance in meaning to many people? (Landon 
1977; Czepiel and Rosenberg 1977) 

5. Should the unit of analysis be the individual or the 
group? Is the standard of reference or baseline by 
which the disparity is perceived inherently a norm? 
(Morris 1977) 

6. Is the satisfaction judgment made Gbout the disparity 
between the perceived actual and the ideal or about the 
disparity between the perceived actual and the 
predicted actual? (Handy 1977) 

Hunt's review of these competing definitions of satisfaction 

highlights many of the issues that then stimulated different theories 

concerning the determinants of satisfaction. 
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Oliver's recent definition of satisfaction as the "summary 

psychological state resulting when disconfirmed expectations is 

coupled with the consumer's prior feelings about the cou<mmption 

experience" or the surprise within the consumption experience actually 

specifies the determinants as well as the end result (Oliver 1981, 

p.27). It makes satisfaction posterior to exposure to the object, 

and it makes satisfaction incorporate both affect and cognition. The 

particular method by which these two dimensions of satisfaction are 

fused is indicated in the "surprise," including the pre-existing 

emotions, the cognition about the disparity, and the emotional 

reaction to the disparity. The summary state does not exist 

permanently. For Oliver, the surprise or the excitement is subject to 

decay. Satisfaction may contribute to post-exposure attitude 

formation, but it is a distinctly different construct from attitude. 

To substantiate this new definition of satisfaction, Oliver borrows 

from adaptation level theory (Helson 1964; Oliver 1980a; Oliver 1981) 

and from opponent-process theory (Solomon and Corbit 1974; Oliver 

1981). Adaptation-level theory, which maintains that organisms 

perceive stimuli by comparison to deviations from a baseline, provides 

the justification of pre-purchase expectations. Opponent-process 

theory, which maintains that organisms will re-establish emotional 

equilibrium by calling into play two processes (one which will move 

the o:ganism away from the baseline of neutrality and the other which 

will oppose the first) provides the justification for an independent, 

disconfirmation effect. Oliver's definition is therefore embedded in 



his theory of satisfaction. His theory is one of the competing 

theories tested in this study. 
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The other theory tested in this study is the value-percept 

disparity theory (Westbrook and Reilly 1982). The conceptualization 

of satisfac tion in this theory borrows from Locke's early definition 

of satisfaction (Locke 1967; Westbrook and Reilly 1982), the same 

tradition underlying much of the work of the 1977 conference. 

Satisfaction is again defined as a whole which connects the individual 

with both the product and the situation and which incorporates both an 

evaluative component and an experiential component. Using this 

approach, Westbrook and Reilly discuss consumer satisfaction as "an 

emotional response to the experiences provided by," or associated with, 

particular products or services purchased, retail outlets, or even 

molar patterns of behavior such as shopping and buyer behavior, as 

well as the overall marketplace" (Westbroook and Reilly 1982, p. 256). 

In contrast to Hunt's definition, here some of the dimensions of the 

whole are delineated. The experience which the consumer has had with 

the product itself, the buying process for the product, the retail 

outlets or contact personnel, and even with the alternatives available 

within the marketplace may include both affect and cognition. 

When the consumer's experience is evaluated, the resulting 

emotional state is satisfaction. For Westbrook and Reilly, evaluation 

necessarily implies consideration of those alternatives which the 

consumer perceives to exist (not just to be available) which might be 

potential means of fulfilling his needs. Evaluation may range from 
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the basic, physiological pleasure/pain reaction to a conscious or 

unconscious value judgment. The emotions which give rise to 

satisfaction are reactions to the value judgment. The most basic of 

such emotional responses are pleasure/joy and displeasure/suffering 

(Izard 1977; Plutchik 1980; Westbrook and Reilly ~982). With these 

explanation of terms included in the definition of satisfaction, both 

consumer satisfaction and dissatisfaction can be more easily 

desc ribed: 

••• consumer satisfaction is the pleasurable emotional 
state resulting from the appraisal of a product, 
serVice, retail outlet or consumer action (a complaint, 
shopping trip, pu~chase decision, etc.) as leading to 
or achieving one's own values. Conversely, consumer 
dissatisfaction refers to the unpleasurable emotional 
state resulting from an appraisal that an object or 
action or condition in the consumer domain blocks or 
denies the achievement of one's values or attains one's 
disvalues. (Westbrook and Reilly 1982, p. 256) 

Westbrook and Reilly point out that this definition is not embedded 

in a specific theory of the determinants of satisfaction as was 

Oliver's definition of satisfaction as the surprise inherent in the 

consumption experience. Nevertheless by their definition of 

"evaluation" in terms of examination of choice alternatives to fulfill 

needs, they have clearly established the need for the construct of the 

disparity between the individual's perceptions of what his needs are 

and what he has received in the market exchange. This process of 

matching the definition of the criterion with the determinants which 

will predict it is not a flaw in either approach. Definitions of 

concepts as part of thought or language systems.must incorporate the 

determinants of those concepts. 
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In describing the construction of social theory, Rudner (1966) 

describes the components of every constructed language as: (1) 

elements, (2) formation rules which specify the permissible 

grammatical transformations of these elements, and (3) definitions. 

Every term that is used in a language may be divided into one of two 

sets: (1) those terms for which there are no synonyms, and (2) all of 

the defined terms in the language. A definition creates a 

substitution which is permissible in the language: "Every definition 

of a system defines some term of the system 'by' some other term of 

the system" (Rudner 1966, p. 15). There must be terms which are 

undefinable or primitive in any such system to prevent total 

circularity, but there will be considerable redundancy nevertheless. 

Definitions of satisfaction have usually described a dual 

cognitive and affective state as the result of a process, rather than 

attemptjng to describe the distinctive characteristics of the summary 

state itself. Therefore, distinctive characteristics of the process 

which culminates in satisfaction are relevant to the current 

definitions of satisfac tion. For this type of approach to definition, 

however, the definition of satisfaction cannot be truly made apart 

from the definition of its determinants, when they are arranged in the 

proper temporal sequence. If this process in truly universal across 

all product classifications and purchase situations, there is no 

problem. However, when the definition of the concept also depends. 

upon the process, both are vulnerable to empirical disconfirmation. A 

better theory would define satisfaction through the distinctiv~ 



characteristics of the summary state which fully describe it and, at 

the same time, set this state apart from all others. 

The Major Theories of Consumer Satisfaction 
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To complete the conceptualization of satisfaction, it is also 

necessary to examine both the definition of its determinants and the 

theoretical linkages between satisfaction and these constructs. 

Before examining alternative definitions of the determinants and then 

specific causal relationships to satisfaction, greater familiarity 

with the major themes is necessary. 

Until the past two years, there have been about six major 

theories of satisfaction that have dominated the consumer satisfaction 

field. During the early seventies, Rolph Anderson (1973) reviewed the 

state of satisfaction theory and described the four reigning theories 

at that time: (a) assimilation or cognitive-dissonance theory, (2) 

contrast theory, (3) generalized negativity theory, and (4) 

assimilation-contrast theory. In 1980, Richard Oliver included social 

contrast theory in his survey of later developments as well as 

proposing an early version of his own theory (Oliver 1980c). Since 

that time, there have been several new theories proposed, the most 

important of which are probably perceived performance, disconfirmation 

of experience-based norms, and value-percept disparity. 

Festinger's theory of cognitive dissonance gave rise to a 

series of marketing studies on consumer satisfaction, which attempted 

to explain the consumer's reaction to a disparity between his 

expectations of a product and his perceptions of the product's outcome 
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(Festinger 1957). Following this theory, an analyst would predict 

that a consumer ¥;QuId attempt to reduce the psychological tension 

created by the incongruence between expectations and perceived 

performance by changing his perception of the produc t' s performance to 

bring it closer to his expectations. Assimilation theory (Anderson 

1973) would show a convergence of perceived performance and 

expectations. Even when the disparity is great, as when expectations 

are very high or very low in comparison to actual performance, the 

consumer would assimilate his observation of performance to 

expectations. With very low expectations, he ¥;QuId then express 

dissatisfaction, even with higher actual product performance. With 

very high expectations, he ¥;QuId express satisfaction, even with lower 

ac tual product perfo rmance. 

Oliver (1980c, p. 206) has criticized cognitive dissonance or 

assimilation theory on three grounds: 

1. expectations are not necessarily in the position 
of priority in the individual's cognitive response, 

2. the consumer does not n~cessarily make mental 
c:fo rts to bridge the disc repancy, 

3. satisfac tion is not considered a response to reduce 
dissonance. 

Instead, Oliver points out that current thinking on satisfaction con-

siders: 

1. that satisfaction arises when expectations and 
product performance are compared with the magni
tude and direc tion of the difference impac ting 
the po st-evaluation affec t, 

2. expectations serve as a baseline for comparison, 



3. satisfaction is the response resulting from 
an acknowledgment of "dissonance." (Oliver 
1980, p. 206) 

Festinger's theory is not as much in use in consumer satisfaction 

currently, because empirical tests based on this theory have not 

always produced the same results (Anderson 1973). 

Contrast theory's major exponent is Cardozo (1965). It is' 

also a theory concentrating on cognitive responses. When there is a 

disparity between expectations and product performance, according to 

contrast theory, the consumer will magnify the difference instead of 
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assimilating it. When expectations are lower than actual performance, 

the consumer ~uld perceive performance more positively. When 

expectations are higher than actual performance, the consumer would 

perceive perfo rmance more negatively (Anderson 1973). 

In his experimental study of consumer satisfaction, Cardozo 

(1965) examined the relationship of satisfaction to two other 

constructs--effort and disconfirmation. Satisfaction is higher when 

the consumer effort is high, and lower when the consumer effort is 

low. Satisfaction is higher when the consumer's expectations are met 

or confirmed then when the produc t fails to live up to their 

expectations. All subjects ,,,ere given a pen of the same low value. 

Their expectations and effort were manipulated at high and low levels. 

Expectations were manipulated by the description of the pen in a 

catalogue which the subjects viewed. Therefore, only the low expec-

tations subjects had their expectations confirmed exactly. Effort was 

manipulated by the length and difficulty of the search through the 

catalogue. Although satisfaction was measured, disconfirmation was 



not measured; neither was perceived performance measured. Consumer 

satisfaction scholars have increasingly turned their att;ntion to 

perceived performance and perceived disconfirmation, rather than to 

actual perfonnance. 
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Oliver does not comment explicitly; however, since contrast 

theory was too limited in its application to consumer post-evaluation 

reactions, it was not necessary. Assimilation-contrast theory has 

incorporated both of the preceding theories in an attem~t to explain 

more of the diversity in consumer response. The competing theories 

make exactly opposite predictions. Anderson (1973) draws upon the 

social psychology literature (Hovland, Harvey and Sherif 1957; Sherif 

and Hovland 1961), to explain how these two theories may be combined. 

The consumer has a range in his perception of product performance, 

which would represent a nonnal distribution of error around his 

expectations' baseline. Within this range, he would respond as 

assimilation theory predicts. Outside this range, he would magnify 

the discrepancy, as contrast theory predicts. When expectations are 

moderately low or moderately high, there is the greatest difference 

between post-evaluation response and actual performance. This theory 

adequately explained the empirical findings of both theories, and it 

was in common use for much of the decade (Anderson 1973). 

The fourth theory is generalized negativity theory. This 

theory is an outgrowth of the work of Carlsmith and Aronson (Carlsmith 

and Aronson 1963; Anderson 1973). It takes into account the strength 

of the consumer's expectations. He will behave differently if he has 
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no expectancy than if he has strong expectancy. If a consumer detects 

a discrepancy between his expectations and product outcome, his 

judgment will be more negative in the strong expectancy condition than 

in the no expectancy condition. For example, generalized negativity 

theory would predict a response pattern which is lower than 

performance for both low expectations and high expectations (Anderson 

1973). 

Oliver (1980c) cites additional empirical evidence which 

supports this theory. Although Anderson (1973) reported some negative 

evidence, other scholars (Weaver and Brickman 1974; Oliver 1976; and 

Oliver 1980b) have had positive or corroborative findings. Oliver 

proposes that confidence, ego involvement, task interest, and commit

ment are moderating variables which affect the strength of expecta

tions and therefore heighten the importance of exact confirmation of 

expectations rather than either positive or negative disconfirmation 

of expectations. 

In his review of the state of satisfaction theory, Oliver 

(1980c) includes the ~rk of LaTour and Peat (1979) based on social 

comparison theory. Thibaut and Kelley's explanation of the continued 

interaction between two parties as the preservation of their minimally 

acceptable "comparison level of alternatives" is re-interpreted as 

expectation (LaTour and Peat 1979; Thibaut and Kelley 1959). The 

comparison process normally involved in satisfaction response becomes 

the comparison of the parties' expectations and the cost-benefit of 

maintaining the relationship. 
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Oliver's commentary of their theory points out the need to 

bridge this theoretical explanation to earlier work in the area. 

However, a possible cont~ibution of this theory, which still needs 

empirical verification, is the determinants of the expectation level: 

personal experience, significant others' experience, and the situation 

itself (Oliver 1980c; LaTour and Peat 1979). 

Oliver (1980c, p. 208) proposes a new theory based on Helson's 

adaptation level theory: 

1. Affective level, like adaptation level, is a 
weighted mean of all past and present affective 
states relevant to a given class of stimuli. 

2. Intensity of affect (is a function) of dis
tance or discrepancy from affective levels: 
the greater the discrepancy from level, the 
more pleasant or unpleasant ••• are objects, 
goals, and values. 

3. Affective intensity is not monotonically 
related to sensory or cognitive intensity, 
and hence a one-to-one correlation between 
these levels does not exist. 

He modified Helson's theory to a satisfaction response: 

1. affective level is essentially a baseline for 
expec tat ions , 

2. intensity of affect is essentially the dis
confirmation of expectations, 

3. there is not a necessary relationship between 
the consumer's perceptual response and the 
objective measurement of performance. (Oliver 1980c, 
p. 208) 

The third point represents a major disagreement which Oliver 

holds with the followers of assimilation-contrast theory. nis own 

earlier work and that of Swan (011ver 1977; Swan 1977; Oliver 1979) 

has pin-pointed a special relationship between expectations, 
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disconfirmation of expectations, and satisfaction. Disconfirmation is 

not necessarily correlated with expectations, as one might suppose 

intuitively. Instead, both expectations and disconfirmation are 

functionally related to satisfaction, apparently in an additive 

manner. Oliver cites the social psychology work of Brick and Weaver 

(1974) as the first formulation of this relationship. It ignored the 

individuality of the perception processes in satisfaction, where 

individuals have variable levels of expectations or different 

baselines. This is not, however, the full formulation of Oliver's 

theory. One study using it appeared in the following year in his 

study of satisfaction with retail outlets (1981). 

His recent theory draws upon both adaptation-level theory and 

dynamic opponent-process theory to explain the interrelationship of 

prior expectation, disconfirmation of expectations, and dissatisfac

tion. As explained briefly before, adaptation level theory holds that 

the individual sets a baseline against which to make evaluations; this 

baseline is a function of the stimuli to which he is exposed, the 

context or situation in which he is expo sed, and the individual's 

psychological and physiological characteristics. The individual 

adapts his perceptions of the stimuli to this standard and then uses 

it in his later evaluation process. Therefore, most evaluations will 

be relatively close to the initial position; only when there are big 

discrepancies will the evaluation show a large change from expecta

tions. The use of this theory to explain the interrelationship of 

prior -expectations, disconfirmation, and dissatisfaction fits with 
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assimilation-contrast theory, previously used to explain the same 

phenomena. His basic paradigm looks like this: 

~ POSITIVE DISCONFIRMATION 

EFFECT OF HIGH 
EXPECTATIONS 

HEDONIC 

NEUTRALITY 

EFFECT OF LOW 
EXPECTATIONS 

CONF IlU·IATION 

NEGATIVE DISCONFIRHATION 

POSITIVE DISCONFIRMATION 

CONFIRHATION 

NEGATIVE DISCONFIRMATION 

Figure 2.1 Basic Paradigm for Disconfirmation of Expectations Theory 

The highest level of satisfaction should be correlated with positive 

disconfirmation of high expectations and the lowest level of 

satisfaction should be correlated with negative disconfirmation of low 

expec ta tions. 

To explain the dynamics of satisfaction over time, Oliver 

borrows from a second theory, opponent-process theory, already briefly 

introduced. This theory was originally designed to explain a 
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physiological process, homeostasis, by Fletcher in 1942. In 

homeostasis theory, the body will ~aintain a given level of balance in 

its process of adapta tion to stimuli. Later biologists explained the 

'neuro-physiological process underlying homeostasis as opposition, 

countering a disruptive stimulus. Recently, this same process has 

been applied to emotional balance and stimulation (Fletcher 1942; 

Solomon and Corbit 1974; Oliver 1981). There is a baseline for the 

individual's emotions as well as his body temperature; above a certain 

threshold, extreme emotional deviations will be brought back to the 

baseline also. Oliver's use of this in a satisfaction context 

interprets homeostasis as expectation, the primary process as positive 

or negative disconfirmation, and the opponent-process as the decay of 

satisfaction over time to a new baseline of expectations (Oliver 1981, 

p. 31). 

Threshold 

Homeotasis 

(Expec ta tion) 

, 

Di sc onf irma tion (+) 
It' ,- - - - - - - - -- ... , 

, 
I Sa tisfac tion 

Attitude 

, . -
OPposVion 

. - _ .. ~ 

Shopping Experience 

Figure 2.2 Opponent-Process Theory Applied to Shopper Satisfaction 



Oliver concludes that the amount of change in the resulting attitude 

is a function of the surprise in the consumption experience and the 

strength of the individual's opposition process. 
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Oliver's theory owes a lot to his earlier work. His study of 

satisfaction as a function of both prior expectations and expectations 

and disconfirmation of expectations is still consistent with 

adaptation-level and opponent-process theory. Even Olshavsky and 

Miller's (1972) manipulation of different levels of expectation and 

produc t outcome fits both assimilation-contrast theory and Oliver's 

new theory, since negative disconfirmation of high expectations 

resulted in higher satisfaction than low expectations and positive 

disconfirmation of low expectations resulted in lower satisfaction 

than high expectations. However, Oliver's theory does not address the 

correlation of dissatisfaction with instrumental product outcomes, 

found by Swan and Combs (1976). It is still necessary to learn more 

about precisely what those prior expectations consist of. 

Oliver's treatment of expectations distinguishes between two 

parts: "ci probability of occurrence (e.g., the likelihood that a 

clerk will be available to wait on customers) and an evaluation of the 

occurrence (e.g., the degree to which the clerk's attention is 

desirable or undesirable, good or bad, etc.)" (1981). Expectations 

can be formed for product performance based on salient attributes 

(Oliver 1981), for retail settings based on the store attributes 

comprising its image, and perhaps for complaints based on the degree 

to which a partial or full replacement or refund is desired by the 

consumer. Expectations concern predictions which are weighted by the 
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individual's sense of the importance of these outcomes. Oliver also 

cites earlier work (Gilly 1980) suggesting a variation in expectations 

over different levels of idealism. Other scholars have suggested a 

variety of levels of idealism also (Leichty and Churchill 1979; Miller 

1977), so that there appears to be some consensus on this point. 

The classification of expectations into three types follows 

the three stages in Oliver's model of re tail sa tisfac tion management. 

,Expectations dealjng wi th retail setting fall in the first stage of 

the store/purchase. Expectations dealing with product performance 

fall in the second stage of product consumption. Expectations dealing 

with complaints fall in the third stage of redress actiVities. 

The overall casual network of the determinants of satisfaction 

with a retail outlet is diagrammed as follows: 

Stage 1 
Sto re/Pur chase 

Stage 2 
Product Consumption 

Stage 3 
Redress Activities 

----------------------~~A3 
/' 

S=Satisfaction A=Attitude E=Expectation 
D=Disconfirmation O=Opposition 

1/3 
0

3 

Source: Oliver 1981, p. 32 with graphic modifications. 

Figure 2.3 Satisfaction with a Retail Outlet 
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Satisfaction will then be an influence on post-purchase attitude, and 

a lIlOre enduring response, which will not decay as satisfaction does. 

Although the disconfirmation of expectations paradigm 

popularized by Oliver is still the reigning theory, three other 

theories have been proposed, each of which takes into accoun~ some of 

the possibilities which the disconfirmation of expectations paradigm 

fails to handle. well. The value-percept disparity theory, the 

perfo rmance theory, and the experience-based norms disconfirmation 

theory all challenge the disconfirmation of expectations theory. 

Issues on which these theories differ from the disconfirmation of 

expectations paradigm are as follows: 

1. the nature of the baseline: Should expectations 
be replaced by experience-based norms? 

2. the nature of the disparity: Should disconfirma-
tion of expectations be replaced by the disparity 
between the perceived performance and the individual's 
values? 

3. the salience of the disparity across all types of 
product: Should disconfirmation be replaced by 
perceived performance for certain types of products? 

Churchill and Surprenant (1982) have examined the importance of the 

disconfirmation of expectations across different product types. 

Woodruff, Cadotte, and Jenkins (1983) have proposed the substitution 

of experience-based norms for expectations, while retaining a 

disconfirmation paradigm. Westbrook and Reilly (1982) have examined 

the potential superiority of a disconfirmation paradigm in which the 

disparity uses the individual's need fulfillment or blockage as the 

sole determinant of satisfaction. 
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The Churchill-Surprenant study found that the disconfirmation 

of expectations paradigm works as hypothesized for a non-durable good, 

but not for a durable good. For the durable good in their experiment, 

a video disc player, perceived performance was the only variable which 

had a statistically significant impact on satisfaction. Their study 

has important implications for marketing management, since improving 

perceived perfo rmance is much more clearly under the control of the 

marketer than minimizing negative disconfirmation. The study is a 

particularly interesting one, since suggestion that the disconfirma

tion of expectations paradigm is variable in its level of usefulness 

of different product types is very intriguing (Churchill and 

Surprenant 1982). ~fuat is missing from their discussion is the 

proposal of the variable or variables that may explain this difference 

in applicability. 

The Woodruff-Cadotte-Jenkins study (1983) is a proposal to 

modify the disconfirmation of expectations paradigm without any 

accompanying empirical test. It is therefore opposite in strengths 

and weaknesses to the Churchill-Surprenant study. Since a consumer 

may well have other comparison standards besides simple predic tion 0 f 

the performance level, they feel that it makes sense to generalize the 

baseline to experience-based norms. Furthermore, they postulate an 

indifference zone, in the tradition of assimilation-contrast t,heory. 

To strengthen the appeal of their theory, they point to other work 

which argues the relevance of a different baseline from expectations: 

social comparison theory (LaTour and Peat 1979), social equity theory 



(Swan and Mercer 1981), or cultural norms as a standard of reference 

(Mo rris 1976). 
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The Westbrook-Reilly study (1982) attempts to propose a 

competing paradigm and to determine its usefulness by an empirical 

test in comparison to Oliver's disconfirmation of expectations theory. 

As explained briefly before, value-percept disparity theory draws upon 

Locke's original definition of satisfaction. Consumers will evaluate 

the product/situation cons<::iously or unconsciously with reference to 

their own value systems. For products which are perceived to fulfill 

their individual needs, the consumers have a high level of satis

faction. When a product is perceived to perform at a level higher 

than desired, there will be no additional impact on satisfaction, 

unless this excess can be seen as detrimental to the fulfillment of 

some other need. When a produc t is perceived to perform at a level 

lower than desired, dissatisfaction will result. The magnitude of the 

dissatisfaction will depend upon the magnitude of the disparity. The 

result of their study indicate that the disconfirmation of expecta

tions paradigm, the value-percept dispa~ity paradigm, and even a 

hybrid model incorporating expectations, disconfirmation of expec

tations, and value-percept disparity as determinants of satisfaction 

are all weak in explaining the phenomenon of satisfaction. The method 

of analysis ~ms struc tural equations using the LISREL IV computer 

program, and the goodness of fit measures may p~t be directly 

comparable to results reported for the disconfirmation of expectations 

paradigm using more traditional techniques such as analysis of 

variance and mul tiple regression. Measurement problems may also 
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be partially responsible for this indeterminate outcOllle (Hestbrook 

and Reilly 1982). Nevertheless, this very indeterminacy suggests that 

an improved model to explain the phenomenon of satisfaction will 

require additional complexity. The process itself is probably not as 

simple as previously hypothesized. 

This completes the descript~on of the nine major theories 0 f 

consumer satisfaction that dominate the literature. There are other 

potential determinants of satisfaction which ha'le been proposed and/or 

tested. Intrapersonal affective influences on satisfaction, such as 

overall life satisfaction, generalized consumer discontent, 

favorability of mood and optimism or pessimism (Westbrook 1980c); 

personal competence of efficacy (Westbrook 1980b); confidence and 

level of initial expectations, shopper characteristics, and actual 

purchase (Swan 1978); fulfillment of both instrumental and expressive 

expectations (Swan and Combs 1976); fulfillment of predictive 

expectations, fulfillment of desired expectations (Swan, Trawick and 

Carroll 1982); comparison level for closest alternative (LaTour and 

Peat 1979; Swan and Martin 1981); prior experience, others' 

experiences·, and situationally-produced expectations (LaTour and Peat 

1980); idealized, normative, predictive, and desired expectations 

(Miller 1977; Gilly 1980); individual determinants affecting 

sensitivity to expectations or disconfirmation of expectations (Oliver 

1978; Oliver 1980c); self-confidence, ego involvement, task interest, 

and commitment (Oliver 1980a); and fulfillment of interpersonal 

relatedness needs (Scherf 1974). 
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The next step in describing the conceptual framework for the 

literature on consumer satisfaction is to examine each major 

determinant. Expectations, disconfirmation of expectations, 

value-percept disparity, and performance are all key concepts in the 

major theories of satisfaction. A fuller description of each of these 

concepts is necessary before examining an overall model synthesizing 

the major theories. 

Expectations. Miller (1977) first categorized expectations 

into four separate types: predictive, minimum tolerable, deserved, 

and idealized. A predictive expectation is an anticipated outcome, 

which is based on the criterion of what is likely to happen. A 

minimum tolerable expectation is an anticipated outcome, which is the 

least the consumer will accept. An idealized expectation is the best 

that could possibly happen to a consumer and a deserved expectation is 

what the consumers want to happen. Subsequently, Gilly (1980); Swan, 

Trawick, and Carroll (1982); Churchill and Leichty (1979); and Oliver 

(1981) have all taken into consideration the importance of specifying 

the type of expectations. Predictive expectations are the most 

commonly tested. 

Disconfirmation of Expectations. Three issues surround the 

conceptualization of disconfirmation. First, disconfirmation of 

expectations could be defined wi th reference to any of the four types 

of expectations. Oliver (1980b) examines each of these disparities, 
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and concludes that the most useful conceptualization of discon

firmation uses predictive expectations as its baseline. The ideal, by 

virtue of what it is inherently, is not available in the marketplace, 

and studies of consumers' perceptual mappings of brand sets against 

their ideal points have indicated that consumers generally satisfice 

(Oliver 1980b). Products judged to be below the minimum tolerable 

level will not be likely to be included in the choice set. Finally, 

deserved expectations, while having the advantage of increased 

realism, also have the disadvantage of greater'variability caused by 

value judgments. In contrast to these other types of expectations, 

predictive expectations can be formed by every consumer. 

A second issue remains, however, with the conceptualization of 

disconfirmation of expectations. Should disconfirmation be considered 

a separate perception of the disparity between perceived performance 

and predictive expectations or should it be considered an inference 

based on the difference between ratings at two points in time? 

Trawick and Swan (1980) found a high correlation between perceived 

disconfirmation as a separate comparison and inferred disconfirmation 

as a difference score. Both correlated with satisfaction, although 

perceived disconfirmation was higher in correlation. However, the 

component of both perceived disconfirmation and satisfaction which 

explained the most variance was the perceived performance rating. 

They attribute these results which could potentially call into 

question the disconfirmation effect itself (the performance rating 

does not include the comparison to the baseline) to problems with 



34 

measurement. First, difference scores can involve a regression to the 

mean, and, second, all the ratings were taken at the same time using 

the same method. 

The third issue concerns the independence of expectations and 

disconfirmation of expectations. As Oliver (1978) explains, the 

research tradition in social psychology on disconfirmation indicates 

that there is conceptual overdetermination. Expectation, discon

firmation of expectatio~, and actual outcome are conceptually inter

linked, although experimental manipulation is pOssible only with 

expectation and outcome (Weaver and Brickman 1974; Oliver 1978). 

Indeed, Weaver and Brickman maintain that disconfirmation is really 

independent of expectations--a separate dimension whose existence has 

been clouded by experiments manipulating expectations and outcome. 

Oliver does cite other arguments in support of their tradition, which 

is important in understanding his conceptualization of disconfirma

tion. Basically, he makes three points: (1) perceived product 

performance is so highly subjective that it will form a random 

distribution around expectations anyway, (2) the passage of time 

between expectation formation and disconfirmation will attenuate any 

relationship which might otherwise exist, and (3) the affective 

component associated with disconfirmation differentiate it from 

expectations. For all these reasons, Oliver proposes a discon

firmation construct independent of expectations, even though 

expectations form the baseline for disconfirmation (Oliver 1978). 

Oliver's conceptualization of disconfirmation is the reigning 

paradigm. 
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Performance. Performance has been conceptualized in two ways: 

(1) actual performance, or (2) perceived performance. In some of the 

earlier experiments with consumer satisfaction, performance was a 

variable to be manipulated (Olshavsky and Miller 1972; Olson and Dover 

1976), in others perceived performance was measured rather than 

manipulated (Swan and Trawick 1980; Anderson 1973), and in Olshavsky 

and Miller (1972) and Churchill and Surprenant (1982) actual and 

perceived performance were both included. Basically, the difference 

lies in the impact of the variability of perceptions across indi

viduals as well as in a possible selective distortion which may modify 

the performance rating. Perceived performance is more consistent 

conceptually with expectations, because all the constructs are then 

embedded in the individual's perceptions. Actual performance 

differences, however, must be assumed to impact the individual's 

perceptions. 

Empirical tests which compare the relative effects of 

perceived performance and disconfirmation (Swan and Trawick 1980; 

Churchill and Surprenant 1ge2) show a high correlation between 

perceived performance and satisfaction with some products. Indeed, 

Churchill and Surprenant (1982) found that with the durable product, 

the disconfirmation of expectations model in which satisfaction is 

seen as a function of expectations and disconfirmation of expectations 

is not statistically significant, while with the non-durable product, 

this same model was significant, as previous testing by others had 

already determined. For the durable product, perceived performance by 
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itself or in combination with expec tations would produce a 

statistically significant model explaining a high percentage of the 

variance in satisfaction. Churchill and Surprenant question the 

applicability of the disconfirmation of expectations model across all 

product contexts, and suggest that additional testing, especially in 

the durable good context is appropriate. 

Value-percept disparity. The last major determinants of 

satisfaction in the major consumer satisfaction theories is 

value-percept disparity. At present, only one study has proposed and 

tested the value-percept disparity theory of satisfaction using this 

construct. Essentially, then the definition provided by Westbrook and 

Reilly (1982) is the established definition. The process incorporates 

evaluation, which inherently references the individual's conscious and 

unconscious value systems, and the affective responses normally 

conjured up by value judgments. The emotions typically created are 

pleasure/joy as opposed to displeasure/suffering (Westbrook and Reilly 

1982; Plutchik 1980; Izard 1977). The magnitude and direction of the 

disparity will influence the magnitude and direction of satisfaction. 

There is no separate baseline effect in the individual's value system, 

although that must be assumed to exist if a disparity is postulated. 

Therefore, there is no necessity of establishing whether or not the 

value-percept disparity is dependent or independent of the 

individual's values system. The issues surrounding the disconfirma

tion of expectations concept do not automatically transfer to the 

value-percept disparity concept. One issue from the previous concept 

is, however, indirectly related. Clearly, the disconfirmation of 



expectations which is based on desired or deserved expectations is 

close to the concept of value-percept disparity. The difference 

between the two concepts lies in the specification of the affective 

response for the value-percept disparity concept. 
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The last step in ~escribing the conceptual framework for the 

literature on satisfaction is to ~xamine the linkages studied in the 

major satisfaction theories. Each of the above mentioned concepts is 

included in at least one major satisfaction theory. Churchill and 

Surprenant (1982) have brought together in a structural equations 

model all of these components with the exception of value-percept 

disparity. A modification of their model to incorporate value-percept 

disparity is included in Figure 2.3. All causal paths except that 

between value-percept disparity and satisfaction were tested by 

Churchill and Surprenant. 

The Measurement of Satisfaction 

Now that the conceptual framework for consumer satisfaction 

has been described, the measures used must be described as well. 
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The fullest treatment of consumer satisfaction measures appears in a 

study by Westbrook and Oliver (1981). Drawing upon some of the 

measurement techniques in other domains such as job satisfaction, 

marital satisfaction, patient satisfaction, and life satisfaction, 

Westbrook and Oliver recommend the adoption into consumer satisfaction 

research of multiple measures for each construct, multiple item scales 

or indices, and a close scrutiny of the reliability and validity of 

the measures chosen. Their study focused on five different variations 

of rating scales: (1) a verbal scale composed of three-items, (2) a 

graphic scale composed of four different scales, (3) a twelve-item, 

summed Likert scale, (4) a seven-item semantic-differential scale, and 

(5) a multi-item, attribute-specific difference-score scale evaluating 

the disparity between ideal and actual outcomes. Ratings on all 

scales were taken for t~ products, which were both durables--hand

held calculators' and automobiles. Two student samples participated. 

All scales except the differenc e-score scale had reliabilities above 

.70, the cutoff recommended by Nunnally (1978). The Likert and 

semantic-differential scales performed the best across both products, 

in terms of internal consistency. Convergence and discrimination were 

estimated using the Campbell-Fiske (1959) multitrait-multimethod 

matrix. All scales achieved an adequate level of convergence for the 

calculator, and all scales but the difference-score scale achieved an 

adequate level of convergence for the automobile. In terms of 

discriminability, only the difference-score scale had any significant 

trait-method pairs; in the first sample, the difference-score scale 

correlated with the verbal and the Likert scales at a statistical 



significance level of .01. All measures but the difference score 

scale therefore work fairly well. 

A separate study was undertaken of one of the most commonly 

used single-item satisfaction scal~s, the Delighted-Terrible scale 

(Westbrook 1980d). The scale was originally developed in sociology 

(Andrews and Withey 1976; Westbrook 1980d) and has been shown to 

have good reliability (estimates of .65, .73, and .84 depending upon 

the product studied) convergent and discriminant validity, and 

nomological validity as well. 

Summary 
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The consumer satisfaction literature provides an increasingly 

well-articulated conceptual framework. The reigning paradigm for 

consumer satisfaction is the disconfirmation of expectations theory, 

and the most commonly accepted definition of satisfaction incorporates 

both cognition and affect into a summary affective state which is the 

result of an evaluative process comparing perceived performance with a 

baseline anchored in the individual's expectations. The most common 

conceptualization of expectation is predictive expectation, and the 

most common conceptualization of disconfirmation is perceived discon

firmation of predictive expectations. Multi-item additive scales have 

generally replaced single-item scales in the measurement of satis

faction, and there is increasing attention to issues of reliability 

and validity assessment. 
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The Services Literature 

Now that the major trends of the consumer satisfaction 

literature relating to the process which culminates in the state of 

satisfaction have been described, it is important to place that 

process within the context under investigation in this study--a 

high-contact, innovative service. Since there may be an interaction 

between process and context for many marketing theories, as much as 

possible should be understood about the nature of the context, so that 

any necessary modifications of the theory may be made. As is already 

clear from the study by Churchill and Surprenant (1982), the power of 

the disconfirmation of expectations theory of consumer satisfaction 

varies from the context of durables to the context of non-durables. 

When a new context is considered, more differences may be expected. 

High-contact services are at an extreme in the classification of 

services. If any differences in the relative strength of major 

consumer satisfaction theories are to be detected, they should be 

detectible in this extreme case. 

To understand the nature of services adequately for the above 

purposes, it will be necessary to examine the following: (1) the 

definition of services; (2) the major empirical findings about 

consumer satisfaction with services; and (3) the major modification of 

satisfaction theory required by the services context. 
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The Definition of Services 

The definition of services has itself evolved during the past 

two decades from a simple conceptualization of intangible goods (Judd 

1964) through a series of somewhat more complex listing of 

differentiating features. Rathmell's listing of the characteristics 

of services has probably had the greatest impact: 

Primary Characteristics: 

1. absence of ownership 
2. interrelationship of production and consumption 
3. "in-being" nature of services emphasizing capacity 

rather than inventory 
4. difficulty of attaining uniform standards 
5. necessity of modifying traditional functions of physical 

supply (site location replaces transportation in impor
tance) and risk-taking (seller assumes more risk since he 
is not usually paid until the service is consumed) 

Secondary Characteristics: 

1. absence of repurchase or resale 
2. pricing expressed in terms of fees, rates, premiums, 

tui tions 
3. buyer expressed not as a consumer but as a policyholder, 

client, depositor, spectator 
4. nonpolluting in terms both of production and consumption 
5. pride in performance 
6. heterogeneity in variety of institutions offering 

services, pricing policy, capital equipment 
7. variation in promotional media. (Rathmell 1966) 

Although Rathmell's classification of services in probably the most 

complete, as Eiglier and Langeard (1977) have pointed out, service 

characteristics are intermixed with the managerial consequences of 

their characteristics. 

Eiglier and Langeard provide the clearest and most definitive 

listing of service characteristics; from the following three 



characteristics, all the other previously mentioned characteristics 

c an be der ived: 

1. Services are intangible. 

2. In order that there be a service, there is necessarily a 
direct relationship between the provider of the service 
and the clie1).t. 

3. The user participates in the production of the service 
(Eiglier and Langeard 1977, p. 26). 

The only extension of their listing which is necessary is Bateson's 

(1977) explanation that "intangibility" includes two components: 

impalpability and incomprehensibility. They are difficult to grasp 
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mentally and they cannot be touched physically. He goes on to explain 

that "a service cannot be touched because it is an act" (Bateson 1977, 

p.8). Indeed Bateson maintains that all other characteristics of 

services can be derived from the single, defining characteristic of 

intangibility. 

Eiglier and Langeard's (1977) "A New Approach to Services 

Marketing" provides an excellent analysis of the three fundamental 

characteristics of services in terms of the consequences for the 

organization, the client, and society. In essence, their framework 

brings together and adds to the scattered insights and observations 

made by a variety of scholars, forming them into a clear synthesis. 

Figure 2.5 entitled, "Service Characteristics and Their Consequences," 

is taken from Eiglier and Langeard (1977, p. 38) in explanation of 

their conceptual framework. 
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Characteristics Organization Client Society 

In tangibility l. Inventory 1. Confidence l. Control 
2. Communica tion 2. Search Process 2. Productivity 
3. Pricing/Costing 3. Image 3. Inflation 
4. Patent 4. Word of Mouth 

Organization l. Interface 1. Personalized 1. Networks 
Client Complexity Relationships and Planning 

2. Control of the 2. Short-· term 2. Elimination 
Environment Captivity of 

3. Di str ibution Dys func tions 
Network 

User's 1. Standardiza tion l. Dependency on l. Innovation 
Participation 2. Innovation and Rules and and Public 

Behavior Change Procedures Policy 
3. Productivity 2. Indentification 2. Involvement 

and User 
Behavior 

aThe source is Eiglier and Langeard (1977, p. 38). 

Figure 2.5 Service Characteristics and Their Consequencesa 

Intangibility: Consequences to the Firm. The first 

characteristic, intangibility, is widely accepted as either the most 

or one of the most important service characteristics (Judd 1968; 

Bessom 1973; Blois 1974; Eiglier and Langeard 1977; Bateson 1977; 

Sasser, Olsen, and Wyckoff 1978). From the firm's perspective, 

because the produc t is intangible and produc tion and consumption are 

therefore almost simultaneous, there can be no smoothing of 

fluc tua ting demand by build-up of inven tory, and wha tever channels of 

distribution exist are very short (Bessom 1973; Donnelly 1976; Eiglier 

and Langeard 1977; Bateson 1977; Sasser 1976; Sasser, Olsen and 

Hyckoff 1978; Chase 1981). Differentiation among services becomes 
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particularly problematic because there are increased difficulties in 

communicating an offering's benefits to consumers when it is mentally 

hard to grasp (Bateson 1977; Eiglier and Langeard 1977; Booms and 

Nyquist 1981; Zeithaml 1981; Young 1981). In terms of pricing policy 

for services, there are several difficulties: arriving at a cost 

which will correctly allocate production time, determining the 

psychological resonance that prices have for services consumers, and 

even the heavier usage of price as a cue for quality wi th services 

(Eiglier and Langeard 1977). Their discussion should probably be 

amplified by Sasser's insights into the use of pricing in service 

businesses to manage demand (1976), in matching supply and demand. 

Finally, the last aspect from the firm's point of view of the 

intangibility of services is the difficulty of securing patent 

protection (Eiglier and Langeard 1977). 

Intangibility: Consequences to the Client. From the point of 

view of the client, intangibility impacts confidence, the search 

process, the image of the service business, and his participation in 

the communication process about the firm--word-of-mouth. According to 

Langeard and Eiglier (1977), the client must have confidence in a 

person or organization claiming to possess a specific level of skills 

as well as confidence to offse t perceived risk. On this po int, 

Guseman (1981) has examined risk perception and risk reduction 

strategies for consumers of services in some depth. He found that 

consumer services were perceived as more risky than consumer goods, 
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and that the strategies for reducing risk were different for goods and 

services. Consumers of services are more likely to reduce risk by 

choosing a convenient store and by using reference groups, and less 

likely to shop around or to seek for information before purchase. 

Zeithaml (1981) proposes a greater perception of risk in services than 

in goods purchases in her suggestions of the ways in which the 

consumer evaluation process may differ between goods and services. 

Zeithaml and Eiglier and Langeard also differ in their hypotheses 

about the consequences to the client of the search process. Although 

they recognize the problems with trialability for a service, Eiglier 

and Langeard still posit an active search process for services, while 

Zeithaml posits a smaller evoked set for seLvices and greater 

post-purchase evaluation than pre-purchase information seeking. 

According to Eiglier and Langeard, because of the mental difficulty of 

grasping an intangible and the variable level of service quality, the 

image of the service business may be hazy to the consumer. Zeithaml 

also hypothesizes greater reliance on personal sources in the 

pre-purchase information seeking than on non-personal sources. This 

is consistent with Eiglier and Langeard's stress on the importance of 

word-of-mouth communication to the consumer and is also supported by 

Green, Langeard, and Favell (1974) in their study of service 

innovation diffusion. 

Intangibility: Consequences to Society. From society's point 

of view, intangibility also has some consequences. It is difficult to 
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manage the flow of communication between the clients and the firms, 

when it is uncertain how to evaluate the quality of the service being 

produced to determine the truth of the communication. It is also 

especially difficult to measure productivity When there are no 

physical units to count. Determining value productivity is again 

highly subjective. Finally, because of the difficulties of costing 

and pricing cited before, it is also hard to de termine the extent to 

which services feed inflation (Eiglier and Langeard 1977), especially 

when the demand for services may be relatively inelastic. 

Direct Client-Organization Interface: Conseguences to the 

Firm. The second, fundamental characteristic of services, the direct 

client-organization interface also has consequences for the firm, for 

the client, and for society. From the firm's perspective, the 

interface itself is highly complex, the control of the service 

environnent must be consistent wi th the canmunication to the client 

about the service benefits, and the distribution network itself may 

add to the complexity of the interface. The interface consists of 

many different service personnel all of whom represent the service 

business to the client. Furthermore, each sales person has divided 

loyalty to the firm and to the client, and must defend the firm to the 

client (Eiglier and Langeard 1977). In addition, there may be a 

variety of other customers present at the same time, whose parallel 

interface with the firm may ej.ther impede or expedite the service 

delivery, enhance or detract from its quality (Eiglier and Langeard 
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1977). The service environment, including the material environment 

and any additional or peripheral services bundled with the primary 

offering in the service benefit concept, must be designed in such a 

way as to express the same message and create the same atmosphere as 

all other modes of communication about the service business (Eiglier 

and Langeard 1977). The network itself may also increase the 

complexity of the interface in a multisite operation, like a national 

franchise. 

Direct Client-Organization Interface: Consequences to the 

Client. From the client's perspective, the direct organization client 

interface may mean that his relationship to the service personnel 

becomes personalized. According to Eiglier and Langeard, it would not 

be unusual to see personalization in both positive and negative 

contexts; on the one hand, the client may establish friendships, 

gossip, and even discuss his personal problems, but, on the other 

hand, the client may become hostile or even extremely aggressive, in 

his relationships with the service personnel. Neither reaction is 

desirable, according to Eiglier and Langeard (1977). However, a 

second consequence is desirable. The client may also become brand 

loyal to a service provider much more frequently than to a goods 

provider, because of the immediacy and directness of the relationship. 

A common managerial strategy based on this consequence is cross

selling the customer on variety of services from the same service 

provider. The effect of both of these responses is a short-term 

captivi ty fo r the client. 
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Direct Client-Organization Interface: Consequences to 

Society. From society's perspective, there are two consequences which 

may prove important. First, it is necessary to consider the 

interdependence of services with planned urban and industrial 

development in an area. Second, especially when basic services are 

provided by the government, it is essential to eliminate dysfunctions 

to prevent any service dissatisfactions escalating into political 

discontent (Eiglier and Langeard 1977). 

User Participation in Production: Consequences to the Firm: 

Standardization. The third fundamental service characteristic, the 

user's participation in production of the service, also has 

consequences for the organization, the client, and society. For the 

firm, the user's participation tmpacts three areas: standardization 

of the service, innovation and behavior change, and productivity. The 

question of standardization has been addressed by a variety of 

scholars (Levitt 1972; Levitt 1976; Hostage 1975; Sasser 1976; Sasser, 

Olsen Wyckoff 1978; Shostack 1978; Chase 1978; Lovelock and Young 

1979; Chase 1981) in addition to Eiglier and Langeard, in their "A New 

Approach to Service Harketing" and, more fully, in "Services as 

Systems: Harke ting Implications" published by HSI in the same year, 

1977 • 

The client in the service busines provides part of the labor 

at the same time that he is consuming the service. To do this, he 

must cooperate wi th the service personnel, and perhaps even wi th other 



customers, within an environment that is both factory and retailing 

outlet. Because of this participation, services become difficult to 

standardize and the service output may be variable in quality. 

Eiglier and Langeard make the further observation that the rate of 

standardization could well vary across countries. Although they do 

not explore any possible explanations for such cultural differences, 

explicitly, the implication that cultural differences in roles may 

impede or facilitate acceptance of standardization is clear. Later 

they suggest that culture will have an impact on the degree of 

cooperation. 

In their second paper in 1977, "Services as Systems: 

Marketing Implications," Eiglier and Langeard probe more deeply into 

the service characteristic of customer participation. Indeed they 

build the clients into their global system of the service business. 
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The internal organizational system is essentially the factory, which 
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is invisible to the clients. When customer problems with the service 

arise because of inefficiences in the "factory," the customer has 

difficulty in understanding. Each client has a direct relationship to 
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the physical support system, to the contact personnel, and to the 

service which he is receiving. He also has indirect relationships to 

other clients and the services which they are receiving. Furthermore, 

the service which he is receiving has a direct relationship to the 

physical support system and the contact personnel. Relationships 

which the client does not see either directly or indirectly connect 

the physical support system and the contact personnel to the internal 

o rganiza tion system. 

The customer's participation in the service is involved in all 

the client's primary relationships. They suggest the following 

questions which the service business needs to answer about the client: 

How ought he to react to the decor and be affected by 
the layout of the location? 

How, when, and to what end should he use· the equipment 
put at his disposal? 

What behavior, what relationships (personal, 
professional, long, short, repeated, etc .•• ) should he 
have with the contact personnel, and for what type of 
problem? 

(Eiglier and Langeard 1977, p. 98) 

Furthermore, they point to the client's expectations of the perceived 

quality of the service, his attitudes and behavior to other clients, 

and his satisfaction with the service as interdependent in his network 

of relationships. 

Although Eiglier and Langeard have a clear model of the entire 

service busines, they do not go into detail about the processes 0 f 

standardization and quality control, which are impacted by customer 
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participation. Instead, Levitt (1972; 1976); Sasser, Olsen, Wyckoff 

(1978); Shostack (1978); and Chase (1981) cover these topics more 

fully. In his seminal article, "Production-line Approach to Services" 

(1972, p. 52), Levitt argues that the humanistic approach to services 

which ties service productivity to individuals must be exchanged for 

the technological approach which asks "What technologies and systems 

are employable here? How can things be designed so we can use 

machines instead of people, systems instead of serendipity?" Then in 

investigating successful applications of the production-line approach 

to services in his "The Industrialization of Service," Levitt goes on 

to explain that service_can use hard, soft, or hybrid technologies to 

industrialize. The hard technologies substitute machinery, tools, or 

other tangible artifacts for people-intensive performance of service 

"WOrk" (1976, p. 66). Soft technologies substitute "preplanned systems 

for individual service operation ••• their essential nature is the 

system itself, where special hardware routines are specifically 

designed to produce the desired results" (Levitt 1976, p. 66). Hybrid 

technologies "combine hard equipment with carefully planned industrial 

systems to bring effic iency, order, and speed to the service process." 

(Levitt 1976, p. 67) 

Although Levitt's approach to increasing productivity in the 

services "WOuld clearly use standardization to gain greater quality 

control, lower costs, and substitute capital-intensive for people

intensive strategies, he has ignored the impact which such an 

"industrialization" of service "WOuld have on the consumer. Shostack, 
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in "The Service Marketing Frontier," an article in Revie\,l of Marketing 

1978, po ints out that, 

••• Levitt's proposal does not address the potentially 
unintended impact of "industrialization" on both 
consumer behavior and consumer perceptions of services 
Nor does it provide techniques applicable to more com
complex services, for which a completely "standard" 
process may be neither desirable nor attainable. 
(p.380) 

Sasser, Olsen, and Wyckoff (1978), who also take an operational 

approach to services management, explicitly include the consumer's 

perceptions in their model of a service environment. Their construct 

of service levels, which have both an objective and a ::;ubjective . 

existence, is an appealing one. Furthermore, they point out that the 

service delivery system may take any of three different forms: 

standardized (assembly line), flexible (job shop), or individualized. 

" ••• the type of system observed by the consumer at the points of 

interaction [with the delivery system] creates perceptions in the mind 

of the consumer about the quality of the produc t" (Sasser, Olsen and 

Wyckoff 1978, p. 18). The same model could be used to explain each of 

the three different types of service delivery systems, but could also 

accommodate differences in consumer perceived service levels, as well. 

Probably the most comprehensive treatment of the consequences 

of the customer in a service business is Chase's "The Customer Contact 

Approach to Services: Theoretical Bases and Practical Extensions" 

(1981). Basic to an understanding of his discussion of high contact 

services is a three-way classification of services into pure services, 

mixed services, and quasi-manufacturing services. Pure services, or 
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high contact services, "include those organization whose major 

production is carried on in the presence of the customer (medical 

care, restaurant, transportation, personal services); mixed services 

which commonly involve a mix of face-to-face contact and loosely 

coupled back office work (primarily branch offices); and quasi-

manufacturing that e~tails virtually no face-to-face contact (home 

offices and distribution centers) (Chase 1981, p. 701-2). Chase then 

lists a dozen propositions about high contact services, which have 

been taken from a variety of sources. Two of the propositions are of 

special interest for this study: (1) his realization that the service 

workers are part of the product, and (2) the service product has 

multiple dimensions. 

Si~e most service systems are mixtures of the three types of 

services discussed earlier, Case suggests four different strategies to 

improve productivity: 

1. Identify those points in the service system where 
decoupling is possible and desirable. (It will be 
necessary to tradeoff cost savings from operations 
improvement against marketing losses that result from 
changes in the nature of the services provided.) 

2. Employ contact reduction strategies where appropriate. 
3. Employ contact enhancement strategies where appropriate. 
4. Employ traditional efficiency improvement techniques 

(production control, industrial engineering, etc.) to 
improve low contact operations (Chase 1981, p. 703) 

A more complete understanding of the subclasses of services in which 

different strategies would be appropriate. Clearly, strategies #1 and 

#4 are primarily in the domain of operations management. However, 

strategies #2 and #3 would improve productivity only if acceptable to 
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services involving" industrializa tion." 
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User's Participation in Production: Consequences to the Firm: 

Innovation. The second consequence. of the user's participation in the 

production of the service to the firm is resistance to innovation in 

the conceptual framework devised by Eiglier and Langeard (1977). 

Change which involves the client in learning new behavior--especiallly 

when it is based on technology which may be complex and difficult Ito 

the client--will be slowed by individual resistance to a, greater 

degree in services than in goods, because of the element, of conS~ler 

participation. Resistance will be intensified. 

User Participation in Production: Consequences to the Fi~: 

Productivity. The third consequence to the firm is enhC!!-ncement or 

degradation of produc tivity because of the customer's Nrticipati?n. 

By virtue of performing some of the labor, the customer has the 

capacity to increase the overall productivity. However! he must ~e 

properly trained to cooperate and to serve himself, or ~:he servicle 

level will be degraded both for himself and for other Cl,lstomers. : 

User Participation in Production: Consequences to the Client. 

From the customer's perspect ive, his participation in t\1e produc tlion 

process can create two problems: dependency on the firr/l and blurring 

of evaluation of the firm because of identification. Tj:le degree 'of 

dependency varies across firms from almost complete dep~ndency in a 
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hospital to almost complete freedom in a barber shop. In high 

dependency service businesses, the customer loses some of his 

decision-making freedom, because of his participation. Similarly, 

because he is partly responsible for the service output, the client 

may not be able to evaluate the service objectively; he may begin to 

identify himself with it. 

User Participation in Production: Consequences to Society. 

For society, there may also be two important consequences to the 

customer's participation in the production of a service: a slow rate 

of innovation for reasons discussed above from the firm's perspective 

and an involvement of the customer with the management of services. 

This second consequence will become clearer if put in the perspective 

of consumer cooperatives for services, which Eiglier and Langeard 

maintain may become more common as consumers learn more about 

services. 

Eiglier and Langeard's discussion of the three fundamental 

characteristics of services provides the most comprehensive framework 

for services yet available. Their work incorporates and, in many 

cases, extends previous analysis of the primary characteristic of 

services. 

The Hajor Empirical Findings About 
Consumer Satisfaction With Services 

What little empirical support there is f~r the causes of 

dis/satisfaction with services has not been designed to test any 
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consequences of shared experience and responsibility_ The evidence on 

the magnitude and reasons for dissatisfaction with services, gathered 

primarily from the Colorado and Indiana surveys of satisfaction with 

durables, non-durables, services, and intangibles, shows only seller 

responsibility alone. 

The Indiana-Colorado database has shown high dis/ satisfac tion 

with services in comparison to both durable and non-durable goods (Day 

and Bodur 1977; Day and Ash 1979; Day and Bodur 1978). One person in 

five was dissatisfied with services--a higher ratio than for either 

durables (16.7%) or non-durables (15%) (Day and Ash 1979). Further

more~ for services and intangibles, the most frequent reason cited for 

dissatisfaction was that the service was provided in a careless, 

unprofessional manner. Out of 125 respondents who expressed dissatis

faction with services and intangibles, 32 mentioned this problem with 

repairs and general services; 23 mentioned it with professional and 

personal services; and 21 mentioned it with financial services and 

insurance (Day and Ash 1979). The most frequent reason cited for 

taking no action to alleviate dissatisfaction clearly illustrates the 

sense of powerlessness in the service consumer. Fifty percent (18 of 

the 36 who took no action) responded "I didn't think anything I could 

do would make any difference," and another 22.2% "I didn't know what I 

could do about it or where I could get help." The most common reason 

for a no-action response for consumers of durables and non-durables 

was "I didn't think it was worth the time and effort." For service 

consumers, only 27.8% cited this reason (Day and Ash 1979). 
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Of the four categories, repairs and general services showed 

the highest dissatisfaction--19%. Rentals, transportation, and 

utilities showed 13% dissatisfied; finally both professional and 

personal services and personal services and financial services and 

insurance showed only 10% dissatisfied. Overall, 94% of all the 

service consumers had scores indicating satisfaction (Day and Bodur 

1977). The base in this study for the total services' consumers was 

295. The bases vary because there are two sets of questionnaires--125 

who answered a separate services questionnaire and 170 who answered an 

overall questionnaire covering durables, non-durables, and services. 

However, the separate services questionnaire, which covered 73 

categories of services and intangibles in four versions, shows a great 

deal of variation when services are not aggregated that broadly. The 

most frequently cited reason for dissatisfaction is still that the 

service was provided in a careless, unpr.ofessional manner. Similarly, 

the most frequent reason given for taking no action was again "I 

didn't think anything I could do would make any differenc e" (Day and 

Bodur 1978). The base here is 125. 

The findings on service satisfaction from the Indiana-Colorado 

database are mirrored in other studies (Andreasen and Best 1977; 

Quelch and Ash 1981). Service businesses have a poor performance 

record of resolving complaints also. "Services' yielded the lowest 

levels of satisfaction, appliance repairs and medical-dental care 

produc ing only one in three happy outcomes" (Andre'asen and Best 1977, 

p. 98). In a Canadian survey of pro fessional services modeled on the 
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Indiana-Colorado Study, Quelch and Ash again found that the most 

frequent reason cited for dissatisfaction was treatment in a careless, 

unprofessional manner and the most frequent reason cited for taking no 

action was the feeling of no difference. However, they did turn up 

another interesting reason for dissatisfaction--being treated as an 

object (1981). In short, empirical results on satisfaction with 

services show quite clearly a human-interaction or role dimension 

which is not present in either the durable or non-durable goods 

studies. It is a part, usually a minor part, of studies of shopping 

or services satisfaction (Westbrook 1981; Oliver 1981; Swan 1977). 

However, it has not been recognized as a separate dimension. 

The Major Modifications of Consumer 
Satisfaction for a Service Context. 

Both Ortinau (1979) and Fisk (1981) have addressed the 

problem of modifying existing models of the purchase process to better 

explain satisfaction with services. Both have recognized the 

necessity for modifications that handle: 

1. the experiential nature of services with opportunity 
for a dynamic track of satisfaction over time, 

2. the simultaneity of production and consumption, 

3. the direct involvement of the consumer in the production 
of the service. 

Ortinau's model is highly canplex. In addition to addressing 

changes needed to accommodate the fundamental characteristics of 
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services, his model also attempts to accommodate the learning process 

which consumers experience with services demanding their active 

participation. He postulates four post-purchase evaluation process 

variants depending upon the consumer's time/experience stage: 

New Ownership--the time/experience period between the 
consumer's actual purchase action and his initial consumption 
experience (-this does not refer to past experiences with the 
product class). 

Early Consumption--the period between the consumer's initial 
consumption experience and some point at which the consumer 
feels he has sufficient experiences to consciously make a fair 
evaluation of the "rightness" or "wrongness" of his purchase 
action. 

Subsequent Consumption--the period following the consumer's 
first evaluation of the purchase. 

Disposition--the period in which the consumer has either 
totally consumed or relinquished ownership of the object and 
is in a position to make a conscious comprehensive evaluation 
(judgment) of satisfaction with it (Ortinau 1979, p. 30). 

Furthermore, Ortinau explicitly states a set of seven underlying 

propositions on which his model is based: 

1. An individual strives to see the world as orderly and 
consistent and constantly tries to maintain an 
acceptable level of cognitive consistency. 

2. The components of the individual's cognitive processes 
and their interrelationships increase in complexity as 
a function of time and consumption experiences. 

3. Behavioral outcomes derived from the cognitive process 
are dependent on the magnitude of internal and/or 
external justifications of the actual purchase 
dec isions. 

4. The individual's level of felt satisfaction with the 
purchased object provides a basis for evaluating 
magnitudes of attitude formation and change. 



5. The actual level of satisfaction felt in a given time 
period is a composite of the individual's cognitive, 
affective and behavioral components of his derived 
attitude at that time. 

6. The individual's desire for consistency requires his 
comparison of the attitude of the present time period 
to the attitude from the preceding time period. 

7. The satisfaction attitude formed in any particular time 
period will have some influence on overt actions by the 
individual toward the purchased object (Ortinau 1979, 
p. 35). 

These assumptions are similar to those of the Howard-Sheth model. 

The first phase, new ownership, has two important inputs--

magnitude of commitment and attitude at time of purchase. Both of 
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these inputs affect the three-stage cognitive process, beginning with 

the analysis stage. The purchaser then evaluates the "rightness" of 

his purchase in order to arrive at a satisfaction level. His satis-

faction level will be high if his derived satisfaction exceeds his 

expected satisfaction, and it will be low if his derived satisfaction 

is less than his expected satisfaction. The level of. his satisfaction 

then influences, in turn, the formation of a new satisfaction attitude 

and overt behavior. Satisfaction is therefore treated in terms of 

both a level and an attitude. Furthermore, it follows an equity 

judgment about the purchase. 

The second stage, early consumption, illustrates the process 

of modifying "the importance of expectations and the degree of 

commitment as an experience creates unexpected situations and 

discrepancies between perception and reality" (Ortinau 1979, p. 36). 

The satisfaction attitude which was formed during the previous stage 
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is now an influence on the set of input factors for the new stage 

(such things as overt behavior from stage 1, external environmental 

factors, the consumption experience, new information, and new 

situational factors). Any discrepancies among these factors are also 

considered along with the input factors themselves. The three-stage 

cognitive process of analysis, evaluation, and outcome is recap

italated once more. During this iteration, however, the purchase 

establishes acceptable standards and evaluates the purchase against 

these standards. As before, an evaluation of the equity of the 

purchase is made and a level of derived satisfaction is contrasted to 

the former level of expected satisfaction to yield a new perceived 

saisfaction level. This level then yields a new satisfaction 

attitude. 

The third stage, subsequent consumption, shows the mental 

impac.t of the set of influencing factors postulated in stage two. 

Again, with time and experience, the magnitude and relationships among 

factors change. As before, the satisfaction attitude from the 

previous stage influences the set of input factors to the cognitive 

process. Both the inputs themselves and the discrepancies among the 

inputs affect the analysis, evaluation and outcome of subsequent 

consumption. The input factors cover the same categories as before. 

They now include old as well as new data in each category, however. 

Once more aceptable standard levels are considered. Similarly, when 

the equity of the purchase is once again considered, expectations and 

actual performance are compared. Here, however, the purchaser begins 



to reduce dissonance and experience either confirmation or di scon-

firmation of his earlier expectations of satisfaction. He forms 

another new satisfaction attitude. 

The fourth stage, disposition, showing the consumer's final 

judgment, includes both 

1. a comprehensive evaluation, with possible minor modi
fications, on the set of acceptable standards used to 
establish overall expectations of the purchased object, 
and 

2. establishment of some type of importance ranking of the 
various expectations of product performance (Ortinau 
1979, p. 38). 

This leads to a determination of satisfaction or dissatisfaction for 

the purchaser. 

Once more the satisfaction attitude from the previous stage 

becomes an input to the cognitive process, again seen to consist of 

analysis, evaluation, and outcome. In this stage of disposition, 

however, the familiar set of other input factors is not postulated. 
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The satisfaction attitude is the sole input to the cognitive process. 

In the analysis sub-stage, the final evaluation of appropriate stan-

dards occurs together with a prioritization of expectations. In the 

evaluation sub-stage, product performance and the fulfillment of 

expectations are both interpreted in the purchaser's mind. The 

outcome substage results in a determination of overall felt satis-

faction and a determination of the object's "t>.Urth. The output to the 

cognitive process associated with disposition is a "felt satisfaction/ 

dissatisfaction attitude." This attitude then influences the purchase 

intention, complaining behavior, and other pre-purchase attitudes. 
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Ortinau's model makes minor modifications of the basic flow of 

satisfaction attitude as input to a tripartite cognitive process 

(analysis, evaluation, outcome) which outputs a revised attitude. 

Expectations are constrasted to performance with the possibility for 

evaluating the importance of different expectations. A judgment about 

the level of satisfaction follows an assessment of the "rightness" of 

the purchase and precedes the formation of a satisfaction attitude. 

Now that the development of the model through time is clear, 

the assumptions on which the model is based should be re-examined. 

The model pre-supposes a rationally-oriented purchaser who is 

constantly integrating new experiences into his existing cognitive 

structure. The purchaser is assumed to strive for consistency. He is 

also assumed to be ethically oriented. At each of the four phases of 

the consumption process, there is an evaluation of equity. The 

purchasers must assess the "rightness" of the purchase. The model 

does not really address the emotional response very well. It is not 

clear in what way the purchaser's emotions will be expressed. Is he 

reacting to the experience or to his decision about his experience? 

What emotions accompany his satisfaction judgment? 

The precise mechanisms for the establishment of a satisfaction 

level are not indicated. Neither is it clear how a satisfaction level 

can influence a satisfaction attitude. The model lacks a clear basis 

in psychological theory to account for these linkages. Furthermore, 

the distinction between the three temporal steps ~Yithin the cognitive 
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process (analysis, evaluation, and outcome) needs additional 

development. 

The model does address the incorporation of experience as it 

is taking place into a purchase/consumption framework. That in itself 

is an advance. However, the mechanisms which are involved need much 

clearer justification, especially in terms of previous satisfaction 

research. In that sense, the model is naive. It is an eclectic 

combination of insights, whose linkages"are a bit sketchy. 

Ortinau's model does capture the change in expectations' over 

time with increased experience in consumption in the dynamics of 

satisfaction with services--but it is also highly complex. 

Fisk's model is more stylized, and it too manages to convey 

the dynamics of changing expectations and satisfaction. 

Fisk's model has three stages: 

1. Preconsumption: problem recognition leading to an 
evaluation following alternative selection, 

2. Consumption: cho ice leading to an evaluation following 
use (and disposition if there are any physical traces 
of the service) which is also partially influenced by 
the previous evaluation, 

3. Post Consumption: final evaluation fo llowing both 
previous evaluations (which form expectations) and use. 

Fisk's model and Ortinau's model both show the evaluation process for 

services during consumption as well as following consumption, in an 

attempt to deal with the simultaneity of production and consumer and 

with user participation in production. 
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Neither model is detailed enough to address specific 

propositions about the magnitude of the differences in the evaluation 

process for goods and services. Zeithaml (1981) has proposed a set of 

11 hypotheses which specify the magnitude and direction of the 

differences in the evaluation process for goods and services: 

1. Consumers seek and rely \1X)re on information from 
personal" sources than from nonpersonal sources when 
evaluating services prior to purchase. 

2. Consumers engage in greater post-purchase evaluation 
and information seeking with services than with 
products. 

3. Consumers engage in \1X)re post-purchase evaluation than 
pre-purchase evaluation when selecting and consuming 
services. 

4. Consumers use price and physical facilities as the 
major cues to service quality. 

5. The consumer's evoked set of alternatives is smaller 
with services than with products. 

6. For many non-professional services, the consumer's 
evoked set frequently includes self-provision of the 
service. 

7. Consumers adopt innovations in services \1X)re slowly 
than they adopt innovations in goods. 

8. Consumers perceive greater risks when buying services 
than when buying products. 

9. Brand switching is less frequent with services than 
wi th produc ts. 

10. Consumers attribute some of their dissatisfaction with 
services to their own inability to specify or perform 
their part of the service. 

11. Consumers may complain less frequently about services 
than about products due to their belief that they 
themselves are partly responsible for their 
dissatisfac tion. 
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Naturally, since Zeithaml is suggesting, not testing, these 

propositions, no empirical support is presented. Hypotheses ten and 

eleven link the user participation in service production to 

attribution theory, and depend upon the consumer being aware of shared 

res ponsibility. 

In short, the modifications of satisfaction theory to 

accommodate a service context point to three major features: (1) the 

simultaneity of production and consumption of services, (2) the 

intangibility of services, and (3) the consumer's participation in the 

service produc tion. All of these place a po tentially heavy emphasis 

on the human interaction. The buyer and seller roles are high in 

potential importance in services satisfaction. 

The Role Theory Literature 

There is relatively little in the buyer behavior literature on 

the buyer and seller roles which would help to expl'ain the processes 

of interaction between buyers and sellers of services. Sheth's model 

of buyer-seller interaction (1975) which includes role orientation, 

and two studies of communication in services (Booms and Nyquist 1981; 

Gronroos 1981) are relevant to this topic. From another domain than 

marketing, role theory may provide some insights--specifically the 

concept of role performance. It would be clearer to consider the 

marketing literature first and the social science literature second. 
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Marketing Literature 

Sheth provides a conceptual frameW'O rk fo r the interac tion of 

buyer and seller which manipulates two dimensions--the content and the 

style of communication. Content can be described as a set of five 

utilities--functional, social-organizational, situational, emotional, 

or curiosity--which buyer and seller both possess with regard to their 

proposed exchange. Style can be described as one of three 

orientations towards task, self, or interactions with others. Both 

buyer and seller may be influenced by three sets of influences: 

personal factors (personal background, personal life style, role 

orienta tion), 0 rganiza tional fac tors (0 rganizational 0 bjec t ives , 

organizational style, and organizational structure), and product

specific factors (technology and competition, market Irotivations, and 

buyer-seller plans). An ideal transaction W'Ould have a compatible 

content and style. Inefficiency W'Ould result from incompatibility in 

either process or content. NO transaction W'Ould take place with 

incompatibility in both process and content. 

Sheth's model is based on his earlier W'Ork in which he 

proposes that "underlying buyer-seller expectations about a product or 

service, there lies a five-dimensional utility space. The five 

dimensions represent different types of product-related utilities 

which the buyer desires and the seller offers to each other." The 

product's functional utility is the purpose of its existence. Its 

social-organizational utility is the set of connotations and imageries 

acquired independent of its performance. Its situational utility is 
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based on the circumstances or situations prompting its purchase. Its 

emotional utility derives from its association with other objects, 

people, events, or organizations. Its curiosity utility comes from 

its relationship to novelty or exploration. These utilities do not 

directly involve buyer-seller roles. 

The three styles of communication attempt to convey the 

.. format, ritual, and mannerism involved in the interac tion." However, 

these styles are independent of personal communication; they may be 

used in a mailer, in a phone call, or on television, as well as by a 

salesperson. The task-oriented style is purposeful and goal-oriented; 

people using this style are assumed to be more mechanistic. The 

self-oriented style reflects the individual's absorption in himself; 

the person using this style is assumed to be unable to empathize with 

others. The interaction-oriented style is a personalizing style; the 

person using this style is assumed to be compulsive about first 

establishing a personal relationship before proceeding to business. 

The three determinant factors mentioned before are relatively 

self-explanatory. However, the role orientation with the cluster of 

personal factors deserves further comment. Sheth envisions the role 

orientation of the individual towards the interaction in terms of 

specific buying and selling roles: order taker, consultant, advisor, 

etc. Although this point is not developed further, it is an important 

one. 

Gronroos (1981) addresses the managerial implications of the 

buyer-seller interac tion process. He argue'~ for an internal marketing 
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concept which should "create an internal environment which supports 

customer-consciousness and sales-mindedness among the personnel" 

(Gronroos 1981, p. 237). To do this, marketing must move into 

non-traditional areas within the firm; it must support management 

methods, personnel policy, policy of internal training, and planning 

procedures. ilil the tactical level, internal marketing is oriented to 

"sell serVices, aUXiliary services (used as means of competition), 

campaigns and single marketing efforts to the employees" (Gronroos 

1981, p. 237). Gronroos does not, however, specify the role which 

buye rs and sellers are to assume. 

Booms and Nyquist (1981) call for the identification of the 

"kinds of coomunication exchanges inherent in the organization's 

interface with its customers" (p. 174) so that the service ~ersonnel 

can be trained to becooe competent in these exchanges. They outline 

five principles of communication which are important in these 

ex chang,es : 

l. human communica tion is complex 
2. human c ommunica tion is transactional 
3. human communication is continuous and dynamic 
4. human communication is sit ua t ional 
5. human cOOlf.1l1nication is expressed verbally and nonverbally 

( Booms and Nyquist 1981, pp. 174-5) 

In practice, these principles are reflected in the uniqueness of each 

exchange with both parties having their own symbolic and perceptual 

systems, in the interdependence of communicators, with one person's 

response affecting the other's, in buyer's perceiving a series of 

continuous contacts with the firm even though different sales 
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personnel may be involved, in the impact of different times, places, 

moods on the interaction, and in a variety of expressions, gestures, 

body positions amplifying the actual words spoken. Furthermore, Booms 

and Nyquist believe that it is possible to classify different types of 

service personnel by communication requirements: 

Category 
Type 1 

Type 2 

Type 3 

Communication Functions of Employees Interaction wi th 
Customers by Type 

answers que stions' 
provides brief, standardized information to numerous 
kinds of customers 
establishes relationship between customer and firm 
gives directions 
processes restricted customer instructions 

listens effectively 
answers questions 
persuades customers 
explains moderately complex infonnation 
establishes ongoing but limited interpersonal 
relationships with customers 

asks questions 
expresses feelings 
explains canplex information 
persuades individuals and groups of customers and 
firm personnel 
interacts creatively with customers to solve problems 
(brainstorms) 
establishes interpersonal relationships consisting of 
repeated interactions with customer over time 
(Booms and Nyquist 1981, P. 175) 

They then proceed to use this classification for a variety of service 

businesses to illustrate how it might work. 

Of course, it is also relevant to point out Eiglier and 

Langeard's discussion of the client-organiza tion interface. All the 

client's primary relationships and some of his indirect relationships 



in their service system model could be included ill the buyer-seller 

interaction process. 

Social Science Literature 

Three of the role theory classics dealing with role 

performance ~ould be potentially relevant to the study of consumer 

satisfac tion with services although the or.iginal context is no t 

consumption or purchase. 
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The concept of role enactment, defined by Sarbin (1954; Biddle 

and Thomas 1979), could be relevant in terms of the service provider's 

level of organismic involvement. Erving Goffman's conceptualization 

of the drama performance of a role could also be relevant to the 

service provider (Goffman 1959; Biddle and Thomas 1979). Finally, 

Thibaut and Kelley's conceptualization of the interdependence of 

related roles in role performance could apply to the interdependence 

of buyer and seller roles (Thibaut and Kelley 1959; Biddle and Thomas 

1979). Each of these three will be considered in turn. 

Sarbin (1954; Biddle and Thomas 1979) was concerned with the 

process by which someone assumes a role. Everything from facial 

expression to body position may be included in role enactment. There 

are three dimensions to role enactment: (1) the number of roles, (2) 

the level of organismic involvment, and (3) the degree of 

repo~tability. An individual who performs a variety of roles is nnre 

likely to be well adjusted. The intensity of his involvement may vary 

from role to role. This intensity can be seen to vary across seven 
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categories of inl;:reasing involvement, increasing effort in enacting 

the role, decreasing ,differentiation between the individual's sense of 

self and his senpe of the role, and increasing commi tment of the 

entire organism. The reportability of the role refers to the 

consc iousness with which the individual could describe his own role. 

The seller role is probably one of many roles, and a role, 

furtherm:>re, in which there is at least an intermediate level 0 f 

involvement at a fairly high level of awareness. 

Goffman's concept of a role performance as a dramatic part 

played by the in.dividual is probably the rrost useful in a services 

satisfac tion context., In his performance to the buyer audience, the 

seller-performer will project an idealized version of the purchase 

situation. 

Thus, when the individual presents himself before 
others, his! performance will tend to incorporate and 
exemplify the officially accredited values of the 
society, lOO,re so, in fact, than does his behavior as a 
whole (Goffman p. 202 in Biddle and Thomas 1979) 

The performer mqst maintain expressive control, even to the extent of 

misrepresentation. After all, the buyer is always right. 

Finally, Thibaut and Kelley (1959; Biddle and Thomas 1979) 

explain a methoq of analysis for interaction of role performances 

which are interqependent on each other. Each performer has a series 

of expected acti,ons qr a behavior set. ~.fuen two performers are 

interdependent, thei~ behavior sets are further restricted. Some 

combinations may facJllitate the performers' interactions while others 

may hinder thei~' mutual performances. Translating this notion to a 
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services consumption context is very suggestive. Specific role 

behaviors that facilitate interaction would be helpfulness, 

friendliness, or competence aroong others. Role behaviors that would 

hinder interaction would be rudeness, inattention, and prejudice among 

others. 

In short, role theory, either in marketing or social science 

literature, must be radically modified to a services satisfaction 

context. Nevertheless certain concepts dealing with communication and 

role performance may be translated to a services context. 

Summary of Chapter Two 

The literature from consumer satisfaction, services, and role 

theory provides many insights into the high contact service context 

for the test of competing satisfaction roodels. Disconfirmation of 

expectations and value-percept disparity theory may both be extended 

to incorporate the buyer's role expectations of the seller and the 

seller's role performance--concepts which the heightened interper

sonal, interaction in high-contact services strongly suggests to be 

relevant. Chapter three will integrate the literature from these 

three research streams into a single theoretical foundation. 



CHAPTER 3 

THEORETICAL FOUNDATION 

Introduction 

Although the ~heoretical foundation has already been 

described in different sections of chapter two, that description was 

necessarily piecemeal. Now it is appropriate to draw together in a 

systematic fashion the entire conceptual framework on which this study 

is based for both the original and revised sets of competing theories. 

The operationalization and measurement logic will be presented in 

chapter four. 

The Concept of Satisfaction 

The conceptualization of satisfaction is crucial to an 

understanding of these competing theories. A definition ideally 

should specify the essential characteristics of the phenomenon which 

are necessary and sufficient for it to exist. In actual practice, 

most definitions can be subdivided into two classes; (1) those which 

describe how the phenomenon came to be, and (2) those that describe 

the resulting characteristics of the phenomenon. The first is not 

adequate by itself. Some definitions attempt both although that type 

of combination would be more appropriately called a theory. At a 

minimum, a definition should separate a phenomenon from other similar 

phenomena with sufficient clarity that the dimensions on which 
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similarities and differences exist are explained or explainable. By 

applying the above criteria to the competing definitions of 

satisfactions, the inherent dimensionality of satisfaction should 

appear, if the definitions are good ones. 

Competing Definitions 
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Both theories owe a considerable debt to the work on the 

definition of satisfaction during the 1977 conference of the Marketing 

Science Institute. The seminal definition by Locke, which was itself 

part of the Gestalt psychology tradition, has shaped the overall 

domain of satisfaction for these tWo theories, either through Locke 

directly (Locke 1967; Westbrook and Reilly 1982) or indirectly, 

through Hunt (1977; Oliver 1981). 

For Locke (1967; Westbrook and Reilly 1982), satisfaction is 

an organic whole with all parts interpenetrating each other. The 

individual, the product which he is purchasing and consuming, and the 

environment in which this process takes place are basically the 

context. The context is not, however, stable. It is dynamic and 

interacts with the temporal process of purchase and consumption, 

because of the inherent nature of a process. The whole is therefore 

the reality encompassing both context and process of a slice of time. 

The size of this slice is not specified in absolute terms. Later 

theorists will attempt to fix relative boundaries which bracket the 

satisfaction process between expectation formation and pre-purchase 

attitude formation and post-purchase intention, post-purchase 
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attitude formation, and post-purchase behavior. 

The inherent characteristics of this satisfaction process are 

specified as both cognitive and affective. The individual's 

experience gives use to emotional response, as does the evaluation of 

that experience. By inference, there are therefore two possible 

sources of affect: (1) the emotional response directly to the 

experience with himself in interdependent relationship with the 

product, the environment and the passage of time, and (2) the 

eootional response to the act of evaluation about the above 

experience. 

The above explanation is not always explicit in Locke's 

definition. Nevertheless, because of the way in which he formulates 

this definition of satisfaction as a whole, which is a Gestalt of a 

temporal experience, all the above characteristics are implied. 

Locke's definition can therefore be considered a "good" definition. 

It differentiates satisfaction from other temporally-related 

constructs and, it specifies the distinctive characteristics of the 

phenomenon. The definition is not, however, as explicit as many of 

the subsequent satisfaction definitions. 

Westbrook and Reilly (1982) have adopted Locke's definition 

and expanded upon it in the following ways: 

(1) the parts of the whole which form the context are 
explicitly labeled indirectively, 

(2) the nature of the evaluative process for the individual's 
experience is specified as a value-judgment, and 



(3) the emotional reaction to the value judgment is made 
explicit including the lOOre comoon elOOtions which are 
associated with such judgments. 
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Their partitioning of the whole indicates" ••• the experiences 

provided by, or associated with, particular products or services 

purchased, retail outlets, or even molar patterns of behavior such as 

shopping and buyer behavior, as well as the overall marketplace" 

(Westbrook and Reilly 1982, p. 256). These component parts are 

presented inductively since this listing of parts }s clearly not 

intended to be exhaustive. Instead, the listing is orzanized in such 

a way as to indicate the appropriateness of micro-macro comparisons, 

such as are common in all lOOdels of marketing as a system. Again such 

a comparison to a systems perspective is perfectly appropriate to 

viewing $atisfaction as are organic whole. 

The nature of the evaluative process is specified by a value 

judgment by the individual through which his experience ranging all 

the way from sensation to interpretation, from physiology to 

philosophy, is compared to his own conscious and unconscious value 

system. Clearly, the evaluative process incorporates both cognition 

and emotion, although, this approach to evaluation places greater 

emphasis than is normal on elOOtion. 

Indeed the emotions common surrounding such value judgments 

are indicated, again inductively, as pleasure/joy vs displeasure/ 

suffering. This dichotomy is again evidently not intended to be 

exhaustive. Other ~rk by Hestbrook (1981; 1983) and Hestbrook and 

Oliver (1981) would indicate that a profile or composite of the 
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dimensionality of these emotions would assist in clarifying this 

component of the construct of satisfaction. 

This definition, then, when judged by the above criteria for a 

"good" definition can be considered sound. It distinguishes between 

related processes and goes farth~r than most towards an explicit 

explanation of the significant dimensionality of the phenomenon. 

The competing definition of satisfaction shares the Lockean 

tradition, but it attempts to incorporate other traditions as 

well--notably Helson's (1964) adaptation-level theory and Solomon and 

Corbet's opponent-process theory (1974). The connection between 

Oliver's (1981) definition of satisfaction and the Lockean tradition 

via Hunt (1977) is clear from the emphases on wholeness, and on the 

two sources of affect. Oliver considers satisfac tion as the "summary 

phychological state resulting when disconfirmed expectations is 

coupled with the consumer's prior feelings about the consumption 

experience" (Oliver 1981, p. 27). The consumer's satisfaction is 

again a dual component of affect and cognition. 

Oliver's definition of satisfaction as the surprise in the 

consumer's experience is distinctly different from that of Westbrook 

and Reilly along the following dimensions: 

(1) it incorporates the determinants by which the summary 
state is produced as terms requiring further definition, 

(2) does not specify the distinctive characteristics of the 
summary state per se, 

(3) the comparative process is not explicitly linked to the 
emotions resulting.from it, 



(4) the type of- emotion ~esulting from the comparative 
judgment is specifie~ as "surprise," and 
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(5) the components which constitute the consumption experience 
are not specified. 

As a "good" definition, I+his conceptualization of 

satisfaction is successful altho4gh somewhat weaker than the other 

definitions. It covers the proc~ss which gdves rise to the summary 

state well, and it indicates the distinctivle characteristic of the 

resulting phenomenon clearly as ~urprise, one of Izard's ten major 

dimensions of emotion (Izard 1977). It lacks explicit explanation of 

the characteristics of the exper:j.ence giving rise to a satisfaction 

response. It succeeds in explair~ing the deteminants and in explaining 

the dominant characteristic of the phenomena. Furthermore, it 

implicitly brackets this phenomerlOn from other processes such as 

expectations, disconfirmation, a~ld {X'st-purchase altitude and 

intentions. 

Adding AfIOther Domain--Affect 

Both definitions share 2I;t emphasis .on satisfaction as affect. 

Both definitions include a cognitive component, whether it is 

evaluative or comparative, but b\)th specifYi satisfaction as including 

t~ sources of affect: (1) the ~ffect surrounding the consumption 

experience itself, and (2) the affect surrounding the cognition about 

the experience itself. This heavy emphasis on the domain of affect is 

the distinctive contribution of these two theories, and it is this 

feature of both theories which r~nders them h-ighly suitable for 
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explaining consumer sa~:isfaction ~07ith services. 

It is not surp~:ising that I these theories share some common 

ground in their definit;ions of satisfaction, given Westbrook and 

Oliver's joint ~rk on the factor structure of satisfaction (1981), 

and Westbrook's work OIl the enntions surrounding product consumption 

(1983). After reviewil~g the major theories of emotion which could 

assist a marketer in s~:udying thel dimensionality of satisfaction, 

Westbrook (1983) selec~s Izard's (1972; 1977) factor-analytic approach 

to explaining the dimel,lsionality of enntions overall. Essentially, 

there are ten underlyi~g emotional factors, including the following: 

1. interest-e~citement 

2. enjoyment-joy 

3. surprise-s~artle 

4. sadness-an~uish 

5. anger-rage 

6. disgust-repulsion 

7. contempt-~~orn 

8. fear-terror 

9. shame-shynr=ss 

10. guilt-remorse 

For his study, Westbropk selec ted a consumer durable, the automobile. 

His findings indicate four factors in~luding combinations of: 

1. anger/sadn~ss 

2. enjoyment/interest 

3. surprise 

4. self-blame/anxiety 
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given earlier discussion of the applicability of theories over 

differences in context, these results are suggestive, but not yet 

definitive in describing the dimensionality of satisfaction and other 

consumption-related phenomena. 

The Antecedents of Satisfaction 

Competing Models 

As mentioned before in chapter two, these competing theories 

posit different antecedents for satisfaction. Disconfirmation of 

expectations theory includes two constructs as independent 

determinants of satisfaction: (1) predictive expectations and (2) 

perceived disconfirmation of predictive expectations. Predictive 

expectations establish the baseline within the individual. 

Disconfirmation is an independent effect, created by the perception of 

the disparity between performance and expectations. 

The baseline summarizes all of the impact on the individual of 

the context of his experience--the stimuli that the consumer is 

exposed to, the situation which he finds himself in, and his own 

individual physiological and psychological characteristics. Since the 

individual will adapt his perceptions of the product to this reference 

standard, only large disparities will be registred as large changes 

from expectations. The use of ~daptation-level theory to explain 

expectations renders Oliver's theory close to assimilation-contrast 

theory in this respect. 
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The use of opponent-process theory adds the explanation of the 

change in affective response over time to Oliver's model of 

satisfaction. The baseline is also the balance point or homeostasis 

for the individual as well as the expectation level. After any 

disturbance of whatever nature, the individual's balance will 

eventually be restored. The initial disturbance 'will reflect the 

arousal of emotions, but the individual's internal control mechanism, 

his opponent-process, will counter and negate this disturbance and 

restore equilibrium. For each initial emotional response, there is 

then an equally powerful, opposite response reflecting an associated 

but still distinctively different after-reaction. The initial 

disturbance is the disconfirmation which may be either negative or 

positive. The opponent-process is then the gradual process of the 

decay of satisfaction over time. 

The two determinants acting together may be expected to have 

an order of effects on satisfaction ranging from highest to lowest as 

follows: 

(1) positive disconfirmation of high expectations 

(2) confirmation of high expectation 

(3) negative disconfirmation of high expectations 

(4) positive disconfirmation of low expectations 

(5) confirmation of low expectations 

(6) negative disconfirmation of low expectations 

The baseline will have the most powerful effect upon the individual's 

satisfaction, while disconfirmation will have the effect secondary in 

magnitude. 
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In contrast, the value percept disparity theory posits only a 

single determinant--the value percept disparity. The individual will 

evaluate the degree to which a product fulfills his needs with 

refrence to his own conscious and unconscious value system. If there 

is no difference or if a product fulfills his needs, he will be 

satisfied. If there is a difference, it may be large or small in 

magnitude and positive or negative in sign. A negative disparity 

would occur if a product is perceived to fail to meet the consumer's 

needs. His reaction to underfulfillment would be dissatisfaction. 

The magnitude of the negative disparity would translate with the 

magnitude of the dissatisfaction. If, on the other hand, the product 

exceeds the individual's needs, there would be a positive disparity. 

This disparity, unlike the positive disconfirmation hypothesized by 

disconfirmation of expectations theory, would not increase 

satisfaction. Indeed, in certain cases, in which the overfulfillment 

of one need may block the fulfillment of some other need, a positive 

disparity could po tentially result in lower satisfaction. 

Adding Another Dimension--Role 

Both of these theories may be easily extended to incorporate 

an additional construct paired with each present determinant which 

captures the interpersonal component of the purchase or consumption 

context. As is clear from the sociological role theory literature 

(Sarbin 1954; Goffman 1959; Thibaut and Kelley 1959), role performance 

is an integral part of a successful human interaction. The image 
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projected by the s~ller may either facilitate or hinder the 

interaction, given the mutual interdependence of buyer and seller 

roles. The seller's involvemi:mt is his role performance, the extent 

to which he differ~ntiates himself from his role (Sarbin 1954), would 

well be the referel;tce point f<Dr the many complaints registered against 

"careless and unpr~)fessional": conduct by service personnel. 

Furthermore, the i~lealizationl of the seller's role attested by Goffman 

(1959) could be th~ referencel standard against which complaints of 

"rude" or "inconsi~lerate" trea tment are evaluated. 

The empiri~al data inl satisfaction with services register many 

complaints which c9uld be categorized as inferior role performance on 

the part of the se~ler. The .two most frequently cited reasons for 

consumer dissatisf?ction withl professional services (Quelch and Ash 

1981) were: 

(1) The service was provided in a careless, 
unprof~ssional manner, and 

(2) I feel I was treated like 'an object rather 
than a~ individua~. 

In percentage shar~ of mentions, these two reasons were given by 

19.2% and by 12.3% respectively of the highly dissatisfied respondents 

(Quelch and Ash 19131). The third highest ranking complaint then picks 

up on the instrume~ta1 outcome of the service with 8.8% share of 

mentions: "The se·rvice was OJ:>t performed correctly for the first 

time." There were 125 respo ndents explaining servic e problems. 

It is espel~ia1ly intelresting to note that the second most 

important reason fpr dissatisfaction reflects a blockage of 
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relatedness needs. . Implic ity the individual feels that he should be 

treated in a fostering "1" - "Thou" manner. Sherf's study of Canadian 

consumer dissatisfaction also found a connection between frustration 

of relatedness needs and dissatisfaction (Scherf 1974). Of course, 

given the context studied by Quelch and Ash-.-professional services-

role performance perceptions and evaluations should be among the !lX)st 

likely anyway. 

When the context is altered to services in general, the 

Colorado-Indiana satisfaction database still supports the salience of 

role performance. In two of the aggregate service categories, in 

repairs and general services and in professional and personal 

services, the roost frequently cited reason for dissatisfaction was 

careless, unprofessional treatment (Day and Ash 1979). In the 

rentals, public transportation and utilities category, it was the 

second-ranking reason. However, in the financial services and 

insurance category, the reason accounted for only 4.3% of the 

complaints. Even though services are not homogeneous, the 

dissatisfaction data indicates that role performance evaluations are 

an integral part of consumer satisfaction with services. Furthe~re, 

the data also suggests that the relevance of this construct varies by 

type of service. 

The marketing literature which examines customer communication 

in services would also support the relevance of role performance 

evaluations. Sheth's (1975) conceptual framework in suggesting the 

style of communication is important in establishing the compatibility 
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of the process to the buyer and seller is attempting to specify 

expectations for role performance. In terms of the above complaints 

about services, one could postulate an expectation of an interaction-

oriented style underlying the buyers' perceptions of personal and 

professional services. Booms and Nyquist's (1981) classification of 

service personnel by expected type of communication exchange is also 

supportive of role performance considerations. Type number three is 

the closest to professional and personal service personnel in that 

these individuals not only ask questions but also express feelings and 

establish long-term interpersonal relationships. Since this type of 

communication exchange is characteristic of jOint customer-firm 

problem-solving, it is the most likely context for emotionally-

supportive role performances which would fulfill customer relatedness 

needs. 

For all of these reasons, a role performance construct will be 

added to both theories, using their existing definitions of the 

determinants of satisfaction but artificially separating the 

instrumental performance outcome from the role performance outcome. 

Therefore, for the disconfirmation of expectations theory, two new 

constructs will be added in its revised revision: 

(1) predictive seller role performance expedations, and 
(2) disconfirmation of seller role performance expectations. 

For value-percept disparity theory, a single, new construct will be 

added to the revised version: 

(1) value-percept disparity for seller role performance. 



Modifications in the Satisfaction Process Model 
to Accommodate Different Contexts 

Competing Models 

The service evaluation models by Fisk (1981) and Ortinau 

(1979) previously discussed attempt to modify existing evaluation 
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process models for the service context. The major modification in the 

Ortinau model is the attempt to ,model differences in the process by 

time period. Basically, the model permits readjustment of baseline 

standards at each stage and re-adjustment of satisfaction level and 

attitude as the consumption experience progresses through time. The 

model offers no real insights into the manner in which these adjust-

ments take place. It is essentially the old cognitive-dissonance 

model spread through time. 

The Fisk (1981) model attempts to incorporate the service 

characteristic of simultaneous production and consumption. It, too, 

subdivides the service consumption process into temporal segments: 

preconsumption, consumption, and post consumption. At each stage, an 

opportunity for evaluation of the consumption experience arises. This 

modification suggests that there could be several, al ternative points 

in time during a service purchase at which a satisfaction response is 

appropriate. However, it is insufficiently d~tailed to show how these 

responses might differ. 

Neither model offers modifications which are useful for this 

study, although these are the major service evaluation models. They 

merely attentuate the service evaluation process. Any satisfaction 

responses at the pre-consumption phase would be incomplete, because 
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the experience was still in progress. Therefore, the suggested 

modifications in these models will be ignored. 

Instead the only modification which acknowledges the service 

context is the addition of the role performance construct. Nor is 

this construct applicable solely to service purchases. Clearly, 

durable purchases in which there is an extended interaction between 

buyer and seller and even non-durable purchases within a shopping 

environment would also benefit from explicitly incorporating a role 

performance variable. 

Adding Another Context-High Contract, New Service 

The context selected for the test of competing theories should 

reduce the relevance of any prior experience and should enhance the 

relevance of the role performance variation. A high contact service, 

which is moreover a new service to the undergraduate student, will be 

likely to make expectation formation more difficult. Furthermore, as 

a learning experience, it may overstate the impact of service and role 

performance. At the same time, this choice of context should enhance 

relatedness needs because of the buyer's dependence on the seller. 

An Overview of the Satisfaction Model 
Used in the Current Study 

It is now possible to examine both the original and revised 

sets of competing theories. Figure 3.1 presents a causal diagram 

parallel to the satisfaction model of linkages tested in prior 

research reported in Chapter 2. 
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Figure 3.1 Overview of the Satisfaction Nodel Used in the Current 
Study 
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Summary of Chapter Three 

In this chapter, the theoretical foundation for the current 

study has been explained. The competing definitions of satisfaction 

and the competing theories of satisfaction have been presented. The 

modifications to these theories to incorporate role performance in a 

high contact service context have also been discussed. Finally, the 

overall model has been specified. 
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CHAPTER 4 

RESEARCH DESIGN AND HETHOD 

Introduction 

The present laboratory experiment simulating the service 

purchase by observed roleplay was designed as a fractional factorial, 

across-subjects design with a pre, mid and post exposure set of 

measurements. The decisions about both the design and method were 

taken after extensive exploratory and pilot testing. Before 

investigating the experimental design and method in detail, the 

earlier, preparatory work will be summarized. The rationale for the 

later decisions will then be more understandable. 

An outline of the tasks included in this preliminary stage is 

given in Table 4.1. It describes the creation of four different 

experimental media: (1) a preliminary projective narrative verbally 

simulating the student's purchase of a computer-generated bibliography 

through a university library from a librarian trained to conduct the 

computer search; (2) a set of 16 booklets with varying scripts and 

cartoons which represents a full factorial design; (3) a subset of 

three scripts with voice tapes and overhead transparencies of 

cartoons; and (4) one script with human actors trained to roleplay. 

It also describes the pilot test on three media. The analysis of the 

pilot shaped the later experimental design and method. 
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Table 4.1 Outline of Tasks in P~'eliminary 'Study 

STEP 1: Preliminary Projectiv~ Narrative 

STEP 2: 

The narrative was bas~d on infommal interviewing with 
experienced service pl;lrchasers and on experimenter 
experience. 

The narrative simulat~d the entire purchase experience. 

The narrative incorp0f.ated bor.h Irole and service 
attributes. 

Interspersed between t;he units of narrative corresponding 
to episodes in the ser;vice purchase were placed questions 
on emotional response~, expectattions, disconfirmation of 
expectations, satisfaq.tions, and the level of realism for 
the experimental stiml,lli in conttrast to real-life 
expe rience. 

The narrative extendeq past actual purchase and continued 
through usage of the tlroduc t-rela ted, tangible output of 
the service to word-o~-mouth evaluation of the service. 

The narrative incorpo~:ated cues I to stimulate dissatisfac
tion after the servic~ purchase :is completed, and while the 
product usage takes pl .. ace to look a t the emotional dynamics 
of satisfaction. 

Creation of Cartoons .nd Scripts 

These were based on the results;of the projective narra
tives, and a se t of sq. ripts wi th accanpanying cartoons was 
created. 

The scripts incorpora\:ed more atttriutes of both service and 
role than were manipulated; friendliness and expertise of 
the librarian as well as comprehensiveness of bibliography 
and speed of service ~olere included. 

The cartoons maintain~d the same body positioning, but 
varied the direction qf gaze, hair, and facial expression; 
the cartoon blanks were as neutral as possible before 
manipulation. 
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Table 4.1 Outline of Tasks in Preliminary Study 

STEP 3: 

STEP 4: 

STEP 5: 

The variables to be manipulated were speed of service 
and friendliness of librarian: an instrumental and an 
expressive or role performance variable. Both the 
expectations for these two attributes as well as their 
actual performance were manipulated at two levels in 
a 2 x 2 x 2 x 2 analysis of variance design. 

Pre-Testing of Scripts and Cartoons 

A focus group then examined the scripts and cartoons 
together to determine the best match up between individual 
scripts and illustrative cartoons and to check for the 
neutrality of the blank cartoons. 

Creation and Pre-Testing of Cartoon Booklet and 
Questionnaire 

The scripts and cartoons were then assembled into booklets 
to accompany a questionnaire on service and satisfaction. 

The questionnaire anchored satisfaction with the librarian 
assisted computer search service to satisfaction with other 
products, service, and library services. 

The questionnaire included measurements of expectations, 
disconfirmation of expectations, and satisfaction (where 
relevant) between scenes in the scripts. Four subjects 
(two with experience with a computer search and two without 
such experience) then pre-tested the questionnaire to 
determine clarity, timing, and subject involvement in the 
projective exercise. 

Revision of Booklets and Questionnaire 

Based on the pretest and on the opinions of colleagues who 
review the booklets and questionnaires, both were revised 
to incorporate more concrete detail to add to the realism 
of the stimuli in the booklets and to incorporate 
suggestions on questions, scales, and format on the 
questionnaire. 
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Table 4.1 Outline of Tasks in Preliminary Study 

STEP 6: Creation of Audio-Taped Scripts and Transparencies 

STEP 7 

STEP 8 

The roles in the written scripts were taped for three 
versions (booklets 1, 2, and 11) of the service purchase 
and transparencies of the cartoon were made to increase 
the experiential quality of the stimuli. 

Role-Playing Version 

Volunteers were also solicited to do flesh and blood role
play on one of the scripts (booklet 11) to most closely 
approximate a service purchase experience. 

Pilot on Three Media for Scripts 

The full factorial set of 16 booklets were administered to 
enough Harketing 361 student volunteers within a class
room setting to receive at least 10 people per booklet. 

The booklets were distributed randomly to the students 
within the classes so that some of each of the 16 bookets 
will be distributed in each class. 

In two classes, booklets 1 and 11 were administered in 
audio-taped and transparency form. 

In one Harke ting 440 class, booklet 11 were adminis tered in 
flesh and blood roleplay form. 

In an addi tional class in which some s tuden ts have used a 
version of the computer search service, volunteers were 
asked to canplete the experimental portion only and to 
comment on the degree to which the questions approximate 
the ebb and flow of their real-life experience. 

The canputer search librarians were asked to administer the 
questionnaire and booklet to new service purchasers after 
their purchase to elicit their judgments on the effective
ness of the questions in capturing the dynamic flow of 
their experience also. 

The pilot data were then analyzed to determine whether or 
not role performance expectations and disconfirmation of 
role performance expectations are functionally related to 
satisfaction, whether or not there are any interactions 
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Table 4.1 Outline of Tasks in Preliminary Study 

between service and role attribute expectations or discon
firmation of role expectations, and whether or not more 
concrete and experiential media increase in explanatory 
power for experimental treatments of satisfaction through 
simulation. 

The most important results from this preliminary study were as 

follows (see Table 4.2 for the analysis of variance results): 

1. An analysis of variance on the 2 x 2 x 2 x 2 design which 
involved two levels of each of the following variables-
instrumental expectations x expressive expectations x 
instrumental performance x expressive performance--was 
statistically significant at the .05 level with the crudest 
of the media, the booklet. 

2. The ANOVA model explained 33.8% of the variance in satis
faction for 241 subjects receiving the booklet treatment. 

3. Only one of the eleven interactions--expectation of speed 
by performance of speed--was significant at the .05 level, 
although the entire two-way interaction group was not 
statistically significant. 

4. The actual instrumental performance was the driving force 
in achieving significance, with the ability to shift the 
overall mean of 4.68 about one point in either direction 
for the low or high level of actual performance. 

5. The differences in sample size for the three media applied 
to script #11 were so great that they probably obscured the 
true differences between the media. 

6. Although the number of experienced users completing the 
study was too small for any significance testing, the 
reallsm of the simulation ,vas subjectively judged 
acceptable. 



98 

Table 4.2 Antecedents of Overall Satisfaction from Preliminary Study 

Source of Sum of He an F Significance 
Variation Squares OF Squares Value of F Value 

ALL MAIN EFFECTS 278.306 4 69.577 30.432 .001 

1 • Expec ted 
Friendliness 11.070 11.070 4.842 .029 

2. Expected 
Speed 9.083 9.083 3.973 .047 

3. Actual 
Friendliness 27.929 1 27.929 12.216 .001 

4. Actual 
Speed 233.006 1 233.006 101.916 .001 

TWO-WAY INTERACTIONS 24.475 6 4.079 1. 784 .103 

1 x 2 .989 1 .989 .433 .511 
1 x 3 6.422 1 6.422 2.809 .095 
1 x 4 .465 1 .465 .203 .653 
2 x 3 .534 1 .534 .234 .629 
2 x 4 14.863 1 14.863 6.501 .Oll 
3 x 4 1.553 1 1.553 .679 .411 

THR'EE-WAY INTERACTIONS 5.517 4 1. 379 .603 .661 

1 x 2 x 3 3.826 1 3.826 1.674 .197 
1 x 2 x 4 .844 1 .844 .369 .544 
1 x 3 x 4 .655 1 .655 .286 .593 
2 x 3 x 4 .430 1 .430 .188 .665 

FOUR-WAY INTERACTIONS .047 .047 .021 .886 

EXPLAINED 308.346 15 20.556 8.991 .001 

RESIDUAL 514.409 225 2.286 

TOTAL 822.755 240 3.428 

N 241 r = .582 r2 .338 
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Given these preliminary resul ts, the following decisions were 
made: 

1. The construct of role performance is worth pursuing in an 
experiment testing other satisfaction models. 

2. The single interaction is insufficient to indicate the 
need for a full, factorial design when the model will not 
be based on an ANOVA manipulation. 

3. Roleplay is the medium of preference because of its 
closeness to the consumption/purchase experience. 

With these decisions made, the actual experiment ~\1as then designed and 

the measures selected. 

Experimental Phase 

Introduction 

The scripts were given a minor revision to make the speeches 

easier to follow. The text of the four scripts, which the actors 

role-played, are included in Appendix B. These were administered in 

four classes consisting of upper level business students at the 

University of Arizona and one class of similar business students at 

the University of Phoenix in June during the first summer school 

session of 1983. The scripts were randomly assigned to the four 

University of Arizona classes. The University of Phoenix class was 

selected to ensure every script would have at least 30 respondents. 

Therefore, the assignment in this instance was not random. Students 

in these classes were asked to volunteer and almost all did choose to 

participate. Following the experiment, they were debriefed by the 

experimenter. In all, 167 usable questionnaires were completed. Item 

non-response on questions prior to or following the experiment was 

considered acceptable and usable. 



Description of and Rationale for Conceptual 
Framework Used in Experiment 

The conceptual framework used iII the present experiment has 
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been described in detail in chapter three. A brief description only 

will be offered here for the sake of the completeness in this unit. 

Interested readers should examine chapter three also. Two competing 

theories of satisfaction will be tested in the experiment in both 

their original and a revised version to determine their relative 

strength in explaining satisfaction with high contact services. These 

two theories are the reigning paradigm, the disconfirmation of 

expectations theory of consumer satisfaction (Oliver 1981), and a 

challenging paradigm, the value-percept disparity theory of consumer 

satisfaction (Westbrook and Reilly 1982). The revision of these 

theories follows their definitions and conceptualization of the 

determinants of satisfaction as closely as possible, while grafting on 

an additional domain for each determinant--the expressive domain of 

role performance. For the disconfirmation of expectations theory, 

this means that the two determinants of satisfaction--expectations and 

disconfirmation of expectations--have been matched by role performance 

expectations and disconfirmation of role expectations. For the 

value-percept disparity theory, this means that the sole determinant 

of satisfaction--value-percept disparity--have been matched by 

value-percept disparity for the role performance danain. 
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The following hypotheses about the original and revised pairs 

of competing theories are to be tested: 

Hypothesis #1: The revised versions of both theories will 

achieve a higher level of explanatory power than the original 

versions in this product context. 

Hypo thesis 112: Both original versions of the competing 

theories will be statistically significant 'in this product 

context. 

Hypothesis 3: Both revised versions of the competing theories 

will be statistically significant in this product context. 

Hypothesis #4: The disconfirmation of expectations effect 

will be more powerful in explaining satisfaction than the 

expectations effect in the disconfirmation of expectations 

theory in this product context. 

Hypothesis #5: The instrumental dcmain will be more powerful 

in explaining satisfaction than the expressive domain for both 

expectations apd disconfirmation of expectations in the 

revision of disconfirmation of expectations theory in this 

produc t context. 
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Hypothesis 116: The instrumental domain will be more powerful 

in explainiqg satisfaction than the expressive domain for the 

revision of value-percept disparity theory in this product 

context. 

Based on the pilot' Ei resylts, hypotheses 114 through 116 posit 

differences in the qrder ~ of effects in the two sets of competing 

models. For this p~'oduc 1t context, in which the product outcome is 

both the more salieijt need to be fulfilled and therefore the more 

likely to create inc/ividual sensitivity to disconfirmation of 

expectations, the instrumental domain should always predomina te, 

regardless of the mqdel selected. Similarly, the disconfirmation 

effect should predo.inate over the expectation effect regardless of 

the version--origin~ or: revised. 

Description of and Rationale for Experimental Design 

Because of \:he change in emphasis from pilot to study in the 

nature of the satisfaction model under eXamination, the purpose of the 

design has also cha11ged.1 Whereas before, the design was a 

2 x 2 x 2 x 2 full factorial to be analyzed via the analysis of 

variance technique, the design is now a 2 x 2 x 2 x 2 fractional 

factorial to be ana;Lyzedl via multiple regression. First, because of 

the overall lack of importance for interactions, a full factorial 

design is unnecessa;ry. Second, the experimental purpose is to 

stimulate differenc\=s in individual perception for expectations, 
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disconfirmation of expectations, and value-percept disparity, in both 

of the instrumental and expressive domains. The method of analysis 

which would be appropriate to the testing of these competing models, 

assuming independence among all the determinants, is multiple 

regression, not analysis of variance. Table 4.3 shows the fractional 

factorial design in terms of the manipulated variables, and table 4.4 

shows the distribution of these combinations in terms of manipulated 

disc onfirma tion. 

The design is not a Latin square, because script #13 was 

deliberately selected instead of script /t15, in order to include the 

impact on manipulated disconfirmation of a double positive 

disconfirmation. The reason behind this was to include a strong 

enough stimulus to achieve marked differences in individual 

perceptions. Value-percept disparity was not manipulated, except 

through perceived performance. 
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Table 4.3 Fractional Factorial Design Used in Experimenta 

OJ 
Expected Performance--Expressive 

CJ Actual Perfo rmance Actual Performance 
t:: 
Cd M 
S Cd Expressive Expressive !-I w 
0 t:: 

<l-l OJ 
!-I s High Low High Low OJ OJ ;::l 

CJ p.., ,... 
** ** t:: w 

Cd M Ul 
Script Sc ript Sc ript Script ~ Cd t:: .c 

M ;::l H bO ttl 113 119 IIll 0 Cd W 'M 
<l-l W CJ ;:c *';' ** !-I t:: < 
OJ OJ *i. ** p.., S 

;::l 
Sc ript Sc ript Script Sc ript '0 !-I ;3 

OJ W 0 #2 114 IflO Ifl2 w Ul OJ ...:I 
() t:: () 

** ** OJ H t:: 
p.. Cd M ** ** >: ~ Cd 
~ w 

Script Script Sc ript Script 0 t:: .c 
<l-l OJ bO liS In 1113 1115 !-I @ oM 
OJ ;:c 

** ** p.., ,... 
w ** ** M Ul 

Cd t:: Sc ript Script Script Script ;::l H ;3 
W 0 116 118 1114 1116 CJ ...:I 
< ** ** 

aCells bordered by asterisks were selected for the experiment. 
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Table 4.4 Manipuiated Disconfirmation Effects Created by Experiment 

Disconfirmation of Expectations--Expressive Domain 

High Level Low Level 

Positive Neutral Negative Positive Neutral Negative 

Script 1t3 

Script Itl0 

Script 1tl3 

Script 1t6 

Cells WhlCh are empty were not tested ln thlS experlment. 

Description of and Rationale for Constructs Used 

Introduction: The basic constructs have been described in 

detail in chapter three. Here they will be treated briefly for the 

sake of completeness in this section. The complete set of constructs 

includes the following: 

1. the definition of satisfaction as the surprise in the 
consumpt ion expe r ience; 

2. the definition of satisfaction as the whole response to 
the value judgment on the consumption experience; 
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3. the definition of satisfaction combining both of the above 
positions as the whole response including surprise to the 
value judgment on the consumption experience; 

4. the definition of instrumental expectations as predictive 
expectations for the outcome of product-related 
attributes; 

5. the definition of expressive expectations as predictive 
expectations for the outcome of role performance . 
attributes; 

6. the definition of disconfirmation of instrumental 
expectations as the perceived disparity between the 
individual's baseline and the perceived outcomes for 
product attributes; 

7. the definition of disconfirmation of expressive 
expectations as the perceived disparity between the 
individual's baseline and the perceived outcomes for role 
performance attributes; 

8. the definition of value-percept disparity fur the 
instrumental domain as the perceived need match for 
product attribute outcomes; and 

9. the definition of value-percept disparity for the 
expressive domain as the perceived need match for role 
performance attribute outcomes. 

The rationale for each of these constructs will now be explained. 

Satisfaction must be handled \vith three constructs, b.ecause 

there are differences in definition between the two theories, although 

these theories must be given a proper test by using its own constructs 

as they were originally defined and measured. However, a third 

satisfaction construct is also needed, because a fair test of 

competing t.heories should share the same criterion. Therefore, for 

the final test of both sets of competing theories, a combined 

definition and a combined measure will be used. 



107 

Expectations must be represented by two constructs which 

reflect the instrumental or product attribute outcome domain and the 

expressive or role performance attribute domain. This separation may 

understate to some extent the power of expectations in the original 

version of the disconfirmation of expectations model, because it has 

been common practive in empirical studies and in theory formation on 

shopping experience (Swan 1977; Oliver 1981; Hestbrook 1981) to 

include in attribute-specific measures some role performance 

attributes without dealing with them conceptually. Attributes such as 

courtesy, efficiency, rudeness, etc., are not given attention as 

potentially a separate domain. 

Disconfirrnation of expectations may likewise be understated 

for the same reason. Some of the effect of a role performance 

construct may have been included implicitly in actual practice. This 

study will separate the two domains to examine their effect relative 

to one another. 

Value-percept disparity will also be subdivided into an 

expressive and instrumental domain. A side benefit of this 

subdivision could be the examination across different product 

categories of a hierarchical need structure. Scherf's (1974) finding 

of the blockage of relatedness needs and dissatisfaction could be 

tested by such an approach to this construct in a later study, if such 

a subdivision turns out to be useful. 

Summary. The construc ts used will be as close as possible to 

the original constructs. The differences created by the subdivision 
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of three of these constructs in instrumental and expressive domains 

and by the combination of two separate satisfaction constructs into a 

single construct are dictated by the need for a common ground in 

testing these sets of competing theories. 

Description of and Rationale for Measures Used 

Introduction. To the extent possible, the same logic will.be 

applied to the measures used as was applied to the constructs used. 

As little change as is possible, given the experimental purpose, will 

be made. Each of the sets of measures for the above constructs will 

now be examined. Finally, the manipulation checks which are designed 

to test the effectiveness of the experimental manipulations will be 

examined. All seven-point scales were originally labeled "I" to "7" 

and later recoded "+3" to "-3" by a simple linear transformation. 

Similarly, all probabilities were treated without decimals first and 

then corwerted to decimal format. 

Satisfaction. Table 4.5, 4.6, and 4.7 show the composition of 

the three satisfaction scales which correspond to the three constructs 

of satisfaction described above. All three measures consist of 

multiple items which are combined into additive scales in order to 

increase the overall reliability of the construct. The source for the 

satisfaction scale used in disconfirmation of expectations theory is 

Oliver's (19B1) flu study. All scales include seven points with the 

highest magnitude having a value of "+3" and the lowest magnitude 

having a magnitude of "-3" with a midpoint of zero. All items with 
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the exception of item 1(5 were used in the satisfaction scale for 

disconfirmation of expectations theory. Probably because the polarity 

on this item is not clear, it lowered the overall scale's reliability 

and was therefore dropped even though the original scale's reliability 

would not have been improved by the elimination of any va.riable 

(Oliver 1981). 

The source for the satisfaction scale used in the value

percept disparity theory was the published study (Westbrook and Reilly 

1982) and a copy of the instrument used from the authors. The 

Delighted-Terrible scale was modified to exclude the off-scale 

responses. All subjects were being asked to project themselves into 

the buyer's role, to feel and think with the buyer. Therefore the 

off-scale responses were not judged to be appropriate fo~ this study. 

All three items were preceded by a stem which attempted to create the 

domain in its entirety including both instrumental and expressive 

canponents. For consistency, these seven point scales were also coded 

from "+3" to "-3" with a midpoint of zero. The end response on items 

1t2 and 113 was intensified from "very" to "extremely." 

The combined scale includes eight items, the five items from 

the disconfirmation of expectations theory, and the three items from 

value-percept disparity theory. All items tap the dual affective and 

cognitive nature of sa tisfac tion, although the first five items 

emphasize the decision, while the last three items emphasize the 

experience. 
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Table 4.5 Composition of Satisfaction Scale for Disconfirmation of 
Expectations Theorya 

Original Scale Itemsb 

1. My choice to get or not 
to get a flu shot was a 
wise one. 

2. I am satisfied with my 
decision to get or not 
to get a flu shot. 

3. I feel bad about my 
decision concerning the 
flu shot. 

4. I think that I did the 
right thing when I 
dec ided to ge t or no t to 
get the fl u s ho t • 

5. If I had it to do over again, 
I would feel differently 
about the flu shot program. 

6. I am not happy that I did 
what Idid about the flu 
shot. 

aAll scales include 7 points. 

Scale Items in This Study 

1. Do you agree that your 
dec ision to use the 
service was a wise one? 

2. Do you agree that you are 
satisfied with your deci
sion to use the service? 

3. Do you agree that you feel 
bad about your decision 
concerning this service? 

4. Do yOl1 agree that you did 
the right thing in using 
the service? 

5. Would you feel differently 
about the service, if you 
had it to do allover 
again?c 

6. Are you unhappy about using 
the service? 

bThe original order of items was 2,5,1,3,4,6. 

cThis item was eliminated from the scale because it lowered the 
overall scale's reliability. 
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Table 4.6 Composition of Sa tisfaction Scale for Value-Percept 
Disparity Theorya 

Original Scale Itemsb 

1. Delighted-Terrible Scale 

2. "Very Satisfied" to "Not at 
All Satisfied" Scale 

3. "Very Dissatisfied" to "Not 
at All Dissatisfied" Scale 

aAll scales include 7 points. 

Scale Items Used in This 
Study 

1. As it stands now, how-do you 
feel about the entire ser
vice encounter (including 
both such things as price, 
etc., and such things as the 
librarian's overall compe
tence, etc.? 

Delighted-Terrible Scale 
response categories wi thout 
off-scale responses 

2. All things considered, how 
SATISFIED have you been with 
the service encoun ter (in
cluding both such things as 
price, etc., and such things 
as the librarian's overall 
competence etc.? 

"Extremely Satisfied" to 
"Not at All Satisfied" 
response categories 

3. All things considered, how 
DISSATISFIED have you been 
with the service encounter 
(including both such chings 
as price, etc. and such 
things as the librarian's 
overall competence, etc. 

4. "Extremely Dissatisfied" to 
"Not at All Dissatisfied" 
response categories 

bThe original order of items was 1, 2, 3. 



112 

Table 4.7 Comparison of Three Satisfaction Scales Used 

Scale 111: 
Disconfirmation 
of Expectations 

Theory 

1. Wisdom of Decision 
2. Satisfaction with 

Decision 
3. Feel Bad about 

Decision 
4. Did Right Thing 
5. Unhappy 

Scale 112: 
Value-Percept 
Disparity Theory 

6. Delighted-Terrible 
7. Extremely Satisfied 

8. Extremely Di s
satisfied 

Scale 113: 
Comb ina tion of 
Both Theories 

1. Wi sd om of Decision 
2. Satisfaction with 

Decision 
3. Feel Bad about 

Decision 
4. Did Right Thing 
5. Unhappy 
6. Delighted-Terrible 
7. Extremely 

Satisfied 
8. Extr emely 

Dissa tis fied 
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Expectations. Table 4.8 shows the composition of the two 

expectations scales. Like the scales in the original theory (Oliver 

1981), expectations are operationalized as expectancy value products 

and then summed. The instrumental expectations scale consists of 

three items reflecting the pr ice, speed, and comprehensiveness of the 

product. The expressive expectations scale consists of two role 

performance attr ibutes reflec ting fr iendliness and compe tence. These 

five attributes were selected from the preliminary work as the most 

common attributes of this service experience. The two attributes 

reflecting expectations which were manipulated in this experiment were 

speed and friendliness, because these two were judged subjectively to 

be the most salient from each domain for this product after the 

preliminary study. The expectancy scales cover a probability range 

from zero or no chance" to one or "certain" in increments of .25. 

The value scales have seven points ranging from "Terrible" (treated as 

-3) to "Great" (treated as +3). 

Other measures of expectations were included in the study, but 

not us~d in the test of compe ting theories. These include: (1) a 

global measure of the predictive level of expectations for the entire 

service encounter outcome on a ten-point scale from" A Great Deal" to 

"Very Little"; (2) a nine point expectancy measure ranging from 

"completely certain" to "extremely uncertain" for the instrumental 

domain; (3) a parallel nine point expectancy measure for the 

expressive domain. The manipulation checks to be described later are 

also expectations measures. These measures will be useful for 

assessing the validity of the measure. 
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Table 4.8 Composition of Expectations Scales for the Disconfirma
tion of Expectations Theory: Instrumental and Expressive 
Domains. 

Expectancy Value Products for 
Expectations in the 
Instrumental Domain 

1. (What is the likelihood of 
the bill running over $30?)a 
x (If the bill ran over $30, 
I would feel that it was ••• )b 

2. (What is the likelihood of the 
search being perfonned in the 
agreed upon time?)a x (If 
the search was performed in. 
agreed upon time, I would feel 
that it was ••• )b 

3. (What is the likelihood of the 
search including most refer
ences?)a x (If the search 
included most of the major 
references, I would feel that 
it was ••• ) b 

Expectancy Value Products for 
Expectations in the 
Expressive Domain 

1. (What is the likelihood of 
the librarian using an in
efficient search 
strategy?)a x (If the 
librarian used an inef
ficient search strategy, 
I would feel tha tit 
was ••• ) b 

2. (What is the likelihood of 
the librarian creating you 
in a warm and friendly 
manner?)a x (If the 
librarian treated me in a 
warm and friendly way, I 
wo uld feel that it 
wa s ••• ) b 

aAlI expectancy scales have 5 points covering a probability range 
from 0 or "no chance" to 1 or "certain" in increments of .25. 

bAll value scales have 7 points ranging from "Terrible" to "Great." 
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Disconfirmation of expectations. Table 4.9 shows the 

composition of the three-item disconfirmation of expectations scales 

in detail. Basically, they parallel the global disconfirmation 

measure used in the original study (Oliver 1981). In addition to the 

seven pOint, fully-anchored scale responses, there are st.ems which 

focus on the entire domain under study--whether instrumental or 

expressive.· Furthermore, the overall disconfirmation, benefits 

disconfirmation, and problems disconfirmation items have been used 

before by the authors of both theories being tested (Oliver and 

\olestbrook 1981; Oliver 1980b). 

Other measures of disconfirmation are attribute-specific 

difference scores, which make use of the two sets of manipulation 

checks. Essentially, these are inferred disconfirmation measures 

(Trawick and Swan 1980), and they can be used for reliability and 

validity assessment. 

Value-percept disparity. Table 4.10 shows the composition of 

the two-item value-percept disparity scales. These items were used 

before (Oliver and Westbrook 1981; Westbrook and Reilly 1982). A 

third item, a "More than Needed," was originally included, but perhaps 

because of problems in polarity, there were problems in the scale's 

reliability for the instrumental dcmain. Therefore, for consistency's 

sake, the item was deleted from both scales. The remaining scales 

have seven points and are fully anchored. 
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Table 4.9 Composition of Disconfirmation of Expectations Scales for 
Disconfirmation of Expectations Theory: Instrumental and 
Expressive Domains 

Disconfirmation of Expectations 
Scale for Disconfirmation of 

Expectations Theory: 
Instrumental Domaina 

1. Consider the various things 
that you expected of the ser
vice before buying it--the 
price, the completeness of 
bibliography, the speed ••• 
To what extent has the ser
~ice turned out as you 
expected? 

"It's Been Much Better than 
I Expected" through "It's 
Been Jus t a s I Expec ted" to 
"It's Been Much Worse than 
I Expected" 

2. Now think about only the 
problems and disadvantages 
you see ••• for example, 
things having to do with 
the price, the completeness 
of the search, or the speed 
of the service. Overall, 
these have been ••• 

"Much More Serious Than I 
Expected" to "Huch Less 
Serious than I Expected" 

Disconfirmation of Expectations 
Scale for Disconfirmation of 

Expectations Theory: 
Expressive Domaina 

1. Now consider the treatment 
that you expected from the 
librarian before buying the 
service--the librarian's 
overall competence, willing
ness to help, friendliness, 
and professionalism, for 
example. To what extent has 
the treatment that you 
received turned out as 
expected? 

"It's Been Much Better than 
I Expected" through "It's 
Been Just as I Expec ted" to 
"It's Been Much Worse than I 
Expec ted" 

2. Now think about only the 
problems and disadvantages 
you see ••• for example, 
things having to do wi th the 
way in which the librarian 
treated you, such as the 
librarian's overall compe
tence, willingness to help, 
friendliness, and profes
sionalism. Overall, these 
have been ••• 

"Much more Serious Than I 
Expected" to "Much Less 
Serious Than I Expected" 



Table 4.9 Continued 

Disconfirmation of Expectations 
Scale for Disconfirmation of 

Expectations Theory: 
Instrumental Domaina 

3. Now think about only the 
good points and advantages 
that you see ••• for example, 
things having to do with 
the price, the completeness 
of the search, or speed of 
the service. Overall, these 
have been ••• 

"Much Less than I Expected" 
to Much More than I Expected" 
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Disconfirmation of Expectations 
Scale fo r Disconfirmation of 

Expectations Theory: 
Expressive Domaina 

3. Now think about- only the 
good po ints and advantages 
that you see ••• for example, 
things having to do with the 
librarian's overall compe
tence, willingness to help, 
friendliness, and profes
sionalism. Overall, these 
have been ••• 

"Much Less than I Expected" 
to "Much Hore than I 
Expected" 

aAll Scales have 7 points and are fully anchored. 
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Table 4.10 Composition of Value-Percept Disparity Scalesa for 
Value-Percept Disparity Theory: Instrumental and 
Expressive Domains. 

Value-Percept Disparity Scale 
for Value-Percept Disparity 
Theory: Instrumental Domain 

1. Some times people buy goods 
and services that suit their 
needs quite well. At other 
times, however, it turns out 
that what they've bought is 
quite different from what 
they need. Rate the service 
itself (including such things 
as its price, speed, can
pleteness of bibliography, 
etc.) on the degree to which 
it suited your needs. 

"Matches Exactly What I Need" 
to "Is Very Different From 
What I Need" 

2. To what extent did the service 
itself (including its price, 
speed, canpleteness of 
bibliography, etc.) provide 
you with less than you need? 

"Provides Huch Less Than I 
Need" to "Prov ides Exac tly 
What I Need" 

aAll scales have 7 points. 

Value-Percept Dispar}ty Scale 
for Value-Percept Disparity 
Theory: Expressive Domain 

1. People have needs al)out the 
interpersonal treatr/lent that 
they receive at oth~rs' 
hands as well as for the 
goods and services 'f:hat they 
buy. Ra te the treapnen t 
that you received from the 
librarian (including such 
things as overall cpmpe
tence, friendliness, and 
professionalism, e t\~.) on 
the degree to which it 
sui ted your needs. 

"Ha tches Exactly Wh~t I 
Need" to "Is Very D;lfferent 
From What I Need" 

2. To what extent did your 
treatment by the li~rarian 
(including such thi~1gs as 
overall competence, willing
ness to help, frien~liness, 
and professionali sm, etc.) 
provide you wi th le;ss than 
you need? -,-

"Provides Huch Less Than I 
Need" to "Provides j::xac tly 
Hhat I Need" 



Table 4.11 Hanipulation Checks for Expected and Actual Level of 
Performance: Instrumental and Expressive Domains 

Level of 
Perfo nnance 

Expected 

Actual 

Instrumental 
Domain 

7-Point Semantic 
Di f fe ren tial 
Scale 

"Very Slow" to 
"No t Ve ry Slow" 

7-Point Semantic 
Differential 
Scale 

"Very Slow" to 
"No t Ve ry Slow" 

Expressive 
Domain 

7-Point Semantic 
Differential 
Scale 

"Very Friendly" to 
"Very Unfriendly" 

7-Point Semantic 
Differential 
Scale 

"Very Friendly" to 
"Ve ry Unfriendly" 
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Since there are no other measures of the disparity between 

needs and performance, the reliability and validity assessment of 

these measures cannot be as full as for the other measures. 
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Manipulation checks. Table 4.11 shows the manipulation checks 

used to test the effectiveness of the four treatments. There are two 

sets of five measures, which are duplicates at different points in 

time. One set is for each attribute's performance level in an 

expectation condition set, and the other set is for each attribu~e's 

perfonnance level in a performance condition set. Each scale has 

seVen points and is a semantic-differential in type. Of course, only 

two items in each set of manipulation checks were actually 

manipulated, but measurements of all five attributes were taken to 

conceal the variables under study. 

Summary. All measures used in the study except the summed 

expectancy-value products are multiple-item additive scales with seven 

points. Except for the value-percept disparity constructs and the 

manipulation checks, other measures were taken to assist in the 

reliability and validi ty assessment. Heasurements were also taken for 

pre-exposure attitude, intention, and need level, as well as for 

post-exposure attitude, intention, and attribution. Finally, other 

emotional responses including irritation, bashfulness, and enthusiasm 

were included on the basis of findings in the pilot for emotions 

typically associated with satisfaction. 
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Description of and Rationale for Hedium Used 

The medium selected for this experiment was roleplay. 

Subjects were instructed to project themselves into the role of the 

buyer in a dramatic performance of the purchase of a computer-assisted 

bibliography from a librarian by observing flesh and blood actors in 

these parts. Students were given a verbal description of the features 

of the service which identified some research needs which advanced 

students canmonly have and were asked to assess their own global level 

of need besides the individual features desired in such a service. 

Pre-exposure attitude and intention were measured in such a service. 

Pre-exposure attitude and intention were measured before the 

explanation of the roleplay. The four scripts are included in 

Appendix B. 

Each of the four scripts consisted of five scenes which 

followed the temporal sequence of the service purchase and 

consumption. The content of the five scenes is as follows: 

Scene 1: Passive informa tion search; 

Scene 2: Active information search; 

Scene 3: Service order placement; 

Scene 4: Service creation and delivery; 

Scene 5: Product consumption. 

In each script, the same three actors appeared (not the same actors as 

were in the pilot): (1) the buyer, a female student, named Hary; (2) 

the buyer's friend Sam who initially provides information about the 

service in response to Hary's complaints about the available time for 
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a research project; and (3) the librarian named Nrs. Smith who 

actually perfonns the service. All three actors were in their 

twenties, and were graduate or undergraduate students either at the 

University of Arizona or Pima College. These actors were not business 

students and were not associated in any way with the business program. 

The actors playing the two 'student roles dressed, spoke, gestured, and 

carried themselves casually. The actor playing the librarian role 

dressed up, s p:>ke, gestured, and carried herself more professionally 

with a straight posture and a direct gaze at the client. The same 

actors appeared in all four scripts after coaching by the experimenter 

on the interpretation of the roles and a preliminary dress rehearsal. 

They were compensated for their work to ensure a high quality role 

per fo rmance • 

The scripts varied in performance as follows: 

1. the initial description of the librarian's 
friendliness and the speed of service delivery; 

2. the intensity of the buyer's emotional response 
to first hearing of the service; 

3. the tone of the librarian on the phone when 
giving information about the service; 

4. the promptness of the appointment time for an 
initial consultation; 

5. the friendliness in tone, words, gesture, gaze, 
and facial expression used in greeting and 
assisting the buyer during ordering; 

6. the promptness of the appointment time for actual 
service creation; 

7. the intensity and nature in tone, words, and 
facial expression of the buye r' s emotion; 



8. the friendliness in tone, words, gesture, gaze 
and facial expression used in greeting and 
assisting the buyer during the service creation; 

9. the promptness of the delivery of the pr in tout; 

10. the intensity and nature of the buyer's emotional 
response in tone, words, facial expression, and 
gestures. 
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Scene five is exactly the same for all scripts. The actors were not 

word-perfect unfortunately; however, the slips that were made were not 

serious. They wer.e as close to the scripts as could be expected of 

ama teur actors. 

The setting included either a real or a simulated canputer 

terminal, a desk with chairs, phones, and reference books. These 

props were minimal, and no emphasis was placed on the realism of the 

setting. The scripts were performed in obviously artificial 

surroundings--classrooms. The University of Phoenix script was played 

in a conference room-classroom with a simulated terminal, since one 

was not available on their campus. 

The performance lasted about 35 to 45 minutes with a ten 

minute break in the middle after scene two to measure their 

expectations. There were five minute interludes for scene and prop 

changes. 

These conditions separated the experimental roleplay from 

drama; the respondents observed, but did not participate except in a 

vicarious sense. The subject involvement was tested by measuring the 

perceived realism of the perfonnance at two points in time--midway 

after scene two and a t the conclusion of scene five. 
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This medium was chosen in preference to the booklet and tape 

media, because it allowed for more of the cues of an actual experience 

even though at the sacrifice of experimental control across perform

ances. It was felt that the two theories under test would not be 

disadvantaged by the selection of such a medium. EVen if differences 

in perfonnance of the same script at different times exist, since the 

respondent's perceptions are being measured, the differences are not 

in and of themselves important. 

Development of Experimental Instrument 

The instrument used is included in Appendix C. The 

questionnaire was developed, following the preliminary study and 

pretest:ed. It was subdivided into three parts: (1) the preliminary 

instructions and needs assessment; (2) the roleplay·simulation of the 

service purchase; and (3) the classificatory section. 

The questionnaire attempted to ensure response quality by 

capitalizing responses to make them distinct from question stems, 

whenever possible. Instruc tions on the proper manner of response were 

also included. The measurement of disconfirmation was separated 

graphically from the measurement of satisfaction, even though it could 

not be taken at a different time (Oliver 1981). The questions on 

scenes one and two were canpleted before the respondent was allowed to 

go on to the questions on scenes three through five. Furthermore, 

these questions were also separated from the earlier responses by the 

intervening roleplay. Questions were blocked to follow the normal 



temporal sequence for a service purchase. The entire questionnaire 

including the roleplay took about an hour. To the extent possible, 

while preserving mul ti pIe measures, complexity was reduced. 

Re spondents we re instruc ted to consider each que stion separately, 

without reference to earlier responses and without any need for 

consistency. 
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The needs assessment section in the first part of the 

questionnaire served a dual purpose. It provided an orientation to 

the subject, and it increased his involvement. All measure s are self

repo rt, and many measures were taken a t the same time. 

Administration of Experimental Research 

During June 1983, the first session of summer school, at the 

University of Arizona, the four scripts were perfonned in advanced 

business classes at the University of Arizona and the University of 

Phoenix. Especially in the summer, when graduate courses are not as 

available, graduate students may enroll in undergraduate courses. Out 

of the 167 respondents, only six were graduate students, and three 

were unclassified. Scripts 113, 116, 1110, and il13 were perfonned at the 

University of Arizona. Script 1113 was also perfonned at the 

University of Phoenix. A total of 167 usable questionnaires (all 

experimental responses complete) were gathered. 

All subjects were volunteers who were aware that they were 

participating in a doctoral dissertation study on satisfaction with 

the librarian-assisted, computerized reference service. They were 
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not aware that different theories of satisfaction were being tested in 

the context of the service. After the experiment, the subjects were 

debriefed and their reactions to the simulation were discussed. The 

service as it exists at the University of Arizona Main Library was 

then recommended to the students for future research projects. 

Comments on the experimental task were generally positive. Indeed, a 

few students subsequently went to the library to use this service. 

The librarians had assisted in the pilot study by asking new users to 

fill out questionnaires and were very supportive of the project. 

Scope and Limitation of Experimental Phase 

Clearly the laboratory study, although made as involving as 

possible, suffers from artificiality. Since a field study was not 

considered ethical (given the manipulation of service quality), this 

ceiling on realism is an important limitation to the experimental 

phase. The administration of the experiment during the summer also 

placed an important limitation on the number of subjects who were 

available. The pilot study during the previous year had already 

solicited the assistance of many of the advanced undergraduates. The 

task of projecting into an actor's roleplay is also cognitively 

difficult. The service was unfamiliar to most students as established 

in the earlier pilot and was therefore mentally difficult to grasp. 

All of these characteristics limit the scope of the experimental 

phase. 
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Summary of Experimental Research 

A 2 x 2 x 2 x 2 fractional factorial design manipulating 

expressive and instrumental expectations and expressive and instru

mental performance was used to test two sets of competing models of 

satisfaction. The four scripts representing this fractional factorial 

were performed by amateur actors in a roleplay medium in front of 

upper lever business classes at the Upviersity of Arizona and the 

University of Phoenix during June 1983. 

The conceptual framework, constructs used and measures used 

were, to the extent possible, either a direct copy or a copy with 

minor modification from the theories under investigation. Multiple 

item scales were constructed and, where possible, multiple measures 

were used. Wheneven it was not possible to separate measurement of 

the temporal process of satisfaction from another measure, graphic 

separation was used in the measurement instrument. 

Summary of Chapter Four 

The design and methodology of the preliminary exploration and 

experimental phases of this study have been reported in chapter four. 

All constructs and measures have been described and the underlying 

rationale for their selection has been explained in detail. The 

guiding principle was the close duplication of the original model in 

theory and in measurement, and the parallel development of role 

performance constructs and measures for the revised model for both 

competing theories under test. The choice of medium, the development 
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of the instrument, and the administration of the research have also 

been described. The objectives here were the creation and application 

of a stimulus which would be sufficiently realistic and interesting 

to overcome the aritificiality of the laboratory setting and the 

complexity and length of the experimental task. 
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DATA ANALYSIS 

Introduction 

The results of this experiment can be subdivided into four 

topics: (1) the reliability and validity of the measures used; (2) 

the effectiveness of the experimental treatments; (3) the profile of 

the sample; and (4) the regression results for the competing 'models. 

Each of these topics will be presented in turn. However, the 

interpretation and discussion of these results will be reserved for 

chapter six. 

Reliability and Validity of Measures Used 

Introduction 

Each of the measures used must be examined both in terms of 

reliability and validity. It is important to establish both the 

degree to which the measures are repeatable or stable over different 

conditions and the degree to which the scales chosen actually do 

measure what they were designed to measure. Examination of the 

reliability of multi-it~l scales requires the computation of Cron

bach's coefficient alpha which measures the degree of the internal 

consistency of the items within a scale. To investigate the 

reliability of the scales used for satisfaction, expectations, 

disconfirmation, and value-percept disparity, the SPSS program 
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"Reliability" was run on the Cyber at the University of Arizona 

Computing Center. 
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Examination of these measures' validity requires separate 

consideration of their criterion validity, content validity, and 

construct validity. The SPSS program "Pearson Correlation" was used 

to measure the concurrent validity of each of the predictor measures 

with the criterion. The content validity of these measures cannot be 

fully established, since the measures do not represent a random sample 

of each construct's domain. However, their internal consistency can 

be examined by the program "Factor Analysis" using the PA2 method wi th 

a varimax rotation and program "Pearson Correlation." Construct 

validity can also be addressed with these same programs. 

The results of the above reliability and validity tests will 

now be presented for each of the concepts employed in the two sets of 

competing models. Table 5.1 presents the reliability coefficients for 

the nine scales on which the regression tests are made. The 

regression tests also use an SPSS program--"Regression." Appendix A 

includes additional data for the interested reader. The entire factor 

solution for the twelve important rotated factors, as well as the 

mean, range and standard deviation for all measures are included in 

this appendix to provide a complete frame of reference for the 

interested reader. 

The reliability as well as the criterion, content, and 

construct validity of the three satisfaction scales must all be 

examined in order to be confident of the adequacy of the measures 
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themselves. Poor measures will understate the relationship which may 

exist between the constructs and will perhaps cause either the 

rejection of a theory when it is in fact correct or an undue 

evalua tion of the importance of a construe t when in fact the only 

difference in its relative ifuportance stems from its measures' 

superior reliability. 

All three satisfaction scales have a reliability coefficient 

well in excess of the .70 cutoff recanmended for social sc ience 

research (Nunnally 1978). Table 5.1 shows that the combined satis

faction scale has the highest reliability of the set--.91--followed by 

the sa tisfac tion scale used in value-percept disparity theory at .89, 

and then by the scale used in the disconfirmation of expectations 

theory at .88. 



Table 5.1 Reliability of Scales Used a 

Scale Name (Theory Name) 

Sa tisfac tion \d th Decision (Di sconfirmation 
of Expectations Theory) 

Satisfaction with Experience (Value-Percept 
Disparity Theory) 

Satisfaction Combined (Both Theories 
Combined) 

Instrumental Expectations (Disconfirmation 
of Expectations Theory) 

Expressive Expectations (Disconfirmation of 
Expectations Theory) 

Instrumental Disconfirmation o"f Expectations 
(Disconfirmation of Expectations Theory) 

Expressive Disconfirmation of Expectations 
(Disconfirmation of Expectations Theory) 

Instrumental Value-Percept Disparity 
(Value-Percept Disparity Theory) 

Expressive Value-Percept Disparity 
(Value-Percept Disparity Theory) 
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Coeffic ien t 
Alpha 

.88 

.89 

.91 

.49 

.30 

.78 

.82 b 

.67 

.80 

aAll scale items correlate positively with the additive scales. 

bCoefficient alpha would have been raised to .84 by the deletion 
of the Problems-Expressive Scale. However, to preserve consistency 
between the two disconfirmation scales, this item was retained. 
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The criterion validity for the satisfaction scales must be 

tested with reference to constructs other than those used in the 

competing models. For these models, satisfaction is the criterion. 

However, within the purchase decision process, satisfaction is a 

predictor for both post-purchase attitude and post-purchase intention. 

As can be seen in Table 5.2, all three satisfaction scales correlate 

with both postpurchase attitude and post-purchase intention. Correla-

tions above .13 are statistically significant at the .05 level, cor-

relations above .18 are significant at the .01 level, and correlations 

above .25 are significant at the .001 level. 

Table 5.2 Correlation of Satisfaction Scales with Post-Purchase 
Attitude and Intention 

Satisfaction Scale Used In Post-Purchase Post-Purchase 
Attitude In tention 

1. Disconfirmation of .72 .68 
Expectations Theory (P=. 001) (P=.OOl) 

2. Value-Percept Disparity .65 .60 
Theory (P=.OOl) (P=.OOl ) 

3. Both Theories Combined .75 .71 
(P=.OO1) (P=. 001) 

The content validity of the satisfaction scales is more 

difficult to establish. The representativeness of the items included 

is partly a subjective decision. As mentioned before in chapter four, 

all the items in the scale used in disconfirmation of expectations 
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theory are oriented toward an evaluation which is both cognitive and 

affective--an evaluation of the decision to purchase or consumer. The 

items in the value-percept disparity satisfaction scale are inste-ad 

oriented to evaluating the consumption or purchase experience. These 

orientations reflect differences in definition, but they are both 

wi thin the danain of satisfaction. The combination is also wi thin the 

domain of satisfaction. There is, however, a possibility that the 

scale used in disconfirrnation of expectations theory is using items 

that measure satisfaction at the same time that they are measuring an 

attribution about \the responsibility for the purchase decision. Hhen 

the respondents are asked to rate the wisdom of the purchase decision 

or whether or not they did the right thing, rationalization could be a 

common reaction, not intended by the item. This experiment was not 

designed to test such a possibility, but it is a consideration for 

future research using this scale. 

Quantitatively one way of measuring content validity is 

checkin~ the degree of correlation for the multiple items comprising 

the scale to the scale itself. For items from the same domain, there 

should be high correlations. A second way examines the magnitude and 

direction of the factor loadings for items in the scale. Both of 

these methods were used to assess content validity for the 

satisfaction scales. 

Table 5.3 shows the inter-item correlation matrix for all 

individual satisfaction measures. The range goes from a low of .39 

for the Extremely Dissatisfied-Unhappy pair to a high of .77 for the 
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Extremely Satisfied-Extremely Dissatisfied pair; all items exceed the 

.001 probability level for statistical significance of correlations. 

Since the polarities for each scale \veight the most positive extreme 

at +3, there should be and there are no inverse relationships. The 

inter-item correlations are higher (ranging from .71 to .77) for the 

scale used in value-percept disparity'theory than for the scale used 

in disconfirmation of expectations theory (here the correlations range 

from .45 to .75). The lowest correlation occurs between item pairs in 

the combined scale. 



Table 5.3 Correlation Matrix of all Satisfaction Measures Used in 
Competing Theories 
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Wisdom of 
Decision 1.00 

Sa tisfac tion 
with Decision .68 1.00 

Feel Bad about 
Decision .62 .61 1.00 

Did Right Thing .75 .74 .68 1.00 

Unhappy .48 .45 .54 .57 1.00 

Delighted-
Terrible .58 .48 .45 .53 .49 1.00 

Extremely 
Sa tisfied .67 .54 .54 .55 .54 .75 1.00 

Extremely 
Dissatisfied .59 .50 .47 .50 .39 .71 .77 

Table 5.4 shows the item-scale correlations for all these 
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satisfaction scales. All correlations are positive, greater than or 

equal to .50, and are statistically significant at better than the 

.001 level. 
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Table 5.4 Item-Scale Correlations for Three Satisfaction Scales 

Satisfaction Scale Used in Disconfirmation of Expectations Theory: I 

Item 

Wisdom of Decision 
Satisfaction with Decision 
Feel Bad about Decision 
Did Right Thing 
Unhappy ~th Decision 

Correlation with Scale 

.84 
.83 
.84 
.90 
.75 

Satisfaction Scale Used in Value-Percept Disparity Theory: II 

Item 

Delighted-Terrible 
Extremely Satisfied 
Extremely Dissatisfied 

Correlation with Scale 

.88 

.93 
.92 

Satisfaction Scale Used in Both Theories Combined: III 

Item 

Wisdom of Decision 
Satisfaction with Decision 
Feel Bad about Decision 
Did Right Thing 
Unhappy with Decision 
Delighted-Terrible 
Extremely Satisfied 
Extremely Dissatisfied 

Correlation with Scale 

.84 
.79 
.78 
.84 
.72 
.77 
.84 
.77 
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The final check on content validity for the satisfaction 

scales is provided by the factor analysis results. Again, it should 

be emphasized that the content validity cannot be fully established, 

since the items used do not represent a random sample from the domain 

of satisfaction. Nevertheless these results can shed some more light 

on the internal consistency of the measures which have been combined 

into scales. In order to put each construct's results into a clearer 

framework, a brief digression which examines the overall factor 

solution in general is now necessary. The entire factor solution is 

included in Appendix A for the interested reader. After the overall 

factor solution is presented, the specific contribution of the factor 

loadings for the satisfaction measures will be examined in detail. 

The related factor solution includes twelve factors, out of an 

initial 48 factors, but only the first seven retain eigenvalues 

greater than 1.0 after rotation. Together these seven factors account 

for 8'6.6% of the variance in the reduced data set; the 12 factors 

together accounted for 68.7% initially. 

Table 5.5 Relative Importance of Twelve Factors After Rotation 

Factor 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 
12 

Eigenvalue 
12.33 
4.36 
2.20 
1.60 
1. 35 
1.07 
1.04 

.83 

.82 

.73 

.64 

.61 

Percent of 
Variance Explained 

44.7 
15.8 
8.0 
5.8 
4.9 
3.9 
3.8 
3.0 
3.0 
2.6 
2.3 
2.2 

Cumulative Percent of 
Variance Explained 

44.7 
60.5 
68.5 
74.3 
79.2 
83.0 
86.8 
89.8 
92.8 
95.5 
97.8 

100.0 
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Despite the initial eigenvalue test, however, only six factors are 

actually meaningful in the rotated solution. The last meaningful 

factor in the rotated solution is 116. The factor loadings also 

substantiate this interpretation, since there are no loadings greater 

than or equal to:!:' .50 in factor #7. Factors seven through twelve 

are therefore ignored in the following analysis. Factor #7 cannot be 

identified, because it has no important loadings. Factor #8 is a 

realism for part I factor, since that is the only variable with an 

important loading. Similarly, if factor #9 were not so trivial in 

variance explained, it would clearly constitute an expectations of 

price factor. Factor #10 has only one important loading on 

expectations of completeness. Factor #11 has no important loadings, 

and factor #12 loads only on instrumental value-percept disparity. 

All of these factors from seven through twelve should be disregarded. 

The first six factors are important. Five of these six 

factors (all but factor #4) contain the major measures used in this 

study. Because of their patterns of important loadings the factors 

probably represent the following underlying dimensions: 

Factor til: 
Factor 112: 
Factor 113: 
Factor 114: 
Factor 115: 
Factor 116: 

High Satisfaction with Decision 
High Satisfaction with Experience 
Expectations: Expressive Domain 
Pre-Exposure Intention 
Di sc onfirma tion: Instrumen tal 
Expectations: Instrumental Domain 
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Factor #4 brings a possible relationship not included in the two 

models under study. It loads only on pre-exposure variables: 

purchase intention, attitude towards the service, and level of need. 

It could be labeled a pre-exposure purchase intention factor. 

There are two satisfaction factors, which may suggest some 

confounding in the domain of satisfaction with other constructs, 

perhaps attribution. ·The two expectations factors suggest that the 

two domains are both important, despite the negative results for 

expressiv.e expectations in the regression model. Disconfirmation 

appears as a separate factor for only the instrumental domain; 

expressivedisconfirmation is not distinct from the other expressive 

measures which load on factor #2. With this overview of the factor 

structure, it is necessary to return to the discussion of the validity 

of the satisfaction construct. 

As mentioned earlier, the final check on content validity for 

the satisfaction scales is provided by the factor analysis results. 

Appendix A shows the factor loadings for all scales for the first two 

factors accounting for 44.7 and 15.8 percent of the variance 

respectively. Factor til shows positive loadings greater than or equal 

to .50 for all measures in all three satisfaction scales in addition 

to selected other measures including post-purchase attitude, 

attribution, and intention, the emotional response of enthusiasm, and 

the global instrumental value-percept disparity construct. Factor #2 

shows loadings greater than or equal to .50 for all the items in the 

satisfaction scale used in value-percept disparity theory in addition 
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to expressive domain variables such as actual role performance on 

friendliness and knowledge, the emotional response of irritation, the 

global measure of expressive disconfirmation and the benefits measure 

of expressive disconfirmation (the problems measure is also close to 

the cutoff with .48). Since the polarities of all scales were 

previously handled by coding the negative outcome with a -3 

(irritation, for example) and th positive outcome with a +3 (lack of 

irritation, for example), there should be and there are no inverse or 

negative loadings for the above mentioned measures. 

From these results, it appears that the factor analysis 

findings on the satisfaction scales are clouded. One scale, the 

value-percept disparity theory's scale, loads on two measures. 

Therefore, the combined scale loads on two measures also. Table 5.6 

shows this problem more clearly. When the satisfaction loadings are 

examined by themselves, the value-percept disparity satisfaction scale 

is more closely associated with the expressive demain, with role 

performance, than is the scale for disconfirmation of expectations 

theory, which is more closely associated with post-purchase cognitive 

measures. 



Table 5.6 Factor Loadings for Satisfaction Scales Across All 
Majord Factors 

Factor 1F1 Factor 1F2 
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High Satisfaction with Decision High Satisfaction with Experience 

Item Name 
Factor 
Loadingc 

Delighted-Terriblea 

Extremely Satisfieda 
Extremely Dissatisfied a 

Wisdom of Decisionb 
Satisfaction with 

.54 

.64 

.55 

.79 

Decisionb .75 
Feel Bad about Decisionb .74 
Did Right Thingb .86 
Unhappyb .65 

Item Name 

Delighted-Terriblea 
Extremely Satisfieda 
Extremely Dissatisfieda 

Wisdom of Decisionb 
Satisfaction with 

Factor 
Loadingc 

Decisionb .16 
Feel Bad about Decisionb • p 
Did Right Thingb .05 
Unhappyb .16 

altem in Satisfaction scale used in Value-Percept Disparity Theory. 

b ltem in satisfaction scale used in Disconfirmation of Expectations 
Theory. 

cLoadings which are greater than or equal to .50 are underlined. 

dMajor factors have eigenvalues greater than or equal to 1.0. 



143 

Tt~e construct validity of the satisfaction scales also 

requires E1tudy. For this, it is necessary to consider convergent, 

discrimin~nt, and nomological validity. Tables 5.7 and 5.8 show the 

correlatiqn matrices for the complete set of predictor and criterion 

measures qnd fo r thlase measures wi th three theoretically unrelated 

variables~ The three satisfaction scales correlate highly with each 

other at q significance level above .001 (.69, .96, and .97), although 

the scale~ used by the two competing theories only" correlate at .69, 

the lowes~: of the correlations. They do converge, even though the two 

scales us~d in the competing theories may be oriented somewhat 

differentJ,.y--one being decision-oriented and the other being 

experienc~-oriented~ The discriminant validity of the satisfaction 

scales is' more dubious. The lowest correlation among the satisfaction 

scales is equal to the correlation of the value-percept disparity 

satisfaction scale with the expressive domain value-percept disparity 

construc t-,--.69--ins:tead of being higher. In fact, the correlations of 

the value-'percept dlisparity satisfaction scale are very high wi th all 

predictor constructs except those for expectations, ranging from .62 

to .69. +n comparison to the other two satisfaction scales, this 

scale is ~)etter capable of discriminating between predictor constructs 

and such \:heoretically unrelated constructs as own ability or the 

realism of the firs:t and second parts of the script. The nomological 

validity ~)f the satisfaction scales depends on the accuracy of the 

theoretiqllly based: predictors using the construct. Satisfaction has 

already b\=en shown :to relate in the proper direction to enthusiasm and 

lack of irritation in the factor loadings on factors #1 and #2. 
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Table 5.7 Correlation Matrix for Predictor and Criterion Sets 
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Expec tations: 
Ins trumen tal 1.00 

Expec ta tions: 
Expressive .20 1.00 

Disconfonna-
tion: Instr. .09 -.06 1.00 

Di sconfirma-
tion: Expr. .07 -.23 .62 1.00 

Value-Percept: 
Instrumental .12 -.07 .44 .33 1.00 

Value-Percept: 
Expressive .11 -.14 .47 .65 .49 1.00 

Sa tisfac tion: 
Decision .22 -.05 .52 .32 .64 .41 1.00 

Satisfaction: 
Experience .12 -.01 .63 .63 .62 .69 .69 1.00 

Sa tisfaction: 
Combination .20 -.04 .61 .47 .68 .55 .96 .87 



Table 5.8 Correlation Matrix of Predictor and Criterion Sets with 
Theoretically Unrelated Concepts 
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Own Realism: Realism: 
Ability Pt. I Pt. II 

Expec ta tions: 
Instrumental .00 .14 .08 

Expec ta Uons : 
Expressive -.16 .00 .06 

Di sc onfo nna-
tion: Instr. .05 .13 .21 

Di sconf i rma-
tion: Expr. .11 .01 .20 

Val ue-Percept: 
Ins trumen tal .14 .17 .21 

Value-Percept: 
Expressive .05 -.00 .23 

Sa tisfac tion: 
Decision .25 .18 .24 

Sa tisfac tion: 
Experience .09 .09 .29 

Sa ti sfac tion: 
Combina tion .21 .16 .23 
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Expecta tions 

Table 5.1 reported the reliability of all scales, including 

instrumental and role expectations. Clearly, such low reliability 

coefficients as .49 and .30, respectively, reflect a problem with 

measurement error. Since these scales are attribute-specific, it may 

be that not all relevant attributes have been included. Whatever the 

reason, the validity results are also disappointing. 

Table 5.9 presents the correlation matrix of all expectancy 

value products and the summated scales with all satisfaction measures 

and scales. No correlation is higher than .30 for the Unhappy with 

Decision-Instrumental Expectations pair. The highest correlations for 

any individual expectancy value product with the three satisfaction 

scales come with expectation of price at .18, .19, and .20 

(statistically significant at the .01 level). Since all correlations 

below .13 are not even statistically significant at the '.05 level, it 

is clear that the expressive expectations scale has no significant 

relationship to any satisfaction scale. Furthermore, while the 

instrumental expectations scale correlates positively with the three 

satisfaction scales, there is a significant (P=.05) correlation for 

any two satisfaction scales. Predictive or criterion validity is 

doubtful for the expectations scales. 

In terms of content validity, these expectations measures are 

as strong or as weak as the summated expectancy-value approach itself. 

The value component of these scales has been recently challenged 

(Hestbrook and Reilly 1982) as belonging to another domain. In 
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addition, global measures may perform better than a sum of components 

when it is possible that the relevant set of components may vary by 

individual perception. Disconfirmation of expectations theory is not 

tied conceptually to this operationalization; however, it is simply 

the type of measure which has been used. 

Table 5.9 Correlation Ma trix of All Expec ta tions Heasures Used in 
the Disconfirmation of Expectations Theory with All 
Satisfaction Measures and Scales 
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Delighted-Terrible .22 .04 .07 -.10 -.02 .15 -.07 

Extremely Sa tisfied .23 .08 .07 -.02 .06 .17 ~04 

Extremely Di ssa ti sfied .07 -.02 -.02 -.07 .04 .01 -.01 

Wise Decision .13 .02 .10 -.04 -.04 .12 -.05 

Sa t. wi th Decision .11 .07 .10 -.07 -.07 .13 -.09 

Feel Bad .18 .05 .15 -.12 -.08 • 18 -.12 

Right Thing .10 .11 .13 .03 -.04 • 16 -.01 

Unhappy .26 .23 .19 .05 .04 .30 .06 

Sat Scale for Di s. Th. .18 .12 .16 -.04 -.05 .22 -.05 

Sa t Scale for VPD Th. .19 .03 .04 -.06 .04 .12 -.01 

Sa t Scale for Comb. Th. .20 .10 .13 -.05 -.02 .20 -.04 
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The internal consistency of the two expectations scales can be 

examined in table 5.10. All the expectancy-value products correlate 

positively with the two expectations scales. 

Table 5.10 Correlation of Expectancy Value Products with Expectations 
Sc ales 

Item 
Expectations Scale for Instrumental Domain: I 

Correlation wi th Scale 

Price 
Speed 
Completeness 

.63 

.74 

.73 

Expectations Scale for Expressive Domain: II 

Item 

Friendliness 
Knowledge 

Correlation with Scale 

.71 

.82 

From table 5.11, it can be shown tha t of the ten individual 

item inter-correlations for the expectancy-value products, only six 

are statistically significant at the .05 level. Furthermore, the two 

scales correlate at .20 (P=.Ol level), implying that they are not even 

independent dimensions. 

An examination of the factor loadings for fac tor #3 and fac tor 

#6 explaining 8.0 and 3.9 percent of the variance respectively is 

reported in Appendix A. They reveal that the expectancy value 



Table 5. 11 Correlation Matrix of All Expectations Measures 

{f) <1) <1) 
{f) <1) ~ ~ 
~ H ...-I ...-I 
CJ ~ ...-I cU...-1 cU 

ll) <1) {f) ...-I ...-I :> cU :> 
~ ...c cU cU cU I +J I <1) 

...-I u <1) +J <1) H :>-. p :>-.:> 
cU +J +J ~ p :> <1) CJ <1) CJ ·ri 
:> <1) :>-. p p ll) :>-. p ll) ·ri :> p s p {f) 

+J ,......j ll) 0 +J ...-I ll) :>-. s {f) 0 cU ~ cU {f) 

:>-. <1) '"d +J ·ri ll) '"d +J ' +J ~ {f) +J H +J ll) 
CJ {f) ll) '"d ...-I p ll) +J ...-I '"d p ll) <1) ·ri H <1) ...-I CJ +J CJ H 
p +J CJ ll) 0.. ll) 0.. cU 0.. <1) <1) 0.. CJ ...-I +J H <1) ll) {f) ll) 0.. 
cU CJ ·ri ll) s ·ri s ...-I s <1) •ri s ·ri ·ri {f) 0.. ~ 0.. p 0..~ 
+J ~ H 0.. 0 H 0 ~ 0 0.. H 0 H ,..Q p ~ ~H ~~ 
CJ'"d p... (/) u ~ u 0.. u (/) ~ u p... cU H ~ ......:1 ~ ~ 
ll) 0 ·ri ,..Q 
O..H . p 0 . 
~p... .-t N ("f) --::t 1.11 cU 1..0 ,....... 00 0'1 0 H .-t N ("f) --::t 1.11 
~ ~ .-t p... .-t .-t .-t .-t .-t 

2 .18 1.00 
3 .22 • 32 1.00 
4 .01 .21 .09 1.00 
5 .00 .21 .09 .18 1.00 
6 .07 .36 .25 .13 .19 1.00 
7 .03 .45 .12 .15 .04 • 32 1. 00 
8 -.06 .26 • 11 .59 .19 .26 .12 1.00 
9 -.06 • 29 .09 .13 • 11 .25 • 30 .20 1. 00 

10 -.11 .1 0 .00 .13 .04 .OS .13 .16 -.04 1.00 
11 -.04 .38 .29 .28 .25 • 36 • 19 .39 .15 .16 1.00 
12 .02 .29 .12 .41 .17 .14 .24 .46 .18 -.01 .36 1.00 
13 -.05 • 32 .15 .19 .24 .44 .24 .35 .18 • 14 .59 .33 1.00 
14 .63 .74 .73 .15 .15 .33 .30 .16 .16 .00 .32 .21 .21 1.00 
15 .61 .27 .12 .71 .82 • 21 • 11 .48 .15 .10 .34 .35 • 28 .20 1.00 

1--' 
.p.. 
1..0 
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products do not load on the same factors. Factor'#3 shows loadings 

greater than or equal to .50 on the global probability measure of 

expressive expectations, the expectancy value prociuct for expectations 

of friendliness and the manipulation ch,eck on expectations of 

friendliness. Factor 116 shows a high loading only on the manipulation 

check for expectations of speed, although the expectancy value product 

for speed is very close at .50. Table 5.12 compalres the two factors 

on which any expectation measure loads with an eigenvalue greater than 

1.0--factors #3 and #6. Clearly, the content validity of the summated 

expectancy-value products is also doubt;ful. 

Finally, the construct validity for the expectations must also 

be examined. Table 5.11 may also provide insight, into convergent 

validity for these scales. The e.{pect~ncy value summated product 

scale for the expressive danain correl~tes at .351 (significant at the 

.001 level or better) with the global probability: measure for the 

expressive danain. Similarly, the exp~ctancy value product summated 

scale for the instrumental domain corr~lates at .32 with the global 

probabili ty measure for the instrumenta,l domain. 1 

To assess the scales' discrimiqant validity, the correlations 

of the two expectancy value product s~mated scales with other pre

dictor scales can be seen in table 5.7. The highlest correlation for 

instrumental expectations is .22 with t:he satisfa'ction scale used in 

disconfirmation of expectations theory. After that, the scale 

correlates at .20 for the combined satl,.sfaction scale and for the 



Table 5.12 Factor Loadings for Expectations Scales Across All 
Hajord Fac tors 

Fac to r 113 Fac to r 116 
Expectations: Expressive Domain 

Factor 
Item Name Loadingc 

Odds for Service as 
Hoped--Instrumental .46 

Odds for Service as 
Hoped--Expressive .60 

Overall Level of 
Service Expected .33 

Expectations of Pricea .01 
Expectations of Speed a .31 
Expectations of 

Com pie tenessa .14 
Expec ta tions of 

Friendlinessa .65 
Expec ta tions of 

Knowl edgea .23 
Expec ta tions of 

Completenessb .11 
E~pectations of Speedb .12 
Expectation of 

Friendlinessb .74 
Expectations of 

Knowledgeb .17 
Expectations of Priceb .10 

Expec ta tions: Instrumental Domail1 

Factor 
Item Name LoadingC 

Odds for Service as 
Hoped: Instrumental 

Odds for Service as 
Hoped: Expressive 

Overall Level of 
Service Expected 

Expectations of Pricea 

Expectations of Speeda 

Expectations of 
Completenessa 

Expectations of 
Friendliness 

Expectations of 
Knowledgea 

Expectations of 
Completenessb 

Expectations of Speedb 

Expectations of 
Friendlinessb 

Expectations of 
Knowledgeb 

Expectations of Priceb 

.13 

.22 

.11 

.01 

.50 

.09 

.05 

.08 

.34 

.70 

.04 

.45 

.02 

aExpectations operationalized as expectancy value products in the 
Disconfirmation of Expectations Theory. 

bExpectations operationalized as performance levels for manipulation 
checks. 

CAll loadings greater than or equal to .50 are underlined. 

dOnl y factors with eigenvalues greater than or equal to 1.0 are 
major. 
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expressive expectations scale. It only correlates at .09 and .07 for 

instrumental and expressive disconfirmation, confirming its 

independence, because of its lack of statistical significance. 

Expressive expectations correlate negatively with all other predictors 

except instrumental expectations. The highest correlation is -.23 

with disconfirmation of expressive expectations, casting doubt on its 

independence. 

Finally, nomological validity for these scales is also 

doubtful. Satisfaction scales should be posi tively correlated wi th 

both expectations scales, not just with the instrumental domain scale. 

Disconfirmation of Expectations 

The reliability of the two disconfirmation of expectations 

scales is reported in table 5.1. Both scales are well over the .70 

cutoff recanmended for social science research (Nunnally 1978). The 

fi~st step in establishing the validity of these measures has 

therefore been taken. 

The criterion validity is shown in table 5.7, the correlation 

matrix for predictor and criterion sets, presented earlier. The 

instrumental disconfirmation scale correlated highly (.52, .63, .61) 

with all three satisfaction scales, but the expressive disconfirmation 

scale correlates highly with only the value-percept disparity scale 

for satisfaction (.63) and at a moderate level wi th the combined 

satisfaction scale (.47). All these correlations are statistically 

significant at better than the .001 level. 
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The content validity of these scales goes back '~o the 

representativeness indicated by the definition. There ;is nothing to 

call this into question. The internal consistency of tpe items 

constituting the two scales is high, as can be seen in /:able 5.13. 

All items in the instrumental disconfirmation scale correlate greater 

than .50. Similarly for the expressive disconfirmation scale, the 

item-scale correlations are all greater than .50. 

Furthermore, the factor loadings on factor 112 (presented :in 

Appendix A) show two out of the three expressive disconfirmation 

measures loading highly wi th all items in the satisfaction scale lused 

in value-percept disparity theory, lack of irritation, ,p.nd the 

manipulation checks on both actual role performance variables. 

Furthermore, the third item in the scale, comes close to the cutolff of 

.50 at a loading of .48. Factor #5 (see table 5.14) includes alll 

three measures of instrumental disconfirmation and no other variables. 

The comparison of the disconfirmation measures for thes,e two facoors 

is shown in table 5.15. It is im'portant to realize, however, the 

percent of variance explained by these factors is 15.8 for the second 

factor capturing expressive variables and only 4.9 for the fifth 

factor capturing instrumental disconfinuation only. Naturally, 

expressive disconfirmation is only part of the variance in facto~ #2. 

Content validity for these two scales is clearly high. 



Table 5.13 Correlation l-tatrix of All Disconfinuation of Expectations Neasures 

Perceived 
Disconfirmation 
Heasures 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 

1. Overall Dis. Instr. 1.00 
2. Problems: Instr. .56 1.00 
3. Benefits: Instr. .61 .45 1.00 
4. Discon. Scale Instr. .91 .56 .89 1. 00 
5. Overall Dis. Expr. .56 .34 .46 .57 1.00 
6. Problems: Expr. .43 .49 .36 .44 .50 1.00 
7. Benefits: Expr. .55 .42 .50 .58 .74 .56 1.00 
8. Discon. Scale: Expr. .60 .41 .51 .62 .94 .57 .92 1. 00 

Difference Scores 
for Actual Perfor-
mance - Expected 
Performance 

9. Dif. Scale: Expr. .52 .44 .36 .49 .47 .36 .37 .45 1.00 
10. Dif. Scale: Instr. .41 .23 .36 .43 .73 .50 .59 .72 .45 1.00 
11. Price .31 .22 .22 .21 .54 .30 .14 .19 .53 .27 1.00 
12. Completeness .4U .21 .22 .91 .50 .25 .39 .60 .63 .48 .14 1.00 
13. Speed .34 .40 .27 .34 .27 .20 .22 .27 .79 .20 .09 .23 1.00 
14. Friendliness .33 .21 .29 .35 .69 .50 .54 .40 .38 .90 .29 .40 .14 1.00 
15. Knowledge .38 .18 .34 .66 .54 .34 .45 .54 .38 .79 .15 .43 .21 .45 

...... 
V1 
~ 
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Table 5.14 Facto r Loadings fo r Disconfirma tion of Expec tations Scales 
Across All Hajord Factors 

Fac tor 112 Fac to r liS 
High Satisfaction with Experience Disconfirmation: Instrumental 

Item Name 
Factor 
Loadinga 

Overall Disconfirmation: 
Expressiveb 

Problems: Expressiveb 

Benefits: Expressiveb 
Overall Disconfirmation: 

Expressivec 
Problems: Instrumental C 

Benefits: InstrumentalC 

.79 

.48 

.68 

.44 

.31 

.30 

Item Name 
Factor 
Loadinga 

Overall Disconfirmation: 
Expressiveb 

Problems: Expressiveb 

Benefits: Expressiveb 
Overall Disconformation: 

Expressivec 
Problems: Instrumental C 

Benefits: Instr\~entalC 

.16 
.25 
.34 

.56 

.56 
36" 

aUnderlined loadingn are greater than or equal to .50. 

bThese items constitute the disconfirmation of expressive expecta
tions scale in the revision of the disconfirmation of expectations 
theory. 

cThese items constitute the disconfirmation of instrumental expecta
tions in the disconfirmation of expectations theory. 

dMajor factors have eigenvalues greater than or equal to 1.U. 
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Construct validity is also indicated by table 5.13. A scale 

constructed from the difference scores on the instrumental manipulated 

checks correlates at .49 (P=.OOl) with perceived instrumental discorr 

firmation. Similarly, a sca.le constructed from the difference scores 

on the expressive manipulation checks correlates at .72 (P=.OOI) with 

perceived expressive disconfirmation. 

A lack of disc riminant validi ty is indicated by table 5.7. 

There is an unusually high positive correlation between expressive and 

instrumental disconfirmation at .62 (P=.OOl). Expressive disconfirma

tion correlates highly with expressive value-percept disparity at .65 

(P=.OOl); instrumental disconfirmation correlates highly with 

instrumental value-percept disparity at .44 (P=.OOI). When the 

correlations with theoretically unrelated constructs are examined, 

however, the results are more encouraging. Table 5.8 shows low 

correlations with own ability, and realism measured at the end of part 

#1. Only one of these correlations has statistical significance (the 

instrumental disconfirmatiorrrealism of part #1 pair) at the .05 

level, and all are over .30 lower than the correlations of similar 

measures. One interesting pair of correlations is both disconfirma

tion scales with realism of part #2; these two scales correlate at .20 

for instrumental and .21 fo r expressive domains wi th perceived realism 

after part #2 (P=.01). While this correlation is still lower than the 

convergent correlations, it suggests that attributes about realism and 

perceived disconfirmation are functionally related. Nomological 

validity is indicated by the directionality of the correlation between 



both disconfirmation scales and all three satisfaction scales, when 

their correlations are examined. 

Value-Percept Disparity 
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The reliability of the two value-percept disparity scales is 

indicated in table 5.1. The expressive value-percept disparity scale 

exceeds the .70 cutoff, but the instrumental value-percept disparity 

scale falls slightly short at .67. 

The criterion validity of both scales is indicated in table 

5.7. The instrumental scale shows a correlation above .60 for all 

three satisfaction scales (P=.OOl), while the expressive scale is less 

impressive, ranging from .41 to .55 to .69 (P= .001). The highest 

correlation is with the satisfaction scale used in value-percept 

disparity theory. 

The content validity is, as always, rooted in the defini fions. 

It is also indicated by correlations with other measures of the same 

construct. Here, however, these are the only measures of this con

struct. Finally, the internal consistency and factor loadings of the 

items in the scales can be examined. Table 5.15 shows the correlation 

matrix for all value-percept disparity measures. The item to scale 

intercorrelations for both scales are extremely high (above .8 for the 

instrumental scale and above .9 for the expressive scale). The inter

item correlations are also high--above .50 for both scales. The only 

problem is that the two scales also correlate at .49, an argument 

against their independence, since the statistical significance for 

this correlation is at the .001 level. 
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Table 5.15 Correlation of All Value-Percept Di sparity Measures 

+J 
CIl 0.. .: :< 

fool +J ~ ~ 
CIl +J 0.. .: CIl :< 0.. 

fool .: " ~ :< 
...-i fool ...-i ~ 
...-i ...-i 

C1l .. C1l .. 
1-1 CIl ~ CIl .. 
Q) CIl Ci Q) CIl Ci :> Q) p.... :> Q) p.... 

0 H :> 0 H :> 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

Overall: 
Ins trumen tal 1 1.00 

Less than Needed: 
Instrumental 2 .51 1.00 

Value-Percept Dis. 
Scale: Instr. 3 .84 .89 1.00 

Overall: 
Expressive 4 .36 .38 .43 1.00 

Less than Needed: 
Expressive 5 .31 .49 .47 .68 1.00 

Va~ue-Percept Dis. 
Scale: Expr. 6 .36 .48 .49 .90 .93 1.00 



Table 5.16 Factor Loadings for All Value Percept Disparity Scales 
Across All Majora Factors 

Factor III Factor 112 
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High Sa tisfaction wi th Decision High Satisfaction with Experience 

Item Name 

Overall Need Ha tch: 
Instrumental b 

Less than Needed: 
Instrumentalb 

Overall Need Match: 
Expressivec 

Less than Needed: 
Expressivec . 

Factor 
Loadingd 

.67 

.43 

.31 

.21 

Item Name 

Overall Need Ha tc h: 
Instrumental b 

Less than Needed: 
Instrumentalb 

Overall Need Ha tc h: 
Expressivec 

Le ss than Needed: 
Expressivec 

. Fac tor 
Loadingd 

.21 

.31 

.77 

.73 

aMajor factors have eigenvalues greater than or equal to 1.00. 

bThese items comprise the instrumental value-percept disparity 
scale. 

cThese items canprise the expressive value-percept disparity scale. 

dFactor loadings greater than or equal to .5000 are underlined. 
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The factor loadings on factor #1 and factor #2 reported in 

Appendix A indicate not only the separation of the instrumental and 

expressive domains, but also the high correlation of these scales with 

satisfaction measures. Table 5.16 shows the factor loadings for these 

scales when separated from the other factor loadings. The global 

measure is the driving force in the instrumental loadings, although 

the expressive scale is better balanced. 

Wi thout addi tional value-percept dispari,ty measures, 

convergence cannot be established. The discriminant validity of these 

scales can be studied in table 5.7. There are high correlations with 

the disconfirmation scales, but not with the expectations scales. The 

nomological validity can be established, however, because the 

relationship with satisfaction has the proper directionality. 

Summary of Reliability and Validity Results 

In conclusion, all measures except the two expectations scales 

have an acceptable level of reliability and internal consistency. 

Disconfirmation and value-percept disparity constructs do not appear 

to have good discriminant validity with regard to each other, although 

other constructs can be distinguished from each separately. Because 

of the absence of sufficiently different measures for value-percept 

disparity, a good assessment of convergent and discriminant validity 

cannot be made with this study. That still remains for additional 

research. It is something which is definitely necessary, especially 

since the "More than Needed" scale did not fit with the other items in 
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the instrumental value-percept disparity scale and since the "Less 

than Needed" loads under .5 on the need-match factor and then again on 

a trivial factor by itself. The dimensionality of this construct is 

not clearly established and requires further analysis. The satis

faction scales also require further analysis. Since the satisfaction 

scale appears to be somewhat different in the domains being measured 

in the competing theories, its content validity requires further 

study: If it does indeed include some of the attribution process 

about the satisfaction decision as well as the emotional reaction to 

the decision, either the theory or the measure should be changed. 

Manipulation Checks for Experimental Treatments 

Introduction 

In order to test the effectiveness of the four experimental 

treatments, two sets of manipulation checks were included--one set for 

expectations of friendliness and speed and one set for actual per

formance of friendliness and speed. Both of these attributes were 

measured along with the other service attributes of price and com

pleteness and with the other role performancE attribute of knowledge 

in order not to make the subjects unduly sensitive to the experimental 

treatments. Both sets were tested with semantic differential scales, 

consisting of seven points. The positive pole was given a weight of 

+3 and the negative pole a weight of -3, in pre-processing of the 

data. 
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Tables 5.17 and 5.18 show the design by script which the 

manipulation checks will be testing both in terms of expectations and 

performance and in terms of expectations and disconfirmation. The 

actual results for the expectations and performance design are 

reported in table 5.19 by script and in table 5.20 by treatment (since 

this set of scripts duplicates some treatments). Table 5.21 presents 

the results for the expectations and disconfirmation design. Table 

5.22 give the correlation matrix for the manipulation checks with the 

three criterion measures to assess their criterion validity and table 

5.23 with other predictor measures. Finally, table 5.26 gives the 

response to the two realism questions by script. With this set of 

tables as a frame of references, it is necessary to examine 

instrumental expectations, role performance expectations, actual 

instrumental perf'ormance, and actual role performance. 



Table 5.17 Level of Manipulation Checks Intended by Script 

Sc ript 
Number 

3 

6 

10 

13 

Expected Performance 
Friendliness Speed 

High Fast 

High Slow 

Low Fast 

Low Slow 

Actual Performance 
Friendliness Speed 

Low Fast 

High Slow 

High Slow 

High Fast 

Table 5.18 Type of Disconfirmation Intended by Script 

Sc ript 
Number 

3 

6 

10 

13 

Instrumental 
Domain 

Confirma tion of 
High Expectations 

Confirmation of 
Low Expectations 

Negative Disconfir
mation of High 
Ex pec ta t ions 

Positive Disconfir
rna tion of Low 
Expectations 

Expressive 
Domain 

Negative Disconfir
rna tion of High 
Expec ta tions 

Confirmation of 
High Expectations 

Positive Disconfir
rna tion of Lo\.,. 
Expectations 

Positive Disconfir
rna tion of Low 
Expec tations 

163 
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Table 5.19 Level of Nanipula tion Checks Produc ed by Script 

Script Expected Performance Actual Performance 
Number Friendliness Speed Friendliness Speed 

3 
mean 1.26 1.43 -.74 1.72 
s.d. 1.00 1.29 1.42 1.17 

6 
mean 1.00 .10 .74 -.90 
s.d. .97 1.37 1.34 1.04 

10 
mean -.98 1.48 .31 -1. 21 

1.37 1.45 1.22 1.55 

13 
mean -.71 .04 1.27 1.58 
s.d. 1.40 1.46 .98 1.13 

F ratio 37.55 13.77 21.62 66.34 . 

F Proba-
bility O.OU 0.00 0.00 0.00 



Table 5.20 Level of Manipulation Checks Produced by Treatment 
Across Scripts 

Treatment Standard F F 
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by Level He an Deviation Ratio Probability 

EXEected Performance 

Friendliness 

High 1.16 0.99 111.75 .00 

Low -.83 1.38 

Speed 

High 1.45 1.36 41.74 .00 

Low 0.06 1.42 

Actual Performance 

Friendliness 

High 0.80 1.23 47.98 .00 

Low -.74 1.42 

Speed 

High 1.65 1.14 198.38 .00 

Low -1.08 .14 
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Table 5.21 Comparison of Actual vs Perceived Disconfirmation Effects 

Actual Disconfirmation by Type 

Instrumental Domain 

Positive Disconfirmation 
of'High Expectations 

Exact Confirmation of 
High Expectations 

Negative Disconfirmation of 
High Expectations 

Positive Disconfirmation of 
Low Expectations 

Exact Confirmation of Low 
Expectations 

Probability for F Test on 
Scale 

Expressive Domain 

Positive Disconfirmation of 
High Expectations 

Exact Confirnations of High 
Expectations 

Negative Disconfirmation of 
High Expectations 

Positive Disconfirmation of 
Low Expectations 

Exact Confirmation of Low 
Expe c ta tions 

Negative Disconfirmation of 
Low Expectations 

Probability for F Test on Scale 

Perceived Disconfirmation 
Overall Problems Benefits 
Scale Scale Scale 
Mean 

* na 

0.11 

0.17 

1.65 

0.65 

p=.oo 

* na 

0.23 

-1.00 

1.38 

* na 

,,< 
na 

p=.oo 

Mean 

* na 

-.33 

-.81 

0.71 

-.26 

p=.oo 

* na 

0.19 

-.59 

0.78 

,,< 
na 

* na 

p=.oo 

Mean 

* na 

0.26 

0.12 

1.25 

0.65 

p=.oo 

* na 

0.39 

-.67 

0.97 

* na 

* na 

p=.oo 

*cell not tested in frational factorial design. 
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Table 5.22· Correla tion Matrix of Manipulation Checks with Criterj .. on 
Heasures 

I::! 
aJ 0 aJ aJll-I 

r-i 'r-! r-i -I-J r-i 0 co -I-J co 0..;:'" co 
U co Ul U aJ ,... u I::! Cf.l S I::! Cf.l U 0 Cf.l 0 ,... 0 ,... aJ '.-l Ul 
I::! '.-l '.-l I::! aJ..c:: I::! -I-J aJ o ll-I -I-J OP-lE-< o co • .-l 

'.-l I::! co '.-l I '.-l I::! ,... 
-I-J 0 -I-J -I-J aJ ;:... -I-J '.-l 0 
U U U U ::l -I-J U .0 aJ co Ul aJ co 0-1 '.-l til s..c:: 

ll-I '.-l 0.. ;:... ll-I co ,... ll-IOE-< 
UlCl>:,... Ul :> co UlU 

'.-l >il 0 '.-1 0.. '.-l ..c:: -I-J ,... aJ -I-J ,... Ul -I-J ,... -I-J 
til o ll-I ..c:: co o '.-l co 0 0 
Cf.lll-lOE-< Cf.lll-lCl Cf.lll-l~ 

EXEected Performance 

Price .14 .11 .14 

Speed .23 -.00 .15 

Comple teness -.07 -.11 -.09 

Friendliness .13 .09 .12 

Knowledge .01 .01 .01 

Actual Performance 

Completeness .45 .57 .53 

Speed .30 .33 .34 

Fr iend liness .32 .50 .42 

Knowledge .40 .50 .47 

Price .38 .32 .39 



168 

Expectations--Instrumental 

The order of scripts which should be created, given the 

expectations-performance design, for expectations of speed is a 

two-group split with scripts #3 and #10 having a higher mean and 

scripts #6 and #13 having a lower mean. This pattern does appear in 

the data. Scripts #3 and #10 have means of 1.43 and 1.48, respec

tively, in contrast to scripts #6 and t113, which have means of .10 and 

.04. The impact of script on expectations for speed is significant at 

the .000 level. A one-way analysis of variance by treatment across 

scripts also supports the effectiveness of this measure. The overall 

mean for the high level of expectations for speed is 1.45, and the 

overall mean for the low level of expectations for speed is .06. This 

contrast between groups is significant at the .000 level. 

Expectations--Role 

The order of scripts which should be created, given the 

expectations-performance design, for expectations of friendliness is a 

two-way script with scripts #3 and #6 having a higher mean and scripts 

#10 and #13 having a lower mean. This pattern also appears in the 

data. Scripts #3 and #6 have means of 1.26 and 1.00, respectively, 

and these are higher than the means of scripts #10 and #13 of -.98 and 

-.71, respectively. The significance level of this variable by script 

is .000. When the scripts are combined into treatment groups and 

re-tested, using one-way analysis of variance, the high level has 
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a mean of 1.16 and the low level a mean of -.83. This difference is 

significant at the .000 level. 

Actual Performance--Instrumental 

The order of scripts which should be created, given the 

expectations-performance design, for actual performance of speed is 

again a two-way split with scripts #3 and #13 this time having a 

higher mean than scripts #6 and #10. This pattern also appears in the 

data. Scripts #3 and #13 have means of 1.72 and 1.58, respectively, 

and scripts #6 and #10 have means of -.90 and -1.21. The differences 

by script are significant at the .000 level. When the scripts are 

combined into treatment groups, the mean for the high level group is 

1.65 and the mean for the low level group is -1.08. This difference is 

also significant at the .000 level. 

To test the effectiveness of the expectations-disconfirmation 

design, the order of scripts for disconfirmation of speed at high and 

low expectations levels should be script #3 with the highest mean 

followed by a group of scripts #10, #13 and #6. As can be seen at a 

glance at table 5.21, the order posited by Oliver (1981) is not 

followed. The order of perceived disconfirmation effects for the 

overall item using manipulated or actual disconfirmation as the 

reference, is actually script #13 (positive disconfirmation of low 

expectations), script #6 (exact confirmation of low expectations), 

script #10 (negative disconfirmation of high expectations), and script 

#3 (exact confirmation of high expectations). Although the treatments 
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do produce differences in perceived disconfirmation at the .000 level, 

these differences are not in the order postulated by theory. 

Ac tual Perfo nnance--Role 

The order of scripts which should be created, given the 

expectations-perfonnance design, for actual perfonnance of 

friendliness is a two-way split with scripts #6, #10, and #13 in the 

high group and script #3 in the low group. This pattern appears in 

the data. Scripts #6, #10, and #13 have means of .74, .31, and 1.27, 

while script #3 has a mean of -.74. The differences between the four 

scripts' treatment of actual friendliness is significant at the .000 

level. When the scripts are canbined into treatment groups and 

re-tested, the mean for the high level is .80 and the mean for the low 

level is -.74, at a statistical significance level of .000. 

To test the effectiveness of the expectations-disconfirmation 

design, the order of scripts for disconfirmation of friendliness at 

high and low expectations levels should be script #6 with the highest 

mean, followed by script #3, and then a group composed of scripts 1110 

and #13. What actually happened can be seen in table 5.21. For the 

overall item, scripts #10 and #13 have the highest mean of 1.38 in the 

positive disconfirmation of low expectations condition, followed by 

script #6 (the confirmation of high expectations condition), and 

script #3 (the negative disconfirmation of high expectations 

condition). What is especially interesting this time is not the 

second failure of the theoretically-based order to materialize, but 



the difference in the order of disconfirmation effects between the 

instrumental and expressive domains. Of the conditions tested, in 

both cases the highest was positive disconfirmation of low expecta

tions. Negative disconfirmation of high expectation in both cases 

was lower than the positive disconfirmation of high expectations. 

Furthermore, the expressive domain reveals greater sensitivity to 

negative disconfirmation of high expectations than does the 

instrumental domain. 

Summary of Results on Manipulation Checks 
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All four treatments of the expectations-performance design are 

significant at the .000 level and work in the order indicated by 

theory. The expectations-disconfirmation design does not, however, 

work in the direction indicated by theory, even though the treatments 

produce statistically significant differences at the .000 level. When 

the criterion validity of the manipulation checks is examined (see 

table 5.22), the entire set of expectations manipulation checks 

mirrors the results for other expectations measures. The lowest 

statistically significant correlation for an .05 level would be .13. 

Only one satisfaction scale, that used in the disconfirruation of 

expectations theory, shows a significant relationship between expec

ta tions of speed and fr iendliness and sa tisfac tion. The combined 

satisfaction measure is significantly correlated only with expecta

tions of speed. Furthermore, of the other expectations measures, 

which were not manipulated, only price is statistically significant 

with these two measures of satisfaction. 
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The manipulation checks on expectations show convergent 

validity with the expectancy value measures, for only three of the 

five pairs. In table 5.11, discussed earlier, the inter-correlation 

for these pairs of measure are: price -.11 (not significant), speed 

.45 (significant at P= .001), completeness .25 (significant at .001), 

friendliness .59 (significant at .001), and knowledge (not 

significant). The manipulated variables have convergent validity. 

Furthermore, since the correlations of the pairs for the manipulated 

variables are higher than the corelations of these variables with the 

three satisfaction scales as well as the correlations of the 

expectations scales with other predictor variables (table 5.7), they 

do achieve some discriminant validity. These two manipulation check 

measures for expectations also correlate more highly with the 

expectancy value produc ts than wi th the other predictor var iable 

scales. Table 5.23 shows these correlations: 

Table 5.23 Correlation ~ratrix of Expectations t1anipulation Checks 
With Other Predictor Variables 

Scale ~nipulation Checks for Expec ted 

Disconfirmation--Instrumental 

Di sconfo rma tion--Expressive 

Value-Percept Disparity-
Instrumental 

Value-Percept Disparity-
Expressive 

Speed Friendliness 

-.07 
(P=.187) 
-.27 

(P=.OOl ) 
.08 

(P=.146) 
-.03 

(p=. 336) 

.01 
(P=.426) 
-.10 

(P=.094 ) 
.15 

(P=.·025 ) 
.02 

(p=. 434) 
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Only two pairs are even statistically significant--the expressive 

disconfirmation-speed and the instrumental value-percept disparity

friendliness pairs, and the values of these correlations are lower 

than the correlations between the expectancy-value-manipulation check 

pairs. 

In contrast to the results on the criterion validity of the 

expected performance manipulation checks, the results on the actual 

performance manipulation checks are more encouraging. All ,of the 

correlations for the manipulation checks on ac tual perfo rmance wi th 

the three satisfaction scales are statistically significant at better 

than .001 level (see table 5.22). 

To test the convergent and discriminant validity of these 

measures is not poSSible, because this set is the only set testing 

actual performance. However, it is possible to examine the convergent 

validity of the two perceived disconfirmation scales against the 

difference scores between the two sets of manipulation check measures 

(subtracting perceived expected performance from perceived actual 

performance). Table 5.13 provides a correlation matrix of all discon

firmation scores and summated domain-specific disconfirmation scores 

for both perceived and inferred disconfirmation. The expressive 

difference score summated scale correlates .72 with the expressive 

disconfirmation scale. Similarly, the instrwnental difference score 

summated sale correlates .49 with the instrumental disconfirmation 

scale. These measures therefore have convergent validity. The 

expressive disconfirmation pair has some discriminant validity since 
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it correlates more highly than does expressive disconfirmation with 

expressive value-percept disparity at .65. However, for the instru

mental disconfirmation pairs, .49 is not much greater than .44 for the 

instrumental value-percept disparity correlation. Table 5.7 shows the 

correlation of these disconfirmation scales with other predictor 

scales. Only the instrumental value percept scale-expressive discon

firmation scale pair has a very low correlation at .33. There is 

evidence fo r some disc riminant validi ty. 

Profile of Sample Used 

Because the subjects were not randomly selected, and because 

the University of Phoenix group did not have random assignment to a 

script, the profile of differences in the sample by script becomes 

more impo·rtant. Table 5.24 presents a profile by script and across 

all scripts on pre-exposure variables. The number or respondents in 

each group varied from as few as 31 to as many as 48. On sc ript If 13, 

because so few students were enrolled in that section, the script was 

administered to a group of 26 University of Phoenix students. The 

total of questionnaires with all experimental response items completed 

was 167. There were no significant differences on pre-exposure 

variables by script for their subjects' perceived worth of the 

service, their evaluation of their own ability to complete the task by 

hand which the service offered by computer, their perceived level of 

need for the service, or their purchase intention probability. 
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Table 5.24 Profile of Sample by Script on Pre-Exposure Variables 

Pre-Exposure Sc ript Sc ript Script Script En tire 
Variables 3 6 10 13 Sample 

Number of 
Respondents, 46 31 42 48 167 

Number of Univer-
si ty of Arizona 
Res pondents 46 31 42 22 141 

Number of Univer-
sity of Phoenix 
Respondents 0 0 0 26 26 

Mean Score on 
Worth of Service 1. 93 1.71 1.69 1.90 1.82 

Probability of F 
Test on Worth of 
Service .79 

Mean Score on Own 
Ability 1.43 1.00 1.50 1.71 1.45 

Probabili ty of F 
Test on Own Ability .23 

Mean Score on Level 
of Need for Service 6.11 5.58 6.38 5.31 5.85 

Probability of F 
Test on Level of 
Need for Service .22 

Mean Score on Pur-
chase Intention 
Probability 70.7% 71.9% 70.2% 69.6% 70.0% 

Probability of F 
Test on Purchase 
Intention Proba-
bility .98 
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Table 5.25 Profile of Sample by Sc ript on Predictor and Criterion 
Sets 

Post- Sc ript Sc ript Script Sc ript En tire Proba-
Exposure 3 6 10 13 Sample bility 
Variables Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean of F 

Test 

Expec tations: 
In s trume n tal 3.96 3.71 3.99 3.75 3.86 .7457 

Expectations: 
Expres.sive 0.53 0.19 -0.38 -0.29 0.00 .0001 

Di sconf i rma-
tion: Instr. 0.37 0.71 0.29 2.90 1.14 .0000 

Di sc onfirma-
tion: Expr. -1.67 0.61 1.31 3.25 0.92 .0000 

Value-Percept: 
Instrumental 1. 57 2.00 1. 12 3.15 1. 99 .0006 

Value-Percept: 
Expressive -1.28 1.29 1.29 3.04 1.08 .0000 

Sa tisfac tion: 
(Di sc onfirma-
tion) 6.09 6.19 6.07 9.92 7.20 .0025 

Sa tisfac tion: 
(Value-
Percept) 0.70 2.74 1.62 5.00 2.54 .0000 

Sa tisfac tion: 
( Combination) 6.70 8.94 7.69 14.92 9.75 .0004 
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Table 5.25 presents the results by script for all predictor 

and criterion scales. Clearly, the summated attribute-specific, 

expectancy-value product scale for the instrumental domain did not 

work across scripts, despite the eVidence that individual components 

do work. Every other scale, ho~ever, measured differences by script 

which were statistically significant at better than the .01 level. 

Finally, the sensitivity to the simulation by script was examined for 

the sample. Table 5.26 shows that the realism check taken at the end 

of scene two after expectations were manipulated, shows no statisti

cally significant differences by cell. However, after the simulation 

was finished, differences between groups regarding realism did arise. 

Script #3 was considered less realistic than the other three. This 

script has a combination of confirmation of high expectations in the 

instrumental domain and negative disconfirmation of high expectations 

in the expressive domain. It was the only script in which the buyer 

received less than he expected from the human interaction. 



Table 5.26 Realism of Simulation by Sc ript 

Script 
Number 

3 

6 

10 

13 

All Scripts 

Probability 
of F Test 

Realism of Simulationa 
After Part I 

78.5% 

76.8% 

71.0% 

79.4% 

76.5% 

.1011 

Realism of Simulationa 
After Part II 

70.0% 

80.2% 

78.3% 

82.0% 

77 .4% 

.0163 

aRealism operationalizcd as a probability, with 100% representing 
complete certainty. 
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Regression Results for Competing Models 

Introduc tion 

Tables 5.27, 5.28, and 5.29 present the regression results 

for the two sets of competing models. Before considering each of 

these four models in turn, it is important to examine the overall 

pattern of results.' Table 5.27 provides this overview. The 

hypotheses about these models in chapter four are not all confirmed. 

Instead there is a progression of results. When tested against the 

satisfaction scale postulated within the theory itself, both the 

disconfinuation of expectations theory and the value-percept disparity 

theory are upheld wi thin this produc t context. In addi tion, the 

modified version of the value-percept disparity theory is also upheld, 

although the modification of the disconfirmation of expectations 

theory must be rejected. When tested against the combined 

satisfaction scale, these same results hold. The original version of 

both theories and the revised version of value-percept disparity 

theory are all upheld, and the modification of disconfirmation of 

expectations theory is rejected. 

Interestingly enough, when tested against the competing 

theories' operationalization of satisfaction, this pattern is broken. 

The original value-percept disparity theory will work with the 

competing theory's satisfaction scale, but the reverse does not hold. 

The original disconfirmation of expectations theory will not hold wi th 

the competing theory's operationalization of satisfaction. Neither of 



Table 5.27 Regression Results for Competing Hodels 

Disconfirmation of Expec-
tations Theory 

Revision of Disconfirma-
tion of Expectations 
Theory 

Value-Percept Disparity 
Theory 

Revision of Value-
Percept Disparity 
Theory 

Sa ti sfac tion Scale 
(Disconfirmation of 
Expectations Theory) 

2
a 

r 
m 

.290 

.285 

.385 

.412 

P1
b 

.000 

.000 

.000 

.000 

P2c 

Yes 

No 

Yes 

No 

aThis figure is adjusted for the degrees of freedom. 

Satisfaction Scale 
(Value-Percept 
Disparity Theory) 

2
a 

r 
m 

.392 

.490 

.404 

.574 

P1
b P2c 

.000 No 

.000 No 

.000 Yes 

.000 Yes 

bThis measure is the probability of the F test for the entire model. 

Satisfaction Scale 
(Combination of 
Both Theories) 

2
a 

r 
ill 

.379 

.385 

.466 

.525 

P1
b 

.000 

.000 

.000 

.000 

P2c 

Yes 

No 

Yes 

Yes 

cThis measure is the cutoff criterion at .05 or better for significance of all parameters. ...... 
00 
0 



Table 5.28 Sensitivity of Disconfirmation of Expectations to Alternative ~~asures of Expectations 

Type of Meas ure 

Expectancy Value Product 

Probability 

Level of Expected 
Pe rfo rmance 

Sa tisfaction Scale 
(Disconfirmation of 
Expectations Theory) 

2
a 

r 
m 

.290 

.279 

.374 

Pi b P2c 

.000 Yes 

.000 Yes 

.000 Yes 

aThis figure is adjusted for the degrees of freedom. 

Sa tisfaction Scale 
(Value-Percept 
Disparity Theory) 

2
a 

r 
m 

.392 

.394 

.397 

Pi
b P2c 

.000 No 

.000 No 

.000 No 

bThis measure is the probability of the F test for the entire model. 

Satisfaction Scale 
(Combination of 
Both Theories) 

2
a 

r 
m 

.379 

.374 

.398 

Pi
b 

P2
c 

.000 Yes 

.000 Yes 

.000 Yes 

cThis measure is the cutoff criterion at .05 or better for significance of all parameters. 

..... 
co ...... 
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Table 5.29 De tailed Examination of the Goodness of Fi t for the Three 
Significant Models Using the Combined Satisfaction Scale 

Goodness of 
Fit Criteria 

Significance 
Level of Model 

Adjusted r 
m 

Significance 
Level of Each 
Parameter 

Constant 

Expec ta tions 
Instrumental 

Di sconfi rma tion 
Instrumental 

Value-Percept 
Ins trumen tal 

Val ue-Percept 
Expressive 

'. 
% outliers 

Durbin-Wa tson 
Statistic 

S igni f ic ance 
Level of Signs 
Test 

Disconfirma
tion of Ex
pectations 
Theory 

.000 

.379 

.013 

.022 

.000 

* na 

* na 

·5.99% 

1.94 

.20 

Value-Percept 
Disparity 
Theory 

.000 

.466 

.000 

* na 

* na 

.000 

* na 

5.39% 

1. 7 3 

.02 

* The symbol "na" means not applicable to this model. 

Revision of 
Value-Percept 
Theory 

.000 

.525 

.000 

* na 

* na 

.000 

.000 

6.59% 

1.82 

.00 



of the revised theories will be upheld using the competing theory's 

operationalization of satisfaction. Only the original version of 

value-percept disparity theory will work, regardless of the 

satisfaction scale used. 
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Table 5.28 shows the results of some sensitivity analysis for 

the disconfirmation of expectations theory when different measures of 

expectations are used. Regardless of the measurement error problems 

wi th the expectations scales, the disconfirmation of expectations 

theory will be upheld with expectancy-value summated scales, with 

global domain-specific probability scales, and wi th a global level of 

expected performance scale. These results will hold, whether the 

satisfaction measure is the normal operationalization within that 

theory or the combined measure. On the other hand, disconfirmation of 

expectations theory will be rejected when the satisfaction scale is 

based on value-percept disparity theory, no matter which way 

expectations are operationalized. 

Table 5.29 presents a detailed profile of the goodness of fit 

for each of the three successful models, when satisfaction is measured 

on the combined scale. The revision of value-percept disparity theory 

explains the greatest amount of the variance in satisfaction--52.5%. 

However, the other goodness of fit indicators suggest that more 

meaning could be extracted from the data. Each of the four models 

must now be examined in detail. 
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Disconfirmation of Expectations Model 

The disconfirmation of expectations model exp~ains 37.9;% of 

the variance in satisfaction, when an adjustment is mpde for the 

degrees of freedom, so that comparisons can be made a~ross mode~s. 

The disconfirmation effect in this model is the most powerful with a 

standardized coefficient of .59 at the .000 probability level. 

Expectations are considerably weaker with a beta weig~t of .14 pt a 

probability level of .022. The resulting, unstandard:ized model: for 

this theory is: 

SAT 3.92 + .88 ExpInstr + 2.14 DisInstr 

where SAT = Satisfaction 

DisInstr = Instrumental Disconfirmation 

ExpInstr = Instrumental Expectations 

The significance level of the signs test on the residuals 

indicates that the model is adequate in this regard ,although the 

percentage of outliers exceeds 5.m~. The Durbin-Watson statistlic 

exceeds the upper limit and therefore indicates no autocorrelatlion of 

the error terms. 

Revision of Disconfirmation of Expectations Model 

The revision of the disconfirmation of expectations model must 

be rejec ted, since the parameters for expressive expectations, land 

disconfirmation of expressive expectations are not statistically 

significant at the .05 level. 
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Value-Percept Disparity Model 

The value-percept disparity model explains 46.6% of the 

variance in satisfaction, when an adjustment is made for the degrees 

of freedom, so that comparisons may be made across models. There is 

only one construct· with a beta weight of .68 at a significance level 

of .000. The resulting, unstandardized model for this theory is: 

SAT 4.97 + 2.40 VPDlnstr 

where SAT = Satisfaction 

VPDInstr = Value Percept Disparity in the Instrumental 
Domain 

The significance level of the signs test on the residuals 

indicates that the model does not adequately capture all the meaning-

ful relationships in the data. The outliers which exceed 5.0% also 

support thi s interpretation. The Durbin-Watson sta ti s'tic, which 

exceeds the upper limit, indicates no autocorrelation of error terms, 

however. 

Revision of Value-Percept Disparity Model 

The revision of the value-percept disparity model explains 

52.5% of the variance in satisfaction, when an adjustment is made for 

degrees of freedom, so tl~t comparisons across models can be made. 

Both value percept disparity constructs are significant at the .000 

level. However, the beta weights of .28 and .55 indicate the more 
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powerful contribution of the value-percep~ disf)arity construct in the 

instrumental danain. The resulting model for this theory is: 

SAT = 5.10 + 1. 92 VPDInstr + .78 VPDRoJLe 

where SAT = Satisfaction 

VPDInstr = Value Percept ~)isparity in the Instrumental 
Domain 

VPDRole Value Percept Disparjlty in the Expressive 
Domain 

The significance level of the Sig~lS tests on the residuals 

indicates tha t the model does not adequa t~ly explain all the 

meaningful relationships within the data. The outliers, which exceed 

5.0%, also support this interpretation. rhe Durbin-Watson statistic 

which exceeds the upper limit indicates n~) autocorrelation of error 

te'rms, however. 

Summary of Regression Results for Competi\1g Models 

Only three of the four models can be supported. The revision 

of the disconfirmation of expectations mo~iel must be rejected. Of the 

remaining three models, the best is the r~visi{)n of the value-percept 

disparity theory. Since this model was ttle only revised model to be 

upheld, an examination of the relative importance of the instrumental 

and expressive domains across models is npt possible. However, in 

this model, the instrumental construct haf~ a beta weight of .55 vs. 

the expressive construct with a beta weig'ht ofl .28. There is no 

overlap of the 95/~ confidence intervals aroundl these beta weights. 
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The b coefficient of 1.92 (unstandardized) is completely bracketed by 

1.49 and 2.34, while the other coefficient of .78 falls between .45 

and 1.11. Again since only one disconfirmation of expectations model 

was upheld, a full canparison of the relative importance of 

expectations and disconfirmation cannot be made across models. 

However, in the original version of the discon'firmation of 

expectations model, which was supported, the coefficient for the 

instrumental danain was more powerful than the one for the expressive 

domain. A comparison of the 95% confidence intervals around these 

coefficients shows no overlap. The disconfirmation coefficient of 

2.14 is bracketed by 1.70 and 2.57, while the other of .88 is 

bracketed by .13 nd 1.64. The beta weight for disconfirmation is .59 

and the beta weight for expectations is only .14. 

Summary of Chapter Five 

The reliability and validity of all measures have now been 

reported, to the extent possible. Problem areas are the expectations 

measures and the operationaliza tion of satisfac tion. The effec tive

ness of the manipulation checks and the differences in the experi

mental groups have been examined. The manipulation checks performed 

well, even indicating a breakdown in the disconfirmation construct not 

predicted by theory. No important pre-exposure differences between 

experimental groups were found. However, the realism of part #2 

measure suggests an influence from disconfirmation. Finally, the 

results of the test for competing models of satisfaction have been 
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given. Three of the four models tested were upheld. The results will 

now be interpreted in chapter six. 



CHAPTER 6 

DISCUSSION AND INTERPRETATION OF RESULTS 

Introduction 

To interpret the results presented in chapter five, it will 

be necessary to re-examine the conceptual framework, the chosen 

approach of testi!18 competing models, the experimental design, the 

administration of the experiment, and the regression results. Before 

entering into this interpretation, however, it would be advisable to 

bear in mind the general limitations to the study: 

1. a laboratory study instead of a field study; 
2. a student sample wi th random assigrnnent but not 

random selection; 
3. a single method rather than a combination of 

several methods; 
4. a prolonged task of such cognitive and emotional 

complexity that subjects may distort responses as 
the experiment progresses; 

5. a limitation of potentially multi-dimensional 
constructs to single dimensions to be manipulated; 

6. a fractional factorial rather than a full factorial 
design; 

7. a study of first-time simulated purchase rather 
than first-time and repeat purchase; 

8. a study of a high contact type of service rather 
than of high contact, mixed, and quasi-manufacturing 
services, durable and nondurable goods; 

9. a restriction to two competing models rather than 
the inclusion of the entire set of current models; 

10. inclusion of constructs, not all of which include 
significantly different multiple measures; 

11. extremely poor reliability of the expectations 
measures; and 

12. inability to control differences in performance of 
scripts because of the human roleplay medium selected. 
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With these limitations in mind, it is time to turn to each topic to 

give a detailed interpretation of the results from chapter four. 

Assessment of Conceptual Framework 

Introduction 
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As described in chapter three, the theoretical foundation for 

both the original and revised sets of competing satisfaction models 

reflects a distinct improvement in the quality of conceptualization 

over earlier work. This type of improvement is part of the natural 

evolution within any field, since later practitioners may benefit from 

the theoretical insights and empirical testing of the founders. 

Often, as is the case for both of these theories, a revitalization in 

a field can be stimulated by a break with the immediate followers of 

an established paradigm and a reconceptualization of the founders' 

work--a return to the basics. Both competing theories have a solid 

foundation which can be traced back to Gestalt psychology, although 

the other traditions which have been added differ. Disconfirmation of 

expectations theory draws on adaptation-level and opponent-process 

theory, while value-percept disparity theory draws upon the theory of 

the emotions, specifically as described by Izard and Plutchik. Both 

theories have also been influenced by the systems approach to 

marketing as well as work on the purchase decision process. Much as 

these theories have in common, there are still notable differences. 

In order to make a fair and complete assessment of the conceptual 

framework used in this study, it will be necessary to examine all of 
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the following topics from theoretical specifica tion of competing 

models down to reliability and validity assessment: (1) specification 

of competing models; (2) context chosen; (3) definitions of con

structs; (4) independence of constructs; (5) reliability of measures; 

and (6) validity of measures. 

Specification of Competing Models 

A brief description only will be given here. The interested 

reader should consult chapter two for a detailed discussion. Both 

theories are concerned with a cognitive evaluation or comparison of 

potentially dissonant elements in the purchase experience. Both are 

concerned wi th two sources of affec t: (1) the emotions surrounding 

the experience under evaluation, and (2) the emotions surrounding the 

evaluation itself. Both theories acknowledge the purchase/consumption 

experience, instead of just the purchase decision process. Both 

theories conceive of satisfaction as a summary state which is an 

integral whole, comprising more than the sum of its parts. 

The essential differences between the two theories are equally 

instructive. Value-percept disparity theory focuses on a value judg

ment having reference to the individual's consc ious and unconsc ious 

value system as the cognition. Disconfirrnation of expectations theory 

focuses on a comparison having reference to the individual's baseline 

of expectations as the cognition. The emotional response to the value 

judgment is dominated by the pleasure/ joy vs displeasure/ suffering 

dichotomy'in value-percept disparity theory; the emotional response in 



the comparison is dominated by the surprise/startle reaction in 

disconfirmation of expectations theory. 
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The modification of both theories to incorporate a parallel 

construct for role performance is an attempt to partition the 

individual's experience into product and salesperson attributes, to 

specify some of the major boundaries of the experience. This 

modification is based both on 'empirical results in marketing studies 

and in sociological theory. It can relate to both the value system 

and the expectations' level. 

What is left out of both original and modified theories is (1) 

the environment which shapes the possible choices, and (2) the 

individual's capacity for self-modification during the process itself. 

Neither theory addresses the dimensionality of the Gestalt except by 

comparison to the marketing system, and neither theory bounds the 

disconfirmation or disparity construct well. 

Context Chosen 

The choice of a high contact type of professional service as 

the testing ground for these theories gives both a good chance of 

being supported, since the intangible and transient nature of a ser

vice places a heavy emphasis on individual perception. Difficulties 

in evaluation of something which is intangible and difficult to grasp 

mentally will be resolved by reference to the individual's value 

system. TIle particular service chosen to represent this context has 
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an interesting additional feature of co~bining professional consulta

tion on research needs wi th a tangible qutput, the printout of 

references, that will become internalizE!d as one of the inputs to 

the individual's reaso ning process. ThE! service y;ill alter the 

individual, by thwarting or fostering hi,s capacity to complete his 

project well. Part of the problems of ~eparating expectations, 

disconfirmation, and value-percept dispqrity from ,each other as well 

as separating the instrumental from the expressive donains may be that 

with a service of this nature the subjeq.ts may be. thinking about 

outcanes as they affect themselves, rather than about outcanes in any 

objective sense. This approach was not te~ted in. this study, so there 

is no way to do anything but suggest th~t this could be happening. It 

will have to be tested in later research. The role performance of the 

librarian/consultant has an impact on t'1e individual's interpersonal 

treatment, but it also has an impact on the quality of the output. In 

this service context, the shared though1: process rnay be the product. 

An additional disadvantage of the conteJ,ct is its lack of salience to 

students who have low priority for the performanc'e of research. 

Definitions of Constructs 

As mentioned before in chapter ~hree, the definition of 

satisfaction in disconfirmation of expe~tations theory is y;eakened by 

an undue concentration on specification of the process to the neglect 

of the resulting summary state. While it is not inappropriate to 

include the genesis of a construct as pflrt of its; definition, what 
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cannot be omitted is the description of the characteristics of the 

phenomenon itself. The definition of satisfaction in value-percept 

disparity theory is stronger in this respect. The combined satis

faction concept created to test the theories may be two-dimensional, 

as the factor analysis results suggest--with one dimension tapping the 

emotional reaction to a conscious decision, which may involve self or 

other attributions of responsibility or credit and one dimension 

tapping the emotional reaction to a lived experience without such 

attributions. The idea of a causal attribution as a mediator of 

satisfaction has already been suggested (Westbrook 1980a) in a 

roleplay context. Although this study was not designed to examine 

attribution as a mediator, some of the more puzzling findings 

regarding the satisfaction scales may be explicable in terms of 

attribution. It does appear to be an idea well worth exploring with 

that object in view. 

The pattern of loadings on factor III showed "Did Right Thing," 

"Wisdom of Decision," "Satisfaction with Decision," and "Feel Bad 

about Decision" items from the disconfirmation of expectations 

satisfaction scale loading about .70 along with enthusiasm, post

exposure purchase intention, and recanmendation. These loadings are 

difficult to interpret because they include items from diffrent points 

in time which may include both predictor and criterion variables. The 

highest loading item at .86 is "Did Right Thing." This. item asks for 

more than an emotional response to the purcha se dec ision. It asks, as 

do the majority of the items in this scale, for a value judgment which 



reflects back on the judge. This scale should be checked against 

items including self and other attributions to determine the domain 

that it is really measuring. 
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Other lesser problems with the definition of constructs 

include the problem of boundaries for the value-percept disparity 

constructs and for the disconfirmation constructs, and the parallel 

problem with distinction between instrumental and expressive domains. 

Finally, the expectancy value measure for predictive expectations may 

not be a pure measure of expectations only; it may also incorporate 

evaluation (Westbrook and Reilly 1982). 

The significant correlations between disconfirmation con

structs and value-percept disparity constructs are not well bounded or 

that they are both measuring in overlapping fashion some underlying 

construct which is at yet undefined. Correlations between the 

following pairs, instrumental disconfirmation-instrumental value 

percept disparity at .44 and expressive disconfirmationrexpressive 

value-percept disparity at .65, provide strong evidence of such a 

problem. However, they do not indicate which of these alternatives is 

really operating. The factor analysis results for factor #2 would 

indicate that there is an undefined underlying dimension common to 

both expressive disconfirmation and expressive value-percept 

disparity. However, the results for factors #1 and #5 where the 

constructs load on different factors indicate that boundary setting is 

the problem in the instrumental demain. 
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There is little evidence to bring to bear on the evaluative 

nature of the expectancy-value measures. However, the pattern of 

correlations between the expectations scales and the value-percept 

disparity scales is at least suggestive. Just as instrumental expec

tations are statistically independent of instrumental disconfirmation, 

the correlation between instrumental expectations and instrumental 

value-percept disparity is not significant either. However, the 

expressive expectations scale is inversely correlated with both 

expressive disconfirmation at -.23 and with expressive value-percept 

disparity at -.14; both correlations are statistically significant at 

better than the .05 level. 

The negative correlation between expressive expectations and 

expressive disconfirmation/value-percept disparity indicates that 

there is a potential difference in the applicability of theory type by 

domain. Contrast theory would be more appropriate to explain the 

direction of this relationship, rather than disconfirmation of 

expectations theory, which is similar in its predicted directions of 

effect to assimilation-contrast theory. Another possible explanation 

is that the most salient theory varies by groups of individuals whose 

affective and cognitive processing differs. There may not be a 

single, universal theory. 

Similarly, the order of disconfirmation effects is not as 

predicted by disconfirmation of expectations theory. Disconfirmation 

is much more powerful than expectations. in the results of this 

experiment; the observed order of effects is indicated in table 6.1. 
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With the exception of a sing12 item, the order of effects is the same 

across items and across domains. High expectations appear to be 

inversely related to disconfirmation. The bigger the promise, the 

keener the disillusionment. Even the confirmation of high expecta-

tions results in lower dissatisfaction scores than confirmation of low 

expectations. Again, contrast theory would appear to be the best 

explanation for these effects. 

Table 6.1 Observed Order of Expectation-Disconfirmation Effects 

Instrumental Domain Expressive Domain 

Overall Problems Benefits Overall Problems Benefits 
Scale Scale Scale Scale Scale Scale 
Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean He an 

+ Low + Low + Low + Low + Low + Low 

0 Low 0 Low 0 Low 0 Low 0 Low 0 Low 

- High 0 High 0 High - High - High - High 

0 High - High - High - High - High - High 

Key: + Low = positive disconfirmation of low expectations 

o Low confirmation of low expectations 

- Low negative disconfirmation of low expectations 

+ High = positive disconfirmation of high expectations 

o High confirmation of high expectations 

-,High negative disconfirmation of high expectations 
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Independence of Constructs 

The independence of expectations and disconfirmation posited 

by Oliver (1981) based on the work of Weaver and Brickman (1974) is 

borne out in this study for the instrumental scales of expectations 

and disconfirmation. Howev.er, it must be rejected for the modifica

tion of this theory to include the ex:pressive domain. That correla

tion is statistically significant at the .05 level. Furthermore, 

disconfirmation, whether instrumental· or expressive, is not 

independent of value-percept disparity, whether instrumental or 

expressive. Neither are t~e expressive and instrumental scales 

independent of each other fpr any of the constructs. The two 

expectations scales correlate at .20; I the two disconfirmation scales 

correlate at .62; and the two value-percept disparity scales correlate 

at .49. 

Reliability of Measures 

All measures with the exception of the two expectations scales 

have adequate reliability and internai consistency. The instrumental 

value-percept disparity scale with a :reliability coefficient of .67 

is close enough to the tradi tional cultoff of .70 for social science 

research to be accepted. The problems with the expectations measures 

are more serious. As was demonstratep in chapter five, the correla

tions of the summated Fishbein-type e:x:pectations scales with the 

probability measures are also fairly 10w--.35 for the expressive pair 

and .32 for the instrwnental pair. The correlation of the strongest 
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measures, the manipulation checks, with these probability measures is 

also low--.38 for the instrumental pair and .41 for the expressive 

pair. 

There could be several possible reasons for the measurement 

problems with expectations: . (l) the verbal labels and the numeric 

coding may have confused some respondents, because coding direction 

was swItched from time to time to discourage automatic responses; (2) 

not all the potentially relevant attributes were included; (3) the 

attributes come from inherently different domains and cannot be 

reasonably combined; (4) groups of respondents may differ in their 

evaluation of the "good" pole for the scales; (5) expe-:tations for 

such a new and different experience could not be fully articulated; 

(6) subjects do not have definite expectations regarding new products. 

Validity of Measures Used 

Because the value-percept disparity measures were all of the 

same type, it was not possible to examine their convergent and 

discriminant validity. Predictive and nomological validity was good 

for these scales however. Content validity, given the problems with 

boundary overlap, may be open to que stion. 

Since the reliability of the expectations measures was so low, 

their validity is also doubtful. A measure must first be reliable to 

be valid. The predictive validity of the instrumental measure is at 

least marginal; there is no predictive validity for the expressive 

scale. Convergent validity with other scales is present but low. 
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Discriminant validity is also present but low. The content validity 

and nomological are therefore dubious. 

The remaining measures stand up well to validity assessment. 

The satisfaction scales and the disconfirmation scales show convergent 

and discriminant validity when compared to alternative measures. 

Content, predictive and nomological validity are also high. 

Summary of Assessment of Conceptual Framework 

The major drawbacks in the conceptual framework concern the 

definition of satisfaction in the disconfirmation of expectations 

theory; the alternative explanation for the order of disconfirmation 

effects in contrast theory; the interdependence of selected scales; 

and the lack of reliability and validity for the expectations 

measures. 

The major strengths are well articulated theory, which has 

also been tested in other so~ial science domains; generally clear 

deftni tions which improve upon previous work in sa tis fac tion; testable 

models; and highly reliable and valid measurements. 

Assessment of Approach of Testing Competing Models 

The context chosen does not provide a critical test, because 

the models do not make different predictions. However, it does 

provide a common ground which shotlid not disadvantage either theory. 

The decision to test these theories with a combined criterion measure 

makes the assumption that the conceptual frameworks may be merged. 
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Given the development of the two theories such an assumption is not 

ridiculous. SincE' none of these theories postulated an interrela

tionship among the predictor sets, such an approach would allow a fair 

test. Analysis has, however, shown that the instrumental and 

expressive domains are not independent. Another possibility for 

testing these theories would be a struc tural equa tions model wi th 

these subsidiary interrelationships explicitly included in the 

analys is. 

Assessment of Experimental Design 

The design itself has many weaknesses. First, because of the 

use of random assignment instead of random selection, there may still 

be some problems with selection of subjects. This would apply 

especially to the University of Phoenix group who were administered a 

specific script to increase the number of respondents in that cell. 

Examination of pre-exposure responses by script do not reveal any 

significant differences, in expressed level of need, favorability of 

initial attitude or intention, or respondent's self-rating of his own 

ability. Other individual differences are presumed to exist naturally 

in any student sample. Since the measur6Uents are all of the 

subjects' perceptions, this is not a drawback. 

Second, because of the use of a single medium, there could be 

a potential bias caused by response to the roleplay. Although the 

realism measure for the first part, during the manipulation of 

expec~ations, shows no significant differences in ratings for realism, 
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the second measurement does show significant differences. The order 

of realism effects from highest to lowest parallel the overall item in 

the instrumental disconfirmation scale as shown in table 6.2: 

Table 6.2 Realism, Part II, Order of Effects vs Disconfirmation Order 
of Effects 

Disconfirmation--Instrumental 
Script # Overall Item Condition 

Realism, Part II, Rating 
Percentage 

13 + Low 82.0% 

6 a Low 80.2% 

10 - High 78.3% 

3 0 High 70.0% 

Key: 
+ Low = positive disconfirmation of low expectations 
a Low = confirmation of low expectations 
- Low = negative disconfirmation of low expectations 
+ High = positive disconfirmation of high expectations 
a High = confirmation of high expectations 
- High negative disconfirmation of high expectations 

There could be an interaction of medium and treatment, when the 

treatment is disconfirmation. 

Third, only one method was used. There could be a mono-method 

bias. All items were self-report, based upon the observation of a 

roleplay. There are therefore at least three barriers to reality: 

(1) the self-repo rt which may involve distortion; (2) the observa tion, 

which may be more or less perceptive; and (3) the roleplay, which has 

some inherent distancing from any viewer who is not a par:ticipant. 

Although multiple measures were used for all scales to construct 
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mul ti-i tem .scales, the type of scales were either Likert, seman tic 

differential, or verbal, since these have been shown to be effective 

in testing satisfaction (Westbrook and Oliver 1980). Subjects were 

instructed to answer each question independently of all other ques

tions, even though the phraseology might be fairly similar, to reduce 

this bias. The observation took place in a classroom where the 

respondents could also see how other respondents were reacting. 

This could have two possible consequences: (1) a glossing over of 

individual differences, and (2) significant other stimuli out of the 

experimenter's control. Such other stimuli as there were'would, in 

the experimenter's subjective opinion, intensify the emotional 

reactions of the subjects. Hearing someone else laugh or groan or 

watching another person grimace or shake his head can be infectious. 

The quality of the observation was a consideration, also. Prior to 

the experiment, each subject responded to a set of three items on 

needs assessment to heighten the involvement with the task. The 

reaction to the roleplay was also measured by checking its perceived 

realism midway and at the conclusion of each sc ript. 

Fourth, a testing effect was pOSSible, given the length of the 

instrument and the difficulty of the task. The questionnaires had 

some item non-response on the needs assessment and on the classifica

tion questions, presumably either because of task difficulty, lack of 

involvement, exhaustion, or a desire for privacy. Demand effects were 

also possible, since the study ostensibly concerned itself wi th sa tis

faction with a library service, and it was conducted in a classroom 



204 

setting. Subjects may have heard about the pilot from other stud8nts 

during the previous year. Given these problems, the questionnaire was 

shortened from the pilot version and simplified, but it still remained 

lengthy and difficult. To obtain the desired information and to use 

multiple measures, a certain degree of length was essential. 

History and maturation are not problems with this design, 

since it is basically cross-sectional. Nothing obtrudes into the 

experience of the simulation from the outside world. An attempt was 

made to assess the realism of the simulation from subjects with prior 

experience with the service in the pilot. Only a trivial number of 

undergraduates use this service (the target is the faculty and 

graduate students), and very few responses could be gained even with 

the active assistance of the librarians, who were most helpful. These 

few, which were interpreted subjectively, were not different in nature 

from the no-experience responses. An attempt was made in the instruc

tions to differentiate the service bei~g tested from any experience 

which the subjects might have had with an information retrieval ser

vice at any location. They were instructed to dissociate themselves 

from any previous experience and not to judge the service provided by 

the University of Arizona library by the experimental treatments. 

Instead, they were to put themselves into the role of a first-time 

purchaser like the student in the roleplay. After the experiment, 

when they were debriefed, the actual library service was described and 

recanmended. 
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Strengths of the des~gfi are as follows: (1) random 

assignment, (2) control over the experimental treatment, (3) 

elimination of history and maturation effects, and (4) reduction of 

measurement error. The random assigIlIJlent reduces the impact of 

selection, since whatever 'differences may exist between the groups 

will not be systematically heightened by their response to a treatment 

of their own or the experimenter's own choice. The differences do 

not, of course, disappear, but they will impact the error c.omponent of 

the model reducing the power to support a causal relationship which 

may exist, instead of biasing the treatment. 

Control in a naturally limited sense was achieved over the 

experimental treatment in the following ways: (1) by training and 

using the same actors for all performances; (2) by maintaining the 

same verbal text for the script, except when the experimental 

manipulations were involved; and (3) by using the same props (with one 

exception of the computer terminal in one administration of script 

ltD). A certain amount of natural human variation in the performances 

took place, since the actors, as amateurs, were neither word-perfect 

nor capable of repeating exactly similar gestures, inflections, or 

facial expressions, when the scripts dictated similarity. Such 

differences were not judged to be of major importance, because of the 

much greater differences in the subjects' perceptions of the scripts. 

They could, however, mean that any actual measures of the constructs 

--the expectations, the performance, and the disconfirmation 

manipulations--which are compared to perceived measures could be 

distorted. 
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The virtual elimination of history and maturation effects was 

accomplished in two ways: (1) by the selection of the service as a 

new and utterly strange service to most undergraduates and (2) by the 

instructions to the subjects to disassociate themselves from any 

previous experience with the service in answering the questions. 

The design provided the opportunity for examination of main 

effects only. Interaction effects had been discounted on the basis of 

the pilot, a finding which appears to be questionable, given the lack 

of independence between instrumental and expressive domain scales. 

Further study of this matter is needed. The causal relationshIps 

could be understated by excluding the possibility of interaction 

effects. Indeed the analysis of the residuals would support this 

interpretation, since the data set appears to have more meaningful 

patterns than were extracted by any of these models tested. 

Finally, because of the use of multi-item scales and multiple 

measures, and graphic separation of responses occuring at the same 

time, greater control could be exerted over measurement error. Hith 

the exception of the expectations measures, the measures overall 

performed at an acceptable level. Hhile error-free estimates of the 

measures could be made and then used to test the maximal power of each 

of the models to test existing causal relations, such an approach was 

discounted. Because of the lack of independence of the scales, multi

collinearity in the data could move a correction for attentuation over 

1.0. The approach undertaken in this study is consistent with normal 

practice in consumer satisfaction research. The use of some more 



207 

powerful multivariate techniques, such as structural equations, might 

enable the reporting of both actual and measurement error-free causal 

relations. This question deserves further study also. 

Assessment of Administration of Experiment 

Because .of the longer time period available in summer classes 

(generally at least one hour and 45 minutes, although one class ran 

for about three hours), there was no problem with the length of the 

experiment. In the pilot study, the experiment was often rushed in 

the 50 minute sections; in the curent experiment, ample time was 

available for an introduction, the application of the experimental 

stimulus, and a debriefing and lecture following. The questions 

following the experiment showed anything but apathy; students were 

interested enough to question purpose, design, and applications for 

the experiment. Several wanted and were given copies of the 

instrument for their own study (about 25 of these were distributed in 

all) • 

During the course of the experiment, many reactions wer.e 

exhibited, as mentioned previously. Laughter, surprise, irony and 

other reactions were exhibited by facial expression, words, or 

gesture. Selected comments from the debriefing session on script #13 

at The University of Phoenix included such responses as, "You could 

see the buyer getting shafted"; "I know how to handle situations like 

that--I'm from New York" or even "Why are all librarians like that?" 

The experimenter's subjective impression of the debriefing sessions 



(perhaps biased by demand effects) is that the subjects enjoyed 

themselves. 
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Problems with the administration have already been mentioned 

from time to time. These problems include: (1) lack of control over 

human actors; (2) confusion between labeling and numbering on the 

polarity of some expectations items (price and knowledge--neither of 

the manipulations); (3) one prop being unavailable in one script (not 

the script with the lower realism rating either); (4) the artifici

ality of the classroom setting; and (5) the measurement of group 

responses at the same time with the possibility of reactions to 

others' reactions. 

Assessment of Regression Results 

In trod uc tioo 

Three out of the four models were supported by the data, 

despite problems with the expectations measures. Because the model 

which was rejected was the revision of the disconfirmation of expec

tations model, not all of the planned comparisons could be made. 

Therefore only three of the six hypotheses presented in chapter four 

are completely accepted. 

Hypothesis Ill: The re-vised ve:csions of both theories 

will achieve a higher level of explanatory 

power than the original versions in this 

prod uc t con text. 
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Half of this hypothesis was supported, and half rejected. Since the 

revision of the disconfirmation of expectations theory must be 

rejected (the two expressive domain scales for expectations and dis

confirmation of expectations were not statistically significant at the 

.05 level), the revision cannot be accepted. However, the revision of 

the value-percept disparity theory did achieve higher explanatory 

power. Its adjusted r2 was 52.5% in contrast to the adjusted r2 

of 46.6% for the original version of the theory. 

level. 

Hypothesis #2: Both original versions of the competing 

theories will be statistically significant 

in this product context. 

This hypothesis was completely substantiated at the .000 

Hypothesis 113: Both revised versions of the competing 

theories will be statistically significant 

in this product context. 

Half of this hypothesis was accepted, and half was rejected. 

The revision of the disconfirmation of expectations theory must be 

rejected. However, the revision of the value-percept disparity theory 

was accepted at the .000 level. 

Hypothesis #4: The disconfirmation of expectations effect 

will be more powerful in explaining satis

faction than the expectations effect for the 

disconfirmation of expectations theory in 

this product context. 
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This hypothesis was substantiated. The beta weight for dis

confinuation was .59 in contrast to the beta weight of .14 for 

expectations. As was explained in chapter five, the 95% confidence 

intervals around the regression coefficients do not overlap. 

Therefore the difference between them is significant. 

Hypo thesis 115: The instrumental domain will be more 

powerful in explaining satisfaction than 

the expressive domain fo r both expec ta

tions and disconfirmation of expectations 

in the revised disconfirmation of expec

tations theory in this product context. 

This hypothesis could not be tested because neither of the 

beta weights for the expressive domain was statistically significant 

in the revised version of this model. However, an inference based on 

the significance of both instrumental parameters in contrast to the 

lack of significance of both expressive parameters about the 

likelihood of this hypothesis is reasonable. 

Hypothesis #6: The instrumental domain will be more 

powerful in explaining satisfaction than 

the expressive domain for value-percept 

disparity in the revised value-percept 

disparity theory in this product context. 

This hypothesis is substantiated also. The beta weight for 

the instrumental domain was .55 in contrast to the beta weight of .28 

for the expressive domain. Again, the 95% confidence intervals around 

the regression coefficients do not overlap. 
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In short, there is a progression of results for these models 

rather than support for all hypotheses. A detailed discussion of each 

model may suggest reasons why these results came about. 

Disconfirmation of Exp'ectations Model 

This model has the lowest explanatory power and the best fit 

in terms of residual analysis of the three successful models. The 

results are similar to the results reported previously in the flu shot 

study (Oliver 1980a) for the two sample that were innoculated. The 

r2 ranged between .19 and .35 for the group that was innoculated and 

between .27 and .34 for the non-innoculation group. There is an 

important difference to note, however, in making this canparison. 

Satisfaction here also included pre-exposure intention and attitude. 

The inclusion of two additional variables should make the model 

stronger instead of weaker, so the comparison to previous research 

indicates that the model has performed acceptably in this context. 

An examination of the factor loadings for factor til suggests the 

rationale for this model's success. Satisfaction as operationalized 

in this theory includes an evaluation of the decision and decider at 

one and the same time. Four out of five of the factor loadings for 

this scale (unhappy with decision loads slightly lower) have loadings 

above .7, comparable to purchase intention and post-purchase attitude. 

Even the attribution measure, expressed in terms of the credit to be 

given the search service for later success on the project (not the 

credit given the buyer for wisdom in his purchase decision) loads 
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above .5. What is probably happening is that the satisfaction measure 

includes the post-satisfaction attribution process or that attribution 

may be a mediator (Westbrook 1980a), even though this process is not 

modeled in the theory. In other words, the model may be a 

satisfaction-attribution model rather than a pure satisfaction model. 

That may go far to explain Why the expressive measures have less than 

the predicted impact. The attribution process, which makes the 

indiv~dual sensitive to the internal or external locus of 

responsibility, distances the natural affective responses more than 

the competing theory. 

Revision of Disconfirmation of Expectations Model 

The expressive scales were not significant in this model 

perhaps for any of the following reasons: (1) lack of scale relia

bility and validity for the expectation measure; (2) lack of scale 

independence from the instrumental domain scales, creating multi

collinearity; (3) operationalization of satisfaction as more an 

attribute-satisfaction construct than a satisfaction construct; 

(4) no role performance expectations are relevant to satisfaction. 

Value-Percept Disparity Model 

This model works well in this product context. It has 

simplicity with a single global construct that explains over 46.6% of 

the variance in satisfaction (incidentally, a higher r2 than any of 

the coefficients of multiple determination reported for the competing 
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theory, with minor modifications, in the flue shot study). Since this 

model failed the significance test using the structural equations 

method in a durables context, this finding is especially important. 

It is highly likely that this model would also work in other services 

and non-durables contexts, although this remains to be tested in 

future studies. One disturbing feature of the results for this model 

is, however, that the residual analysis indicates that more meaningful 

patterns exist than have been extracted. Further conceptualization is 

therefore necessary with this model, as well as further development 

and testing of appropriate measures. 

Revision or Value-Percept Disparity Model 

This model improves the explana tory power of the original 

model, but at the expense of using constructs that are not indepen

dent. One of the regression model assumptions is therefore violated. 

The residual analysis Which shows no autocorrelation, nevertheless 

shows a significant pattern of signs. Either other constructs are 

needed to explain satisfaction, or the interrelationship of these two 

postulated constructs should be explicitly modeled using more 

powerful, path analytic or structural equations techniques. This 

remains for future research. 

Summary of the Regression Results 

Three out of the four models were substantiated in this study. 

The cleanest and least powerful model, disconfirrnation of expectations 
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theory, is probahly incorporating another domain in addition to satis

faction in its choice of criterion. The simplest model with only a 

slight problem is residual analysis and with intermediate explanatory 

power is value-percept disparity theory. The most powerful model, the 

revision of value-percept disparity theory, is flawed by a greater 

problem in residual analysis and a lack of independence in the con

structs. No model works perfectly. 

Given this progression of results, it is however possible to 

select the best of the competing theories. The revision of 

value-percept disparity theory performs best overall. It has a much 

higher explanatory power than any other theory studied. Role 

performance is clearly relevant to the satisfaction judgment about 

high-contact services. Although later research may discover that role 

performance's contribution to an explanation of the variance in 

satisfaction may differ for mixed services or quasi-manufacturing 

services, or even for durables or non-durables, its relevance should 

be at least considered. Since the interpersonal interaction of buyer 

and seller cannot be separated from the functional aspects of the 

service product in reality, the lack of independence in these two 

constructs is not really all that disturbing. 

The failure of the revision of disconfirmation of expectations 

theory probably hinges on the lack of conscious specificity 

surrounding role performance expectations. It is important to note 

that both the expressive and the instrumental disconfirmation 

parruneters did achieve statistical significance at the P=.OOO level 
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when the criterion used for satisfaction was the scale for value

percept disparity theory. Both the instrumental and expressive 

expectations parameters caused the overall model to fail with this 

criterion. Evidently the success of expectations in predicting 

satisfaction is limited to the criterion used in disconfirmation of 

expectations theory. When the criterion for satisfaction is either 

the combined satisfaction measure or the measure from disconfirmation 

of expec ta tions theory, both expressive domain construe ts fail to 

achieve statistical significance, although both instrumental domain 

constructs do achieve at least a .05 level of significance. These 

results suggest that the contamination of a satisfaction model with an 

attribution model shifts the salience from the expressive to the 

instrumental domain. They do not suggest that the expressive domain 

is irrelevant to satisfaction. When an attribution is made, evidently 

there is an emotional distancing which takes place (perhaps a process 

of rationalization) that discounts the affective and enhances the 

cognitive components of the individual's response. The affective 

expectations-based discrepancy measure can work with a scale which 

does not combine attribution with satisfaction. 

Summary of Chapter Six 

This chapter has included the streng ths and weaknesses of all 

major facets of this study, from the conceptual framework through to 

the analysis of the regression models. On balance, its contributions 

to satisfaction research are to resubstantiate the reigning paradigm 
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in a new context; to establish the significance of a competing theory 

(value-percept disparity theory) in this same context so that the 

models may be compared; to point to the importance of conceptualizing 

role performance constructs as an integral part of the satisfaction 

phenomenon in the services context; to provide a second test of an 

experimental approach to testing consumer satisfaction in a new 

context; and to identify the best of the four theories as the revision 

of value-percept disparity theory. 



CHAPTER 7 

RESEARCH CONCLUSIONS AND FUTURE RESEARCH SUGGESTIONS 

Introduction 

Now that the results of this study have been interpreted in 

detail, it is time to step back and review the overall findings. The 

contribution which this study has made to consumer satisfaction 

research should be demonstrated along with its possible applications 

and inheren.t limitations. Finally, suggestions for future research 

which have been prompted by this study should be made. 

Research Contributions 

This study has provided empirical support for both competing 

theories of consumer satisfaction. In addition, it has supported the 

revision of value-percept disparity theory to incorporate role per

formance explicity. The model wi th the highest explanatory power was 

the revision of value-percept disparity theory. The model with the 

best fi tting resid ual s was disc onfirmation of expectations theory. 

The value-percept disparity theory was intermediate in explana tory 

power with a higher adjusted multiple coefficient of determination, 

but with more than 5% of the residuals outliers and some non-random 

runs of signs, indicating that the model has not extracted all the 

meaningful pattern from the data. Similarly, the revision of value

percept disparity theory has a pattern of outliers and runs of signed 

217 
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residuals indicated some lack of fit for the variance in satisfaction, 

in spite of the model's high explanatory power. This model is further 

flawed by the correlation of the two predictors--expressive and 

instrumental value-percept disparity. This theory therefore has a 

problem in bounding these constructs. 

This is not the only one of the theories wi th a problem in 

conceptualization and measures. The operationalization of the con~ 

struct of satisfaction in the disconfirmation of expectations theory , 

strongly suggests a combination of satisfaction and attribution, 

rather than satisfaction alone. Whether this is because attribution 

may follow satisfaction or mediate satisfaction (Westbrook 1980a), it 

could help to explain some of the results. If this is indeed the 

case, it could reduce the salience of the affective response and 

increase the salience of instrumental expectations. The individual is 

not, after all, responsible for the environment w~ich creates expecta

tions in him. The responsibility for error or blame, if there is any, 

resides in forces external to him which effected a specific type of 

disconfirmation. The incentive for rationalization when faced with a 

question that requires a self-rating of the wisdom of your decision to 

use a product, or whether or not you did the right thing, for example, 

is, on the face of it, rather high. There is a possibility, which is 

beyond the scope of this study, that in responding to the items in 

this scale the subjects may have been influenced to make an 

attribution about the responsibility for their own experience with the 

product. If this is in fact the case, other puzzling finding would be 
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better explained, both in this study and in prior consumer satisfac

tion research. 

For example, the factor loadings in this study do not clearly 

separate out the scale items associated with value-percept disparity 

theory. These items have very high content validity, since they make 

use of the terms "satisfied" and "dissatisfied" and furthermore, they 

incorporate the Delighted-Terrible scale, already validated both in 

marke ting and in sociology 'fo r the measurement of satisfaction. These 

items load highly on two factors--on factor #1 together with all other 

sa tisfaction scales and post-purchase construe ts and on fac tor 1/2 

together with other expressed constructs. 

The results from two studies (Churchill and Suprenant 1982; 

Swan and Trawick 1980) which have been puzzling to researchers ~vho 

favor the disconfirmation of expectations paradigm would also be 

explained. Performance, when satisfaction is operationalized so as to 

draw from only the satisfaction danain, may actually be the most 

important determinant. When attribution and satisfaction combined, 

however, disconfirmation may be the relevant determinant. In this 

study, the unusual order of effects for disconfirmation could further 

corroborate this explanation. Hhy confirmation of high expec ta tions 

should result in a lower disconfirmation score than confirmation of 

low expectation is indeed baffling unless (1) contrast theory is more 

appropriate or (2) the disconfirmation items provoke an attribution 

which al ters the salience of either expec ta tions or performance in the 

subject's mind to reduce his burden of responsibility. Finally, we 
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need to consider why both models of satisfaction work as well as they 

do. None of the theories is completely adequate, although the 

revision of value-percept disparity theory is clearly the most 

powerful. 

F~rthermore, the research suggests that satisfaction may have 

three separate domains rather than one or even two. Dissatisfaction 

and satisfaction have been treated separately by early satisfaction 

scholars; indeed the three general levels of positive, neutral and 

negative disconfirmation have also been equated with satisfaction. 

The distinction could be clarified perhaps, if we consider an 

intensive, positive emotional state, like delight, as the result of a 

buyer's discovery of some new, pleasant aspect of the purchase 

experience when the product's performance is compared to the relevant 

baseline (either expectations or values). The lll1usual order of 

disconfirmation effects in this study supports such an interpretation. 

Positive disconfirmation of low expectations was rated higher than 

exact confirmation of high expectations. 

Similarly, satisfaction would arise out of the fulfillment of 

the individual's needs or the confirmation of the individual's 

expecta tions when canpared to produc t pe rfo rmance. Those expecta tions 

that the individual was aware of as relevant to the purchase situation 

and those needs that he intended to satisfy wi th the purchase would be 

filled within some comfort zone. Satisfaction would then become the 

individual's evaluation of mildly positive emotions surrounding a 

purchase experience which conformed with reasonable closeness to his 
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"objectives." These objectives would include both needs and 

expectations in the following manner. The product is selected based 

upon its potential capacity to meet the individual's needs. Products 

which do not meet the buyer's needs would not be consciously included 

to begin with. Once the more basic decision about the potential of 

the product has been made, more specific expectations about its 

performance are formulated. Individuals can be expected to vary in 

the degree of specificity for such expectations. However, the 

appropriate baseline for the comparison to actual performance is a 

combination of both needs and expectations, with needs having both 

temporal priority and more global application. Little if any 

discrepancy will then be perceived, and the emotional disruption will 

be correspondingly slight and generally positive. 

Finally, dissatisfaction will provoke a sharper perception of 

a discrepancy, whether that discrepancy is stated for a particular 

individual in terms of the failure of the product to fulfill needs or 

to conform to expectations. The emotional disruption will therefore 

be magnified, as it would in contrast theory. Again, the order of 

disconfirmation effects supports this interpretation. Negative 

disconfirmation of high expectations ranked lower than positive 

disconfirmation of low expectations. 

If we move farther back in the causal chain, it may be 

possible to clarify why this may be the case. Expectations I.hich are 

predictive in nature _must be formed at some level of consciousness. 

Although the degree of specificity will vary between individuals, the 
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attributes which are relevant should be discernible. Similarly, the 

needs which the product will fulfill may vary in specificity from 

person to person, but at least some of them should exist at a 

consc ious level. When the individual confronts a produc t pe rformance 

which closely matches this mental template of reality, not much 

discrepancy (either disconfirmation or value-percept disparity) is 

perceived. There is minimal emotional disturbance, and a generally 

positive reaction. However, when there is a discrepancy, either the 

disconfirmation or the value-percept disparity may be involved. The 

product's performance could fail in either respect. If it falls short 

of either expectations or needs, then the perceived discrepancy will 

be magnified and the emotional reaction will be negative, since there 

is an experience involving either blockage or frustration. 

When the experience brings into awareness a need which was 

only latent or an expectation for an attribute which is new, and the 

experience is positive, the emotional reaction is intensified in the 

positive direction. The pleasant surprise should be separated from 

satisfaction. This reaction is more appropriately delight. 

Furthermore, when he experiences delight or dissatisfaction 

the buyer is more likely to make an attribution about his experience, 

and this attribution will therefore moderate satisfaction. As the 

loadings on factor itl showed, attribution loads with both satisfaction 

scales and with purchase intention. 

With this model of satisfaction it is possible to explain why 

the two competing theories both work as well as they do. There is an 
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area of overlap" concerning the dis~:repancy fITom a baseline 

incorporating both needs and expect~tions. Silnce there are three 

domains to satisfaction, the probleI11 is not so much with the measures 

as wi th the tapping of all dimensiops. The value-percept disparity 

scale, for example, includes one me~sure for elach domain. The measure 

of dissatisfaction does not paralle~ the scales of satisfaction and 

delight exactly. Because this indelc is at lea:st balanced, it 

outperforms the index for disconfirrp.ation of expectations theory. 

There is some limi ted support for the lexistence of different 

domains in the results of the regre~sion model tests when all three 

possible satisfaction criterion set~ are used., The criterion set used 

in value-percept disparity theory, \~ombining as it does one measure 

for each domain of satisfaction, wi:~l work with both value-percept 

disparity theory and with the revis:ion of value-percept disparity 

theory, since it is at least well-b?lanced acr'oss the three domains. 

The combined satisfaction scale wil~l also work wi th these two theories 

plus disconfirmation of expectation~ theory because it includes these 

three measures, but it is not as we~Ll-balanced. The satisfaction 

scale used in disconfirmation of expectations theory does not tap all 

three domains equally. All five mep,sures call for an attribution, 

which would emphasize the two extre\nes of delight and dissatisfaction, 

where attributions are more likely. The intermediate domain of mildly 

pleasant satisfaction is slighted. 

Value-percept disparity thepry is strong enough to work 

regardless of the balance or imbala~ce of the cri terion scale. 
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Perhaps by forcing the respondent back to the more global product 

decision regarding needs, the ext":reme I sta tes are be tter captured. The 

formulation of the value-percept l1i"sparity measure can accommodate new 

discoveries whether pleasant or Uflpleasant. It does not tie the 

respondent to conscious awareness of pre-existing needs as does 

disconfirmation of expectations. 

The antecedents of satisfaction can be expected to differ 

depending upon which of the three danains of satisfaction is involved. 

Value-percept disparity throry should work better for delight, and 

disconfirmation of expectations theory should work better for 

dissatisfaction. Clearly, this hybrid theory required further 

theoretical conceptualization and an Eampirical test. 

Managerial Imrlications 

The clearest implication for services marketing management is 

the impo rtance of the customer's interaction wi th the service 

personnel. The seller's role should be communica ted to the buyer as 

clearly as possible. Order take~s must be distinguishable from 

consultants. The firm cannot risk th~ confusion and possible buyer 

dissatisfaction caused by the fOlimula;tion of unrealistic role 

performance expectations for its salespeople. Furthermore, "standards 

of. courtesy should be high and al,l outward signs of respect should be 

maintained scrupulously. Salesp€!oplel's training in assessing customer 

needs is crucial. With services~ the: fulfillment of role performance 

needs must be considered right al,ong Iwith the fulfillment of product

attribute needs. 
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A secondary implication for services marketing management 

concerns the likelihood of either a positive or a negative attribution 

when either delight or dissatisfaction occurs. The information 

provided to the customer about the service must clearly locate some of 

the responsibility for the product experience with the customer 

himself. When a negative attribution is possible, it would be better 

for the firm'to provide guidance beforehand emphasizing the sharing of 

responsibility f,or the form and quality of the service performance. 

Limitations of the Research 

The major limitations of the research relate to its use of one 

method only, its use of an artificially controlled situation forcing 

the produc t experience on some who might never be .adopters, the length 

and complexity of the cognitive task required deteriorating the 

quality of response through time, the choice of a single context in 

high contact services, the choice of only two models, and the choice 

of a new-experience context. All of the above limitations affect the 

generalizabili ty of the findings. The service studied had unique' 

properties which make a separation between instrumental and expressive 

domains unusually difficult. The task itself took about an hour and 

relied on the subject's imagination quite heavily. The design focused 

on a first time experience simulation, which may not be directly 

transferrable to repeat puchase. There was no differentiation among 

users by likely time of adoption. Finally, there was only one method 

and that method was a laboratory experiment using self-report measures 
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based on observation. The experiment was highly artificial and incor

porated barriers to a lived experience by the subjects. 

Future Research Suggestions 

Based on the findings in this study, seven separate avenues 

for future research suggest themselves. First, these findings should 

be re-examined empirically in other services and goods contexts. 

Mixed and quasi-manufacturing services, durable and non-durable goods 

contexts should be examined to test the relative strength of these 

findings across all major product contexts. Second, the direct 

application of these models should be examined for a repeat purchase 

context. Will there be any major changes because of prior experience? 

Will other constucts need to be added, as is sugge'sted by LaTour and 

Peat (1980)? Third, the impact of the relationship between satis

faction and attribution on the appropriateness of expectations, per

formance and disconfirmation needs further study. Does the present 

satisfaction scale used to operationalize the construct from discon

firmation of expectations theory, incorporate both satisfaction and 

attribution? Fourth, further conceptualization of the impact of role 

performance on the needs being fulfilled within. satisfaction needs to 

be undertaken, together with empirical testing of this modification in 

other contexts. Fifth, the value-percept disparity measures need 

additional validity assessment. The more than needed scale, in 

particular, could be re-analyzed to incorporate the idea of discovery. 

Sixth, more attention should be given to the appropriate measurement 
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of expectations, and especially to those other constructs which 

influence expectations. Seventh and last, the proposed hybrid model 

of services satisfaction should be tested empirically. Some of the 

puzzling findings concerning the order of disconfirmation effects, the 

"contamination" of satisfaction measures with attribution, and the 

success of both canpe ting theories using different operationaliza tions 

of satisfaction and different antecedents for satisfaction could 

perhaps be explained using this hybrid theory. 

Summary of Chapter 7 

The nature of the contributions made by this study and its 

application in marketing management have been reported. The 

limitations on generalizing from these findings have been made 

explicit. Finally, suggestions for future consumer satisfac tion 

research, based on these findings, have been made. 
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Factor Loadings for AlIa Scales: Factor it1 of 12 

Item Name 

Level of Need 
Worth of Service 
Own Ability 
Pre-Exposure Purchase 

Intention 
Odds for Service as 

Hoped--Instrumental 
Odds for Service as 

Hoped--Expressive 
Overall Level of 

Service Expected 
Expectations of Pricec 
Expectations of Speed c 

Expectations of 
Comple tenessc 

Expectations of 
Fr iend lines sC 

Expectations of 
KnowledgeC 

Expectations of 
completenessd 

Expectations of Speedd 
Expectation of 

Friendlinessd 
Expectations of 

Knowledged 
Expectations of Priced 
Realism--Part 1 
Actual Completeness 
Actual Speed 
Actual Friendliness 
Actual Knowledge 
Actual Price 
Overall Disconfirma-

Factor 
Loadingb 

-.15 
.2.1 
.23 

.20 

.05 

-.11 

.12 

.10 

.06 

.14 

-.01 

-.03 

.10 

.24 

-.06 

.14 

.04 

.13 

.38 

.29 

.18 

.24 

.37 

tion--Instrumental .34 

Item Name 

Problems-Instrumental 
Benefits-Instrumental 
Overall Disconfirma-

tion--Expressive 
Problems--Expressive 

Benefits--Expressive 
Overall Need Hatch-

Ins trtnnen tal 
Less than Needed-

Instrumental 
Overall Need Match-

Expressive 
Less than Needed--

Expressive 
Delighted-Terrible 
Extremely Satisfied 
Extremely Dissatisfied 
Recanmendation 
Post-Exposure 

Purchase Intention 
Attribution 
Wisdom of Decision 
Satisfaction with 

Decision 
Feel Bad About 

Decision 
Did Right Thing 
Unhappy 
Enthusiastic 
Irrita ted 
Bashful 
Realism--Part 2 

Factor 
Loadingb 

.31 

.39 

.16 

.26 

.11 

.67 

.43 

.31 

.21 

.54 

.64 

.55 

.73 

.70 

.58 

.79 

.75 

.74 

.86 

.65 

.70 

.31 

.01 

.17 
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aData set excludes 3 measures previously determined to be unreliable 
and includes attitudinal, manipulation check, and affective measures 
in addition to variables in models. 

bAll loadings greater than or equal to .50 are underlined. 

cExpectatio"ns operationalized as expectancy value produc ts. 

dExpectations operationalized as level for manip~ation checks. 



Factor Loadings for AlIa Scales: Factor 1t2 of 12 

Item Name 

Level of Need 
Worth of Service 
Own Ability 
Pre-Exposure Purchase 

In tention 
Odds for Service as 
Hoped-~Instrumental 

Odds for Service as 
Hoped--Expressive 

Overall Level of 
Service Expected 

Expectations of Pricec 
Expectations of Speed c 

Expectations of 

Factor 
Loadingb 

-.00 
-.05 

.04 

-.01 

-.00 

-.04 

- .13 
.22 
.01 

.05 

-.13 

-.02 

Comple tenessc 

Expectations of 
Friendlinessc 

Expectations of 
KnowledgeC 

Expectations of 
Completenessd -.01 

Expectations of Speedd -.19 
Expectation of 

Friendlinessd 

Expectations of 
-.16 

Knowledged 
Expecta tions of 
Realism--Part 1 

-.08 
Priced -.08 

-.00 
Actual Completeness 
Actual Speed 
Actual Friendliness 
Actual Knowledge 
Ac tual Price 
Overall Disconfirma-

.42 
-.00 

.66 

.51 

.07 

tion--Instrumental .44 

Item Name 

Problems-Instrumental 
Benefits-Instrumental 
Overall Disconfirma-

tion--Expressive 
Problems--Expressive 

Benefi ts--Expressive 
Overall Need Match-

Instrumental 
Less than Needed-

Instrumental 
Overall Need Match-

Expressive 
Less than Needed--

Expressive 
Delighted-Terrible 
Extremely Satisfied 
Extremely Dissatisfied 
Recommendation 
Post-Exposure 

Purchase Intention 
Attribution 
Wisdom of Decision 
Satisfaction with 

Decision 
Feel Bad About 

Decision 
Did Right Thing 
Unhappy 
Enthusiastic 
Irritated 
Bashful 
Realism--Part 2 

Factor 
Loadingb 

.31 

.30 

.79 

.48 

.68 

.21 

.31 

.77 

.26 

.16 

.24 

.16 

.13 
.• 05 
.16 
.22 
.77 

-.01 
.28 
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aData set excludes 3 measures previously determined to be unreliable 
and includes attitudinal, manipulation check, and affective measures 
in addition to variables in models. 

bAll loadings greater than or equal to .50 are underlined. 

cExpecta tio ns ope rationalized as expec tancy value produc ts. 

dExpec ~a tions ope rational ized as level fo r manipula tion checks. 



Factor Loadings for Alla Scales: Factor It3 of 12 

Item Name 

Level of Need 
Worth of Service 
Own Ability 
Pre-Exposure Purchase 

Intention 
Odds for Service as 

Hoped--Instrumental 
Odds for Service as 

Hoped--Expressive 
Overall Level of 

Service Expected 
Expectations of Pricec 
Ex pe c ta ti 0 ns 0 f S pe ed c 
Expectations of 

Comple tenessc 

Expectations of 
Fr iendlinessc 

Expectations of 
KnowledgeC 

Expectations of 
Completenessd 

Expectations of Speedd 

Expecta tion of 
Friendlinessd 

Expectations of 
Knowledged 

Expectations of Priced 
Realism--Part 1 
Actual Completeness 
Actual Speed 
Actual Friendliness 
Ac t ual Knowledge 
Ac t ual Pr ice 
Overall Disconfirma-

Factor 
Loadingb 

.09 

.06 
-.17 

.00 

.46 

.60 

.33 

.01 

.31 

.14 

.65 

.23 

.11 

.12 

.74 

.17 

.10 

.23 
-.20 

.12 
-.01 
-.11 
-.10 

tion--Instrumental -.10 

Item Name 

Problems-Instrumental 
Benefits-Instrumental 
Overall Disconfirma-

tion--Expressive 
Problems--Expressive 

Benefits--Expressive 
Overall Need Hatch-

Instrumental 
Less than Needed-

Instrumental 
Overall Need Match-

Expressive 
Less than Needed--

Expressive 
Delighted-Terrible 
Extremely Satisfied 
Extremely Dissatisfied 
Recommendation 
Post-Exposure 

Purchase Intention 
Attribution 
Wisdom of Decision 
Satisfaction with 

Decision 
Feel Bad About 

Decision 
Did Right Thing 
Unhappy 
Enthusiastic 
Irritated 
Bashful 
Realism--Part 2 

Fac tor 
Loadingb 

.00 

.09 

.29 

.25 

.29 

.08 

.08 

.10 

.00 

.00 
.06 
.01 

-.03 

-.06 
-.05 
-.05 

-.07 

-.08 
.05 
.08 

-.08 
.06 
.11 
.10 
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aData set excludes 3 measures previously determined to be unreliable 
and includes attitudinal, manipulation check, and affective measures 
in addition to variables in models. 

bAll loadings greater than or equal to .50 are underlined. 

cExpectations operationalized as expectancy value produc ts. 

dExpectations operationalized as level for manipulation checks. 



Factor Loadings for Alia Scales: Factor ft4 of 12 

Item Name 

Level of Need 
Worth of Service 
Own Ability 
Pre-Exposure Purchase 

Intention 
Odds for Service as 

Hoped--Instrumental 
Odds for Service as 

Hoped--Expressive 
Overall Level of 

Service Expected 
Expectations of Pricec 
Expectations of Speedc 

Expectations of 
Com pie tenessc 

Expectations of 
Fr iendlinessc 

Expectations of 
KnowledgeC 

Expectations of 
Completenessd 

Expectations of Speedd 
Expectation of 

Friendlinessd 

Expectations of 
Knowledged 

Expectations of Priced 
Realism--Part 1 
Actual Completeness 
Actual Speed 
Ac tual Friendliness 
Actual Knowledge 
Ac t ual Pr ice 
Overall Disconfirma-

Factor 
Loadingb 

.55 

.69 

.26 

.71 

.31 

.07 

.36 
.22 
.21 

.09 

.01 

-.04 

.19 

.07 

.05 

.00 

.07 
-.06 
-.07 

.06 

.07 

.01 
-.06 

tion--Instrumental -.12 

Item Name 

Problems-Instrumental 
Benefits-Instrumental 
Overall Disconfirma-

tion--Express ive 
Problems--Expressive 

Benefits--Expressive 
Overall Need Hatch-

Instrumental 
Less than Needed-

Instrumental 
Overall Need Match-

Expressive 
Less than Ne~ded--

Expressive 
Delighted-Terrible 
Extremely Satisfied 
Extremely Dissatisfied 
Recommendation 
Post-Exposure 

Purchase Intention 
Attribution 
Wi sdom of Decision 
Satisfaction with 

Decision 
Feel Bad About 

Decision 
Did Right Thing 
Unhappy 
Enthusiastic 
Irritated 
Bashful 
Realism--Part 2 

Factor 
Loadingb 

.03 
-.06 

.00 

.08 

.02 

.13 

.• 06 

-.08 

-.06 
.04 

-.08 
-.02 

.11 

.08 
-.01 

.09 

.04 

.07 

.05 
-.09 

.07 
-.05 
-.19 

.01 
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aData set excludes 3 measures previously determined to be unreliable 
and includes attitudinal, manipulation check, and affective measures 
in addition to variables in models. 

bAll loadings greater than or equal to .50 are underlined. 

cExpectations operationalized as expectancy value products. 

dExpec tations ope rationalized as level fo r manipula tion checks. 



Factor Loadings for AlIa Scales: Factor 115 of 12 

Item Name 

Level of Need 
Worth of Service 
Own AbUi ty 
Pre-Exposure Purchase 

Intention 
Odds for Service as 

Hoped--Instrumental 
Odds for Service as 

Hoped--Expressive 
Overall Level of 

Service Expected 
Expectations of Pricec 

Expectations of Speed c 

Expectations of 

Fac to r 
Loadingb 

-.05 
.07 

-.07 

.00 

- .18 

-.22 

-.19 
.04 

-.06 

-.04 

.10 

-.04 

Comple tenessc 

Expec ta tions of 
Fr iendlinessc 

Expec ta tions of 
KnowledgeC 

Expectations of 
Completenessd .15 

Expectations of Speedd -.10 
Expectation of 

Friendlinessd 

Expectations of 
Knowledged 

Expectations of Priced 
Realism--Part 1 
Actual Completeness 
Actual Speed 
Actual Friendliness 
Act ual Knowledge 
Ac tual Price 
Overall Disconfirma-

.07 

.02 

.01 

.09 

.11 

.40 

.04 

.13 

.13 

tion--Instrumental .56 

Item Name 

Problems-Instrume~tal 

Benefi t s- Ins trumelil tal 
Overall Disconfiofla-

tion--Expressiv~ 

Problerr.s--Express;L ve 

Benefi ts--Express;Lve 
Overall Need Matcil-

. Instrumental 
Less than Needed-'r 

Instrumental 
Overall Need Match-

Expressive 
Less than Needed-~ 

Expressive 
Delighted-Terribl~ 

Extremely Satisfi~d 
Extremely Dissati~fied 
Recommenda tion 
Pos t-Expos ure 

Purchase Intention 
Attribution 
Wisdom of Decision 
Satisfaction with 

Decision 
Feel Bad About 

Decision 
Did Right Thing 
Unhappy 
Enthusiastic 
Irritated 
Bashful 
Real ism--Part 2 

Factor 
Loadingb 

.18 

~13 

.02 

-.03 
.24, 
.181 
.151 
.09 

.021 

.09 

.12: 

.12 

.U6 
.11 
.U7 
.09 

-.U5 
.15 
.03 
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aData set excludes 3 measures previously determined tio be unrel'iable 
and includes attitudinal, manipulation check, and affective me:asures 
in addition to variables in models. 

bAll loadings greater than or equal to .50 are underlrined. 

cExpectations operationalized as expectancy value prqducts. 

dExpectations operationalized as level for manipulatiron checks. 



Factor Loadings for AlIa Scales: Factor #6 of 12 

Item Name 

Level of Need 
Worth of Service 
OWn Ability 
Pre-Exposure Purchase 

In tention 
Odds for Service as 

Hoped--Instrumental 
Odds for Service as 

Hoped--Expressive 
Overall Level of 

Service Expec ted 
Expectations of Pricec 
Expectations of Speed c 
Expectations of 

Completenessc 
Expectations of 

Fr iendlinessc 
Expec ta tions of 

KnowledgeC 

Expectations of 
Comple tenessd 

Expectations of Speedd 
Expectation of 

Friendlinessd 
Expectations of 

Knowledged 
Expectations of Priced 
Realism--Part 1 
Ac tual Completeness 
Actual Speed 
Actual Friendliness 
Actual Knowledge 
Ac tual Price 
Overall Disconfirma-

Factor 
Loadingb 

.04 

.05 

.27 

.04 

.l3 

.22 

.11 

.01 

.50 

.09 

.05 

.08 

.34 

.70 

.04 

.45 

.02 

.04 

.01 

.02 
-.15 

.24 
-.04 

tion--Instrumental -.06 

Item Name 

Problems-Instrumental 
Benefits-Instrumental 
Overall Disconfirma-

tion--Expressive 
Problems--Expressive 

Benefits--Expressive 
Overall Need Match-

Instrumental 
Less than Needed-

Instrumental 
Overall Need Match-

Expressive 
Less than Needed--

Expressive 
Delighted-Terrible 
Extremely Satisfied 
Extremely Dissatisfied 
Recanmendation 
Post-Exposure 

Purchase Intention 
Attribution 
Wisdan of Decision 
Satisfaction with 

Decision 
Feel Bad About 

Decision 
Did Right Thing 
Unhappy 
Enthusiastic 
Irri tated 
Bashful 
Realism--Part 2 

Factor 
Loadingb 

-.22 
.07 

-.12 
-.09 

-.00 

-.06 

.10 

.10 

.03 

.02 
-.02 
-.06 

.15 

.l3 

.22 

.01 

.22 

-.03 
.06 
.03 
.07 

-.14 
.09 

-.06 
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aData set excludes 3 measures previously determined to be unreliable 
and includes attitudinal, manipulation check, and affective measures 
in addition to variables in models. 

bAll loadings grea~er than or equal to .50 are underlined. 

cExpectations operationalized as expectancy value products. 

dExpectations operationalized as level for manipulation checks. 



Factor Loadings for AlIa Scales: Factor 117 of 12 

Item Name 

Level of Need 
Worth of Service 
OWn Ab il i ty· 
Pre-Exposure Purchase 

Intention 
Odds for Service as 

Hoped--Instrumental 
Odds for Service as 

Hoped--Expressive 
Overall Level of 

Fac to r 
Loadingb 

.02 

.09 
-.22 

-.08 

.26 

.03 

Service Expected .44 
Expectations of Pricec -.03 
Expectations of Speed c .16 
Expec ta tions of 

Completenessc .05 
Expec tations of 

Friendlinessc .04 
Expectations of 

KnowledgeC .41 
Expec ta tions of 

Completenessd .44 
Expectations of Speedd -.01 
Expectation of 

Friendlinessd .15 
Expec ta tions of 

Knowledged 
Expectations of Priced 
Realism--Part 1 
Ac tual Completeness 
Actual Speed 
Actual Friendliness 
Actual Knowledge 
Ac tual Pr ice 
Overall Disconfirma-

.14 

.06 
-.05 

.35 

.05 
-.07 

.23 
-.06 

tion--Instrumental .00 

Item Name 

Problems-Instrumental 
Benefits-Instrumental 
Overall Disconfirma-

tion--Expressive 
Problems--Expressive 

Benefits--Expressive 
Overall Need Match-

Instrumental 
Less than Needed-

Instrumental 
Overall Need Hatch-

Expressive 
Less than Needed--

Expressive 
Delighted-Terrible 
Extremely Satisfied 
Extremely Dissatisfied 
Recommendation 
Post-Exposure 

Purchase Intention 
Attribution 
Wisdan of Decision 
Satisfaction with 

Decision 
Feel Bad About 

Decision 
Did Right Thing 
Unhappy 
Enthusiastic 
Irrita ted 
Bashful 
Realism--Part 2 

Factor 
Loadingb 

- .15 
.04 

.00 
-.24 

-.03 

-.08 

-.18 

-.08 

-.06 
.06 
.21 
.19 
.06 

-.03 
.13 
.06 

-.07 

.03 
-.10 
-.03 

.03 

.01 

.00 

.06 
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aData set excludes 3 measures previously determined to be unreliable 
and includes attitudinal, manipulation check, and affective measures 
in addition to variables in models. 

bAll loadings greater than or equal to .50 are underlined. 

cExpectations operationalized as expectancy value products. 

dExpec ta tions operationalized as level fo r manipulation checks. 



Factor Loadings for AlIa Scales: Factor 118 of 12 

Item Name 

Level of Ne ed 
Horth of Service 
Own Ability 
Pre-Exposure Purchase 

Intention 
Odds for Service as 

Hoped--Instrumental 
Odds for Service as 

Hoped--Expressive 
Overall Level of 

Factor 
Loadingb 

-.01 
.00 
.19 

-.00 

.04 

.06 

Service Expected .07 
Expectations of Pricec -.06 
Expectations of Speedc -.04 
Expec ta tions of 

.00 

.15 

-.06 

Completenessc 

Expectations of 
Friendlinessc 

Expec ta tions of 
KnowledgeC 

Expectations of 
Completenessd .18 

Expectations of Speedd -.03 
Expectation of 

Friendlinessd 

Expectations of 
Knowledged 

Expectations of Priced 
Realism--Part 1 
Actual Completeness 
Actual Speed 
Actual Friendliness 
Actual Knowledge 
Actual Price 
Overall Disconfirma-

.03 

-.01 
-.03 

.62 

.16 

.06 

.15 
.25 

-.05 

tion--Instrumental .00 

Factor 
Item Name Loadingb 

Problems-Instrumental .05 
Benefits-Instrumental .08 
Overall Disconfirma-

tion--Expressive .04 
Problems--Expressive .13 

Benefits--Expressive .05 
Overall Need TvJa tch--

Instrumental .01 
Less than Needed--

Instrumental 
Overall Need }1a tc h-

Expressive 
Less than Needed--

Expressive' 
Delighted-Terrible 
Extremely Satisfied 
Extremely Dissatisfied 
Recanmenda tion 
Post-Exposure 

Purchase Intention 
Attribution 
Hisdom o'f Decision 
Satisfaction with 

Decision 
Feel Bad About 

Decision 
Did Right Thing 
Unhappy 
Enthusiastic 
Irrita ted 
Bashful 
Realism--Part 2 

.02 

.01 

-.12 
-.13 
-.04 
-.02 

.13 

.08 
-.00 

.07 

.12 

.10 
.03 
.03 
.03 
.09 

-.26 
.46 
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aData set excludes 3 measures previously determined to be unreliable 
and includes attitudinal, manipulation check, and affective measures 
in addition to variables in models. 

bAll loadings greater than or equal to .50 are underlined. 

cExpectations operationalized as expectancy value products. 

dExpectations operationalized as level for'manipulation checks. 



Factor Loadings for AlIa Scales: Factor 119 of 12 

Item Name 

Level of Need 
Worth of Service 
Own Abili ty 
Pre-Exposure Purchase 

Intention 
Odds for Service as 

Hoped--Instrumental 
Odds for Service as 

Hoped--Expressive 
Over all Level of 

Service Expected 
Expectations of Pricec 
Expectations of Speed c 

Expec ta tions of 
Completenessc 

Expectations of 
Friendlinessc 

Expec ta tions of 
KnowledgeC 

Expectations of 
Com pIe tenessd 

Expectations of Speedd 

Expectation of 
Friendlinessd 

Expecta tions of 
Knowledged 

Expectations of Priced 
Realism--Part 1 
Ac tual Com pIe teness 
Act ual Speed 
Actual Friendliness 
Actual Knowledge 
Actual Price 
Overall Disconfirma-

Factor 
Loadingb 

-.00 
.08 

-.00 

-.01 

.08 

-.08 

.07 
-.09 

.06 

-.00 

.06 

.01 

.03 
.09 

.03 

-.12 
.78 

-.17 
.03 
.13 

-.04 
-.01 

.38 

tion--Instrumental -.07 

Item Name 

Problems-Instrumental 
Benefits-Instrumental 
Overall Disconfirma-

tion--Expressive 
Problems--Expressive 

Benefi ts--Expressive 
Overall Need Match-

In st rumen tal 
Less than Needed-

Instrurnen tal 
Overall Need Match-

Expressive 
Less than Needed--

Expressive 
Delighted-Terrible 
Extremely Satisfied 
Extremely Dissatisfied 
Recommendation 
Pos t-Exposure 

Purchase Intention 
Attribution 
Wisdom of Decision 
Satisfaction with 

Decision 
Feel Bad About 

Decision 
Did Right Thing 
Unhappy 
Enthusiastic 
Irritated 
Bashful 
Realism--Par t 2 

Fac tor 
Loadingb 

.01 
.08 

-.01 
-.05 

.00 

-.04 

-.02 

-.03 

.05 
-.01 
-.02 

.09 

.07 

.09 
-.01 

.02 

-.11 

-.05 
.13 
.07 
.04 

-.05 
-.22 

• 10 
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aData set excludes 3 measures previously determined to be unreliable 
and includes attitudinal, manipulation check, and affective measures 
in addition to variables in models. 

bAll loadings greater than or equal to .50 are underlined. 

cExpecta tions operational ized as expectancy value produc t s. 

dExpecta tions ope rational ized as level fo r manipula tion checks. 



Factor Loadings for Alia Scales: Factor 1110 of 12 

Item Name 

Level of Need 
Worth of Service 
Own Ability 
Pre-Exposure Purchase 

Intention 
Odds for Service as 

Hoped--Instrumental 
Odds for Service as 

Hoped--Expressive 
Overall Level of 

Service Expected 
Expectations of Pricec 

Expectations of Speedc 

Expectations of 
Completenessc 

Expec ta tions of 
Fr iendlinessc 

Expec ta tions of 
KnowledgeC 

Expec ta tions of 
Completenessd 

Expectations of Speedd 

Expecta tion of 
Friendlinessd 

Expectations of 

Factor 
Loadingb 

.12 
.16 
.30 

.07 

.26 

-.11 

.17 

.17 
.25 

.52 

.04 

.00 

.35 
.08 

.10 

Knowiedged 
Expectations of 
Realism--Part 1 

-.04 
Priced -.01 

-.09 
Actual Completeness 
Ac t ual Speed 
Ac tual Friendliness 
Actual Knowledge 
Actual Price 
Overall Oisconfirma-

.04 
-.34 

.09 
-.01 

.00 

tion--Instrumental -.02 

Item Name 

Problems-Instrumental 
Benefits-Instrumental 
Overall Oisconfirma-

tion--Expre ss ive 
·Pro blems--Expressive 

Benefits--Expressive 
Overall Need Na tch-

Instrumental 
Less than Needed--

Fac tor 
Loadingb 

-.06 
.06 

-.05 
.08 

.01 

.02 

Instrumental .01 
Overall Need Na tch--

Expressive .07 
Less than Needed--

Expressive .01 
Delighted-Terrible -.08 
Extremely Satisfied . -.09 
Extremely Dissatisfied -.16 
Recommendation .01 
Post-Exposure 

Purchase Intention 
Attribution 
Wisdall of Decision 
Satisfaction with 

Decision 
Feel Bad About 

Decision 
Did Right Thing 
Unhappy 
Enthusiastic 
Ir rita ted 
Bashful 
Realism--Part 2 

-.10 
.14 

-.02 

.05 

.07 
-.00 

.11 

.01 
.01 
.06 
.12 
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aOata set excludes 3 measures previously determined to be unreliable 
and includes attitudinal, manipulation check, and affective measures 
in addition to variables in models. 

bAll loadings greater than or equal to .50 are underlined. 

cExpectations operationalized as expectancy value products. 

dExpecta tions ope rational ized as level for manipula tion checks. 



Factor Loadings for AlIa Scales: Factor till of 12 

Item Name 

Level of Need 
Worth of Service 
Own Abili ty 
Pre-Exposure Purchase 

Intention 
Odds for Service as 

Hoped--Instrumental 
Odds for Service as 

Hoped--Expressive 
Overall Level of 

Service Expec ted 
Expectations of Pricec 

Expectations of Speedc 

Expec ta tions of 

Factor 
Loadingb 

-.01 
.13 
.04 

.03 

-.21 

-.01 

-.25 
.46 
.21 

.14 

.09 

.04 

Completenessc 

Expec ta tions of 
Fr iendlinessc 

Expec ta tions of 
KnowledgeC 

Expec ta tions of 
Completenessd -.13 

Expectations of Speedd -.00 
Expectation of 

Friendlinessd 

Expectations of 
-.05 

Knowledged 
Expecta tions of 
Realism--Part 1 

-.05 
Priced -.07 

Actual Completeness 
Actual Speed 
Actual Friendliness 
Actual Knowledge 
Actual Price 
Overall Disconfirma-

-.03 
.24 
.05 
.14 
.32 
.01 

tion--Instrumental .13 

Item Name 

Problems-Instrumental 
Benefits-Instrumental 
Overall Disconfirma-

tion--Expressive 
Problems--Expressive 

Benefits--Expressive 
Overall Need Match-

Instrumental 
Less than Needed-

Ins t r'JInen tal 
Overall Need Match-

Expressive 
Less than Needed--

Expressive 
Delighted-Terrible 
Extremely Sa tisfied 
Extremely Dissatisfied 
Recommendation 
Post-Exposure 

Purchase Intention 
Attribution 
Wisdom of Decision 
Satisfaction with 

Decision 
Feel Bad About 

Decision 
Did Right Thing 
Unhappy 
Enthusiastic 
Irritated 
Bashful 
Realism--Part 2 

Factor 
Loadingb 

-.15 
.14 

.19 
-.08 

.09 

-.19 

.01 

-.10 

.02 

.06 

.11 
-.16 

•. 04 

-.02 
.02 

-.01 

-.10 

.09 
.01 
.31 
.14 

-.01 
-.06 
-.03 
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aData set excludes 3 measures previously determined to be unreliable 
and includes attitudinal, manipulation check, and affective measures 
in addition to variables in models. 

bAll loadings greater than or equal to .50 are underlined. 

cExpectations operationalized as expectancy value products. 

dExpectations operationalized as level for manipulation checks. 



Factor Loadings for AlIa Scales: Factor 1112 of 12 

Item Name 

Level of Need 
Worth of Service 
OWn Ability 
Pre-Exposure Purchase 

Intention 
Odds for Service as 

Hoped--Instrumental 
Odds for Service as 

Hoped--Expressive 
Overall Level of 

Servi"ce Expec ted 
Expectations of Pricec 
Expectations of Speed c 
Expec ta tions of 

Fac to r 
Loadingb 

-.02 
.06 

-.12 

.03 

-.03 

-.01 

-.01 
.03 

-.14 

-.00 

-.01 

-.06 

Completenessc 

Expec ta tions of 
Fr iendlinessc 

Expectations of 
KnowledgeC 

Expectations of 
Completenessd -.02 

Expectations of Speedd -.03 
Expecta tion of 

Friendlinessd .04 
Expecta tions of 

Knowledged .12 
Expectations of Priced -.04 
Realism--Part 1 .02 
Actual Completeness 
Act ual Speed 
Actual Friendliness 
Actual Knowledge 
Ac tual Pr ice 
Overall Disconfirma-

.11 

.07 
-.06 

.30 

.13 

tion--Instrumental .02 

Item Name 

Problems-Instrumental 
Benefits-Instrumental 
Overall Disconfirma-

t io n--Expre ss ive 
Problems--Expressive 

Benefi ts--Expressive 
Overall Need Ma tc h-

Instrumental 
Less than Needed-

Ins trumen tal 
Overall Need Match-

Expressive 
Less than Needed--

Expressive 
Delighted-Terrible 
Extremely Sa tisfied 
Extremely Dissatisfied 
Recanmendation 
Post-Exposure 

Purchase Intention 
Attribution 
Wisdom of Decision 
Satisfaction with 

Decision 
Feel Bad About 

Decision 
Did Right Thing 
Unhappy 
Enthusiastic 
Irri ta ted 
Bashful 
Realism--Par t 2 

Factor 
Loadingb 

.02 
-.02 

-.08 
.05 

.00 

.13 

.53 

.02 

.36 
.03 
.02 
.10 
.01 

.03 
.08 
.05 

.00 

.14 
.06 

-.11 
-.17 
-.02 
-.25 
-.02 
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aData set excludes 3 measures previously determined to be unreliable 
and includes attitudinal, manipulation check, and affective measures 
in addition to variables in models. 

bAll loadings greater than or equal to .50 are underlined. 

cExpectations operationalized as expe.ctancy value produc ts. 

dExpectations operationalized as level for manipulation checks. 
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MEAN, RANGE, AND STANDARD DEVIATION FOR ALL MEASURES 

Standard 
Mean Range Deviation 

1. Level of Need 5.85 1, 10 2.66 
2. Worth of Service 1.82 3, -3 1.35 
3. Out Ability 1.44 3, -3 1.50 
4. Pre-Exposure 

Purchase In tention .70 0, 1.00 .26 
5. Odds for Service as 

Hoped-Instrumental .66 0, 1.00 .22 
6. Odds for Service as 

Hoped-Expressive .60 0, 1.00 .28 
7. Expectations of Price 

(Expectancy-Value Product) 1.09 9, -9 .61 
8. Expectations of Completeness 

(Expectancy-Value Produc t) 1.44 9, -9 .67 
9. Expectations of Friendliness 

(Expectancy-Value Product) .77 9, -9 .64 
10. Expectations of Knowledge 

(Expectancy-Value Product) -.77 9, -9 .79 
11. Expectations of Speed 

(Epectancy-Value Product) 1. 33 9, -9 .72 
12. Expectations of Completeness 

(Manipulation Check) 1.26 9, -9 1. 07 
13. Expectations of Price 

(Manipulation Check) -.31 9, -9 1. 23 
14. Expec ta tions of Speed 

(Nanipulation Check) .81 9, -9 1.55 
15. Expectations of Friendliness 

(Manipulation Check) .08 9, -9 1. 57 
16. Expectations of Knowledge 

(Manipulation Check) 1.11 9, -9 1. Ol:l 
17. Realism-Part 1 .77 0, 1.00 .17 
18. Actual Completeness 1.37 3, -3 1. 33 
19. Actual Speed .46 3, -3 1.84 
20. Actual Friendliness .38 3, -3 1. 45 
21. Actual Knowledge 1.12 3, -3 1.35 
22. Actual Price .52 3, -3 1. 32 
23. Overall Disconfirmation 

-Instrumental .66 3, -3 1. 40 
24. Problems Disconfirmation 

-Instrumental -.14 3, -3 1.44 
25. Benefits Disconfirmation 

-Instrumental .47 3, -3 1. 30 
26. Overall Disconfinnation 

-Expressive .51 3, -3 1.63 
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MEAN, RANGE, AND STANDARD DEVIATION FOR ALL HEASURES 
(Continued) 

Standard 
Mean Range Deviation 

27. Problems Disconfirmation 
-Expressive .29 3, -3 1. 43 

28. Benefits Disconfirmation 
-Expressive .41 3, -3 1. 37 

29. Overall Need Match 
-Instrumental 1. 05 3, -3 1. 30 

30. Less than Needed 
-Instrumental .36 3, -3 1.65 

31. More than Needed 
-Instrumental .94 3, -3 1.56 

32. Overall Need Match 
-Expressive .57 3, -3 1.62 

33. Less than Needed 
-Expressive -1. 28 3, -3 1.56 

34. More than Needed 
-Expressive .51 3, -3 1.87 

35. Delighted-Terrible .84 3, -3 1.06 
36. Extremely Satisfied .76 3, -3 1. 38 
37. Extremely Dissatisfied .94 3, -3 1.40 
38. Recommendation 1.44 3, -3 1. 36 
39. Post-Exposure 

Purchase Intention 1.07 3, -3 1.65 
40. Attribution .91 3, -3 1.54 
41. WisdOOl of Decision 1. 49 3, -3 1. 30 
42. Satisfaction with Decision 1.38 3, -3 1.43 
43. Feel Bad About Decision 1.42 3, -3 1.54 
44. Did Right Thing 1.60 3, -3 1.36 
45. Would do Di fferently -.31 3, -3 1.80 
46. Unhappy with Decision 1.32 3, -3 1.60 
47. Enthusiastic .87 3, -3 1. 58 
48. Irritated .49 3, -3 2.01 
49. Bashful -1.57 3, -3 1. 62 
50. Realism-Part 2 .77 0, 1.00 .19 
51. Scal e- Instrumen tal 

Expec ta tions 3.86 9, -9 1.41 
52. Scale-Expressive 

Expec ta tions .00 6, -6 1.10 
53. Sc ale-Instrumental 

Di sconfirma tion 1.14 9, -9 2.43 
54. Sc ale-Expressive 

Di sconfirma tion .92 9, -9 2.79 
55. Sc al e-Value-Percept 

Disparity Instrumental 1.99 6, -6 2.49 
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HEAN, RANGE , AND STANDARD DEVIATION FOR ALL MEASURES 
(Con tinued) 

Standard 
Mean Range Deviation 

56. Scale-Value-Percept 
Disparity Expressive 1.08 6, -6 3.20 

57. Scale-Satisfaction 
-Disconfirmation Theory 7.20 15, -15 5.97 

58. Scale-Satisfaction-
Value-Percept "Disparity Theory 2.54 9, -9 3.50 

59. Scale-Sa tis faction 
-Combination 9.75 24, -24 8.75 



APPENDIX B 

SET OF FOUR SCRIPTS FOR EXPERIMENT 
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SCRIPT It3 



SCENE 1: 

Mary 

Sam: 

Mary: 

Sam: 

Mary: 

Sam: 

Mary: 

MARY, A UA STUDENT, RUNS INTO HER FRIEND SAN ABOUT TWO HEEKS 
BEFORE THE LAST DAY OF CLASS 

Hi, Sam, how are you doing? 

Oh, I'm fine, Mary. How 'bout yourself? 
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Awful! There isn't time enough in the day to finish all 
the stuff I have to do. I still have four papers to write 
before finals and one of t hem is a killer-- a Ii t rev iew 
of everything written in the past ten years on the use of 
the definite article in Southwestern· Hississippi. 

I've only had to do one other library research paper in 
all the time I've been here and that was a topic so new 
that there was very little on it. 

I have no idea how to find all the references on a topic 
like this, much les~ how to do it in two weeks. 

Hby did you wait so long to start it? 

Well, I did get a list of all the books on the topic from 
the card catalog, which I think is pretty ccmplete, but I 
don't know how to locate all the journal articles without 
going through an index for each, individual journal. It'll 
take a week by itself. 

Just compiling the bibliography is mindboggling. I'll 
never get to writing the paper. It just takes too long to 
find everything and I don't want to get nailed for leaving 
something out. 

That's rough. Doing a good bibliography is the key to 
that lit review. It doesn't matter how good the paper is 
if it' c not ccmplete. 

Why don't you do what I did last year in Jones' class. I 
had the library run a computer search for me, and that 
gave me the bibliography to start from. I got it the same 
day Ms. Smith did the search--right off the terminal. If 
you've got $20-$30 to burn, it'll save you a lot of time 
and hassle. 

Every ~ is important. But how do I know that the 
bibliography ~vi1l be ccmplete? 



Sam: 

Mary: 

Sam: 

Mary: 

Call Ms. Smith. She's the specialist for the humanities 
subjects. Let her know that you want a search strategy 
that'll pullout all the references even if some of them 
have to be thrown away later. If you put your heads 
together, you can get a bibliography that's more compre
hensive than anything you could ever do by hand. 
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Gee, that sounds great! Who was it who did the search for 
you? 

Hs. Smith. She's real friendly, too. 

Thanks, Sam, that'll help a lot, if I salvage almost an 
extra week for reading the references and writing the 
paper. 



SCENE 2: 

MARY RETURNS TO HER DORM AND CALLS MS. st-lITH AT THE LIBRARY. 
THE PHONE RINGS AND MS. SMITH ANSWERS. 

Ms. Smith: Hello, this is Ms. Smith at the reference desk. May I 
help you? 

Mary: Yes, I'd like to find out about the computer search ser
vice you have at the library. A friend of mine told me 
you did a search for him last year. 

Ms. Smith: Who was that? 

Mary: Sam Davi son. 

Ms. Smith: Oh, yes, I remember him. He wanted to put together a 
bibliography on a very narrow topic in English for a 
literature review. 

Mary: I want to do something very similar but on a different 
topic. 
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Ms. Smith: Why don't you come in to see me? I can explain a lot more 
clearly if you fill out the order form telling me what you 
really need. 

Mary: I have to know whether I can get it right away. I'm 
really pressed for time on this paper. 

Ms. Smith: You can get the printout when we actually run the search. 
We have a printer right here. 

Nary: Then, can I get an appointment right away? 

Ns. Smith: Sure, I have office hours this afternoon at 2:00. Can you 
make it then? 

Mary: Two o'clock is fine. 

Ms. Smith: Good. What's your name? 

Mary: Mary Johnson. 

Hs. Smith: OK, Hary, see you then. 



SCENE 3: 

HARY ARRIVES AT HS. SHITH'S OFFICE AT EXACTLY 2: 00 

Hary: Hi, I'm Hary, the student who called you earlier today 
about a computer search. 
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Hs. Smith: Yes, Hary, cane in and sit down while I get out an order 
form. Before we begin filling it out, I'd like you to tell 
me about your topic. 

Hary: I'm studying the use of the definite article in South
western Hississippi. I want all the references on that 
topic for the past ten years, so that I can write a 
literature review. 

Hs. Smith: Have you started looking up any references on your own? 

Nary: Yes, I listed all the books in the card catalog that touch 
on that topic, and I checked the bibliographies in the 
reference room dealing with English grammar. 

Hs. Smith: That's a good start. Do you need to examine journal 
articles, too? What about dissertations? How canprehen
sive a search do you need? 

Hary: It has to be thorough, including articles ?nd disserta
tions. I also need to check to see if I have missed any 
importan t books. 

Hs. Smith: OK, that means that your search strategy should include 
Dissertation Abstracts among the databases to be checked 
as well as the others that pertain to English grammar. 
You also need to decide on a set of key terms, which will 
completely cover your topic. 

Hary: What is a key term? 

Hs. Smith: Look in this index. Each of the terms in boldface type is 
a key term. The refe rences are accessed by searching their 
titles and abstracts for these specific terms. To be sure 
that you are covering a topic, you must have a logical 
combination of key terms--that's the search strategy. 

Hary: OK, I see now. It looks to me as if some combination of 
the terms definite article, Southern dialect, and 
contemporary English usage would work. 
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Hs. Smith: Do you mean that you want all the references that mention 
EITHER definite article, Southern dialect, OR contemporary 
English usage or do you want all the references that 
mention definite article, Southern dialect AND contemporary 
English usage? 

Hary: I mean AND, not OR. There would be too many irrelevant 
references. Only the ones that discuss all three are 
really on my topic. 

Hs. Smith: All right, then, if you've made up your mind, we can get on 
with it. What is the limit on the amount you want to 
spend? 

Hary: I can't afford more than $30. 

Hs. Smith: When do you want to run the search? 

Hary: I'd like to do it as soon as possible. 

Hs. Smith: Hy next scheduled time for ccmputer searches is at 4:00 
this afternoon. Come back then. 

Hary: OK. 
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SCENE 4: 

MARY ARRIVES AT MS. St-lITH'S OFFICE AT EXACTLY 4:00 AND THEY GO 
DIRECTLY TO THE COMPUTER ROOM. MS. SMITH SITS DOWN AT THE 
TERMINAL. 

Mary: Where should I sit? 

Ms. Smith: Anywhere you want. In front of the CRT would be the most 
sensible. You could see the references there as they are 
called up from the database. That way you could look over 
the first few references to make sure that the strategy is 
finding what you want befo~ .. Jt' s too late. Here, for 
example, are the first five references on the CRT screen, 
now. Are they OK? 

Mary: That looks fine. In fact, there's a book that I found 
myself last week. I think the strategy is OK, but before 
you begin I want to know what it's likely to cost. 

Ms •. Smith: I can't give you a specific figure because the cost 
depends on the number of databases searched, the number of 
references, and the length of time on the terminal. 

Mary: I know the number of databases and I can watch the time but 
how can I tell how many references will be called up? 

Ms. Smith: Look at the CRT screen. It says clearly that there are 75 
references with this strategy. Is that too many? 

Mary: No, it sounds about right for a really complete list. I 
found 14 books myself just in the card catalog. Let's go 
ahead with this strategy. 

Ms. Smith: Well, the run is finished. All you have to do now is take 
this bill down to the photocopy service room in the base
ment and then you can pick up the printout in my office. 

Mary: 

MARY PAYS HER BILL AND RETURNS TO MS. SHITH'S OF FICE. 
IT COSTS $20. 

Here's your copy. Thanks for your help. 

Hs. Smith: OK, close the door as you go out. 



SCENE 5: 

Mary: 

252 

MARY HAS RECEIVED HER PRINTOUT AND IS SITTING AT HER DESK IN 
THE DORM. SHE IS TRYING TO SORT THROUGH THE REFERENCES TO MAKE 
UP HER BIBLIOGRAPHY. SHE IS CUTTING THE REFERENCES OUT OF THE 
PRINTOUT AND TAPING THEM IN ORDER ONTO A SHEET OF TYPING PAPER 
AND TALKING TO HERSELF. 

Hm, all the references I found seem to be here. That's 
good. 

There are twelve of these that came up twice--most of them 
dissertations. I guess that there must be a lot of 
duplication in the databases themselves. 

I wonder what language that one is in. French? Italian? 
Oh, well, there's only one like that. 

OK, that's done. It only took two hours, too. Let's see. 
I ended up wi th 55 sources. . I hope the books havn't been 
checked out of the library. Better get over there tonight 
to see. 
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SCRIPT #6 



SCENE 1: 

Mary: 

Sam: 

Mary: 

Sam: 

Mary: 

Sam: 

Mary: 

MARY, A UA STUDENT, RUNS INTO HER FRIEND SAM ABOUT TWO WEEKS 
BEFORE THE LAST DAY OF CLASS 

Hi Sam, how are you doing? 

Oh, I'm fine, Mary. How 'bout yourself? 
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AwfUl, there isn't time enough in the day to finish all 
the stuff I have to do. I still have four papers to write 
before finals and one of them is a killer-a lit review of 
everything written in the past ten years on the use of the 
definite article in South\"estern Mississippi. 

I've only had to do one other library research paper in all 
the time I've been here and that was a topic so new that 
there was very li ttle on it. 

I have no idea how to find all the references on a topic 
like this, much less how to do it in two weeks. 

Why did you wait so long to start it? 

Well, I did get a list of all the books on the topic from 
the card catalog, which I think is pretty complete, but I 
don't know how to locate all the journal articles without 
going through an index for each, individual journal. It'll 
take a week by itself'. 

Just compiling the bibliography is mindboggling. I'll 
never get to writing the paper. It just takes too long to 
find everything and I don't want to get nailed for leaving 
something out. 

That's rough. Doing a good bibliography is the key to that 
lit review. It doesn't matter how good the paper is if 
it's not complete. 

Why don't you do what I did last year in Jones' class. I 
had the library run a computer search for me, and that gave 
me the bibliography to start from. It took the better part 
of a week before I got my hands on the printout. If you've 
got $20-$30 to burn, it'll save you a lot of hassle and 
shave a day or two off your timetable. 

Every ~ is important. \~hy is it so slow? I would think 
a computer would be faster than that? 



Sam: 

Mary: 

Sam: 

Mary: 

Sam: 

Mary: 
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That's just the library policy on computer searches. 

Well, a day or two saved is worth it, I guess. But how do 
I know that the bibliography will be complete? 

Call Ms. Smith. She's the specialist for the humanities 
subjects. Let her know that you want a search strategy 
that'll pullout all the references even if some of them 
have to be thrown away later. If you put your heads 
together, you can get a bibliography that's more 
comprehensive than anything you could ever do by hand. 

Gee, that sounds great! Who was it who did the search for 
you? 

Ms. Smith. She's real friendly, too. 

Thanks, Sam, that'll help, if I can salvage even a day for 
reading the references and writing the paper. 



SCENE 2: 

MARY RETURNS TO HER DORH AND CALLS MS. SMITH AT THE LIBRARY. 
THE PHONE RINGS AND MS. SMITH ANSWERS. 
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Ms. Smith: Hello, this is Ns. Smith at the reference desk. May I help 
you? 

Mary: Yes, I'd like to find out about the computer search service 
you have at the library. A friend of mine told me you did 
a search for him last year. 

Ms. Smith: Who was that? 

Hary: Sam Davison. 

Ms. Smith: Oh, yes, I remember him. He wanted to put together a 
bibliography on a very narrow topic in English for a 
literature review. 

Mary: I want to do something very similar but on a different 
topic. 

Ms. Smith: Why don't you cane in to see me? I can explain a lot more 
clearly if you fill out the order form telling me what you 
really need. 

Mary: I have to know first whether I can get it right away. I'm 
really pressed for time on this paper. 

Ms. Smith: It will probably take three or four days. 

Mary: Why is tha t? 

Ms. Smith: It's library policy. All printouts are mailed back to the 
library from a center in CalHo rnia. 

Nary: OK, then can I get an appointment right away? 

Ms. Smith: Sure, I have office hours this afternoon at 2:00. Can you 
make it then? 

Hary: Two 0' clock is fine. 

Ms. Smith: Good, wha t' s your name? 

Mary: Nary Johnson. 

Ms. Smith: OK, Nary, see you then. 



SCENE 3: 

NARY ARRIVES AT MS • SMITH ' S OFFICE AT EXACTLY 2: 00. 

Mary: Hi, I'm Mary, the student who called you earlier today 
about a computer search. 
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Ms. Smith: Yes, Mary, come in and sit down while I get out an order 
form. Before we begin filling it out, I'd like you to tell 
me about your topic. 

Mary: I'm studying the use of the definite article in South
western Mississippi. I want all the references on that 
topic for the past ten years so that I can write a 
literature review. 

Ms. Smith: Have you started looking up any references on your own? 

t1ary: Yes, I listed all the books in the card catalog that touch 
on that topic, and I checked the bibliographies in the 
reference room dealing with English grammar. 

Ms. Smith: That's a good start. Do you need to examine journal 
articles, too? What about dissertations? How comprehen
sive a search do you need? 

Mary: It has to be thorough, including articles and disserta
tions. I also need to check to see if I have missed any 
important books. 

Ms. Smith: OK, that means that your search strategy should include 
Dissertation Abstracts among databases to be checked as 
well as the others that pertain to English grammar. You 
also need to decide on a set of key terms, which will 
completely cover your topic. 

Mary: What is a key term? 

Ms. Smith: Look in this index. Each of the terms in boldface type is 
a key term. The references are accessed by searching their 
ti ties and abstrac ts fo r these specific terms. To be surE> 
that you are covering a topic, you must have a logical 
canbination of key terms--that's the search strategy. 

Nary: OK, I see now. It looks to me as if some canbination of 
the terms definite article, Southern dialect, and 
contemporary English usage would work. 
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Ms. Smith: Do you mean that you want all the references that mention 
EITHER definite article, Southern dialect, OR contemporary 
English usage or do you want all the references that 
mention definite article, Southern dialect AND contemporary 
English usage? 

Mary: I mean AND, not OR. There would be too many irrelevant 
references. Only the ones that discuss all three are 
really on my topic. 

Ms. Smith: Then we've got it. There is only one other thing. What is 
the limit on the amount you want tq spend? 

Hary: I can't afford more thau $30. 

Hs. Smith: When do you want to run the search? It's really better if 
you cane along, because then you can see whether or not 
you're getting what you really want with this search 
strategy. If not, then we can change it right there and 
then. 

Mary: I'd like to do it as soon as possible. 

Ms. Smith: My next scheduled time for computer searches is at 4:00 
tomorrow. Can you cane back then? 

Mary: Can't I get it today? 

Hs. Smith: No, I'm sorry, but that's the earliest time possible. 

Mary: OK, then, I'll cane back tomorrow. 
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SCENE 4: 

MARY ARRIVES AT MS. SHITH'S OFFICE AT EXACTLY 4:00 AND THEY GO 
DIRECTLY TO THE COMPUTER Rom1. MS. SMITH SITS DOWN AT THE 
TERMINAL. 

Mary: Where should I sit? 

Ms. Smith: Sit right here next to me in front of the CRT so that you 
can see the references as they are called up from the 
database. You don't have to do anything. I'll enter your 
strategy. But before we commit to it, I want you to check 
out the first five or six references to make sure that 
you're getting what you ~ant. 

Mary: Good. How can I tell how much this will cost? 

Ms. Smith: We can only estimate it, because the cost depends on the 
number of databases searched, the number of references, 
and the length of time on the terminal. 

Mary: I know the number of databases and I can watch the time but 
how can I tell how many references will be called up? 

Ms. Smith: I can ask the computer to calculate it in advance. Look at 
the CRT screen. It says that there are 75 references with 
this strategy. Is that too many? 

Mary: No, it sounds about right for a really complete list. I 
found 14 books myself just in the card catalog. 

Ms. Smith: OK, then. Now here are the first five references. Are 
they OK? 

Mary: Tha,t looks fine. 
myself last week. 

In fact, there's a book that I found 
Let's go ahead with this strategy. 

Ms. Smith: Well, the run's finished. 

Mary: When do I get the printout? 

Ms. Smith: It will be mailed here from the California center in three 
or four days. 

Hary: I hoped to have it tonight to work on. 

Ms. Smith: I'm really sorry, but that's library policy on this. You 
can call me to see if it's in in a couple of days. 



Mary: OK, I'll call you in a couple of days. 

IN FOUR. DAYS, NARY PICKS UP HER PRINTOUT AT A COST OF TWENTY 
DOLLARS. 
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SCENE 5: 

Mary: 
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MARY HAS RECEIVED HER PRINTOUT AND IS SITTING AT HER DESK IN 
THE DORM. SHE IS TRYING TO SORT THROUGH THE REFRENCES TO MAKE 
UP HER BIBLIOGRAPHY. SHE IS CUTTING THE REFERENCES OUT OF THE 
PRINTOUT AND TAPING THEM IN ORDER ONTO A SHEET OF TYPING PAPER 
AND TALKING TO HERSELF. 

Hm, all the references I found seem to be.here. That's 
good. 

There are twelve of these that came up twice--most of them 
dissertations. I guess that there must be a lot of 
duplication in the databases themselves. 

I wonder what language that one is in. French? Italian? 
Oh, well, there's only one like that. 

OK, that's done. It only ·took two hours, too. Let's see. 
I ended up wi th 55 sources. I hope the books havn't been 
checked out of the library. Better get over there tonight 
to see. 
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SCRIPT 1110 



SCENE 1: 

Mary: 

Sam: 

Mary: 

Sam: 

Mary: 

Sam: 

Mary: 

MARY, A UA STUDENT, RUNS INTO HER FRIEND SAM ABOUT TWO WEEKS 
BEFORE THE LAST DAY OF CLASS 

Hi Sam, how are you doing? 

Oh, I'm fine, Mary. How 'bout yourself? 
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Awful, there isn't time enough in the day to finish all the 
stuff I have to do. I still have four papers to write 
before finals and one of them is a killer-a lit review of 
everything written in the past ten years on the use of the 
definite article in Southwestern Mississippi. 

I've only had to do one other library research paper in all 
the time I've been here and that was a topic so new that 
there was very little on it. 

I have no idea how to find all the references on a topic 
like this, much less how to do it in two weeks. 

Why did you wait so long to start it? 

Well, I did get a list of all the books on the topic from 
the card catalog, which I think is pretty complete, but I 
don't know how to locate all the journal articles without 
going through an index for each, individual journal. It'll 
take a wee~ by itself. 

Just compiling the bibliography is mindboggling. I'll 
never get to writing the paper. It just takes too long to 
find everything and I don't want to get nailed for leaving 
some thing out. 

That's rough. Doing a good bibliography is the key to that 
lit review. It doesn't matter how good the paper is if 
it's not canplete. 

Why don't you do what I did last year in Jones' class. I 
had the library run a computer search for me, and that gave 
me the bibliography to start from. I got it the same day 
Hs. Smith did the search--right on the terminal. If you've 
got $20-$30 to burn, it'll save you a lot of time and 
hassle. 

Every ~ is important. But how do I know that the 
bibliography will be complete? 



Sam: 

Mary: 

Sam: 

Hary: 

Call Ms. Smith. She's the specialist for the humanities 
subjects. Let her know that you want a search strategy 
that'll pullout all the references even if some of them 
have to be thrown away later. If you put your heads 
together, you can get a bibliography that's more 
comprehensive than anythi~g you could ever do by hand. 
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Gee, that sounds great! Who was it who did the search for 
you? 

Ms. Smith. She won't win any personality contests, but she 
knows what she's doing. 

Thanks, Sam, that'll help a lot, if I salvage almost an 
extra week for reading the references and writing the 
paper. 



SCENE 2: 

MARY RETURNS TO Hp~R DORM AND CALLS MS. S~lITH AT THE LIBRARY. 
THE PHONE RINGS I\t'ID MS. SMI1'H ANSWERS. 

Ms. Smith: Reference desk. Smith speaking. May I help you? 
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Mary: Yes, I'd like to find 01llt about the cOll1puter search service 
you have at the library;. A friend of mine told me you did 
a search for J,1im last yE~ar. 

Ms. Smith: Yes, everybodr always waits until the end of the te~. 

Mary: 

Then they exp~ct miracles. You'll have to come in and fill 
out an order form beforle I can schedule a search for you. 

I have to kno~y first whether I can get it right away. I'm 
really presse~l for time! on this paper. 

Ms. Smith: You can get t~1e printout when we actually run the search. 
We have a pri\1ter rightl here. 

Mary: OK, then can :[ get an appointment right away? 

Ms. Smith: I'm busy now, but I hav~ office hours this afternoon at 
2:00. Come t~en. 

Mary: All right, I'P be therie. 

Ms. Smith: OK. 



SCENE 3: 

MARY ARRIVES AT MS. SMITH'S OFFICE AT EXACTLY 2:00 

Mary: Hi, I'm Mary, the student who called you earlier today 
about a computer search. 
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Ms. Smith: Yes, Mary, come in and sit down While I get out an order 
form. Before we begin filling it out, I'd like you to tell 
me about your topic. 

Mary: I'm studying the use of the definite article in South
western Mississippi. I want all the references on that 
topic for the past ten years, so that I can write a 
literature review. 

Ms. Smith: Have you started looking up any references on your own? 

Mary: Yes, I listed all the books in the card catalog that touch 
on that topic, and I checked the bibliographies in the 
reference room dealing with English grammar. 

Ms. Smith: That's a good start. Do you need to examine journal 
articles, too? What about dissertations? How comprehen
sive a search do you need? 

Mary: It has to be thorough, including articles and disserta
tions. I also need to check to see if I have missed any 
importan t books. 

Ms. Smith: OK, that means that your search strategy should include 
Dissertation Abstracts among the databases to be checked as 
well as the others that pertain to English grammar. You 
also need to decide on a set of key terms, which will 
completely cover your topic. 

Mary: Wha t is a key te rm? 

Ms. Smith: Look in this index. Each of the terms in boldface type is 
a key term. The references are accessed by searching their 
titles and abstracts for these specific terms. To be sure 
that you are covering a topic, you must have a logical 
combination of key terms--that's the search strategy. 

Hary: OK, I see now. It looks to me as if some combination of 
the terms definite article, Southern dialect, and 
contemporary English usage would work. 
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Hs. Smith: Do you mean that you want all the references that mention 
EITHER definite article, Southern dialect, OR contemporary 
English usage or do you want all the references that men
tion definite article, Southern dialect AND contemporary 
English usage? 

Hary: I mean AND, not OR. There would be too many irrelevant 
references. Only the ones that discuss all three are 
really on my topic. 

Ms. Smith: Then we've go't it. There is only one other thing. What is 
the limit on the amount you want to spend? 

Mary: I can't afford more than $30. 

Ms. Smith: When do you want to run the search? It's really better if 
you cane along, because then you can see whe ther or not 
you're getting wr~t you really want with this search 
strategy. If not, then we can change it right there and 
then. 

Mary: I'd like to do it as soon as possible. 

Ns. Smith: My next scheduled time for computer searches is at 4:00 
tomorrow. Can you cane back than? 

Hary: Can I get it today? 

Ms. Smith: No, I'm sorry, but that's the earliest. time possible. 

Hary: OK, then, I'll come back tomorrow. 
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SCENE 4: 

MARY ARRIVES AT MS. S~lITH'S OFFICE AT EXACTLY 4: 00 AND THEY GO 
DIRECTLY TO THE COMPUTER ROOM. MS. SMITH SITS DOWN AT THE 
TERMINAL. 

Mary: Where should I si t? 

Ms. Smith: Sit right here next to me in front of the CRT so that you 
can see the references as they are called up from the 
database. You don't have to do anything. I'll enter your 
strategy. But before we commit to it, I want you to check 
out the first five or six references to make sure that 
you're getting what you want. 

Mary: Good. How can I tell how much this will cost? 

Ms. Smith: We can only estimate it because the cost depends on the 
databases searched, the number of references, and the 
length of time on the terminal. 

Mary: I know the number of databases and I can watch the time but 
how can I tell how many references will be called up? 

Ms. Smith: I can ask the computer to calculate it in advance. Look at 
the CRT screen. It says that there are 75 references with 
this strategy. Is that too many? 

Mary: No, it sounds about right for a complete list. I found 
14 books myself just in the card catalog. 

Ms. Smith: OK, then. Now here are the first five references. Are 
they OK? 

Nary: That looks fine. 
myself last week. 

In fact, there's a book that I found 
Let's go ahead with this strategy. 

Ms. Smith: Well, the rtm's finished. 

Mary: When do "I get the printout? 

Ms. Smith: It will be mailed here from the California center in three 
or four days. 

Nary: I hoped to have it tonight to work on. 

Ms. Smith: I'm really sorry but tha t' s library policy on searches as 
long as this. You can call me to see if it's in in a 
couple of days. 



Hary: OK, I'll call you in a couple of days. 

IN FOUR DAYS, MARY PICKS UP HER PRINTOUT AT A COST OF TWENTY 
DOLLARS. 
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SCENE 5: 

Mary: 
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MARY HAS RECEIVED HER PRINTOUT AND IS SITTING AT HER DESK IN 
THE DORM. SHE IS TRYING TO SORT THROUGH THE REFERENCES TO MAKE 
UP HER BIBLIOGRAPHY. SHE IS CUTTING THE REFERENCES OUT OF THE 
PRINTOUT AND TAPING THEM IN ORDER ONTO A SHEET OF TYPING PAPER 
AND TALKING TO HERSELF. 

Hm, all the references I found seem to be here. That's 
good. 

There are twelve of these that came up twice--most of them 
dissertations. I guess that there must be a lot of 
duplication in the databases themselves. 

I wonder what language that one is in. French? Italian? 
Oh, well, there's only one like that. 

OK, that's done. It only took two hours, too. Let's see. 
I ended up with 55 sources. I hope the books havn't been 
checked out of the library. Better get over there tonight 
to see. 
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SCRIPT tl13 



SCENE 1: 

Mary: 

Sam: 

Mary: 

Sam: 

Mary: 

Sam: 

Hary: 

MARY, A UA STUDENT, RUNS INTO HER FRIEND SAM ABOUT TWO HEEKS 
BEFORE THE LAST DAY OF CLASS 

Hi Sam, how are you doing? 

Oh, I'm fine, Mary. How 'bout yourself? 
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Awful, there isn't time enough in the day to finish all 
the stuff I have to do. I still have four papers to write 
before finals and one of them is a killer-a lit review of 
everything written in the past ten years on the use of the 
definite article in Southwestern Hississippi. 

I've only had to do one other library research paper in all 
the time I've been here and that was a topic so new that 
there was very li ttle on it. 

I have no idea how to find all the references on a topic 
like this, much less how to do it in two weeks. 

Why did you wait so long to start it? 

Hell, I did get a list of all the books on the topic from 
the card catalog, which I think is pretty complete, but I 
don't know how to locate all the journal articles without 
going through an index for each, individual journal. It'll 
take a week by itself. 

Just compiling the bibliography is mindboggling. I'll 
never get to writing the paper. It just takes too long to 
find everything and I don't want to get nailed for leaving 
some thing out. 

That's rough. Doing a good bibliography is the key to that 
lit review. It doesn't matter how good the paper is if 
it's not canplete. 

Why don't you do what I did last year in Jones' class. I 
had the library run a computer search for me, and that gave 
me the bibliography to start from. It gook the better part 
of a week before I got my hands on the printout. If you've 
got S20-S30 to burn, it'll save you a lot of hassle and 
shave a day or two off YOl'r timetable. 

Every ~ is important. l-1hy is it so slow? I would think 
a canputer would be faster than that! 



Sam: 

Hary: 

Sam: 

Mary: 

Sam: 

Mary: 
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That's just the library policy on computer searches. 

Well, a day or two saved is worth it, I guess. But how do 
I know that the bibliography will be complete? 

Call Ms. Smith. She's the specialist for the humanities 
subjects. Let her know that you want a search strategy 
that'll pullout all the references even if some of them 
have to be thrown away later. If you put your heads 
together, you can get a bibliography that's more compre
hensive than anything you could ever do by hand. 

Gee, that sounds great! Who was it who did the search for 
you? 

Hs. Smith. She won't win any personality contests, but she 
knows what she's doing. 

Thanks, Sam, that'll help, if I can salvage even a day for 
reading th,e references and writing the paper. 



SCENE 2: 

MARY RETURNS TO HER DORM AND CALLS HS. SMITH AT THE LIBRARY. 
THE PHONE RINGS AND MS. SMITH ANSWERS. 

Ms. Smith: Reference desk. Smith speaking. May I help you? 
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Mary: Yes, I'd like to find out about the computer search service 
you have at the library. A friend of mine told me you did 
a search for him last year. 

Ms. Smith: Yes, everybody always waits until the end of the term. 

Mary: 

Then they expec t mir.acles. You'll have to come in and fill 
out an order form before I can schedule a search for you. 

I have to know first whether'I can get it right 'away. I'm 
really pressed for time on this paper. 

Ms. Smith: It will probably take three or four d~ys. 

Mary: Why is tha t? 

Ms. Smith: That's a library policy. All printouts are mailed back to 
the library from a center in California. 

Hary: OK, then can I get an appoinbnent right away? 

Hs. Smith: I'm busy now, but I have office hours this afternoon at 
2:00. Come than. 

Mary: All right, I'll be there. 

Ms. Smith: OK. 



SCENE 3: 

MARY ARRIVES AT MS. S~lITH'S OFFICE AT EXACTLY 2:00 

Mary: Hi, I'm Mary, the student who called you earlier today 
about a computer search. 
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Ms. Smith: Yes, Mary, come in and sit down while I get out an order 
form. Before we begin filling it out, I'd like you to tell 
me about your topic. 

Mary: I'm studying the use of the definite article in South
western Mississippi. I want all the references on that 
topic for the past ten years, so that I can write a 
literature review. 

Ms. Smith: Have you started looking up any references on your own? 

Mary: Yes, I listed all the books in the card catalog that touch 
on that topic, and I checked the bibliographies in the 
reference. room dealing with English grammar. 

Ms. Smith: That's a good start. Do you need to examine journal 
articles, too? What about dissertations? How comprehen
sive a search do you need? 

Mary: It has to be thorough, including articles and disserta
tions. I also need to check to see if I have missed any 
important books. 

Ms. Smith: OK, that means that your search strategy should include 
Dissertation Abstracts among the databases to be checked as 
well as the others that pertain to English grammar. You 
also need to decide on a set of key terms, which will 
completely cover your topic. 

Mary: What is a key term? 

Ms. Smith: Look in this index. Each of the terms in boldface type is 
a key term. The references are accessed by searching their 
titles and abstracts for these specific terms. To be sure 
that you are covering a topic, you must have a logical 
combination of key terms--that's the search strategy. 

Mary: OK, I see now. It looks to me as if some combination of 
the terms definite article, Southern dialect, and 
contemporary English usage would work. 
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Ms. Smith: Do you mean that you want all the references that mention 
EITHER definite article, Southern dialect, OR contemporary 
English usage or do you want all the references that 
mention definite article, Southern dialect AND contemporary 
English usage? 

Mary: I mean AND, not OR. There would be too many irrelevant 
references. Only the ones that discuss all three are 
really o~ my topic. 

Ms. Smith: Then we've got it. There is only one other thing. What is 
What is the limit on the amount you want to spend? 

Mary: I can't afford more than $30. 

Ns. Smith: When do you want to run the search? It's really better if 
you cane along, because then you can see whether or not 
you're getting what you really want with this search 
strategy. If not, then we can change it right there and 
then. 

Nary: I'd like to do it as soon as possible. 

Ms. Smith: My next scheduled time for computer searches is at 4:00 
this afternoon. Come back then. 

Mary: Sure. 
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SCENE 4: 

MARY ARRIVES AT MS. SHITH'S OFFICE AT EXACTLY 4: 00 AND THEY GO 
DIRECTLY TO THE COMPUTER ROOM. MS. SMITH SITS DOWN AT THE 
TERMINAL. 

Mary: Where should I sit? 

Ms. Smith: Sit right here next to me in front of the CRT so that you 
can see the references as they are called up from the 
database. You don't have to do anything. I'll enter your 
strategy. But before we canmit to it, I want you to check 
out the first five or six references to make sure that 
you're getting what you want. 

Mary: Good. How can I tell how much this will cost? 

Ms. Smith: We can only estimate it because the cost depends on the 
databases searched, the number of references, and the 
length of time on the terminal. 

Mary: I know the number of databases and I can watch the time but 
how can I tell how many references will be called up? 

Ns. Smith: I can ask the computer to calculate it in advance. Look at 
the CRT screen. It says that there are 7S references with 
this strategy. Is that too many? 

Nary: No, it sounds about right for a really complete list. I 
found 14 books myself just in the card catalog. 

Ns. Smith: OK, then. Now here are the first five references. Are 
they OK? 

Mary: Tha t looks fine. 
myself last week. 

In fact, there's a book that I found 
Let's go ahead with this strategy. 

Ms. Smith: Well, the run's finished. All you have to do now is take 
this bill down to the photocopy service room in the base
ment and then you can pick up the printout in my office. 

NARY PAYS HER BILL AND RETURNS TO HS. SMITH'S OFFICE. IT COSTS 
$20. 

Hs. Smith: \~ell, that was quick. 

Mary: Here's your copy. Thanks for your help. 

Ms. Smith: Good luck with your paper. If you need another search on 
another topic, give me a call. 



SCENE 5: 

Mary: 
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MARY HAS RECEIVED HER PRINTOUT AND IS SITTING AT HER DESK IN 
THE DORM. SHE IS TRYING TO SORT THROUGH THE REFERENCES TO MAKE 
UP HER BIBLIOGRAPHY. SHE IS CUTTING THE REFERENCES OUT OF THE 
PRINTOUT AND TAPING THEM IN ORDER ONTO A SHEET OF TYPING PAPER 
AND TALKING TO HERSELF. 

Hm, all the references I found seem to be here. That's 
good. 

There are twelve of these that came up twice--most of them 
dissertations. I guess that there must be a lot of 
duplication in the databases themselves. 

I wonder what language that one is in. French? Italian? 
Oh, well, there's only one like that. 

OK, that's done. It only took two hours, too. Let's see. 
I ended up with 55 sources. I hope the books havn't been 
checked out of the library. Better get over there tonight 
to see. 



APPENDIX C 

QUESTIONNAIRE FOR EXPERIMENT 

279 



STUDENT SATISFACTION SURVEY II 

INTRODUCTION 

At public colleges and universities today, students use a 
variety of products and services, while pursuing their education. 
Some of these produc ts and services are provided by the colleges, 
and others are provided by local businesses or individuals. 
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The survey concerns your reaction to a new service, which is 
being o,ffered to students and faculty by many libraries ac ross the 
country. The survey's purpose is to understand more fully how 
students like yourself feel about their purchases of such services as 
this, so that colleges and universities in general can do a better job 
of providing what is needed. 

You will be asked to imagine that you actually are the 
purchaser of this service, and to describe your thoughts and feelings 
about the service at several points -during the purchase of the . 
service. To assist you in this, we will go through all the steps of 
such a purchase with student actors in a 'role play format. Project 
yourself into the role of the student purchaser of this service, to 
feel as you think she would feel and think as you think she would 
think. Imagine yourself in her situation. How would you feel? What 
would you think? What would you do? 

Although a similar service is offered here at the University of 
Arizona, the service which will be described in this survey has rather 
distinct differences. Please answer all questions in terms of the 
service as it is described here, rather than in terms of any personal 
experiences which you may have had with the University of Arizona's 
variation on this service. 

There are three parts to the questionnaire. In Part I, you 
will be asked to think about the service itself and to determine 
whether or not such a service would meet your needs. In Part II, you 
will project yourself into the purchaser role for the new service by 
watching the role play and identifying yourself with the student model. 
Then you will answer questions about your reactions, as if, you were 
actually going through the emotional and physical experience of 
purchasing the service. Finally, in Part III, you will be asked some 
classification questions, so that your responses can be interpreted 
statistically. 
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All your answers will be read wi th care and in canplete confi
dence. Students who are interested in using the service are 
encouraged to consult vIi th the library staff for infonnation on the 
service as it is here. 

Questionaire Number __ _ 

Card Number 

Script Number __ 

Please return to: Barbara Garland 
Harke ting Department 

(1-3) 

(4) 

(5,6) 
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WHO NEEDS IT? 

An undergraduate degree at a university involves preparation 
for many different professional career paths. One of these paths is 
original research. Therefore, many junior and senior level courses 
require major projects, which will develop a student's research skills. 

Students in such classes are being prepared to do original 
research at some later point in their careers. One of the first 
lessons is that coming up with something really new involves proving 
that no one has had this particular idea before. Therefore, these 
students must read everything that has ever been published on their 
topics before they can claim originali ty for their ideas. 

Naturally, the first step will be to compile a bibliography of 
all published references to the topic under study. Usually, this 
involves several weeks of painstakingly accurate searching through 
bibliographies, journals, books, newspapers, magazines, dissertations, 
government reports and other secondary sources. No one ever wants to 
find that the research he has been doing for the past year was pub
lished a year or two ago by someone else. That would mean starting 
from scratch again, since the student's work must be original. 

With this list in hand, the student must then locate all the 
references, read them, and summarize any important ideas that bear on 
his topic. Since most libraries do not have sufficient funds to 
purchase everything on every topic, the student will often have to 
borrow books from other libraries. He must allow several weeks more 
for this part of the process, since inter-library loan may also take 
several weeks. Materials written in foreign languages may also have to 
be translated, before the student can be certain that he has gathered 
all the relevant references to write the review of literature on his 
topic. 

The computerized search service available through many 
libraries is a tool designed to assist a researcher in compiling a 
bibliography. The services available vary somewha t, however. Normally, 
a search can access several commercially available databases. Each 
database had indexed a set of references by keyword. None of the 
indexes are exactly the same from database to database. Some databases 
concentrate on educational references, others on guve-:nnent references 
or on business references, for example. 

A researcher must select the most appropriate set of databases 
and then determine the most appropriate combination of keywords to 
describe his topic. Two points must also be decided in advance: 

1. any specific restrictions--such as, the time period during 
which the materials were written, the languages used, or 
the maximum amount to be spent; 



2. the format of the printout--a listing of references 
only or one with abstracts or summaries of the 
references. 

The technology exists for considerably more sophisticated options; 
however, the above description fits much of what is currently 
available. 
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WHAT DO YOU NEED? 

Take a few minutes now to think about what needs you might have 
during the caning year which some variation on the canputer search 
service might sa tisfy. 

1. Using the scale below which ONE number 
best describes "how much" you feel 
that you need a computer search 
service during the caning year? 

10 ••• 9 ••• 8 ••• 7 ••• 6 ••• 5 ••• 4 ••• 3 ••• 2 ••• 1 
(A GREAT DEAL) (VERY LITTLE) 

2. Please check (X) the features that 
you would want in such a service 
(Check all that apply): 

DELIVERY WITHIN ONE WEEK 

DELIVERY WITHIN 4 DAYS 

SAME DAY SERVICE 

SERVICE WHILE YOU WAIT 

LISTING OF REFERENCES--ALL 

LISTING OF SOME MAJOR 
REFERENCES 

ABSTRACTS 

ELIMINATION OF DUPLICATE 
REFERENCES 

CALL NUMBERS FOR LIBRARY 
HOLDINGS ON COMPUTER 
PRINTOUT 

DELETION OF FOREIGN 
REFERENCES 

REMINDER OF LUllTATIONS 
OF EACH DATABASE (YEARS 
COVERED, ETC.) 

OUTPUT ON INDEX CARDS 

OUTPUT ON PERFORATED SHEETS 
OF PAPER 

Check 

(7,8) 

(9 ) 

(10) 

(11 ) 

(12) 

(13) 

(14 ) 

(15 ) 

(16 ) 

(17) 

(18 ) 

(19 ) 

(2U) 

(21) 



ASSISTANCE IN USING TERMINAL 

ASSISTANCE IN SELECTING 
KEYWORDS FROM EACH INDEX 

ASSISTANCE IN SELECTING 
DATABASES 

ASSISTANCE IN COMBINING 
KEYWORDS INTO A WORKABLE 
STRATEGY 

ASSISTANCE IN SUPPLEMENTING 
COMPUTER SEARCH ON YEARS 
OR WORKS NOT INCLUDED 

ASSISTANCE IN USING INTER
LIBRARY LOAN FOR WORKS 
NOT IN LIBRARY 

GUIDANCE IN ASSESSING THE 
ADVANTAGES OF COMPUTER. 
VS HAN D SEARCH 

GUIDANCE ON EFFECTIVE USE 
OF BIBLIOGRAPHY IN 
WRITING REPORT 

POLITE, CONSIDERATE 
TREATI1ENT 

FRIENDLY, WARM TREATMENT 

EFFICIENT, COMPETENT 
TREATMENT 

RECOGNITION OF YOUR WORTH 
AS A HUMAN BE ING 

TREATMENT AS AN EQUAL 

REASONABLE PRICE 

CUTRATE PRICE 

3. Now let's consider which of the following 
combinations of these features that you 
would want in a canputer search service. 
In the above list of possible features 
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(22 ) 

(23) 

(24 ) 

(25 ) 

(26 ) 

(27) 

(28 ) 

(29 ) 

(30) 

(31 ) 

(32) 

(33) 

(34) 

(35) 

(36) 



for a service, there are at least 5 under
lying dimensions: the speed with which 
the service is delivered, the price 
of the service, the extensiveness or 
canpleteness of the bibliography, the 
degree of warmth and friendliness in 
the way you would be treated, and the 
degree of assistance provided by the 
librarian. 

Since people have different needs and 
there are often different combinations 
of features that would satisfy them, 
they often would be willing to put up 
with low performance on some features 
to get high performance on other 
features. They will trade-off one 
thing for another. 

In the matrices that follow} every 
possible combination of high and low 
performance on these 5. features is 
included. If we take these features 
two by two, it is possible to indica te 
which ones you would prefer to get a 
complete picture of exactly what you 
would like. 

Consider the first matrix which trades 
off the speed of the service against 
the amount of assistance you would like 
to have from the librarian. Put a "4" 
in the cell that represents your most 
preferred combination of speed and 
assistance. For example, if your most 
preferred combination happened to be 
same day service and a great deal of help, 
you would put a "4" in that cell. Then 
put a "3" in your next most preferred 
cell. For example, if it is most impor
tant to you to have lots of help and you 
are willing to give up fast service for it, 
you would put a "3" in the same weeki great 
deal of help cell. Similarly, put a "2" 
in your next most preferred, and a "1" 
in the least desired choice. Each cell 
will then have a number from "1" to "4" 
in it, and each number will appear only 
once. 
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0. SPEED OF SERVICE SPEED OF SERVICE 
z~ 
<t: (!) 

z 
<t: :>. 

H::C SAME SAME ~ 

~b DAY WEEK 
~ 

H~ SAME SAME ~"'0 

~~ DAY WEEK 
~·r-l 

(3 7-40) 
H+.J H~ 
....:l 0 ....:l~ 

....:l 

~<t: 
~ 

~ 
0 

~ 0. Cf.l 
~ Cf.l~ 

~ (!) !:J;J~ 
u::c Z"'' z 
<t: (!) 

HS:: 
....;l(!) 

E-t r-l A·r-l 
Cf.l.I-J 
H.I-J 
Cf.l ·r-l 

z~ 
!:J:J4-I 
HS:: 

( 41-44) 
Cf.l....;l ~0 

<t:<t: ~ 

.J 

I~ SPEED OF SERVICE SPEED OF SERVICE 
~ 
~ ~ CIJ 0 (!) SAME SAME C> •rj (.) 

0 SAME SAHE (""') 

0 (lj s:: DAY . WEEK H~Q) 
....:l ~ 

<f)-

DAY WEEK 
~ 

(45-48) 
~ .1-J (!) (!) 
HCIJ4-1 :> 
~ 0 (!) 0 
~~ 

~ 
!:J;J 
u 

0 H 
~ 

Cf.l ~ 
Cf.l ~ CIJ 0 
!:J;J 0 (!) (""') 

z •rj (.) . <f)-

!:J;J (lj s:: 
E-t~Q) ~ 
~ ~ 
....:l (!) (!) 
~S4-1 0 (!) 
OCf.l~ 

(!) 
"'0 
~ 

0 

(49-52) 

u 

z ASSISTANCE FROM 
<t: LIBRARIAN 
H 

~ ~ A LITTLE A LOT 
~ HELP OF HELP "'0 

~ ~ H (!) 
....:l •r-l 

5":: ASSISTANCE FROM 
~ ~ CIJ LIBRARIAN ~ 0 (!) 

•rj ~ A LITTLE A LOT C> (lj s:: 
0 ~ (!) HELP OF HELP H ~ 
....:l +.J (!) 
~CIJ4-1 
H 0 (!) 

(53-56) 

~ 
~ 

0 
~ 

~~ ~ 

~ 

Cf.l 
0 

Cf.l ~ 
!:J;J~ 

z"'' H S:: 
....:l (!) 
A ·r-l z ~ 
!:J;J4-I 
H ~ 
~0 
~ 

Cf.l 
Cf.l ~ CIJ 
!:J;J 0 (!) z., (.) 
E-t (lj ~ 
!:J;J ~ (!) 
E-t ~ 
....:l (!) (!) 
~S4-1 0 (!) 
OCf.l ~ 

(57-60) 

u 



288 

ASSISTANCE FROM PRICE 
LIBRARIAN Z 

< 
oA LITTLE A LOT OF 
~ HELP HELP 

~ ~ OVER $30 UNDER $30 
(61-64 ) 

,... 
<1l 
:> 
0 

~ 
U 

!XI t:: 
H <1l 
t-l OM ,... 
Ii-< Ii-< 
0 

H 
~ 
p..o 

M 
<f)o 

U) 
U) 

~ :>-. 
Zr-I 
H~ 

,... 
<1l 
~ 
t:: 

::;:l 

t-l c. 
c:l <1l 
Z OM 
~ ,... 

H~ 
~ t:: 

(65-68 ) 

Ii-<::;:l 

PRICE COMPLETENESS OF 
BIBLIOGRAPHY 

~ 
MOST SOME 

H:>-' MAJOR MAJOR (69-72) 
~r-I REFER- REFER-
~-g ENCES ENCES !XI <1l 
HOM 
t-l ,... 

Ii-< 
Ii-< 
0 
U) 
U) 

~ :>-. 
Zr-I 
H"d 
t-l t:: 
c:l <1l 
ZoM 
~ ,... 
H~ (73-76) 
~ t:: 
Ii-<::;:l 



4. Now, before we begin the roleplay, I 
would like to know what your overall 
attitude is towards the computer search 
service. Please check (X) the box that 
best describes your attitude. 

I think that this is a worthwhile service. 

STRONGLY AGREE 
-1234567 

STRONGLY DISAGREE 

I think that I can do just as well by 
myself • 

STRONGLY AGREE 
-1234567 

STRONGLY DISAGREE 

5. If this service were available the 
next time I have a research project, 
there would be ••• (check one) 

No chance in 10 that I would use it 
One chance in 10 that I would use it 
Two chances in 10 that I would use it ___ 
Three chances in 10 that I would use it 
Four chances in 10 that I would use it 
Five chances in 10 that I would use it 
Six chances in 10 that I would ·use it 
Seven chances in 10 that I would use it ___ 
Eight chances in 10 that I would use it __ 
Nine chances in 10 that I would use it 
Ten chances in 10 that I would use it 
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(77 ) 

(78) 

(79,80 ) 
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PART II: COMPUTER SEARCH SERVICE SIMULATION BY ROLEPLAY 

I would like to get your reactions in this section to a dramatic simu
lation of the purchase of a computer search service. The roleplay 
which you will see shortly is divided into five scenes like a play. It 
shows how a student like yourself might learn about this service from a 
friend and how he or she might then go through the process of placing 
an order for a computer search and eventually use the printout of 
references which the computer search service provides. 

Try to imagine that you are actually the student in these scenes. 
Project yourself into the role and try to feel what you would feel and 
think what he or she would think. 

The play will be stopped between scenes 2 and 3 and after scene 5 so 
that you can record your reactions as close to the time when they 
happen as is possible. Please answer each block of questions without 
looking backward to previous answers or ahead to later questions. It 
is important to record your reactions as you feel them, before adding 
new information and experiences in later scenes. Don't worry if your 
responses change from scene to scene. Consistency i-s not important. 
Your answers do not have to agree. Often, in real life, your reactions 
change dramatically in response to things other people say to you or do 
to you. It is this ebb and flow within a person's experience which I 
would like to have you record in your answers. 

Many questions will appear to ask the same thing. We are trying out 
different nuances or connotations. Please answer all the questions, 
and don't worry about consistency. Answer each question as it strikes 
you without referring to other previous answers. 

If you have any questions now about what you will need to do, please 
ask them before the play begins. 

There are three characters in the play: 

MARY, the student who is purchasing the computer search service 
( yourself) 

SAM, Mary's friend, who tells her about the service at the 
beginning of the play 

MRS. SMITH, the librarian who performs the computer search for 
Mary. 

The five scenes are as follows: 

SCENE 1, 
SCENE 2, 

SCENE 3, 

Sam tells Hary about the service; 
Mary calls the librarian, Mrs. Smith, for more 
information; 
Mary goes to the library to order a search 
from Hrs. Smit~; 



SCENE 4, 
SCENE 5, 

Hrs. Smith performs the search for Mary; 
Nary works with the printout at home. 
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Now that scene 2 is over, I would like to have you pause for a few 
minutes to describe your thoughts and feelings in your role as purchaser 
of this service. 

6. Using the scale blow, which ONE number 
best desc ribes "how much" you expect 
from this service? (Check one number 
only) -

10 ••• 9 ••• 8 ••• 7 ••• 6 ••• 5 ••• 4 ••• 3 ••• 2 ••• 1 
A GREAT VERY 

DEAL LITTLE 
CARD 2, COL. 1 

2 
(4 ) 

SCRIPT 11(5,6) 

(7,8 ) 



7. Now that you have decided to use this 
service, what do you feel the chances 
are that it might turn out as hoped? 
That is, what are the chances that it 
might not be complete, or that the 
price might not be reasonable, or that 
it might involve a long delay? (Check 
one of the following responses only) 

I AM COMPLETELY CERTAIN (100%) THAT IT 
WILL BE AS HOPED 

I AM VIRTUALLY CERTAIN (95%) THAT IT 
WILL BE AS HOPED 

I AM AUlOST CERTAIN (90%) THAT IT WILL 
BE AS HOPED 

I AM FAIRLY CERTAIN (75%) THAT IT WILL 
BE AS HOPED 

I AM PARTLY CERTAIN (50%) THAT IT WILL 
BE AS HOPED 

I Ml FAIRLY UNCERTAIN (25%) THAT IT 
WILL BE AS HOPED 

I AM VERY UNCERTAIN (10%) THAT IT WILL 
BE AS HOPED 

I &~ VIRTUALLY UNCERTAIN (5%) THAT IT 
WILL BE AS HOPED 

I AM EXTREMELY UNCERTAIN (0%) THAT IT 
\HLL BE AS HOPED 
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(9,10,11) 



8. What do you feel that the chances are 
that the librarian might not treat you 
as hoped? Taht is, what are the 
chances that the librarian will be 
surly, or busy, or careless, or incom
petent? (Check one of the following 
responses only) --

I AM COMPLETELY CERTAIN (100%) THAT IT 
WILL BE AS HOPED 

I AM VIRTUALLY CERTAIN (95%) THAT IT 
WILL BE AS HOPED 

I AM ,ALMOST CERTAIN (90%) THAT IT WILL 
BE AS HOPED 

I AM FAIRLY CERTAIN (75%) THAT IT WILL 
BE AS HOPED 

I AM PARTLY CERTAIN (50%) THAT IT WILL 
BE AS HOPED 

I AM FAIRLY UNCERTAIN (25%) THAT IT 
WILL BE AS HOPED 

I AM VERY UNCERTAIN (10%) THAT IT WILL 
BE AS HOPED 

I AM VIRTUALLY UNCERTAIN (5%) THAT IT 
WILL BE AS HOPED 

I AM EXTREMELY UNCERTAIN (0%) THAT IT 
WILL BE AS HOPED 
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(12,13,14) 



9. Let's try to examine your reactions in 
more detail now. What are the odds of 
the following things happening? (Circle 
the odds for each of these 5 situations) 

Q) 
c.J 
~ 
t1l 
.c 
u 
a 
Z 

What is the likeli- 0-100 25-75 50-50 75-25 100-0 
hood of the bill 
running over $30? 
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(15,16,17) 

What is the likeli- 0-100 25-75 50-50 75-25 100-0 
of the search being 
per fa rmed in the 
agreed-upon time? 

(18,19,20) 

What is the likeli- 0-100 25-75 50-50 75-25 100-0 
hood of the search 
including most 
major references? 

(21,22,23) 

What is the likeli- 0-100 25-75 50-50 75-25 100-0 
hood of the 
librarian using 
an inefficient 
search strategy? 

(24,25,26) 

What is the likeli- 0-100 25-75 50-50 75-25 100-0 
hood of the 
librarian treating 
you in a warm and 
friendly way? 

(27,28,29) 
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10. Sup{Xlse now that each of these situations 
actually happened. How would you feel 
about it? (Circle the appropriate response 
for each of the 5 situations) 

Q) S 
H Q) 
tll M ~ Ul U .D 

;:l 0 M 
Ul .-' .j.J H ..0 
;:l p... - p... 0 

M ~ H Q) 
p... M '\j M p... M 

M M M .D 
.j.J eo tll ;:l tll eo .,-j 

tll .,-j S 0 S .,-j H 
Q) >'l U) ~ U) >'l H 
H Q) 

C,!) ~ ~ f-, ~ ~ H 

If the bill ran 
over $30, I would 
feel that it was ••• 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

(30) 
If the search was 
performed in the 
agreed upon time, 
I would feel that 
it was 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 

(31) 
If the search 
included most of 
the major refer-
ences, I would 
feel that it was ••• 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 

(32 ) 
If the librarian 
used an inefficient 
search strategy, I 
would feel that it 
was ••• 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

(33) 
If the librarian 
treated me in a warm 
and friendly way, I 
would feel tha tit 
was ••• 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 

(34) 



11. Based on your initial impressions of this service, 
would you consider it to be comprehensive or not 
comprehensive? Fast or slow? Is the librarian 
friendly or unfriendly? Knowledgeable or not 
knowledgeable? Is the service expensive or inexpen
sive? (Circle one response for each of the 
following) 

VERY 
COMPREHENSIVE 

VERY SLOW 

VERY FRIENDLY 

NOT VERY 
KNOWLEDGEABLE 

VERY EXPENSIVE 

7 6 5 4 3 2 1 NOT VERY 
COMPREHENSIVE 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 NOT VERY SLOW 

7 6 5 4 3 2 1 VERY UNFRIENDLY 

VERY 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 KNOWLEDGEABLE 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 VERY INEXPENSIVE 
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12. Now step back from your experience for a moment and tell 
me whether or not you think that such an interaction as has 
been described in these scenes is likely to happen or not. 
What are the chances of its occurring? (Check only one 
response) --

IT IS <;;ERTAIN (100%) TO OCCUR AS DESCRIBED _____ _ 

IT IS VIRTUALLY CERTAIN (95%) TO OCCUR AS DESCRIBED 

IT IS VERY LIKELY (90%) TO OCCUR AS DESCRIBED -----
IT IS FAIRLY LIKELY (75%) TO OCCUR AS DESCRIBED ----
IT IS PARTLY LIKELY (50%) TO OCCUR AS DESCRIBED ___ _ 

IT IS FAIRLY UNLIKELY (25%) TO OCCUR AS DESCRIBED __ _ 

IT IS VERY UNLIKELY (15%) TO OCCUR AS DESCRIBED ----
IT IS VIRTUALLY UNCERTAIN (5%) TO OCCUR AS DESCRIBED 

IT IS IMPOSSIBLE TO OCCUR AS DESCRIBED ---------

(40,41,52) 

Stop now, until the roleplay is completely over. Then turn the page and 
answer the questions on the second half of the play. 
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ACTUAL PERFORMANCE OF SERVICE AND.LIBRARIAN 

13. Thinking about what actually happened, rate the service on 
the following characteristics (Circle one response for each 
of the five characteristics) 

VERY 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 NOT VERY 
COMPREHENSIVE COMPREHENSIVE 

(43) 
VERY SLOW 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 NOT VERY SLOW 

(44) 
VERY FRIENDLY 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 VERY UNFRIENDLY 

(45) 
NOT VERY VERY 
KNOWLEDGEABLE 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 KNOWLEDGEABLE 

(46 ) 
VERY EXPENSIVE 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 VERY INEXPENSIVE 

(47) 

CONFIRMATION OR DISCONFIRMATION OF YOUR EXPECTATIONS 

The Service Itself 

14. Consider the various things that you expected of the 
service before buying it--the price, the completeness of 
the bibliography, the speed ••• To what extent has the 
service turned out as you expected? (Please check one 
response below) 

IT'S BEEN MUCH BETTER THAN I EXPECTED (7) 

IT'S BEEN BETTER THAN I EXPECTED (6) 

IT'S BEEN SLIGHTLY BETTER THAN I EXPECTED (5) 

IT'S BEEN JUST AS I EXPECTED (4) 

IT'S BEEN SLIGHTLY WORSE THAN I EXPECTED (3) 

IT'S BEEN WORSE THAN I EXPECTED (2) 

IT'S BEEN MUCH \olORSE THAN I EXPECTED (l ) 

(48) 
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15. Now think about only the problems and disadvantages you 
see ... for example, things having to do with the price, the 
completeness of the search, 0 r the speed of the service. 
Overall, these have been ••• (Check one of the following 
responses) 

MUCH MORE SERIOUS THAN I EXPECTED ________ 0) 

MORE SERIOUS THAN I EXPECTED __________ (2) 

ONLY SLIGHTLY MORE SERIOUS THAN I EXPECTED ____ (3) 

JUST AS I EXPECTED ______________ (4) 

SLIGHTLY LESS SERIOUS THAN I EXPECTED ______ (5) 

LESS SERIOUS THAN I EXPECTED __________ (6) 

MUCH LESS SERIOUS THAN I EXPECTED (7) -------

(49) 

16. Now think about only the good points and advantages that you 
see ••• for example, things having to do with the price, the 
completeness of the search, or speed of the service. 
Overall, these have been ••• (Check ~ of the following 
responses) 

MUCH LESS THAN EXPECTED ____________ (1) 

LESS THAN EXPECTED ______________ (2) 

SLIGHTL Y LESS THAN EXPECTED ___________ (3) 

PRETTY MUCH AS EXPECTED ____________ (4) 

SLIGHTLY MORE THAN EXPECTED ___________ (5) 

MORE THAN EXPECTED ______________ (6) 

MUCH MORE THAN EXPECTED ____________ (7) 

(50) 
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Your Treatment by the Librarian 

17. Now consider the treatment that you expected from the 
librarian before buying the service--the librarian's 
overall competence, willingness to help, friendliness, and 
professionalism, for example. To what extent has the 
treatment that you received turned out as you expected? 
(Check ~ of the following responses) 

IT'S BEEN MUCH BETTER THAN I EXPECTED (7) 

IT'S BEEN BETTER THAN I EXPECTED (6 ) 

IT'S BEEN SLIGHTLY BETTER THAN I EXPECTED (5 ) 

IT'S BEEN JUST AS I EXPECTED (4 ) 

IT'S BEEN SLIGHTLY WORSE THAN I EXPECTED (3) 

IT'S BEEN WORSE THAN I EXPECTED (2) 

IT'S BEEN MUCH WORSE THAN I EXPECTED (1) 

(51) 

18. Now think about only the problems and disadvantages you 
see ••• for example, things having to do with the way in 
which the librarian treated you, such as the librarian's 
overall competence, willingness to help, friendliness, and 
professionalism. OVerall, these have been ••• (Check one of 
the following responses) 

MUCH MORE SERIOUS THAN I EXPECTED _______ 0) 

MORE SERIOUS THAN I EXPECTED __________ (2) 

ONLY SLIGHTLY HORE SERIOUS THAN I EXPECTED ____ (3) 

JUST AS I EXPECTED _______________ (4) 

SLIGHTLY LESS SERIOUS THAN I EXPECTED ______ (5) 

LESS SERIOUS THAN I EXPECTED __________ (6) 

MUCH LESS SERIOUS THAN I EXPECTED ________ (7) 

(52) 
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19. Now thir~k about only the good points and advantages you 
see ••• ~:or example, things having to do with the way in 
which the librarialn treated you, such as the librarian's 
overall competence, willingness to help, friendliness, and 
profess~.onalism. :Overall, these have been ••• (Check one of 
the foll.owing responses) 

MUCH LE~;S THAN EXBECTED _____________ 0) 

LESS THAN EXPECTEU ______________ (2) 

SLIGHTLY LESS THAN EXPECTED ___________ (3) 

PRETTY HUCH AS EXBECTED ____________ (4) 

SLIGHTLJ; MORE THAN EXPECTED __________ (5) 

MORE THAN EXPECTED ______________ (6) 

MUCH MaIm THAN EX:f!ECTED ____________ (7) 

(53) 
THE FULFILLI1ENT OF YOUR NEEDS ! 

The Service Itself 

20. Sometim~s people buy goods and services that suit their 
needs ql,lite well. I At other times, however, it turns out 
that wh~t they've Ibought is quite different from what they 
need. Rate the service itself (including such things as 
its pri~~e, speed, Icompleteness of bibliography, etc) on the 
degree 1:0 which it suited your needs. (Circle one of the 
followi~lg numbers I from 1 to 7) 

MATCHES EXACTLY 
WHAT I r~EED 

7 6 543 2 1 

IS VERY 
DIFFERENT 
FROM WHAT 
I NEED 

(54) 

21. To what extent didl the service itself (including its price, 
speed, ~~anpleteness of bibliography, etc) provide you wi th 
more th~n you need? (Circle one of the following numbers 
from 1 1;0 7) 

PROVIDE~) MUCH 
HaRE TH~ I 
NEED 7 6 543 2 1 

PROVIDES 
EXACTLY 
HHAT I NEED 

(55) 
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22. To what extent did the service itself (including its price, 
speed, completeness of bibliography, etc.) provide you with 
less than you need? (Circle one of the following numbers 
from 1 to 7) 

PROVIDES MUCH 
LESS THAN I 
NEED 123 4 567 

Your Treatment by the Librarian 

PROVIDES 
EXACTLY 
WHAT I NEED 

(56 ) 

23. People have needs about the interpersonal treatment that 
they receive at others' hands as well as for the good and 
services that they buy. Rate the treatment that you 
rece ived from the librarian (including such things as 
overall competence, willingness to help, friendliness, and 
professionalism, etc.) on the degree to which it suited 
your needs. (Circle only ~ number) 

MATCHES EXACTLY 
WHAT I NEED 

765 432 1 

IS VERY 
DIFFERENT 
FRCM WHAT 
I NEED 

(57) 

24. To what extent did your treatment by the librarian 
(including such things as overall competence, willingness 
to help, friendliness, and professionalism, etc.) provide 
you with ~ than you need? (Circle only one number) 

PROVIDES HUCH 
HORE THAN I 
NEED 7 6 5 432 1 

PROVIDES 
EXACTLY 
WHAT I NEED 

(58) 

25. To what extent did your treatment by the librarian 
(including such things as overall competence, willingness 
to help, friendliness, and professionalism, etc.) provide 
you with less than you need? (Circle only one number) 

PROVIDES HUCH 
LESS THAN I 
NEED 1234567 

PROVIDES 
EXACTLY 
WHAT I NEED 

(59) 
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YOUR SATISFACTION OR DISSATISFACTION WITH THE SERVICE AND LIBRARIAN 

Some people might feel that when they buy a service that they 
are purchasing a certain level of treatment by the salesperson 
also. How they are treated may be part of what they buy. 

26. As it stands now, how do you feel about the entire serVice 
encounter (including both such things as price, etc., and 
such things as the librarian's overall competence)? (Check 
one of the following) 

I FEEL DELIGHTED (7) 

I FEEL PLEASED (6 ) 

I FEEL MOSTLY SATISFIED (5 ) 

I FEEL MIXED (ABOUT EQUALLY SATISFIED 
AND DISSATISFIED (4 ) 

I FEEL MOSTLY DISSATISFIED (3) 

I FEEL UNHAPPY (2 ) 

I FEEL TERRIBLE (1) 

(60) 

27. All things considered, how SATISFIED have you been with the 
service encounter (including both such things as price, 
etc. and such things as the librarian's overall competence, 
etc.)? (Circle ~ number) 

EXTREHELY 
SATISFIED 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 

NOT AT ALL 
SATISFIED 

(61 ) 

28. All things considered, how DISSATISFIED have you been with 
the service encounter (including both such things as price, 
etc. and such things as the librarian's overall competence, 
etc.)? (Circle one number) 

EXTREHELY 
SATISFIED 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 

NOT AT ALL 
SATISFIED 

(62) 
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29. How likely would you be to recOll1mend the service to a new 
user? Circle one number) 

EXTREMELY 
LIKELY 

7 6 5 4 3 2 1 EXTREMELY 
UNLIKELY 

30. How likely ·would you be to order another search? 
Circle one number) 

EXTREMELY 
LIKELY 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 EXTREMELY 
UNLIKELY 

(63) 

(64 ) 

31. How likely would you be to give the search part of the 
credit for the success of your project? Circle one number) 

EXTREMELY 
LIKELY 

7 6 5 4 3 2 1 EXTREMELY 
UNLIKELY 

(65) 

32. Do you agree that your decision to use the service was a 
wise one? (Circle ~ number) 

STRONGLY 
AGREE 7 6 5 4 3 2 

STRONGLY 
1 DISAGREE 

(66) 

33. Do you agree that you are satisfied with your decision to 
use the service? (Circle one number) 

STRONGLY 
DISAGREE 1 2 3 4 5 6 

STRONGLY 
7 AGREE 

34. Do you agree that you feel bad about your decision 
concerning the service? (Circle one mnnber) 

STRONGLY 
AGREE 1 2 3 4 5 6 

STRONGLY 
7 DISAGREE 

(67) 

(68) 



35. Do you agree that you did the right thing in using the 
service? (Circle ~ number) 

STRONGLY 
DISAGREE 1 2 3 4 5 6 

STRONGLY 
7 AGREE 
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(69) 

36. Would you feel differently about the service if you had it 
to do allover again? (Circle one number) 

37. 

STRONGLY 
AGREE 1 

Are you unhappy 
nUlllber) 

STRONGLY 
DISAGREE 7 

2 3 4 

about using 

6 5 4 

5 6 
STRONGLY 

7 DISAGREE 

the service? (Circle one 

STRONGLY 
3 2 1 AGREE 

(70 ) 

(71 ) 

38. Are you enthusiastic about using the service? (Circle one 
nUlllber) 

39. 

40. 

STRONGLY 
AGREE 7 6 5 4 3 2 

STRONGLY 
1 DISAGREE 

Are you irritated by the librarian's treatment of you 
buyer? 

EXTREMELY NOT AT ALL 
IRRITATED 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 IRRITATED 

Are you bashful about using the service? (Circle one 
nUlllber) 

NOT AT ALL 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 EXTREHELY 
BASHFUL BASHFUL 

(72 ) 

as a 

(73) 

(74) 
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DEGREE OF REALISN 

41. Now, step back from your experience for a moment and tell 
me whether or not you think that such an interaction as has 
been described in the second half of this roleplay is 
likely to happen. What are the chances of its occurring? 
(Check only ~ response) 

IT IS CERTAIN (100%) TO OCCUR AS DESCRIBED -----
IT IS VIRTUALLY CERTAIN (95%) TO OCCUR AS 
DESCRIBED ----------------------------------------
IT IS VERY LIKELY (90%) TO OCCUR AS DESCRIBED 

IT IS FAIRLY LIKELY (75% ) TO OCCUR AS DESCRIBED 

IT IS PARTLY LIKELY (50% ) TO OCCUR AS DESCRIBED 

IT IS VERY UNLIKELY (25% ) TO OCCUR AS DESCRIBED 

IT IS VIRTUALLY UNCERTAIN (5%) TO OCCUR AS 
DESCRIBED 

IT IS IMPOSSIBLE (0%) TO OCCUR AS DESCRIBED ____ _ 

(75,76,77) 
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PART III: BACKGROUND 

42. Think back over the services that you have purchased during 
the last three months. How satisfied or dissatisfied were 
you with the two or three services which were most 
important to you? 

43. Now think about the products that you have purchased during 
the last three months. How satisfied or dissatisfied were 
you with the two or three products which were the most 
important to you? 

44. What about your experiences with the University of Arizona 
Main Library? How satisfied or dissatisfied have you been 
with the library during the past three months? 

Please tell us specifically what you have been satisifed or 
dissatisfied with. 
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45. In general, do you think that you are satisfied or 
dissatisfied with the goods and services that you buy as a 
consumer? What are the principal exceptions, if any, to 
this generalization? 

46. Now think about the description of the library computer 
search purchase which you have just experienced. Do you 
feel that the roleplay canes at all close to your' 
experiences as a consumer? 

47. In your own words, how would you explain your level of 
satisfaction or dissatisfaction with the purchase of the 
library computer search service described in the roleplay? 
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48. Have you ever worked with computers? (Check "yes" or "no") 
(2) Yes (1) No 

(78) 

49. Have you ever taken computer coursework? (Check" yes" or 
"no") 
(2) Yes (1) No 

(79 ) 

50. What is your class? (Check one) 

FRESHMAN (1) 
SOPHCMORE (2 ) 
JUNIOR (3) 
SENIOR (4 ) 
GRADUATE STUDENT (5 ) -OTHER (6) 

(80) 

Thank you very much. Your responses will help to deepen 
understanding of satisfaction with student services. If any of my 
committee wishes to verify that I did interview you, is there a number 
where you can be reached to confirm this survey? 

NAME PHONE --------.--------------
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